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4 Imposing psychological pressure
in papyrus request letters: A case study
of six Byzantine letters written in an
ecclesiastical context (VI-VII CE)

Abstract: The present study deals with two kinds of linguistic strategies attested
in private request letters on papyrus, namely politeness strategies and those
giving the epistolary text an imperative tone. By means of these coexisting
strategies the sender exercises psychological pressure on the recipient, so that
the latter satisfies his/her request(s). The object of the offered analysis is a cor-
pus of six well-preserved, already published private papyrus request letters,
which are dated to the Byzantine period of Egypt (330-641 CE) and written in
an ecclesiastical milieu, i.e. they are sent to and received by clerics or monks.
The selected letters are examined from the perspective of the interaction be-
tween politeness and imperative tone strategies. My aim is to explore whether
they bear common features that allow us to speak of a special, “ecclesiastical”
style of Byzantine letter writing in the papyri.

1 Introduction
1.1 The aim of the study

The vast majority of private papyrus letters dated to the Byzantine period of Egypt
(330-641 CE) fall into the category of request letters.! As such, we consider the let-
ters in which requesting constitutes the primary communicative goal — or, at least,
one of the main communicative goals — of their senders.” The latter resort to several

1 The present paper is based on my thorough study of requesting in an extensive corpus of 7.836
private papyrus letters dated to the Roman (31 BCE-330 CE), Byzantine and Early Arab (641-799
CE) periods of Egypt (Koroli 2016).

2 Private letters can be defined as the authentic letters preserved on the original writing materi-
als, referring to various fields of private life and sent to private persons and not to the authorities
(Koroli 2016: 37-48, esp. 48). Private papyrus letters can be divided in two broad categories on
the basis of the main communicative goal(s) of the ancient writers: (a) request letters, and (b)
letters where requesting is not included in the main communicative goals of the sender, even if
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linguistic strategies in their effort to convince the recipients to satisfy their
requests. Very often, they use a wide variety of politeness strategies or they
give their request(s) an imperative tone. The present chapter offers a study
of the two aforementioned categories of linguistic strategies.

The object of my analysis is a corpus of six well-preserved, already pub-
lished private papyrus request letters, which are dated to the Byzantine period
and written in an ecclesiastical milieu, i.e. they are sent to and received by cler-
ics or monks. The state of preservation of the writing material, along with the
amount of information available regarding the context of the selected letters,>
enables comprehensive analysis. My ultimate aim is to explore whether and to
what extent we are entitled to speak of a special, i.e. “ecclesiastical” style of
letter writing on the basis of papyrological evidence.

1.2 Theoretical framework and methodology

Linguistic politeness denotes the variety of strategies used by the requesters to
soften the burden* imposed on the persons invited to satisfy their request. In
this way, they prevent the possibility of becoming disliked sabotaging the
achievement of their goal. The complexity of this linguistic and cultural phe-
nomenon lies in the fact that it is connected with the interlocutors’ social fea-
tures and relationship, the situational context of the text, as well as the general
cultural framework, i.e. what is considered as (im)polite in a given speech com-
munity.” While analyzing courtesy expressions and imperative tone in papyrus
request letters we are faced with one more factor of complexity: papyrus letters
abound in markers of conventional politeness not necessarily connected to re-
questing, but to the writing of the letter per se. @ilogppovnotg, the expression of
courtesy and friendly attitude towards the recipient of the letter, was consid-
ered by ancient epistolary theorists as the primary purpose of composing a

they contain stereotypical requests through which the senders express their concern for the re-
cipient and his or her relatives. For this classification, see Koroli (2016: 193-202, 257-263).
Private correspondence was connected to the practicalities of everyday life, as well as to the
maintenance of family and social bonds. Therefore, the greater proportion of request letters
among private papyrus letters should be attributed to the key role of requesting in all these as-
pects of private life (e.g. in sending and receiving goods, transactions, cooperating, problem
solving, etc.).

3 See §4.

4 Or threat, according to Brown and Levinson’s theoretical model (1987). When the benefi-
ciary is not the sender, there is no such a burden.

5 Cf. Sifianou (1992: 38-39, 46—47, 200-219; 2014: 278-283).
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letter and thus one of its inherent elements.® When it comes to papyrus request

letters therefore, one must decide whether and to what extent this formulaic po-

liteness should be connected to requesting or not. The analysis proposed will
be completed in two stages:

a) Location of the politeness and imperative tone markers in the selected texts
and study of the way they enhance the achievement of the writers’ main
communicative goal, i.e. the satisfaction of the request.

b) Comparative study of the linguistic data with certain social features of the
writers, namely the fact that they are either monks or clergymen, as well as
their place/status in the monastic order or the clerical hierarchy.

This text-driven analysis of papyrological evidence is based on theoretical and
methodological concepts of text-linguistics and speech act theory.” The focus of
study is not the use of single decontextualized linguistic elements but rather two
sorts of interaction: on the one hand the interaction of various linguistic choices
serving in conjunction the writer’s intention and on the other hand the interac-
tion of the text as a whole with its situational, inter-textual, and cultural context.

6 For ancient epistolary theory, cf. Trapp (2003: 42—-46), Muir (2009: 18-24), Koroli (2016: 48-51).
Compare also the term captatio benevolentiae denoting the linguistic strategies used by the writer
of ancient letters and petitions in order to gain the favour of the addressee; cf. Zilliacus (1949,
1953, 1967), Koskenniemi (1956: esp. 64—154), Papathomas (2007, 2009). One of the most common
expressions of formulaic courtesy is the use of honorific names, cf. Hornickel (1930), Zilliacus
(1949), Kim (2011: 52-57 et passim).

7 The approach suggested here has some relevance to studies concerning the organization of
textual information, e.g. Kim (1972), who analyzed directives in a small corpus of papyrus let-
ters of introduction and Risselada’s analysis of directives in a small corpus of Latin authors
(1993), which is also based on speech act theory. Studies on some markers of politeness and
imperative tone in private request letters are offered by Leiwo (2010) and Dickey (1996, 2001,
2010, 2016a). My starting point is the thorough, systematic analysis of the papyrological evi-
dence and the classification of markers of politeness and imperative tone as (a) commonplace
and unusual, (b) directly and indirectly connected to requesting, and finally (c) more helpful
and less helpful as far as the achievement of the sender’s goal is concerned.

In other words, I intend to create a framework of analysis applicable to the special features
of papyrus letters. Modern analyses of linguistic politeness may enable more insight if we take
into consideration the individualities of papyrus correspondence. For instance, it would be
tempting to examine the wealth of information found in papyrus letters according to Brown
and Levinson’s (1987) notions of positive and negative politeness, of requesting as a threat,
and of positive and negative politeness cultures. Also, to draw the line between the frequent,
conventionalized or formulaic strategies and the unusual or unexpected ones on the basis of
Terkourafi (2002, 2005, 2008), and Watts’ (2003) theories. On the application of modern mod-
els of analysis on ancient sources, see Dickey (2016b).
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1.3 Directive speech acts in papyrus private letters

Directives® in private papyrus letters can be analyzed according to speech act
theory’ as locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary acts.’® For example,
the sender of SB XIV 12123 (V-VI CE), asks the recipient to send him a bowl
(p1dAiov), which is necessary because of the upcoming visit of the prefect:

(1) xatafodTw 1 &deA@ikry oov S1aOeoig népPar pot Sk Tod ypappatn|
@6pov TO PLEAco>V, £meldny xpeila yivetatr avtod adplov- | fikovoa ydap 6Ti
AVEPXETAL O KUPLOG OV O GpXwv. Kal He<Ta> TRV | emﬁnplav \avTod/ méAw el
Xprilets Aappaverg: oibag yap dtt &ANo | ok éxw- el yap eiyov, ovk &v £lrjTouy,
w¢ Kai EmioTaocal.

‘May your brotherly attitude deign to send me the bowl via the letter-carrier, as
there will be need of it tomorrow; for I heard that my lord the prefect is coming up.
And after his visit you can have it again if you need it. For you know that I don’t
have another one; for if I had, I would not have asked, as you understand’.!

(SB X1V 12123, 1-5; V-VI CE) [tr.: Shelton (1977: 169)]

Since the intention of the scribe is to ask for an article that he needs, the illocu-
tionary act performed is requesting. The formulation of the request, i.e. the locu-
tionary act, is found at the beginning of the letter (kata&lovTw . .. @EGAIKO>V
[‘May . . . the bow!’]). In the remainder of text the scribe not only explains the rea-
sons for requesting this bowl (¢meidr] . . . 6 dpxwv [‘. . . as . . . the prefect’]; oidog
yap . . . émiotacat [‘For you know . . . you understand’]) but also assures the re-
cipient that he will give the bowl back when necessary (kal pe<td> . . . AapBavelg
[‘And after . . . you can have it’]). The possible satisfaction of the request, that is
the sending of the bowl by the recipient, constitutes the perlocutionary act.
Directives similar to this are attested in the main body of the papyrus private
letters.'? They concern a wide variety of everyday issues that can be classified ac-
cording to the following (overlapping) thematic categories: financial and/or law

8 The terms “directive” and “request” are used indiscriminately as general terms denoting all
kinds of directive speech acts (asking, begging, commanding, urging, etc.).

9 Searle (1969, 1976, 1981).

10 Koroli (2016: 89-99).

11 The English translation of the texts and passages cited in the present chapter is my own
unless otherwise attested.

12 These directives are rarely submitted as postscripts, see Koroli (2016: 218-226). Furthermore,
the verso also contains stereotypical requests, by means of which the sender asks the letter-
carrier to give the letter to its addressee; e.g. P.Oxy. LVI 3869, 14 (VI-VII CE): £énid(og) 1@
Oavpag(lwTtdtw) vacat Avodn m(apad) Twéyyou [‘Deliver to the most admirable Anup, from
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issues, domestic and/or professional activities, health and/or illness, human re-
lationships (family, friendships, cooperations), important events such as birth or
death, justice and/or restoration of the order, ethics and/or religion (but no meta-
physics), religious habits, obligations or events, and, of course, psychological
and/or emotional issues. The object of requesting is either giving/sending or re-
ceiving (mostly goods, money, letters and individuals), or is related to other
activities, such as the production of oral texts, for example, when the recipi-
ent is asked to submit a request to a third person, tasks related to professional
life, social or emotional problems, and others. Finally, an important parame-
ter of requesting is the number of persons involved, namely the requester(s),
the recipient(s) of the request(s), the person(s) who will satisfy the request(s)
and the beneficiary/-ies from the satisfaction of the request(s), as well as the
relationship of these individuals.”

1.4 Direct and indirect directives
1.4.1 Direct requests

The majority of requests contained in papyrus private letters are direct, i.e. re-
quests formulated in a manner which points directly to the writer’s communicative
goal. Direct requests are formulated mainly by means of grammatical markers of
deontic modality."* Performative verbs such as épwt® and napokaAé (both mean-
ing ‘to entreat’) are also very common. Alternatively, verbs such as ypdow (‘to
write’) or népnw (‘to send’) are combined with subordinate clauses of purpose; in
this case, the directiveness derives from the purposive value of the subordinate,
which reveals in an explicit manner what is requested.”

John’; tr. Sirivianou (in Sirivianou et al. 1989: 158)]; on this type of request, see Koroli (2016:
227-230).

13 Koroli (2016: 93-97).

14 Mostly imperative or subjunctive mood, or rarely infinitive or simple future; the encode-
ment of deontic modality in the lexicon, i.e. the use of deontic verbs such as the impersonal
xpn (‘it is necessary’), is much rarer.

