MISCELLANEOUS NOTES ON SOME P.S, A ATHEN.*

1. P.S.A. Athen. 3

The papyrus is made up of two fragments which for the sake of
convenience I shall call A (lines 1-12 in the editio princeps) and B (lines
13-18). The top of A had been joined to the top of B upside down, so
that line 1 touched and overlapped line 13. Two smaller pieces of a much
coarser papyrus had been pasted (fortunately not very securely) on the
back of no. 3. Petropoulos argued that A was joined to B either by a
careless addressee or by a third person who wished to use the back of
the larger piece and therefore paid no attention to the arrangement of
the text on the front. One of the smaller pieces on the back has in fact some
writing on it, but this cannot be the ancient address, as Petropoulos
thought, not only because the few traces still visible look suspiciously
like Coptic, but also because part of the true address was discovered after
these two foreign pieces (catalogued now under inv, nos. 75 and 76) had
been removed.

A and B were written, as Petropoulos correctly observed, by the
same hand and are part of the same document. I add here that the hand-
writing is identical with that of P.S.A.Athen. 8, addressed ‘Hpdxieirog
Awplww (line 1) and to be dated at some time between ca. 183 and ca.
164 B.C.1 In no. 3 the addressee’s name is partially preserved at the

* The few corrections to the P.S.A.Athen. which 1 offer here were noted during
the month that I spent in the archives of the Archacological Society at Athens pre-
serving its papyrus collection. As the time at my disposal was very limited and my
obligations to the Society did not allow me to focus my attention on anything but
damping, relaxing, and mounting papyri, I confined myself to examining a limited
number of texts, particularly those of which new fragments had beenidentified among
the unpublished pieces. My primary concern has been the revision of the text, and
this will explain the absence of any systematic commentary.

I should like to express here my indebtedness to Prof. J. Kalleris for a very en-
lightening discussion of P.S.A.Athen. 69, and to Prof. J. Bingen for supplying me
with the plate of P.S.A.Athen 58.

1. See T. Reekmans, Siwd. Ilell. 7 (1951) 92, n. 2,
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back, Awp[, and so we are dealing with another missive from Heraklei-
tos to Dorion, and one which should most likely be dated within the same
approximate time limits as no. 8.

Petropoulos placed A on top of B, but the discovery of the address
on the back (perpenticular to the bottom edge of B) calls for the place-
ment of B on top of A, which would allow for the address to fall in the
middle of the united piece. This would also be in agreement with the
overall appearance of the front: the script, which is steady and clear in
B, becomes progressingly faster and less careful in A, the last three lines
of which are cramped, as if the writer was running out of space.

Below 1 offer on the left Petropoulos’ text and arrangement, and
on the right mine.

vr..[Tpos-] émel Tob¢
c'p;mﬁ;o-ai oot GLTORGYOUS
nepl adTol &Eame [ordh- ]
anodétachot napey 7l...]
5 TOV &vﬁp'q;-:;(;v 5 évo’cpim.[...]g
pLro@obve [¢] []Xv;[] )
nal Topev| _— = —
napdcmt;ov ... w[poo-]
gag Méy.cp::mg cpwv*?,.coci GoL
10 Tobrov dey[. Jew mepl adrod
ELV.V..& ) 10 amodeta....
[] ..... Tov &vbpwmov
_ - — pLAoppbveg .
énel TOUC woel TCOQEIO.V
arrorbyfov]e napo’tc‘mc;);
15 &fome[oTdA- ] 15 Ewg Mépcp;coq
®otey . Toltoy de.[.].tv
EvapBou [ ....vy,ot..j

Back: Awp[twv]
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6. The loss of at least one line should be posited between Band A, thus allowing
for the restoration Awp[twve] on the back.
10. I cannot read dmodéfachar.

16. & €n[0tv would be possible, but so would perhaps &{v)er[8 Jetv.

2. P.S.A. Athen. 7

In line 1 after mpdrwy read ¢ifrwv xal, and in line 3 for inméwv xai
Teoydu[Bov read imréwv xhnpodyolv.

3. P.S.A.Athen. 17 4 iny. no. 152

A number of small but bothersome oversights in the editio princeps
have already been pointed out by B. A. van Groningen, E. P. Wegener,
M. Hombert, P. Viereck, and U. Wilcken (collected in BL 111, 216). A
new edition from the original will, I trust, be welcome, especially since
the discovery that inv. no. 152 is the missing upper part of the papyrus
enables us now to have a complete document. In the text which follows
the lines preserved in 152 have been printed in italics.

*Amidig " A[molhwvdpov xal Gg]
xg;y‘uarlé's[t gnd 1ol ... ]
vopol Zipolpews té[maw,]

maga AdenAlov Xaf........... ]

5 Polrog pnroocg {...... ard émot-]
niov Zipolpwvec.
Bodropat éxou.csv’.mg w[al] adlepérag
peofacachar mapk oo Trapt'z'cé‘a—
aov &md Boppd Tob ;réo [xet Juévou

10 Emoulov narodpevav .o ( )
&povpag Téocapeg, (yivovraw) (&povpar) 8-, # 8-
cog 2av Hor, abv T ol pyye-
yi{v} &Enpriopévpi{v} mict Toig
oxeleot, mwpds pbvov THv omdpo(v)

15 105 2vestéitog 8 (é*roug), Hote T1e2)
Tov pemobopbvov nata-

onslpat Tabrag ombpy & &kv



50 G. M. Parassoglou

alpBpat, xal drevéyracbar elg
3y \ 3 3 .
15 8oy T &8 adrdv mept-
20 YEWOUEVX YEVAUATA TEVTA,
pbpov grotdnTov o8 Umicy 'V ol-
14 b ! \
pot teréoar dpyuplou Spaypag
7 7 Y - \ A
terpaxostag, (yivovrat) (Spaypal) v, Thv 8¢
3 / 7 ~
gnbdocty mowoopat TEH
25 *Enelg pivi, tév yevnudto (v)
¢mt Tiig dhoviag Svrov,
dvumepbéromg Enl téket [to o
ypbvov mapaddow TV pr-
Yoviy xal T meptbvra axedy

30 xobwg mwpbretra.

{(Evoug) 3~ abroxpdropog Kalowpog
Mépxouv Adpnitov Zeoufipou
*AxeEavBpov Edoefolc Edtuyoig
ZeBaotol, Dadpt vy.

35 (m?) "Amdie "Amolwvdplov
Su Epol ‘Indpov gplcbo-

oo &g TpdriTaL.

Back

[otp]( ) (&poupor) 8- obpols) (Spaypal) v
(m) plob(woig) mapadicov

vevh (pote) 8 (Eroug)

3. Zuwpotpeng tH[mev] or tolmap (xiag)1? Not in Preisigke or Kiessling. Van Gro-
ningen, Museum 47 {1940) 261, suggested that the Zipolpwvos &mobrov in line 6 may
be identical with the locality called Twowpwwy {genitive) in P. Lond. T {p. 159) 99.
37; but the provenance of that papyrusisnot known. (The Zdobic mentioned therein,
however, could be identical with ¥&g6ie, a village in the Middle Toparchy of the
Oxyrhynchite. )

10. o (évog) or Tlow(évev) could be a possible reading; but the traces are
very faint and not particularly characteristic. In any case, not xeiovpévon Tup{of-
pwv) (so E. P. Wegener, BL III, 216).

15. &ote pal (= pd): alternatively dor’ &pal (=fpk).

36. ‘Didpov = Hiulart; ‘Taapob, Petropoulos.
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4. P.S.A Athen. 18

The date in lines 15-18 should be read as follows:

[ 1 (¥roug) v adroxpdropog Kais(xpog)
[Magxolv Adpyrfi]ou Zeounpou
[ AxgEav Bpov Edo(cBolg) Edruyols Ze(Ba)arol

[ ] (B

F. M. Heichelheim’s attempt in JEA 27 (1941) 177 to supplement Petropoulos’
reading should be discarded.

5. P.S.A. Athen. 20

In line 30 S. von Bolla, Untersuchungen z. Tiermiete u. Viehpacht
(Miinch. Beitr. z. Pap. 30, 1940), 77, proposed that tpo[gclwv be read
for Petropoulos’ wis[06v. Whatever the difficulties the latter may pre-
sent, itis a corre(;t'i.rlterpretation of the traces. I read wisBlév.

6. P.S.A. Athen. 30 verso

Line 3 reads J(mupol dprafut) , oda(lag) Tivou (mupol dprtdfar) ¥,
(ytvovron) al 7 (poxsipevar ).