15 On the various ways of formulating direct requests in private papyrus letters, see Koroli
(2016: 100-126), where many examples and previous bibliography are offered; cf. also indica-
tively Ljungvik (1932: 94-98), Steen (1938: 131-138, 140-143, 146-147, 153-168). Deontic mo-
dality is very closely related to directives; cf. lakovou (1999: 27-30).
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Direct requests constitute the core of thematic-textual units including their
thematically relevant co-text. The organization of these units is based on the
following rhetorical pattern:

preparation for the directive — formulation of the directive — supplement of the directive

The framing of the requests, i.e. their thematically relevant co-text, functions as
their preparation or their supplement in one or more of the following ways:
A. informing the recipient; B. imposing psychological pressure on the recipient;
C. in other ways, e.g. encouraging the recipient (assuring him/her that the satis-
faction of the request is feasible). This organizational pattern varies, depending
on whether it is complete, as well as on the function of the preparation and/or
the supplement.

Many private papyrus letters contain more than one directive. These direc-
tives may concern the same topic or not. In the first case, they belong to the
same thematic-textual unit, the structure of which is based on complicated ver-
sions of the above presented rhetorical schema. In the second case, they consti-
tute the core of separate thematic-textual units. Sometimes, a directive plays a
subsidiary role with regard to another request (basic directive). These supple-
mentary directives increase the perlocutionary effect of the basic directives be-
cause they impose psychological pressure on the recipient either directly, e.g.
by repeating the content of the basic request, or indirectly, e.g. by inquiring for
the recipient’s health.'

1.4.2 Indirect requests

The term “indirect request” is used in the present study to denote the directive
which is not formulated by means of the recurrent linguistic elements presented
in Section 1.4.1. These requests do not constitute the core of textual units based
on the aforementioned tripartite organizational pattern. In the case of indirect re-
quests the recipient has to detect the sender’s communicative goal. Indirect di-
rectives are very rare in private papyrus letters. This should be attributed, first of
all, to the utilitarian character of these letters, which are short texts concerning
everyday issues. Moreover, the formulation of direct requests makes the sender’s
communicative goal easily conceivable by the recipient, which was important
given the difficulties concerning the sending of the letters.

16 Koroli (2016: 127-202).
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Unlike modern languages like Modern Greek and English, indirect request-
ing is not necessarily connected to politeness. However, there are several letters
where the sender chooses this method of requesting in order to be both discreet
and polite. In this case, a variety of interacting linguistic choices are resorted to
in order to submit the request.!”

2 Politeness strategies vs. imperative tone
in request papyrus letters

2.1 General remarks

Both markers of politeness and markers of imperative tone function as means of
imposing psychological pressure on the recipient of the request letter, i.e. as
means of increasing the perlocutionary result of requesting.'® Specifically, polite-
ness strategies function as means of imposing indirect — but not necessarily
light — psychological pressure: their use is aimed at the moral engagement of the
recipient. The sender attempts to seem pleasant to the recipient showing his/her
respect, friendliness, admiration, or even his/her affection. By doing so, he/she
tries to compensate for the burden laid upon the recipient due to requesting. In
several request letters though polite tone is striking or even extreme. Finally,
some of the politeness strategies attested in papyrus request letters are very fre-
quently attested in the papyrological evidence, whereas others are rarely or even
once attested.

The function of strategies giving the papyrus private letters an imperative
tone is stronger or more direct in comparison with the function of politeness
strategies. By using them, the writer expresses clearly his/her communicative
goal; sometimes he/she expresses intensively his/her will and aims at the imme-
diate activation of the recipient by causing a sense of responsibility or even nega-
tive feelings such as sadness, fear or guilt. In my opinion, there are three
variations of such an imperative tone: A. the urgent tone due to a problematic
situation; B. the strict tone (without necessarily blaming the recipient); C. the ac-
cusative or criticizing tone. Urgency, strictness and criticizing mood may well
overlap. For example, the sender may adopt a strict attitude towards the recipient

17 P.Oxy. XVI 1868 (VI-VII CE) and P.Oxy. XVI 1869 (VI-VII CE) are such cases; see
Papathomas and Koroli (2014), Koroli (2014: 50-52), Koroli (2016: 212-214).
18 See Koroli (2016: 231-256).
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not only because he/she wants to be absolutely sure that the latter will satisfy
the request and/or because his/her social status allows him/her to do so, but
also because they want at the same time to blame the recipient for being neg-
ligent, inconsistent, irresponsible or, in general, for having caused a problem.
In other cases, the sender may stress the urgency of solving a problem in the
most polite way, because the recipient is not responsible for the problem in
question and/or because the social status of the recipient is much higher than
that of the sender. Similarly to politeness strategies, markers of imperative
tone vary, depending on whether and to what extent they are commonplace
or unusual. It should be noted that cursing was a very rare occurrence in pri-
vate papyrus letters.'

To sum up, politeness is the antipode of requesting in the sense that re-
questing lays a burden on its recipient and politeness strategies compensate for
this burden. Every choice of the sender putting emphasis on requesting itself is
an imperative tone marker; every choice deriving from the sender’s effort to
lessen the burden of requesting and become pleasant for the recipient is a po-
liteness marker. Imperative tone markers showing the sender’s strict or accusa-
tive attitude towards the recipient could be also defined as ‘impoliteness
markers’. It is interesting to observe how politeness strategies interact with im-
perative tone markers.

2.2 The place of markers of politeness and of imperative tone
in the main body of request papyrus letters

The position of markers of politeness and of imperative tone contained in the
main body of the letter is either in the thematic-textual unit of the directive(s), or
in the non-directive co-text which is not thematically related to a directive.?’ The
markers of politeness or of imperative tone contained in the main body of the
Byzantine letters interact with those contained in the verso.

19 SB XX 14463 (V CE) offers a very rare example of cursing: Ovalépiog vacat Abavaoiw [- - -] |
KOKOYNPE, TPodoTa, mopvoPooké: 1O mpdypa TobTo. [ - - - od]lth TH Wpa évexb@wot ai Ekatov
oapyavat o [- - - Ti] | oty vebpa Ovadepiov. pa Tov Xplotov, 8<e>T pe kaboai oe gf- - -] [Valerios
to Athanasios . . . you, bloody old man (?), traitor, brothel-keeper! This thing . . . bring the one
hundred baskets of . . . immediately . . . they are whips of Valerios. For Christ’s sake, I must burn
you...].

20 This chapter includes only some of the recurrent or commonplace strategies. Given the
topic of the present paper, the passages cited are extracted exclusively from Byzantine letters.
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2.2.1 Markers of politeness or imperative tone in the textual unit
of the directive — Some characteristic examples

Both politeness and imperative tone are codified, first and foremost, in the
formulation of the request.”! The use of the 2nd person plural or the 3rd per-
son singular (usually with an honorific name as subject) is one of the recurrent
politeness strategies.”” The choice of the subjunctive instead of the imperative
mood is also one of the most common markers of politeness. The use of 8éAw (‘to
want’) or katalow (‘to deign’) in one of these two moods constitutes a more strik-
ing politeness strategy.” The use of performative verbs épwt® and moapakaA®d
(also in the passive aorist) or formulas such as kaA@g or e motéw (in the 2nd
person, ‘you will do well to. . .”) also belong to the commonplace strategies of po-
liteness.?* Linguistic choices for the avoidance of the deontic markers (such as
ypapw + purpose clause) discussed in Section 1.4.1 should also be considered as
markers of politeness. Finally, the occurrence of conditional sentences, may lessen
the deontic content.”

The use of the imperative mood or of the simple future instead of the sub-
junctive or mapoakaA® are very common imperative tone markers. An equally
common strategy is the increase of deontic modality;?® this is achieved, for

21 Cf. Leiwo (2010); Dickey (2016a).

22 Cf. e.g. P.Cair.Masp. I 67064, 15-16 (ca. 538-547 CE; see HGV): xq[i] an[o]|méppaté pol t&
avtd xoptia [‘and send back to me the same small leaves of papyri’]; P.Oxy. XVI 1847, 2-4
(VI-VII CE): mapaokevdon ovv abtov | 1 o1] yvnoia adeA@[6Tn]g 10 ypaupdtiov drotedivia]

év péon xepl . . . | kxal & 6AokdTTIVA SoBfvan Tf] yuvauki . . . [‘Will your true brotherliness
therefore cause the bond to be deposited by him . .. and the solidi to be given to the
woman . . .’; tr.: Grenfell, Hunt & Bell (1924: 32)].

23 Cf. e.g. P.Hamb. III 228, 6-7 (VI CE): 0éAncov 8¢ GveAOeiv mpog TOV YEoUXOV Kol apakaA£oal
aUTOV, tva e | TOV o ToV povortwAdplov évtabBa ipTov. [‘Be so good as to go to the land-
lord and ask him to send the same monopolarius here first’; for a German tr., see Kramer and
Hagedorn (1984: 179)]; P.Ant. I 45, 2-4 (VI CE): kata&ion 1 o1} G8eA@dtng &doat | Tov kUplov
Ovpaéviov v Tii peydAn oik{elia | eig OAiyag nuépag. [‘May your brothetliness condescend to let
the lord Ouranios be in the great house for a few days’; tr.: Roberts (1950: 103)].

24 Cf. e.g. PKoIn III 166, 14-15 (VI-VII century CE): mapakAn®itw ovv 1 &ury déomowvn
(L 8¢omowva) | ouvtopwg SnA@eai pot Trv &rokplow f| TV Twrv. [1 ask my mistress to give
me the answer or the purchase price’; for a German tr., see Hiibner (in Kramer, Erler, Hagedorn
and Hiibner 1980: 186-187)].

25 Cf. e.g. SB XVI 12573, 2-4 (mid-VI CE; see HGV): &i 80kel T® Vpetépw peyédet, Alvltwvio[v]
Tov medlo@vAaka kal MavAov (1. TTabAov) | TOV @UYO<V>Ta KaTaEWwodTw TOUTOVG {NTAoaL Kal
ouvevpedival peta TV | GAAwv. [‘Please / If you are fine with it, may your highness conde-
scend to seek out the guard of the estate Antonios and the escaped Paulos and make them stay
with the others’; for a German tr., see Karlsson and Maehler (1979: 289)].

26 Koroli (2016: 106-112).
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instance, by means of deontic adverbs, as well as adverbs or adverbial phrases
denoting the manner, the quantity, or the time.”” Furthermore, formulas like pr
ovv &A\wg motnong (‘don’t do it in other way’) or directives with many parts are
very frequently attested.?®

Both politeness and imperative tone are expressed in various manners in the
non-directive co-text, functioning as preparation for or supplements to the direc-
tive. For example, stressing the urgency undoubtedly accords the letter an imper-
ative tone.” The reminders of older requests, not yet satisfied by the recipient
and, in general, complaints or expression of anger or disappointment for prom-
ises not kept are common thematic motifs.>® On the other hand, flattering the re-
cipient before and/or after the formulation of the request is clearly a politeness
strategy.” Furthermore, even the provision of detailed information to justify the
submission of the request could be considered a sort of politeness strategy.

27 Cf. CPR XXIV 31, 7-8 (mid- or second half of VII CE): Aowov néppov €00éwlg td] |
opeilovta {ntijoat <t>adta avTodL. [‘So ask immediately what is needed to be claimed on the
spot’; for a tr. in German, see Palme (2002: 183)].

28 A request has two or more parts when the object of what is asked is denoted by infinitives,
participles or subordinate clauses which are dependent on the same verb or verbal periphrasis
(see Koroli 2016: 123-125). In the following passage, not only is the formula név moinoov used, but
also the recipient is asked to proceed in three actions, all objects to the periphrasis: név mtoincov
o0V, KUPLE pov | dBeA@E, 00D KaTepyopévou AaB<e>iv TO képpa | kai dryopdoe (1. yopdoar) pot
£vtohkov kai AaB<e>iv | mapd Tfig MeydAng t0 otixdplov (P.Oxy. XIV 1775, 11-14; IV CE).
[‘Therefore, my lord brother, make any possible effort to take the money when you come and
carry out the note of authorization, and take the tunic from Megale’; for an Italian translation,
see Naldini (1998% 275-277) [No 66]].