7. P.S.A.Athen. 33

The papyrus is broken into 3 fragments, which I shall call A, B, and
G, in the order in which Petropoulos arranged them in the editio princeps.
For the correct arrangement of these three fragments the following two
external criteria should be taken into consideration: (1) The right hand
margin is preserved in C from line 2 to the bottom. (2) There is a broad
band of ink below line 10, covering perhaps two lines of script. The band
traverses A and C through their entire width, but starts only midway
in B. The correct order, therefore, of the three pieces is B-A-C.

A continuous text cannot be restored, even with the new arrange-
raent, in lines 1-8, owing to the extensive abrasion of the surface of the
papyrus and the considerable gaps that exist between the fragments.
We are on firmer ground in lines 9-14, however, which are better pre-
served and where we ought to encounter some formulaic elements. In the

4
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A-B-C arrangement of the pieces Petropoulos gives the following text:

Jo avto. [ Jebel  Jog €[ ... &[Etd &ybvor En[i vy oy
| o ’ ddyveovl
T q Tl Ivog Zeplamliwv *Ov[ 1 émdédwna
. i Jevievdux | - Hobve 1.

In the B-A-C arrangement I read:

Jog 2Eou[oliog. &b &E& adrodg mepelijven Exfl Iy ofv Sdyve-

os. Zoplan]iov & wlpolyve[ypappélvos Embédewna.

1 [ |
*ApJpeviaod Mnduo[S Tlop J0we[ob peyiorolu, Habve .

11. The titulature is that of Marcus Aurelius.

8. P.S. 4. Athen. 34

Of the readings suggested (by U.Wilcken in Archiv 14 (1941) 164,
and E. P. Wegener in BL 111, 219) to replace Petropoulos’ [taf Jouha(plou)
Boua(evroB) in line 7, Wegener’s is the correct one:read [‘EppJafoxou
ve (vopévou ) Bour{eutot ). In line 12 for mpospwv[& v read, followingWilcken,

oy 2

mpde O[ud]e, and inline 26 for xal §..... read, with Wegener, v’ eid%re.

9. P.S. A Athen. 35

In lines 1-2 P. Viereck’s emendation, proposed in Phil. Woch. 60
(1940) 647, is correct: read “Apmoxpatiow otp(amnyd) ["Apct(voirou)
O Jeplor(ov) sl oA (¢pwvog) pepidwy. The name in line 3 is not Zevap [ob-
vic] but Wevapob[vig].

10. P.S.A. Athen. 40

In line 2, Aéyog orrinde wal o.[, Petropoulos rejected the reading dp[yu-
ptxde because the collection of these taxes was made by epimeletai (cf.

1. This is a mere oversight. The papyrus has Swxyve and then margin; ow stood
at the beginning of the next line,
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line 7, dmd émyperntdv éndor[ou xavéves); and according to a law formu-
lated by Gelzer !, the epimeletai collected taxes in kind only, while taxes
in money were collected by hypodektai. There have appeared so many
exceptions to this rule since Petropoulos’ edition that its validity is no
longer evident. Yet dp[yvpixdc must still be rejected, for purely palaeo-
graphical reasons; what follows « is either = or v.

In line 14 the name of the catholicus seems to me to be more like
Aeu[x]lov than Aéovres. At the end of line 15 supply simply émirpdmou
olefactiiv?

11. P.S.A.Athen. 42

An important correction in lines 7-8 has already been proposed by
Miss Claire Préaux, CE 38 (1963) 130, but as there is a number of other
changes to be made, it would be simpler to offer a new text here.

T N |
[coeerne Jewg xa..0v]
[ereeere 1 votd & %[erevst (évra)]

[Omd 10D Ae]pmpotdrov Ty[e-]

5 [prévog ’Avw’.].ou ZupLocxo‘T)., armo-
Lyps (popat) T'&.Q 6]Ttocpxox')o'oc.g poL me-
(el #dpn v Kapavida a7 (pov)
[xocr(omtx;)ﬁ) (dpodpag)] B, Sia 3¢ copatio-
[ob elg T'dJrov Odedéprov

10 [covrnnns 1, ofoac &v &B[pb-]
[yw mpog :L'i\)] éVEO’Tbé‘ v (Evog) [...]

5. On M. Annius Syriacus (Dec. 161 - March 164) see now G. Bastianini, ZPE

17 (1975) 295-6.
11. The third year of Antoninus and Verus (163).

12. P.S.A.Athen. 43 verso

In line 21 for Xapivog [ ] émx «f read Xé&puig éwix(Anv) or
emix (ahodpevog) A...[.