29 For example, in the following passage, the choice of vocabulary clearly points to a prob-
lematic situation: P.Oxy. XVI 1849, 1-2 (VI-VII CE): kxato&hon f VHeTEPR yvnoia a8eA@otng
piov Orep piov mémpat pot Eeoondpaka (1. Edatosmépaya), | Eneldn T Adyavov 66e (1. MSe)
oanpdv 0Tt kal gaivope (1. owxivopar). [‘Will your true brotherliness have the goodness to
send me from day to day some asparangus, for the vegetables here are rotten and disgust
me’; tr.: Grenfell, Hunt & Bell (1924: 33)].

30 Cf. e.g. P.Oxy. XVI 1935, 2-5 (VI CE): kata&uwon f o1 ASeAQOTNG MApPAOKEVATOV TOVG
aypogUAakag | Tod kTrpatog Meokavovviog avadobval TRy pnxaviy tob | Bavpaciwtdtov
your true brotherliness condescend to cause the land-guards to hand over the field / water-
wheel of the most splendid Papnouthios, as I have said at another time to the stewards of
the same estate.’].

31 Cf. e.g. P.Herm. 17, 2-3 (late IV CE?; see BL X 86): | xpnotwtnta (. Xpnotdtng) cov
katéAaBev névrag Tovg po (I pr) Svvapévoug | kape @bdot (L @Bdon) | EAenpwoivny
(1. €éhenpociivny) oov, kupte. [‘'Your goodness embraces all those without resources; and let your
mercy extend to me too, my lord’; tr.: Bagnall and Cribiore (2006: 204); see also Rees (1964: 30)].
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2.2.2 Coexisting directives

The formulation of subsidiary requests, repeating emphatically (either identi-
cally reproducing or paraphrasing) one or more basic requests is a recurrent
linguistic strategy used to convey an imperative tone to the request letter. In
most cases, these subsidiary requests are commonplace requests through which
the sender asks the recipient not to be neglectful.>” The coexistence of more than
one request in many cases intensifies the imperative tone.*

At the other end of the scale, any stereotypical, commonplace request con-
noting that the sender cares about the recipient and/or his/her family, functions
as a politeness strategy regarding the basic request(s) contained in the letter.>*

2.2.3 Politeness strategies in the non-directive co-text, not thematically
related to a directive

As already noted in Section 1.3, conventional politeness constitutes an integral
part of letter-writing regardless of the main communicative goals of the send-
ers. The use of strategies which are closely related to requests in terms of sub-
ject matter, can be attributed with certainty to the effort of the sender to
enhance the satisfaction of the request. Politeness strategies which are not the-
matically connected to directives, are mostly common politeness markers oc-
curring in all kinds of letters (not only in request letters) or even in other kinds
of papyrus non-literary texts. The use of these commonly attested strategies in

32 Cf. e.g. PSI IV 318, 3-9 (IV CE?): mapdoyov T &8eh|p@ pov Appwviwvt | 4@’ @v pov Exe |
apyvpiov puptddav piav- | yi(vetar) dp(yvpiov) (uptdc) a. &AN" 6pa py | &peAriong, kOpié pov |
G8eA@e. [‘Provide my brother Ammonion ten thousand muriads of silver; total, 10.000 myriads
of silver. See that you won’t be neglectful my lord brother.’].

33 Cf. e.g. P.Oxy. XVI 1838, 1-5 (VI CE), which contains four directives: xai trjv Unodoyrnv néoav
ToD pakapiov Tov[oltov adTog VEdeLe (1. VOdeEM), | Kai pr| €kong TOV 0TTOV MGV TOV
yewpy@v. Eagov 8¢ | ifv £yyvg ood, tva 8184EN o T& pdypata Ewlg] 6te pabw | otov Tomov
opeilw Sodvar adT@. TOV 8¢ cvppaxov Tovotov Elaleov &yyvg | oo Ewg Gte MAnpwor ToOV
£viauTtov avTob. [‘Receive yourself all that the late Justus collected, and do not leave the corn
in the hands of the cultivators. Allow Phibius to remain with you in order that he may instruct
you in your duties until I learn what decision I am to give him. Allow the messenger of Justus to
remain with you till he has completed this year’; tr.: Grenfell, Hunt & Bell (1924: 21)].

34 Cf. e.g. the request contained in 11. 27-28 of P.Oxy. LIX 4000 (late IV CE), a long letter, con-
taining many directives: &omagov Todg HpdV | tdvtag kot Gvopa. [‘Greet all your own people
name by name’; tr.: loannidou (in Handley, Ioannidou, Parsons, and Whitehorn 1992: 156)].
Requests like this not only do not constitute a burden for the recipient, but also their formula-
tion constitutes a politeness strategy.
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request letters, however, has a special dynamic: similar to politeness strategies
which are thematically related to requests, they function as compensatory strat-
egies, only in a more indirect way.

Thus, any expression of deference, care, love or admiration contained in
the main body of the letter, such as the commonplace expressions of greeting
and wishing, or the expressions of thanking or positive evaluation of the recipi-
ent, can be considered as a strategy of politeness.>

2.3 The features of the Byzantine style of letter writing

In Byzantine correspondence on papyrus, the interaction of politeness and im-
perative tone becomes more interesting. In these letters, the emphasis on polite-
ness is greater, even when the writer obviously has the intention of blaming the
recipient. Furthermore, there are much more options codifying the intention of
the ancient writers to seem polite in comparison with earlier periods. For in-
stance, the sender can use the subjunctive mood instead of the imperative as
well as the 2nd person plural of politeness or the 3rd person singular (with an
honorific name as subject). Consequently, the complete absence of commonly
used politeness strategies where their use is expected, is much more striking
compared to letters dated to earlier times.*® Furthermore, in private letters of this
era, politeness is very closely related to religiousness and the display of Christian
virtues, such as humbleness.”” The increase of politeness strategies in private

35 Cf. e.g. the beginning of the short request letter P.Ant. I 45, 1-2 with BL XI 7 (VI CE): ipo
RV TVTwV TTOANG TIPOoKUV® Kal domdlopal | T fyvn oov. [‘First of all I make obeisance to
your countenance and salute your footsteps’; tr.: Roberts (1950: 103)].

36 Cf. e.g. the case of P.Harr. I 159, 1-7 with BL Il 83 (V-VI CE): £ AABev 6 kaupdg Tig kaTaBoAf.
@PGVTIoOV oLV | dpeAriong, tva pot (1. pry) dxAong vradta, | kai i GveAdng ¢ TRV moAw [mpiv
av momorg] v xataBoArv, kol pr | @g e<i>¢ fubg Goynuovijoat ot 8¢ otavploig Vmlnow
(L. Dretow) Tob yeovyov koi Tob PonBod. moinadv | Tva §Yo poveiwv (1. pwiwv) xopTov ‘éveydijvar
70D {Wov TaxEws. PPOvTIoov 8e Ta {€}lné<v>Te OAokOTTIVA | TOD TEKTOVOG e, [- - -] | (hand 2) AaBe
Kal Tov oitov Toig mefof] (1. mauot). oideg (1. 0idag) &Tt 6 kSpeg (1. kéuNG) dneolnaoce] viewori (2)] Tov
oitov | MaAéov KAéwvog: pny duehriong [ovv]. [‘The time for you to make the payment has come.
So, take care that you don’t disturb me here, that you don’t return to the city before making the
payment and you don’t misbehave with us. Those who behave in this way are under the torment
of the landowner and the assistant. Take care that the one of the two moia be quickly carried by
the animal. Take care that the five solidi of the craftsman . . . Moreover, take the wheat from the
slaves; you know that lately the comes took away the wheat of Maleos Kleon. Therefore, don’t be
neglectful. . .’; for a Spanish tr., see O’Callaghan (1963: 157-159) [No 42]].

37 On private Christian letters on papyrus, see, among others, Tibiletti (1979), Naldini (1998?),
Kim (2011), and Koroli (2016: 75-97).
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letters dated to this period could be attributed to the gradual disappearance
of the opening and closing formulas from the fourth and fifth centuries CE
onwards.*®

3 Classification of papyrus request letters
on the basis of politeness and imperative tone

Linguistic (im)politeness is a very complex phenomenon. Therefore, several lin-
guistic and extra-linguistic factors should be taken into consideration while an-
alysing papyrus letters from this point of view. The most important parameter
is the content of the text, namely what is requested and for whom. The interac-
tion of various linguistic elements and strategies, i.e. the quantity, quality and
originality of linguistic markers of politeness or of imperative tone markers,
should also be examined carefully. Specifically, what should be examined is
A. the combination and interaction of commonplace politeness strategies (e.g.
the honorific names) with those less common; B. the combination and interac-
tion of strategies making part of the thematic-textual unit(s) of the directive(s)
with those found in other parts of the letter; C. the coexistence of politeness
strategies with imperative tone markers and the way the former moderate the
impact of the latter.

The social identity and the relationship of the correspondents are equally im-
portant factors. The reconstruction of the extra-linguistic context of papyrus let-
ters is difficult if not impossible. Nevertheless, frequently the main body of the
letter and/or the verso contain useful information concerning the correspond-
ents’ social status and their relationship (e.g. words or expressions denoting pro-
fessions, titles or family relationships). Difficulties derive from damaged writing
material, the ambiguity of the content and/or the use of polysemous words, such
as KUpLog/kupia or SeomdTng/Séomnotva often used in addresses. Finally, the dat-
ing of the papyrus letter plays a crucial role. For instance, it is absolutely neces-
sary to consider the norm of letter writing established from the fifth century
onwards (see §2.3).

Judging by the above-mentioned observations we could divide requesting
in private papyrus letters into the following categories on the basis of the in-
teraction between imperative tone and courtesy strategies, otherwise said of

38 Papathomas (2007: 507).
39 Dickey (1996, 2001); Papathomas (2007: 504—506).
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the proportion between imperative tone and politeness strategies. These cate-

gories belong to a continuum starting from over-politeness and ending in

impoliteness:

a) Requesting concerning an urgent situation. The sender appears to be abso-
lutely dependent on the recipient’s help. Over-politeness strategies and the
expression of humbleness are the means to which he/she resorts in order to
be convincing. In this case, we can speak of solicitation.

b) There is a problem to be solved, an urgency or even an accusation. The ur-
gency or the critical mood of the sender though are obvious only from the
content, since the sender refers to them in the most discreet way. This is
because over-politeness is displayed as a compensation for the imperative
tone deriving from the content, so that the sender does not seem offensive.
In other words, the sender clearly relies on politeness strategies to be con-
vincing but not because he/she is dependent on the recipient.

c) There is neither a problem nor any kind of urgency. Also, there is no emo-
tional involvement. The tone is not at all imperative. The sender may use
some conventional, i.e. common, politeness strategies, only because he/
she does not want to spoil his/her request by seeming rude.

d) The tone is imperative by necessity due to an urgency and the sender may
seem worried. Although politeness is not neglected and attention is paid to
not being rude, he/she does not count as much on politeness strategies.

e) There is again an imperative tone due to urgency. The sender displays over-
strictness but without blaming the recipient. Even if there are some polite-
ness strategies, the sender certainly does not depend on them. The sender’s
social status or relationship with the recipient allows him/her to be indiffer-
ent to whether he/she seems particularly gentle or not.

f) There is a clear imperative tone due to the sender’s intention to accuse the
recipient of causing a problem and/or of his/her character in general.
Although there are possibly a few politeness strategies, the imperative
markers are dominant.

g) The irritation of the sender is very obvious. The tone of the letter is severely
critical or even threatening. No politeness strategies are used. Even the very
expected/conventional markers of politeness are absent.