1. M. Gelzer, Studien z. byz. Verwaltung Aegyptens, diss., Leipzig 1909, 43.
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13. P.S.A.Athen. 44

This short text was misunderstood by Petropoulos, who considered
it the description of a number of arourae located in the 6th sphragis of
the 167th klerouchy. But the number pEZ in line 1 refers neither to a
klerouchy nor to a sphragis — it is simply the column number, the &pt-
Buog oeaidoct. In line 2, also, the phrase v ¢ opp( ) should not be under-
stood to stand for év &xry oepayid:, which is not particularly correct
Greek, but &v € ogpayio:, which is standard Greek and a known formula 2.
The papyrus preserves the description of four of the six parcels of unpro-
ductive land totaling 13 11/16 arourae, which are the remainder (cf.
line 2) of a larger unit.

An examination of the original suggests the following revised text:

Jae
[(AJou(mat) (dpovpar) vy Limig oboat &v T opp(ayiot) &v]
a” opp(ayid) yépoou xal xothopdTwmy (&povpa) o

vt (Tovec) véﬂf?t.) 686¢, Boppd Mativews Magémg xAfip[og, dmyiicitou ]
5 Bacth (1en) v, MBd[c] Spupde.
{B1- opp(ayide) xspo:c;’ci\.y.ng (.cié.p.o.upou) 3 yi(roveg) mavrobev ¥ [para. ]
[v1- ogolayid) elc  Entpoayov Xowpéou yépoon xal xot[hopatov (&p.) .. ]
yt{roveg) vérou Spupbs, Bop(pZ) mpocod (xa ) 3 (den), MBdg Spuube,
. [&mnhuch-]
tou Iapéwg v:owom(w.bg) x)ﬁ)p?g nal Bag'L?\(m*};) Y.

10 3~ opp(ayid) yepodhune dmd (dpodene) a pevd Thv &x[xomiy]

14. P.S.A. Athen. 47 + inv. no. 145

Inv. no. 145 is a small piece (6.5 x 6 cm.) which preserves sections

1. Or woddparog, if you wish. See now especially N. Lewis, Papyrus in Classical
Antiguity, Oxford 1974, 79-83. An illustration of this practice may be found in *E2-
Anvixa 27 (1974) Plate 10.

2. If the writer had wished to convey the idea «x arourae located in the 6th
sphragis», the standard expression he should have used is érnl g &xttne ogpayidos,
or, if he was set on using the preposition 2v, then & tfj &t oppayidi. The definite
article is, correctly, omitted in another standard phrase which conveys a totally
different meaning : cf. P. Teb. 105.13, wxtowixnde sdfipos &v tpiot oppayiot, which Preisi-
gke, WB 11, 564, correctly explains as «ein Lehenbesitz, der aus drei (getrennt lie-
genden und doch buchmissig getrennt gefiihrten} Losen besteht».
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of lines 19-22 of P.S.A.Athen. 47. The upper margin of the papyrus is
preserved in 47, the lower in both pieces. In the revised text that follows
the part preserved in 145 is given in italics. The few remnants of Col. I,
omitted by Petropoulos, make it clear that at the end of each entry the
value of the property was given in drachmae.

Column I
41 Bpay.) o, 6 Iny 7 (Bpax-)] @, 9 Joo, 10 (Spax.)] 'A

Column I
evrov[. ][ gv 17 mpoxet- |
uévy [ Juln ]
> Amorddv[rog &md pnTeo- ]
TC(’);\E(;)Q [vewpydy mepl & Umdpyer]
5 &v h mp[oxetpévy xdun (Spay. ).- ]
*Amlyyg X[ ]
& f)T;OILpX[EL &v T} mpoxeLpévy wAUY ]
Autov plépog olxlag (Spay-).- ]
“Howv ... [ ard un-]
10 TpombA[ewg Yewpy&V mepl & Grmap-]
¥er &v ]} [mpoxetpévy xduy (Spory. ) .. ]
Moyatdog bpolws mo[Mrév: () ]
Advig Zaparnd..[ ]
vewpydy mep[l & Omdpyet év T mpoxet- |
15 uévn xoun [ (Spoy. ). ]
‘Eppic Ke..tov af ]
g (8rév) Ae [ & Omdpyel &v th mpoxetpévy xduy |
olxla [ (Spay.)--]
“Howv Kohodbou ent......... [.1-nl amd pnTeo- |
20 whhews Ysu;p';.'cf)v nepl Ty wdu[1y & Ordpyet]
&v Ttpo[aéétp.é]vy] xdun Mayaide [ Soay.).. 1
Zoparlov Ato[oxbdpo o dno unrondlem([g yewpydv mepl 1