In categories a—d, politeness is considered as a priority or even a necessity (in a
and b), in categories e—f, politeness stops being a necessity, whereas in cate-
gory g, politeness strategies are absent. Linguistic politeness and impoliteness
are related to the social status of the correspondents. It seems, for example,
that the complete lack of politeness strategies is possible only if the social sta-
tus of the sender is higher and/or if he/she has authority over the recipient.
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4 The selected texts

As already noted in Section 1.1, all six selected Byzantine letters allow us to
examine politeness and imperative tone from a sound basis, given that their
context is clear.*® There is no doubt that they all date to the Byzantine period of
Egypt, and therefore they bear the typical features of Byzantine letters (see §2.3).
They were all produced in an ecclesiastical milieu: they were all sent to and re-
ceived by clerics or monks.*' Both their main body and verso allow us to make
assumptions about the situational context, the social identity of the correspond-
ents — namely their gender, their profession, and their status in the ecclesiastical
community —, as well as the relationship between the sender and the recipient.
The relevant remarks contained in the editions and in the secondary literature
were of course taken into consideration. Finally, the letters in question are pre-
served on the same writing material, i.e. papyrus.

As already noted, only linguistic strategies found in the main body of the
letter will be focused on. These strategies though interact with the politeness
markers included in the verso of the papyrus, for example the plethora of hon-
orific names.

4.1 Letters from P.Fouad

P.Fouad 86, 87, 88, and 89* are dated to the sixth century CE** and belong to
the same dossier, which is certainly helpful for the reconstruction of the con-
text;** they were written by four monks belonging to the same monastery

40 The six letters under study are cited in their entirety along with an English translation and
the BL references in the Appendix to this chapter.

41 Papathomas (2007: 510) remarks that many of the letters dated to fourth century CE on-
wards were written by members of the clergy; before the fourth century CE there are only very
few cases of correspondence between pagan priests.

42 The four letters under study are included in the volume P.Fouad and were edited by Henri
Marrou (in Bataille, Guéraud, Jouguet, Lewis, Marrou, Scherer, and Waddell 1939: 175-202). P.
Fouad 87 is commented upon in detail by Gascou (1976: esp. 163-177; see BL VII 58); see also
the commentary of P.Fouad 88 offered by Kim (2011: 115-119) focusing on the Christian ele-
ments of the letters.

43 On the dating, see Marrou’s remarks (1939: 175, 177); for a further precision, see Gascou
(1976: 157 with fn. 2); also BL XI 82.

44 For a definition of dossiers and archives, as well as the advantages of studying non-
literary papyri belonging to such groups of texts, see Vandorpe (2009: 216-255); Papathomas
(2016°: 258-269).
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situated in Aphrodito and were sent to the same person, a certain npogoTwg
(‘provost’) Georgios, who is the Superior of the Monastery of Petinence
(Metavoiag) in Canope. Both monastic communities belong to the Pachomian
Order.*

The content of all four letters reveals the power of the addressee: he seems
to oversee the monastic community of Aphrodito (cf. P.Fouad 86 and 87) and is
also considered as a very respectful religious person and spiritual father for the
monks of this monastery (cf. P.Fouad 88 and 89). This is confirmed by the verso
of the letters, where many honorific names and other nominal phrases denote
the respect of the senders towards the recipient (see Appendix).*® According to
Henri Marrou (1939: esp. 176-177, 190), the monks who are connected to the
monastery of Aphrodito, as well as the ones connected to the monastery of
Stratonikis*’ are under the authority of Georgios, the superior of the monastery
of Petinence, who serves as an intermediary between the two aforementioned
monastic communities and the “common Father” of the Order.*®

45 Information and bibliography on the two monasteries, as well as the monastery in
Stratonikis mentioned in P.Fouad 87,11 is offered by Marrou in the general introduction of the
edition (1939: 175-183); also in Gascou (1976), who focuses on the monastery of Metavoia. The
placement of this monastery seems to be problematic; see Marrou (1939: 176 and 178-183 [esp.
183]). Marrou believes that A@poSitw should most probably be identified with Aphroditopolis
of the Athribite nome of Lower Egypt, a place near the monastery of Stratonikis. This sugges-
tion is questioned by Gascou (1976: 159-163; cf. BL VII 58). Gascou (1976: 160) believes that
Agpoditw might well be identified with the village of Aphrodito in the Antaiopolite nome, the
current Kom Ichqaou; cf. Fournet (1999: 464; cf. BL XII 73).

46 In all four cases, the sender expresses his humbleness by belittling himself. On the relation
between politeness and servility or self-devaluation in Greek papyrus letters of Late Antiquity,
see Zilliacus (1953); Papathomas (2007); on the verso of P.Fouad 86, see Papathomas (1996);
also BL XI 82.

47 Cf. fn. 45.

48 Cf. Marrou’s remark: “ils [i.e. the monasteries of Aphrodito and of Stratonikis] sont soumis,
eux, a l'autorité du supérieur de la Métanoia qui apparait comme un intermédiaire hiérarchique
entre ces communautés et le supérieur général” [“they [i.e. the monasteries of Aphrodito and of
Stratonikis] are subject to the authority of the superior of the Metanoia, who appears as a hierar-
chical intermediary between these communities and the general superior”] (1939: 177). Gascou
(1976: 157 fn. 3) on the other hand remarks that this is not necessarily the case. He argues that,
although the deference displayed towards Georgios and his influence on the senders are undeni-
able, neither his exact role nor the place of the monastery of Metavoia in the Pachomian institu-
tions are perfectly clear; what is more, the senders’ exact position in the monastery of Aphrodito
remains equally uncertain, and it is doubtful that they resided in this monastery on a permanent
basis since they seem to move from place to place (cf. the relevant remarks in Marrou 1939:
184-185, 190). According to Gascou (ibid.), the content of P.Fouad 86 and 87 indicates that the
letters of this small dossier were written by and sent to travelling monks, which, in his opinion,
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4.1.1 P.Fouad 86

Both P.Fouad 86 and 87 are narrative letters that refer to issues of the monastery,
and specifically to problems caused by unrighteous monks. Their context and
the relation of the people involved in the stories told are complicated.*® The
sender of P.Fouad 86 informs the recipient, Georgios, about the wicked behav-
iour of an immoral monk. The fact that Georgios appears to be responsible for
the solution of this problem and that he has the authority even to expel the
monk in question from the convent (l. 18) indicates that he is certainly superior
to the sender. The latter seems to play, though, an important role in the monas-
tery of Aphrodito, which is why he is responsible for keeping Georgios informed.
Nevertheless, he is not equal to the superior of the Monastery of Petinence
(Metavoiag), which is made evident by his deferential style of writing.*®

The letter starts with the preparation for the directive (1. 1-17; see Appendix).
The detailed information offered to the recipient in this part of the text could be
considered as indicative of the urgency of the situation and, consequently, as con-
veying a kind of imperative tone to the text. At the same time though, the fact that
the sender informs the recipient in detail before formulating his request could be
considered as a politeness strategy: it proves that the submission of the request,
i.e. the expulsion of the immoral monk, is justifiable considering all the events he
speaks of. The directive can be found in 11. 17-19:

(2) mapaxAn®f odv i Vu[eTé]pa maTpkn Beo@ilia KaTd voiv Exetv | mepi TovTOU
nPoOg T@ TR VHETEPQ OTOLST Meprapedijvatl Tov Gvdotov €k TV | povaotnpiwv
NHOV.

‘We beg, therefore, your paternal piety not to forget to remove this unholy person
from our monasteries.’
(P.Fouad 86, 17-19; VI CE)

In general, the writer of this letter is largely dependent on politeness strategies.
In the preparation of the request, we twice encounter the honorific name
ayloovvn (‘holiness’) in combination with the 2nd person plural of politeness
and specified in the first case by an adjective pointing to Christian faith (1. 1: Tfj
VUETEPQ MATPIKT] &yloavvn; L. 7: 1 buetépa ayloovvn [‘your (paternal) holiness’]).

In the formulation of the request, the prepositional phrase mpog @ Tfj
DUETEPQ 07OV TEpLpedfivatl TOV Avootov €k TV | povaotnpiwv fpd@v (1. 18-19)

should be rather attributed to “cette vie de relation développée qui caractérise le cénobitisme
pachdmien” [“this life of developed relationship that characterizes Pachomian cenobitism”].
49 See Marrou (1939: esp. 175-178, 184-185, 189-192).

50 See Marrou’s remark in the introduction to the letter (1939: 184).
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[‘to remove as soon as possible this unholy person from our monasteries’] which
supplements the verbal phrase mapaxAndf ovv f| Vp[eTé]pa matpikry Bopihia Kot
vobv &xew | mept Tovtov (1. 17-18) [‘we beg, therefore, your paternal piety not to
forget’], gives an imperative tone to the text, since it contains the noun omoudn
(‘zeal’). This imperative tone is counterbalanced by many politeness strategies.
First of all, the writer chooses a performative verb, the lexical sense of which is
connected to the notion of politeness, i.e. mapakoA®, put in the 3rd person singular
of the subjunctive (1. 17: mapoxAn6ij), since the subject is an honorific name speci-
fied by a possessive pronoun in the 2nd person plural and the adjective matpiki
(I. 17: 1 Vpletélpa matpr Beo@hia [‘your paternal piety’]). The passive syntax
also ensures that the ‘ego’ of the sender/requester is of less importance. In addi-
tion, the noun omovdr| (omovdf, 1. 18) is specified by a pronoun put in the 2nd per-
son plural of deference (tfj UpeTePQ omoLSH [‘your zeal’]).

Outside the textual unit of the directive (1l. 19-21), there are also some polite-
ness strategies. Specifically, this part of the letter contains an extended version
of the formula of salutation® including two verbs very closely connected to the
notion of deference, i.e. mpookLV@ (‘to make reverences’)*? and domélopat (‘to sa-
lute’), as well as the nominal phrase Triv DUeTEPAV TIATPIKTY &yloouvnV [‘your pa-
ternal holiness’] in 1. 20, also attested in. 1. 1 and enriched here by a phrase
denoting the writer’s deep Christian faith (11. 20-21):

(3) mAgioTa TPOGKYVOpEV (1. TPOCKVVODHEV) Kai Aoma{opueda | TV DUETEPAV MATPIKIV
aylocvvnv, mepItTVeeopevVoL ab TV Ti| Tod [vedpatog | Evaeet.

‘We make you many reverences and salute your paternal holiness embracing
you in the unity of the Holy Spirit.’
(P.Fouad 86, 20-21; VI CE)

In sum, the sender of this letter clearly expresses his respect towards the recipi-
ent by combining several commonplace politeness strategies.

4.1.2 P.Fouad 87

Similarly to P.Fouad 86, this letter refers to issues of the monastery. Here again
the sender writes about a problem the solution of which necessitates the addres-
see’s intervention. The story hidden behind this letter is more complicated as

51 For the thematic motif of salutation, see, among others, Koroli (2016: 67-68).
52 On phrases containing mpookuv® kol domalopal, see the comment of Papathomas in CPR
XXV (2006: 175-177 with fn. 3).
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compared with the one to which P.Fouad 86 is related. The sender, Andreas,”
asks Georgios to protect the monks living there from the vicious behaviour of
their current superior. As already observed by Marrou (1939: 189-192), the rela-
tionship of the two correspondents is more complicated in comparison with
P.Fouad 86, 88 and 89. Georgios is the superior of the monastery of Petinence,
and therefore Andreas displays the appropriate respect; at the same time though
Andreas is an important person of the monastery of Aphrodito, as well as the
spiritual father of Georgios.”*

The detailed information offered to the recipient in 1l. 1-30 (see Appendix)
functions as an indirect request. By means of this long list of complaints the
writer clearly expresses his irritation for a third person and stresses the urgency
of the situation. He writes that his intention is just to keep Georgios informed;
cf. his statement in 11. 27-28, where the honorific name gitekvia (‘blessing of
children’; ‘fruitfullness’; ‘blessedness’; for the first two meanings, see LSJ) is
used specified by a possessive pronoun in the 2nd person plural, as well as the
adjective Bo@\rg (‘dear to God’): kal Tpog €ldnowWv Tiig | VpeTePag Beolodg
evtekviag Tabta yeéypaga [‘and I have written this text in order to keep your
supreme blessedness, which is dear to God, informed’]. Nevertheless, it is clear
and easily understandable that the real intention of the sender is to make
Georgios take action. This passage has a somewhat imperative tone due to its
content. At the same time though the choice of the sender to submit an indirect
request could be attributed to his effort to be polite by not asking explicitly for
Georgios’ intervention.

The direct request (1. 34), which is thematically irrelevant to the preceding
indirect directive and supplemented by 11. 35-36 (see Appendix), is formulated
in the 3rd person singular of the subjunctive; the subject is the honorific name
Beopia specified by the possessive pronoun in the 2nd person plural:

(4) pny 6Aryoprion (1. dAtywprion) 8¢ 1y DpeTEpa Beo@Aia Kot TOD YpappHaTnEOpov.

‘May your piety not be angry with the letter-carrier.’
(P.Fouad 87, 34; VI CE)

53 On Andreas’ status and relation to Georgios, see Marrou (1939: 190) and Gascou (1976: 157
fn. 3; 159).

54 Cf. 1. 37 of the verso: 1@ Ta mavt(a) Oopire(oTdTw) TV(EVRATIIKG VLY [‘to my spiritual
son, who is absolutely dearest to God’]. On the reconstruction of the context of the letter, the
persons involved and their relationship, see Marrou’s remarks in the introduction to the letter
(1939: 189-190).
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Outside the two directives’ thematic-textual units, we again find a version of
the formula of salutation (Il. 30-33). The salutation is presented as the primary
goal of the sender (cf. mpo névtwv [‘first of all’] in 1. 30). This passage, which
includes the honorific name Beo@ihia (‘the favour of God’; see LS]J; in this co-
text: ‘piety’), has a very striking religious content:

(5) domafopal mpo m&vTwv TV o1V &deA@ikny | Bo@iav év Kupiw, peTd MEvTwv TV
{twv} obv adTf kal dyamovvtw(v) (I. dyamwvtwv) | adTiv G8eA@@v. oi UV éuol
aomafovrat vpdg v Kupiw.

‘First of all, I salute your brotherly piety in the Lord, as well as all of the brothers

who live with you and love you.’
(P.Fouad 87, 30-33; VI CE)

In general, the sender resorts to several commonplace politeness strategies
expressing his deferential attitude to the superior of the monastery of
Petinence. Nevertheless, due to his sprititual superiority in comparison to the
recipient he does not appear as submissive as the senders of the rest of the P.
Fouad examples.”

4.1.3 P.Fouad 88

In P.Fouad 88 and 89, Georgios’ influence on the monks connected to the
monastery of Aphrodito is shown differently than in P.Fouad 86 and 87;
Georgios is not asked to solve a problem but is the recipient of the sender’s
excessive deference.

What is particularly interesting in P.Fouad 88 is the content of the two di-
rectives it contains: the sender, a humble monk, asks the recipient to include
him in his prayers and to always have good feelings about him (1. 4-6; 9):

(6) émerta 8¢ kal mapakoA® | pvnodivat TG Eufig BpoaxhTnTog £V TOTg TPOg TOV OOV aDTHG
| €0MPoadékToIg AMTOLG . . . TapoKoA® o TRV Ta TNV Befaiov Exetv péxpL TavTog.

‘Secondly, I beg you to remember me, the least of all, in the prayers that you address
to God, which are accepted [by Him] . . . I beg you to keep it [i.e. your benevolence
towards me] as strong as it is now for ever.’

(P.Fouad 88, 4-6; 9; VI CE)

55 See Marrou’s remark in the introduction to the letter (1939: 189-190).
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In reality, these two directives are nothing more than an expression of the send-
er’s deferential attitude towards the recipient.”®

Despite the particuliarity of the petitum, the writer organizes his text as a com-
mon request letter and writes as if he is asking for something of great importance.
The two thematically relative directives are formulated by means of the performa-
tive verb mapakaA®. Their submission is justified by 1. 6-9 (see Appendix), which
function as a supplement of the first directive and as preparation for the second
one, as well as by 1l. 10-11 (see Appendix), which function as the supplement of
the second directive. The framing of the two directives stresses to an even greater
extent the writer’s respect, since it gives prominence to the recipient’s piety and be-
nevolence. This respect is displayed with the same intensity in the rest of the letter,
which contains five attestations of the 2nd person plural of the possessive pronoun
(IL 3: v VpeTEpav; 6-7: TV | DUETEPWV; 7-8: TAG | DUETEPAG; 10: TWV DUETEPWV;
11: DpETEPQC).

In 11. 1-4, we come across two thematic motifs commonly attested in private
papyrus letters. First of all, the sender refers to the opportunity he took advan-
tage of to send the present letter to Georgios. He claims that his main goal was
to prostrate and salutate the recipient. This passage is full of politeness
markers, such as a nominal phrase including the honorific name aytoguvn (‘ho-
liness’) in combination with the adjective matpikri (‘paternal’) and the second
plural of politeness (1. 3: v Upetépav matpiknyv ayloovvny [‘your paternal holi-
ness’]), as well as the participles mpookuv@v kal mpoo@deyyopevog (1. 4; [‘mak-
ing obeisance and saluting’]):

(7) xat vOv ThG ebkapiog SpaEGUEVOG TOD YPOUUATIPOPOU HOVATOVTOG | KATEPXOUEVOD HETA
TOV ypoppdtwv tob dootdtov (I dowTdtov) dBPa Avdpéov | mpog TRV DpeTépav
natpunv  &yocovny [ye ... ¢ 1 yéypapa mpdtov pév | mpookvvav kai
TPOCPOEYYOUEVOG QUTIV).

‘Now also, finding an opportunity by the monk and letter-carrier, who descends towards
your paternal holiness holding the letter of the most holy abbot Andreas, I have written
this letter first and foremost in order to make obeisance to you and salute you.’
(P.Fouad 88, 1-4; VI CE)

56 Marrou characterizes this letter as a “bon specimen de la verbeuse politesse byzantine et
de la vanité des jeux épistolaires ou les chrétiens de la basse-antiquité se sont complu” [“a
good specimen of the verbose Byzantine politeness and the vanity of the epistolary games in
which Christians of the Roman and Late Antique period delighted themselves”] (1939: 197 with
fn. 1, where literary parallels for this style of letter writing are offered); see also Gascou (1976:
158 fn. 2). The submission of directives of this kind is usually not the main communicative
goal of the sender in private correspondence, but only a way of displaying reverence and reli-
giousness; see indicatively Kim (2011: 45).
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The letter closes in an equally submissive way, specifically with a long version of
the salutation formula characterized by an intense religiousness and ending with
the invocation Beop\éoTaté pov matep [‘my holiest spiritual father’] in 11. 11-14:

(8) domdlopat 8¢ TOV Te | BEOPNETTATOV KOOV TATEPR, KAl THV KOOMWTATNV KONV
unTtépa, | xai mévrtag Tovg ovuv VIV v K(upi)w, déomo(ta) Bzo@idéotaté pov
ndTep.

‘I salute our common Father, who is dearest to God, and our common mother, who is
the most virtuous, and all the people who live with us in the Lord, my master and
most pious Father’.

(P.Fouad 88, 11-14; VI CE)

In reality, by means of the submission of two pseudo-directives, the writer dis-
plays in extremis his Christian virtues, so that he wins the favour of Georgios,
who is both a man of power and his spiritual father.”” It has to be noted that in
other private papyrus letters, requests like the ones included in P.Fouad 88 are
used only as subsidiary requests.”®

The writer of this letter expresses not only an excessive politeness, reverence
and admiration for Georgios himself and whatever is his (cf. 1. 5-8; 10-11; see
Appendix), but also his unlimited humbleness and submission; he goes so far as
to belittle himself not only in the verso but also in the main body of his letter.*

4.1.4 P.Fouad 89

This letter is very similar to the previous one in terms of both content and writing
style. Once again, the text resembles a solicitation; in reality, the writer considers
its writing and sending as proof of his deep religiousness and his deferential atti-
tude towards the recipient and, consequently, as a means for winning his favour.
The pseudo-request (ll. 4-8) is formulated again with the performative verb
napakaA® supplemented by the phrase tov éuov 8eondtnv [‘my lord’]:

(9) xai | TapakoA@® TOV EPOV SeorOTY PVNEBTVAL TH Ef] TOM<EXVWOEL &V | TOlG Tavooialg
kol evmpoodextarg evxfg (1. evxoic) T@ €U &yad@® deomorn, | &ypn (1. dypy) dEwwon pat
(1. pe) 6 B=0G kal KaTd TPACWTOV TIPOCKLVIioaL TOV | oV &yaBov SsondTnyv.

57 Cf. 1. 3: matpiknv &ytoovvnyv [‘paternal holiness’]; 13: Oeo@AéoTaté pov nétep [‘my
most pious Father’]; 15-16: matpi | n(vevpat)k® [‘spiritual Father’].

58 See Koroli (2016: 157-162, esp. 161).

59 Cf. 1. 5: Tfg éufig BpaxvTnTog [‘me, the least of all’]; 8-9: €ig £ue, T0Ov EAGYLOTOV QVTIG
adeA@ov | xai vidv [‘me, the least of all your brothers and your son’], as well as 1. 17 of the
verso: EAax(toTog) [‘the least of all’]; cf. fn. 46.
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«

. and I beg my lord to remember my insignificance in his all-holy prayers,
which are accepted by God, for my virtuous lord until God will think me worthy to
make obeisance to my virtuous lord also in person.’

(P.Fouad 89, 4-8; VI CE)

The reference to the recipient as if he was a third person is an over-politeness
strategy. In the supplement of the directive (Il. 8-11; see Appendix), the sender
assures the recipient that he also prays for him all day and all night. In general,
when the writer refers to the recipient, he never uses the second person (neither
singular nor plural) but nominal phrases including the noun 8eondtng (1L 3; 4;
5; 6; 8; 10; 11; see Appendix).

The letter opens again with the motifs of the chance for sending the letter
(L. 1; see Appendix) and of the salutation (Il. 2-4). The latter is enriched by two
clumsy repetitions expressing the boundless respect of the sender towards the
recipient:

(10) mpookuV@V kal domalépevog T& ebAoynpéva ixvn T@v ebAoynpévwy | mod@v T@®
£u@ ayad@ SeomdTn PETA Kol TTAVTWY TV | cUVOVTWY BeoPAeTTAT(WV) GBEAPDV
T® EN® ayad@ deondtw (L. SeonoTn).
‘.. . in order to worship and salute the blessed prints of the blessed feet of my
virtuous lord, and of all the brothers, who are the most pious, and who live with
my virtuous lord.’
(P.Fouad 89, 2-4; VI CE)

The writer exalts the recipient and whatever is related to him;®° at the same
time, similar to P.Fouad 88, he expresses a limitless humbleness by devaluating
himself.®! Despite their similarities, P.Fouad 88 and 89 differ as far as the lin-
guistic aptitude of the two senders is concerned.®® The repeated use of nominal
phrases containing the noun 8eondtng (‘lord’) in P.Fouad 89 is indicative not
only of the sender’s excessive deferential attitude but also of his inability to ex-
press it in good Greek.