1. One would expect Avrav[i]o[¢, but the e is certain. Perhaps év & v[oJulé&?
12. Mayotdog (Aayotdoc, Petr.}: in the Themistos meris of the Arsinoite.
19. The dots represent specks preserved in 145; nothing can be read.
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—

15. P.S.A.Athen. 49 verso

In TAPhA 71 (1940) 636 (= Scriptiunculae 1, 76), n. 49, Prof. H. C.
Youtie called attention to the impossibility of Petropoulos’ e Huep,
resolved as (mevh)quép (ov), in 1.6 and 1V.4. On the basis of a hand-draw-
ing supplied by Petropoulos, he proposed (yivovron) t(%c) or [t13(c)
i (fpag) (Spaypal) pqe for IV. 4, which is substantially correct. I read
on the original (yivovraw) tH(g) fHimélpag) (Spay.) pqe. (The ¢ has been
written over another letter, perhaps v.)

As for 1.6 he remarked with his characteristic caution: «I shall not
presume to give a reading of Prof. Petropoulos’ tracing ol Col. 1.6, but
(reev0 )nuép (ov) 1s out of the questionn. The surface is quite abraded at
this point and I cannot go beyond J.e Hexn() (Spay.) [ myself, but
it is clearly the entry of an individual contribution. The entry of the day’s
total that Prof. Youtie was looking for is to be found in the line just
above, 1.5, which was not transcribed in the editio princeps. I read
[ (ytvovron) T%(c) A lwéela(s)] (Spay.) v (mevrwforov). This last is startling
but comes in fact from 1.4, where the entry reads [ (Spay.)] 3 (mevrofo-
»ov). No other obols occur elsewhere in the text.

Two more observations: (1) What have been printed as Cols. II
and III are in fact the left and the right section of the same (second)
column. (2) Inv. nos. 175 and 176 are small fragments belonging to the
same roll. Both are too damaged to merit a publication here, but I note
that 175 verso 11.6 reads (ytvovran) =¥ (g) fuepa(s) (Spay.) pvp.

16. P.S.A.Athen. 58

This, the smallest of the published papyri of the Archaeological
Society at Athens, has caused problems quite disproportionate to its
importance. It was first published by N. D. Chaviaras in *Agy. *Epnu.
59 (1920) 73, corrected by A. C. Chadjis in the same issue (p. 75), and
then published again, with minor corrections, by Petropoulos. The text
had been relegated to the limbo of unintelligible fragments when the
late Rev. H. Musurillo announced, first in BASP 1 (1963) 16-19, and
then in CE 39 (1964) 147-9, that upon a new examination of the original
he became convinced that the piece probably preserved a text describing
the «Hadrianic troubles in Alexandria during 119/120 A.D.»; in other
words, he tentatively characterized the text as a fragment of the Acta
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-

Alexandrinorum. His text, which differs considerably from Petropou-
los’, runs as follows:

[ 6y dvemnpedoTov QUAK-
[ty ) 768 wpatictov dmirpdman
I Jov &mnoenatinde dme-

[ 10n¢ xopicleicae Emiaro-
[Nog x]ot.é(;ﬁ\o‘o Ondoyet 'r';y.epov

[ J-oag dvarpraing éG"‘r?c.y.a-

[ Juge.. [ 1.0

( Jet

«The document», he commented (CE, p. 147), «first speaks of ‘the
excellent prefect’ in the third person (2), mentions guards who were
‘unmolested’, or, more likely, “blameless’ (1). Then there are letters that
were received (4-5), and a reference 1o persons ‘abusively” or “perver-
sely’ treated (3-5), perhaps even murdered [suggesting dné/[xrzvav as
a possible supplement in 3-4]. There scems to be a mention of a ‘peace-
[ul’ situation (5), and then the {fragment breaks off. The vocabulary is
quite interesting and tends to be literary, and the {ragment reads like
a Greek advocate’s defence against official charges.»

I am very sorry to have to destroy this beautiful picture, bul my
examination of the original has convinced me that we are dealing with
something quite different. My text, which differs from Musurillo’s as it
does from Petropoulos’, is the following (cf. Plate on page 60).