60 1l. 2-3: T& ebAoynuéva ixvn T@v edbAoynpévwv | mod@v [‘the blessed prints of the
blessed feet’]; 5-6: év | Taig mavooiaig Kai ednpocdékTag evxiig (1. €vXaig) [‘in his all-
holy prayers, which are accepted by God’].

61 cf. 1. 5: Tfi éufi Tan<e>woet [‘my insignificance’], as well as 1. 12-13 of the verso: £éAéx(1otog)
| 8oDAog [‘the least of all slaves’]; cf. fn. 46.

62 Marrou attributes the sender’s linguistic maladroitness, namely the syntactical and ortho-
graphical mistakes contained in the letter to his Coptic origin, manifested by his name (1939:
200); this view is questioned by Gascou (1976: 158 fn. 2), who attributes these features of the
text to “la pratique du grec courant” [“the practice of then current Greek”].
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4.2 Letters from P.Ness. I
4.2.1 P.Ness. Il 47

This letter was sent to a deacon, Stephanos, by an abbot, Patrick, probably before
605 CE.®®> The position of Stephanos is mentioned on the verso of the papyrus
(see Appendix). The title of the sender (fyoUpevog, ‘abbot’) is mentioned in the
letter preserved on the verso of the papyrus (1. 8). The verso also contains the
reply of Stephanos to Patrick’s letter. The content of the letter is not related to
religious matters. The sender submits two thematically irrelevant directives. The
basic directive is contained in Il. 2-5. The sender uses the structure 8¢Ancov
[‘please’] + infinitive, which is a politeness strategy:

(11) 8éAecwv (1. 0¢éAnoov) 8¢EaaB[aw tap]a [To]D ypap|patepwpov (1. ypappatn@opov)
okapov A(itpag) wySwekwvta (1. dydorikovta) ke@ahag peydhag éxwot (1. gikoot) |
kai £ig Tabta npwkdAvppa (1. mpokdAvppa) notfoe (L. mofjoat) @ GvBpwmnw pov
AvaxAd | 611 £8€ov (1. €8¢8w) adTd.

‘Please accept from the letter-carrier eighty pounds of sea fish, twenty large heads. In

return give my man Anaklas the protection of a note that you have received them.’
(P.Ness. III 47, 2-5; before 605 CE?)

In the second, formulaic directive (l. 5), the sender asks the recipient to pray for
him. This is a subsidiary request increasing the perlocutionary force of the
basic bipartite directive in an indirect way, since the two directives are themati-
cally irrelevant:

(12) xai gbyov O £pod dia Twv (1. TOV) KVpLWV (1. KOPLOV).

‘Pray for me to the Lord.’
(P.Ness. I1I 47, 5; before 605 CE?)

Furthermore, the sender makes use of a series of conventional politeness strate-
gies. Specifically, in 11. 1-2 he writes a formula of obeisance and a salutation, in
the framework of which he includes the recipient among his real friends, and
uses the invocation &éomota (‘lord’) and of the verbs mpookuv@® (‘make obei-
sance’) and aonalw (‘salute’):

(13) mavtwv npdtepwv (1. TPSTEPOV) Ypdpw Ttpoolkluv@d kai don[diw cle TOV €pod |
yviiowwv (1. yviiolov) @idwv (I. @ilov) dvta, déonota.

63 The two letters under study were published by Casper J. Kraemer in 1958. On their dating
and provenance, cf. Kraemer (1958: 139, 144).
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‘Before writing anything else, I send respectful greetings to you, sir, for you are
my true friend.’
(P.Ness. III 47, 1-2; before 605?)

The editor of the letter attributes the deferential attitude of the sender to the
hierarchical distance between the two correspondents, which is obvious by the
reply of the recipient on the verso: the latter makes no attempt to be excessively
polite towards Patrick.®*

4.2.2 P.Ness. lll 50, 1-9

The sender of P.Ness. III 50, Georgios,65 is also of a higher ecclesiastical and social
status in comparison to the recipient, Zoninos; he is a bishop (émiokomoc),
whereas the recipient is an abbot (&BBdg). The position of the two correspondents
in the clerical ranking is mentioned in the main body of the letter (Il. 1-2; 10-11;
see Appendix). The content of this letter, written in the early seventh century CE,
is clearly connected to religious — but practical — matters. The sender is ill and can-
not attend a festival; so, he asks the recipient, in case he attends the festival in
question, to request on his behalf an unnamed abbot to give a donation (eDAoyix)
to another abbot, a certain Prokopios.®®

The letter contains many linguistic choices giving the text an imperative
tone. First of all, the sender submits two thematically relevant requests. The
first, basic directive has three parts found in different parts of the text (Il. 2;
3-5; 9; see Appendix). Its third part (1. 9) closes the main body of the letter,
which could also be considered as a marker of imperative tone:

(14) ai &6v pe (1. pry) £E€A0eg (1. £££A0NG) ypdpov adTwv (1. adTd).

‘If you do not go out, write him.’
(P.Ness. III 50, 9; early VII CE)

There is also a subsidiary request (1. 7-8), repeating the basic directive:

(15) énapalkAEBeTt. (1. mopoaxAidnTy) Xapioev (L. xapilew) pe o (1. T0) kabikov (l. kabfikov)
TOUTO.

64 See Kraemer’s remark in the introduction to the letter (1958: 139), who, among others,
notes the following: “The fact that Patrick calls himself simply fyodpevog . . . seems to indi-
cate, unless he was not giving his full title, that he was not yet reader or priest . . . The tone of
deference with which he addresses Stephan and the air of authority in which the reply is
couched clearly reflects a considerable difference in rank between the two men”.

65 This Georgios is not the same person as the recipient of the letters P.Fouad 86-89.

66 For more information on the context, see Kraemer’s introduction to the letter (1958: 144).
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‘You are requested to grant me the favor, which is my due.’
(P.Ness. I1I 50, 7-8; early VII CE)

The noun kabikov (1. kaBijkov) (‘due’) presents the satisfaction of the basic request
as an obligation of the recipient. The sender exercises some pressure on the recipi-
ent because he is obviously worried about the arrangement of the issues of which
he speaks. This is obvious from 11. 2-3, which supplement the basic request:

(16) ém<e>18n &obevd kai o0 Sulvape (1. Svvapal) EEeNO<e>tv €ig v EopTrv T0D Qyiou
Tepyiov.

‘Since I am sick and cannot go out to the festival of St. Sergios.’
(P.Ness. III 50, 2-3; early VII CE)

Moreover, being superior to the recipient makes him feel free to ask him in a
somehow persistent and implicitly strict way to satisfy his requests. However,
although stressed and socially superior, he does not forget to use politeness
strategies. In the textual unit of the request, we find the use of the imperative
emapalkAefety (1. mapakAndnty) [‘you are requested’] supplemented by the infin-
itive yapioev (1. yapifew) [‘grant the favour’]. Both words compensate for the
formulation of the noun kabikov (l. kaBfikov), which is included in the same
subsidiary directive.

There are also some politeness strategies outside the textual unit of the di-
rectives. The letter begins with the conventional form of salutation (1. 1), which
is presented as the main communicative goal of the sender.

PP

(17) mp<o> “p'év mavrwv ypdow xlal &lgnadope (1. domdlopar) Twv (l. TOV) GB<P>av
Zovivwv (1. Zovivov).

‘Before everything I am writing to send greetings to Father Zoninon.’
(P.Ness. III 50, 1; early VII CE)

Moreoever, the sender wishes the recipient to be healthy (1. 8):

(18) ayvévov (1. vytaivwv) SieAd[e].

‘Abide in good health.’
(P.Ness. I1I 50, 8; early VII CE)

In conclusion, Georgios obviously does not want to displease the recipient of
his request by seeming rude; furthermore, such a writing behaviour would not
suit his status. Thus, he uses all the above-mentioned commonplace politeness
strategies in order to display his respect to the recipient, who is also a member
of the clergy.
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4.3 The place of the selected texts in the politeness-
imperative tone continuum

The place of the examples in the politeness-imperative tone continuum pre-
sented in Section 3 could be as follows:

Table 1: Politeness—imperative tone continuum.

The request letter per se as an expression of respect towards the recipient: P.Fouad 88,
P.Fouad 89.

Requesting by counting greatly on over-politeness strategies; the sender is absolutely
dependent on the recipient to solve an urgent problem (= solicitation).

The urgent tone or the critical mood of the sender are compensated by over-politeness
strategies: P.Ness. lll 50; P.Fouad 86; P.Fouad 87.

There is neither a problem nor any kind of emotional involvement. The tone is not at all
imperative. The sender may use some common politeness strategies: P.Ness. Ill 47.

There is an imperative tone due to urgency. The sender may seem worried. Although he/she
pays attention to not being rude, politeness strategies are not relied on.

There is (again) an imperative tone due to urgency. The sender displays over-strictness
without blaming the recipient. Even if there are some politeness strategies, they certainly are
not depended on.

There is a clear imperative tone due to the sender’s intention to blame the recipient. The
markers of the imperative tone are dominant.

As can be seen in Table 1, imperative tone never prevails courtesy in the
examined corpus; what is more, in two examples, P.Fouad 88 and P.Fouad 89,
the expression of reverence itself was the primary goal of the writer. Cases like
these could be regarded as a small but distinct category of papyrus request
letters.

5 Conclusions

The analysis of the selected corpus revealed that each letter contains a variety of
linguistic choices and strategies. Both politeness and imperative tone are codified
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in many different ways and interact to serve the main communicative goal of the
sender. Each one of the senders of the six letters under study resorts to a different
set of strategies depending on the content, the status of the correspondents and
their relationship; cf. e.g. the case of P.Ness. III 50 and of P.Fouad 87 as opposed
to P.Fouad 88 and 89.

The similarities observed in the selected examples allow us to assume that
(male) members of the clergy or of monastic orders wrote in a distinct way dif-
ferentiating them — to some extent — from other letter-writers. In all six letters,
politeness constitutes a priority, whereas impoliteness markers seem to be
completely inappropriate, especially when the recipient is higher in the ecclesi-
astical hierarchy.

An additional similarity between the six selected examples is the striking accu-
mulation of honorific names, as well as words and phrases related to religiousness.
Amphilochios Papathomas (2007: 508-510) attributes the abundance of these lin-
guistic elements in clerical letters to the fact that these letters were obviously con-
sidered as proofs of the writer’s deep Christian faith. Finally, letters like P.Fouad
88 and 89 show that religious persons could go so far as to write request letters
only to display their respect to their superiors and, consequently, their absolute
humbleness.” In this case, the request letter per se constitutes an expression of
over-politeness and Christian virtues. This type of letter is similar in style to com-
mon solicitations, in the sense that the sender makes an effort to seem over-polite
and appears to be completely dependent on the recipient. Nevertheless, the send-
ers of these two letters do not ask the recipient to help them solve a problem; all
they ask the recipient is to pray for them. Politeness here is something more than
a priority — it is the reason for writing this letter.

All in all, the scrutiny of the interaction between politeness and imperative
tone strategies as defined in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 in the selected epistolary texts
leads to the assumption that these letters bear a set of common features; al-
though the imperative tone is not absent, politeness strategies are always domi-
nant. This “special” quota of imperative tone and politeness could be considered
indeed as a Byzantine “ecclesiastical” style of letter-writing. A thorough exami-
nation of a larger corpus and the comparison of the papyrological evidence to
the literary production coming from the same period may help us reach more
concrete conclusions.

67 P.Herm. 8 and 9 (IV CE; see BL X 85), as well as P.Lond. VI 1925, 1927 and partly 1924 (mid-
IV CE), all sent to ascetic men and belonging to dossiers, offer close parallels to these request
letters.
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Appendix
P.Fouad 86 with BL VIII 133; X 77; XI 82

(Possibly Aphrodito, Antaiopolite nome [see BL VII 58; XII 73]; VI CE)
t
1 t yvwpilo pev” T DHETEPQ MATPIKT] &YLOOUVI WG KT TNV EiKGSax ERSOUNY TOD
2 mapovTog pnvog [etpog 6 Mlevtamolitg, EMOTAG T@) eDAYET HovaoTnPiw
3 A@pobditolg mo Tiig Avtvoov, Emibedwkev 1@ BeopleoTtdtw GPRRG
4 Novq ypéppota Mnvi tod Apod, drnoavtioavtog adTd kata Tov [apesit,
5 TIEPLEXOVTO QT TG YPEppaTa OTL ‘Ttoinoov &yammy einelv 1¢) BeoPAeaTtdtw

6 GPPd AvBpq 6TL MpolapPavw Kal Avépyopal €ig AVTIvoou Kal TavTa T
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7 Ko TEPX HaVOAVWY Ypdw DIV’ 0ldev Yap T DUETEPA AylooVVN TOVG
8 Tpdmovug Tod Gv8pAG, KAV | ypdpwpev péAtaTta 6Tt o0 HeTpiwg ENVTNTEV AUES
9 10 éumodiov Tig vodou alTiig: Eav yap ebpn mappnoiav pog TOV Lrep-
10 @uéoTtatov oTpatnAdTnV Kai DIaTov, oVK £xet Tiouxaoat, GAAX kal yoviopTov (1. koviopTtov)
£yepel
11 EVTWG KT TV povaoTnpiwy Kol kad’ £vog EKAoToV FU@V. PO TIOAA@V 8¢
12 oV mavu fep@V Tipeda ypdapavteg T Oe0oePeatdtw GBPRE MV TM TOD 0ikoVOpOoL
13 AaBeiv ypdppata mopa Tod Aaprnpo(tdtov) kupio[u] Kopttd tob T{avkn mpog tov
14 [pelyaron[ple(neéotatov) IETEXwvTA, UMOWUVAOKOVTA aUTOV mepl TOV KAKWG
npoxfEvTwy
15 [Um6 .... pleta Mehayiov Tod payi[otpov] év Aivov moAet (1. Neihov mdAel) katd TOV Tépuat
Xpovov,
16 tva pn ebpn mappnoiav, kat pléxpt Tliig Sedpo 0v8E dndkplowv EdeEdpeda
17 mepl TovTOL. MAPaKANBf 0OV 7| Du[eTE]pa maTpikT Bo@ihia kaT) VoDV Exety
18 mepl TOUTOL TIPOG TA T VUETEPQ OTIOLS] TEPLAPEDTiVaL TOV GVOTLOV €K TV
19 povaotnpiwv Mu@v. TadTa YpApovteg, TAEioTa TPookuvopev (1. TpookuvoDpev) Kal
aonafopeda
20 TRV DHETEPOV TITPLKTY (YLOGUVNY, TEEPUTTUGTOHEVOL aUTHV Tfi ToD [TvepaTog
21 évwoel. t
Verso
22 deomnd(tn) MUV wg GAnd(@g) Ta mavta Beopileo(tdtw) Kk(ai) dyot(dtw) moatp(l) ApRa
Tewpyiw npoeot(@Tt) po(vaotnpiov) Metavoiag,

23 1'Twdvvng éAeev(06) mpook(uvnTig).

Translation

‘We inform your paternal holiness that on the twenty-seventh of the present
month, Petros from Pentapolis, who arrived at the holy monastery of Aphrodito
(coming) from Antinoe, gave to the abbot Nonas, who is the dearest to God, a
letter of Menas, son of Arsas, who replied to him on the issue of Paveeit. The con-
tent of this letter was the following: “Be so charitable as to tell the abbot
Andreas, who is the dearest to God, that I'm taking the lead and I am going up to
Antinoe, and I will write to you all the news that I will learn.” For your holiness
knows this man’s character, even if we do not write to you first and foremost that
the fact that you were impeded to come up here saddened us to a great extent;
because if he [i.e. the above-mentioned person] finds the courage to speak out
being near the most extraordinary magister militum and consul, he will not be
able to remain quiet; instead he will raise dust by all means against the monas-
teries and each one of us separately. It was only a few days ago, when we wrote
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to Menas, the most pious abbot, the steward’s son, asking him to receive by vir
clarissimus lord Komita, son of Tzanke, a letter for magnificentissimus Petechon,
reminding him of the bad actions committed by . . . [the aforementioned person]
together with the magister Pelagios, in Neiloupolis, last year, so that he [the
aforementioned person] will not find the audacity, and we have not received any
reply about this issue so far. We beg, therefore, your paternal piety not to forget to
remove as soon as possible this unholy person from our monasteries. In writing
this, we make you many reverences and salute your paternal holiness embracing
you in the unity of the Holy Spirit. (address) To our lord, who is truly dearest to
God in all things and holiest Father, abbot Georgios, provost of the monastery of
Repentence. Ioannes, the piteous worshipper.’®®

P.Fouad 87 with BL VI 41; VIl 58

(Possibly Aphrodito, Antaiopolite nome [see BL VII 58]; VI CE)
T
PKATA TRV SevTtépav ToD MapOvVTog urvog Popevad
katéNaBev TOV 8ppov Tod povaotnpiov Appoditolg 6 peyalomnp(enéotatog)
kopeg Twévvng, méupag pot ypdupata T ofig 0co@iloic ebtekviag,
Kal £k TOUTWV YVoug TV pootv aOThG, £80&aca TOV Seondtnv Oedv-

1
2
3
4
5 mpoeTpePEunV 8¢ Trv aToD peyahompeneiav GveABelv (or Ameldelv) ig Ta
6 povaoTtripla kal émoképacdal IV ToUTWV dloiknoty. oUK VIECKXETO
7 Téwg ToDTO ToLfoaL, GAA>’ Bpwe WG EENABapev i Tpitn Ewbev
8 &l 10 kTfjpa 10 Aeyopevov Ilepvig, peTeaTENGUNY AUTOV EKETTE,
9 deilwv Slalexbfvat avTd Ta elkdTa iBLalovTwg po Tob dvamAou
10 fu@V, kol Oacaong TG avTod peyahonpeneiag, katéAaBav (1. katéAapov) kal
11 oi evAapéatatol adeAgol Tob povaatnpiov Etpatovikidog, kata-
12 kpdagovteg Tepnpiov Tod MPOETTATOG, Kal AéyovTeg pupiag Biag
13 mepl TG AvaTPOTiiG TOD povaaTnpiov, MEPi T TV TOUTOV XPEDV
14 £mi Tob xpovou TG Slokroews avTod, Kal dkovoag 6 aOTOG peyahomnp(enEaTatog)
15 qvnip & Tap’ adT@V AeXBEVTA, HAALOTO GTL OUK DTIAPXEL OTIHEPOV
16 T@ povaotnpiw éxetvy £ig E£0Tng EAaiov, kai v kviblov otvou,
17 kai 8¢xa dpTéPog oitov, RyavakTnoev mévy kata Tod avtod Tepnpiov,
18 kal oV ouvexWwpPnoev aTOV GvelBelv ped’ fU@V Ewg TAg Bab 1,
19 &AM &Fikev €v T povaoTtnpiw Agpoditodg, Gypt &robécews
20 T@V Adywv adTod oVV Be® PeTA THV Sloiknatv Tod mpwTov povaoTtnp(iov)

68 A French translation is offered by Marrou (1939: 186-187).
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21 Tig Bab. AowmadeTat yap 0 Adyog alitod TeTpakdoia vopiopata

22 pkp@ fi oG, VIEP PoVNG TiG dlowkroews Tob povaatnpiov

23 £v0g éviauToD TG TpWTNG vB(IKTIOVOC), XWwplg T@V BAAWV Xpe@V

24 TV Bav<e>10TOV CLVTEWVOVTWY €ig Ete[pla Tplakdoia Sekatéo<o>ap(a) vo(piopata)
25 kal kat avtnv {eUTrv} nuépav avten|élpacev peta Twv BeooeBeot(&)T(wv)

26 adeh@@v TakwPov, AyoBod, PolBdupwvog, BovAGpeEVOG Gpa aVTOLG

27 Bepétolg (1. Bepédotg) mpoAaBeiv £mt TV Avtivdou, kal pog i8nawv Tiig

28 VpeTépag Oeo@odg evTEKViag TaDTa Yeypaga. Gvepyetal (or dmépyetar) 8¢

29 peb’ fuav Tepnpiag, 6 MPoeoTws Tod povaatnpiov Appoditoig

30 £wg TG Avtivoou. Aomdlopal IO TEVTWY TV o1V ASEAQIKIV

31 Beo@hiav £v Kupiw, petd mavtwv TV {Twv} ovv avTii kai dyanovvtw(v) (L dyan@vtwv)
32 auTnVv GBeA@@v. ot Vv £pol domdgovtat LpaG £v Kupiy:

34 pn 6Ayoprion (1. dAtywprion) 8¢ /| peTEpa BeoPihia kAT TOD YPOUUATNOOPOL-

35 €neldn éxkpdTnoa avTov EvtadBa dypt mapovsiag Tob peydA(ov) kOpL(tog),

36 Kai €16” oVTWG &mEAVOR AVTOV TIPAC VPGS t.

verso

37 t 1@ 1o Mévt(a) Beope(oTdty) MV(EVHRT) K VD &BRE Tewpyiw mp o eoT(@TL)

38 R GPP(&) AvBpéag EAeevag.

Translation

‘On the second day of the present month Phamenoth, magnificentissimus comes
Ioannes arrived at the port of the monastery of Aphrodito, and sent me a letter
of your supreme blessedness, which is dear to God, and, after having learnt
from this letter that you are well, I praised God, my lord. And I urged his mag-
nificence to come up to (or: depart for) the monasteries and inspect their ad-
ministration. He has not promised to do so up to this time; however, when we
got out of the field called Pernis on the third [of Phamenoth], at earliest dawn, I
sent him there, since I felt obliged to have a discussion with him in private about
the right issues before our putting out to sea; and when your magnificence arrived
[before we did], the most pious brothers of the monastery of Stratonikis also ar-
rived and screamed against leremias, the provost, and told about [his] countless
acts of violence, about the upheaval from which the monastery suffered, and about
his debts during the year of his administration; and when the magnificentissimus
man listened to their words himself, and in particular that today there is not even
one sextarius of oil, one knidion of wine or ten artabae of grain in that monastery,
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he got furious with the aformentioned Ieremias and he did not permit him to come
up with us until Bau; however, he allowed him to remain in the monastery of
Aphrodito, until his words are recorded ()% with God’s help after the administra-
tion of the first monastery of Bau. His account has indeed less than forty solidi — or
a bit more — than it should have for the sole administration of the monastery during
the one and only year of the first indiction, without taking into account the other
debts to the usurers, who will seek three hundred and fourteen solidi more; and on
the same day, he passed to the other side of the river together with the most pious
brothers Iacobos, Agathos, Phoibammon, planning to continue his route until
Antinoe with the same post-horses; and I have written this text in order to keep
your supreme blessedness, which is dear to God, informed. Ieremias, the provost
of the monastery of Aphrodito, comes up with us until Antinoe. First of all, I sa-
lute your brotherly piety in the Lord, as well as all of the brothers who live with
you and love you. The brothers who live with me greet you in the Lord; the mon-
astery is unwell. 3 Phamenoth, 2 indiction. May your piety not be angry with
the letter-carrier; because I kept him here until the noble comes arrives, and only
then I let him come back to you. (address) To my spiritual son, who is absolutely
dearest to God, abbot Georgios, the provost. Abbot Andreas, the piteous man.””°

P.Fouad 88

(Possibly Aphrodito, Antaiopolite nome [see BL VII 58]; VI CE)
t
1 ® kal viv TG eVkaipiag Spagdpevog Tob Ypappatn@opov povaiovTtog
2 KOTEPYOMEVOU HETAR TV YPAUPATWY ToD 6010TéTOoU (1. Oo1wTdTOL) GRRG AvBpLou
3 mpog TV LpeTépav maTpkry ayoovvny [ye . @1 yéypaga npdtov pév
4 mpooKLV@V Kal TpooPOeyydpevog al Ty, £nerta 8¢ kal TopakoA®d

5 pvnodivat Tig Epiig BPoaxVTnTog £V Taig TPOg TOV OOV aUTAS

69 On the translation of dmoBeoig, see Gascou (1976, 168): “. . . I'andBeoig désigne normale-
ment P’action et le résultat de rassembler, d’emmagasiner, et il en résulte que ’dn60eoig TV
AGywv ne se rapporte pas a la reddition des comptes, mais a leur rassemblement, soit dans des
archives, soit auprés d’un service de verification comptable” [“. . .Gnd0eo1g normally designa-
tes the action and the result of gathering, of storing, and it follows that the &dnoBeoig T@v
Adywv does not relate to the rendering of accounts, but to their collection, either in archives,
or with an accounting audit service”].