[ lov avemnpedotmy Quiasc-
[copévery  Trol xpatioTou dmitpdmon
[ Tuv émnpeactinée dve-

[866quey ] omd %bpne Ozadehpeiog

[ odd&vtdixn]aBbron draoyer 7 ué\Jo\t

{ fludke  dvarynaiong aig <0 wn-
[ ] fpeselpn 1.l

[ Je{

This looks very much like a petition of some persons who, although
supposed to have remained inviolable according to the orders (?) of
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an egregius procurator, were nonetheless forced, and in spite of the fact
that they possessed but little, to undertake a liturgy (cf. dvedéOnpev) —
in which case what they lacked must had been a sufficient népoc.

1-2. Cf. BGU 1022.25-6, P. Flor. 91.17, SB 9763.43-4, P. Oxy.1106.4-5, PSI 96.3.

3. The construction appears to have been &nedy oJov ... dvayraiwg (6).

dmnpexotindde : first appearance in papyri? The standard phrase was xat’ emhpetay;
examples in WB I, s.v. émfpeta.

6. Cf., perhaps, BGU 18.15-16 and P. Amh. 139.19, elc 76 év pndevi peppdijvor.

17. P.S.A.Athen. 69

Like the previous document, this small papyrus, which I would
rather date to the IV than to the V cent. A.D., was first published in *Agy.
*Eonu. 59 (1920) 72 by Chaviaras, substantially corrected by Chadjisin
the same issue (pp. 73-5), and republished by Petropoulos. Chadjis’
text (which is followed, with one unhappy change 1, in the official edi-
tion) runs as follows:

[ 10-17 gws T ]

[te Ymng Bpag dmavinlo]wy elg

& Mixpwvog, [mleds &g

gvtwrdg Eoyov’ ’bmovd&o‘ng

aldv w7 Bovalig ép@?\; Tphe

poe, &xovrag Sviy[xl oc Evrab-

Oo. 2pp&alul oe elyopalL].
Hén?\Lg Xpbwne. o

The general sense is not in question, but the details are. I read:

adtig Spug dmdvrnowy elg
T Mdxpwvog. mpdg dg

gvtwrdg Eoyov, & mpoudTig,

1. Inline 4 for p3 Petropoulos reads pév, which makes no sense and is palaeogra-
phically so impossible that I see in it a minor slip of the pen rather than a conscious
correction,
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aldv w) Boubic £p0%v mpéc
pot, xemvrag evtynt oe Evrab-
Ou. 2ppiafat oe elyopalt]

oA YPGVoLG.

1. adtiig bpag (= dpac): «immediately», «at oncen; cf. SB 7357 = P. Mich.
206.13-14, P. Cair. Isidor. 131.3, P. Oxy. 1193.2, 2229.4. Cf. also P. Teb. 411.4,
P. Oxy. 528.14 and 935.17 {on which see P. Osl. 162.9 note).

1-2. Cf. PSI 1081.3-5, P. Oxy. 1834.2, SB 7656.1-2.

2. Makronos is a well attested village in the Arsinoite.

npdg: the first Jetter has been corrected {perhaps from xe«, in which case the wri-
ter may had first meant to employ the expression »x«8’ & évronac).

3. mpopmtye: at first glance this looks like an error for mpovonthg, but I believe
‘hat here mpoudtng = mpopddrog = promotus. I have seen the word only in Suda IV,

15.4 (ed. Adler), mwpopeytng mpoxdmrwv mapd ‘Pouxiog, which compare with EM
689.47, woopdroc puuatind doty 1) puviy xal Snhol & mponddag, and Zonaras 1574, wpo-
pétog: & mpoxddog xuta ‘Pwpatove. Cf. also Du Cange, Gloss. Graee. 1245, s.v. mpopor-
g, and Gloss. Lat. V, 475, s.v. promoti.

5. On éxwvrog éviyxe (= dxovra &véyupn) see now B. G. Mandilaras, The Verb,
Athens 1973, para. 240, 549, 683, 800, with other examples and bibliography.

7. Cf. E. P. Wegener, BL 111, 220, and H. Koskenniemi, Studien z. {dee, Helsinki
1956, 168 n. 2.

Thessaloniki GEORGE M. PARASSOGLOU
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P.S.A. Athen. 58 (scale 2:1)

(Courtesy of Archives internationales de photographies
des papyrus grecs et latins).