70 A French translation is offered by Marrou (1939: 192-193); see also Gascou’s remarks (1976:
163-177; see BL VII 58).
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6 e0mpoodékTolg MTai. £yvwv yap Kal viv, Tpog T Suvapy v
7 Vpetepwv ypappdtwy, 10 otade [otel pov kai duetoxivntov Tiig
8 VPETEPOG OyadiiG TPOXIPETEWS EiG EUE, TOV ENGXITTOV aUTHG GSEAPOV
9 Kal viov, kol TapakoA® adThY TavTnV BeBaiov EXEV PEXPL TAVTOG:
10 £meidr] ob peTpiwg éopat 00 POVoV TV VHETEPWV LYWV GANG Kal
11 ouyKpoTrOEWS VHETEPQG OVK OALyNG. T domdlopat 8 TOV Te
12 Be0@IAEGTATOV KOWVOV TIOTEPQ, KOl TV KOOGULWTETIV KONV UNTEPQ,
13 kal mévtag Tovg ouv VIV £v K(upi)w, deomo(ta) Beopreotate pov mdtep. T
14 1 ©apevad y/t.
Verso
15 1 8eomo(Tn) &ud wg GAnB(@S) T& mavTa Beope(oTdtw) (kai) dylwT(dTw) Mol T(VELHATYKGD
apBG Tewpyiw, mpoeat(@Tt) Met(avoiag)

16 1 Twavvng, EAdy(1oTog).

Translation

‘Now also, finding an opportunity by the monk and letter-carrier, who descends
towards your paternal holiness holding the letter of the most holy abbot
Andreas, I have written this letter first and foremost in order to make obeisance
to you and salute you; secondly, I beg you to remember me, the least of all, in
the prayers that you address to God, which are accepted (by Him). Once again,
thanks to the power of your letter, I came to know your stable and immovable
benevolence towards me, the least of all your brothers and your son, and I beg
you to keep it [i.e. your benevolence towards me] as strong as it is now for ever;
because I am in great need not only of your prayers but also of your full ap-
proval. I salute our common Father, who is dearest to God, and our common
mother, who is the most virtuous, and all the people who live with us in the
Lord, my master and most pious Father. 3 Phamenoth. (address) To my lord,
who is truly dearest to God in all things and holiest spiritual Father, Georgios,
provost of the monastery of Repetence. Ioannes, the least of all.””*

71 A French translation is offered by Marrou (1939: 198); see also Kim’s commentary and
German translation (2011: 115-119).
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P.Fouad 89 with BL VII 58; XI 82

(Possibly Aphrodito, Antaiopolite nome [see BL VII 58]; VI CE)
T
1 ebkepiav (I. ehkapiav) edpwv TOD YpoppaTnEOpov GvaykEov (1. Gvaykaiov) fynodunv
YpG&@pev
2 TpooKuV@V Kal domaldpevog Ta edAoynpéva ixvn T@v eDAoynpévwy
3 odMV T® £ud &yabd Seondy, HETA Kal TAVTWY TV
4 guvovtwy BeoPAeoTdT(WV) ABEAPOV TG EPD &yab@ SeomdTw (1. Seondn), Kal
5 TI/POKOAD TOV POV SeondTnV Pvnodfivat Tf EQf| TOMKE>IVWOEL €V
6 Taig mavooiotg kai ebmpoodékTarlg VXA (1. eVXTS) T@ Epd &yod SeomdTn,
7 Gxpn (L Gxpy) a&uwon pat (1. pe) 6 O£dG Kal KATA TPOCWTTOV TIPOCKUVAGAL TOV
8 &uov ayadov deondTny. ol mavopat yap voktoa{v} kal fpépa<v>
9 gbyopevog mpdg Tov Seondtnyv Xp[oTtov vmep Tig ownplag kal
10 Slapoviig T@ Eud dyad® Seondtn, Kol TAvTwv TOV dyarmovvtwy (1. dyandviwv)
11 OV &uov Seondny &v Kup)w, déomo(ta). Gop(eva)e, B, iv)s(iktidvog) o t.
Verso
12 ovv B(e)®. T® £u@ dyad® deondt(n), peta T(0)v O(e6)v, mpoeot(@Ti), T Woiog, EAdy(toTog)
13 §odAog.

Translation

‘Now also, finding an opportunity by the letter-carrier I thought it was neces-
sary to write to you, in order to worship and salute the blessed prints of the
blessed feet of my virtuous lord, and of all the brothers, who are the most
pious, and who live with my virtuous lord; and I beg my lord to remember my
insignificance in his all-holy prayers, which are accepted by God, until God will
think me worthy to make obeisance to my virtuous lord also in person. For I do
not cease to pray night and day to Christ the Lord for the salvation and the per-
petuity of my virtuous lord and of all those who love him in Lord, my master.
2 Phamenoth, 2" indiction. (address) With God’s help. To my virtuous lord, the
provost, with God’s help. Psoios, the least of all slaves.””?

72 A French translation is offered by Marrou (1939: 201).
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P.Ness. Il 47 with BL IV 23
(Nessana, Palaestina; probably before 605 CE)

1 T névtwv npdtepwv (1. MpOTEPOV) Ypdpw TPog[kJuvd kat dom[dlw ole TOV £uod
2 yviiowv (L. yviiotov) @idwv (1. @ilov) dvta, déomota. Bhecwv (1. BEAnTov) 8e€aablan map]
a [to]b ypop-
3 patepwpov (. ypoppoatngopov) okdpov A(itpag) wydwekwvta (I Oydorkovta) ke@aldg
peydhag Ekwat (1. eikoot)
4 xal el tadta mpwkdAvppa (1. mpokdAvppa) moijoe (1. motfjoat) T@ &vOpwnw povu
Avaxhd
5 ot éSs'.Eov (1. £8¢kw) abtd kal ebyov vmep £pod S Twv (1. TOV) kvpLwv (1. kOpLov) t.
Verso
6 T deomn(6)t(n) éu@ [ta] m(dvrta) Beopl(eotdtw) (kat) Tao(ng) TUp(fig) (ko) mp(ookuvrioews)
[8&(iw) yvn(oiw) @IAMw)]” t Zte@dvw Bictwpiy
7 Slmg(c')w.p)..
8 1 Iatpikiog yovpevog T.
9 €8e&duny Ta ypdp<p>ata Tod £pod deondtov k(atl) @ilov
10 8(1a) IitoAopeov dpa k(at) dpdpa 1§ (or k) Atp@v 6 EgTadpi-
11 g6ev (1. éotadpiodnv) av[t]a mapovaia IITodepeov wvAomovtn (perhaps: kal @uAdTOVTAL
1. puAd&TTovTaL]) dypig 0U

12 #A0gg (1. EABQ) Epe (L. aipe) 8¢ k(ai) Tag &Mag eikwoet (1. elkoot) Aitpag k(od) dAiya dAKA.

Translation

‘Before writing anything else, I send respectful greetings to you, sir, for you are
my true friend. Please accept from the letter-carrier eighty pounds of sea fish,
twenty large heads. In return give my man Anaklas the protection of a note that
you have received them. Pray for me to the Lord. (address) To my Lord, greatly
beloved of God, and my friend, worthy, with God’s help, of all honor and rever-
ence: Stephan son of Vicrorius, deacon. From Patrick, abbot.’

(The reply:)

‘I received by Ptolemy the letter of my lord and friend, together with 16 (or 20)
pickled fish, by weight 70 pounds. I weighed them in the presence of Ptolemy
and . . . until you come. Get (?) the other 20 pounds, and a few salt fish.””*

73 On this reading, see Hagedorn (2008: 131); for a different reading, see BL XIII 203.
74 This translation is offered by Kraemer (1958: 140).
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P.Ness. 111 50
(Unknown provenance; early VII CE)

1 1 mp<o> “pev navtwv ypaew k[al dlgndfope (1. domafopar) Tav (1. TOV) &B<P>&v Zovi-

2 vwv (L. Zoévvov), €n<e>tta mapakal® oe En<e>181 &ofev kal ov §¥-

3 vape (1. Suvapar) EEeNB<e>tv gig TV £opTiv ToD Gyiov Zepyiov éav

4 &Eepx (1. €E¢pxn) {eliva moapakaléoeg (1. mapakaiéong) Twv (1. TOv) Eyodpevwv (1. fryovpevov)
va (1. tva)

5 dwoe (1. dwon) Twv (L @) aBav (1. apRE) Mpokwmv (1. Mpokwiw) TV dAoyiav pov Hva
(L. tva)

6 pr &vaykaodi (1. dvaykaodfi) petd TV £opTr<v> £EeA<Be>Tv . kal avTwg (1. adTog) éna-

7 Adoete (1. droAldoonTar) ToD GVoASHaTog (I AVOADRATOG) Kol PE AVATTAKUSELY. EMOPQ-

8 kAéfett (1. mapakAndnTy) xapioev (1. yapiew) pe Tw (1. 10) kadikov (1. kabijkov) TodTO.
ayvevov (1. Dywaivwv) die)g[e]
9 kal £&v pe (I ur) €£6A0eg (1. EENOTC) Ypdpov avtwv (1. avTd). T
verso
10 (hand 2) T(®) aB(P&) Zwvivw Tewpylog et
11 0¢e(oD) émiokomog.

Translation

‘Before everything I am writing to send greetings to Father Zoninon.”” Next I beg
you, since I am sick and cannot go out to the festival of St. Sergios,76 if you go, to
beg the abbot to give Father Procopios my donation so that he will not be forced
to come out after the festival. Thus he will himself be relieved of the expense,
and I may rest in peace (?). You are requested to grant me the favor, which is my
due. Abide in good health. If you do not go out, write him. (address) To Father

Zoninon. From George, by the grace of God bishop’.””

75 1 prefer this transliteration to ‘Zunayn’ proposed by Kraemer (see fn. 77).

76 1 prefer the transliterations ‘Sergios’ and ‘Prokopios’ to ‘Sergius’ and ‘Procopius’, which
are proposed by Kraemer (see fn. 77).

77 This translation is offered by Kraemer (1958: 145).






