TWO UNPUBLISHED INSCRIPTIONS FROM THE
SOUTH TEMPLE AREA OF KARANIS®

(Prate LXIX)

URING the winter of 1895-96 Grenfell, Hunt, and Hogarth opened up a new
phase of Egyptology by digging in Greco-Roman towns in Egypt.” They limited
their explorations, primarily a search for papyri, to the Fayim and succeeded in
identifying a number of sites in that region. One of these was Karanis. Here the
sebbakhin had already uncovered the eastern facade of the temple of Pnepheros and
Petesouchos (the South Temple) and “ the tops of three inscribed doorways.”
Hogarth published the inscriptions on these doorways, but with very meagre
descriptions.® No measurements were taken and no details regarding the type of
stone noted. This is particularly unfortunate in the case of a fragmentary inscription,
the earliest in date, for the stone has since been lost and no photographs of it were
made. Since the Michigan excavations of 1929-30 turned up what I believe to be a
portion of the missing section it is pertinent to give in full Hogarth’s description to
see how well that fits the Michigan stone.*

A fallen block, which has formed the lower half of a lintel, found lying on
its face just south of the propylon. Very fine and regular lettering.

It is much to be regretted that our diligent search for the upper part of this
lintel was unsuccessful; for this inscription, judged by the style of its lettering,
is certainly not later than the beginning of the first century A.p., and more proba-
bly belongs to the first century B.c. It is the earliest record on the site, and would
have given probably a Ptolemaic date for the first construction of a gate to the
temple buildings.®

A glance at Plate LXTX, 1 shows that the Michigan block formed part of the upper
portion of a lintel, for mutilated molding is discernible at the top and at the right end.

1T am indebted to the Research Committee of the Museum of Archaeology of the University
of Michigan for their permission to publish these inscriptions; especial thanks are due to Dr. E. E.
Peterson, Curator of Egyptian Antiquities Museum of Archaeology, University of Michigan,
formerly Field Director of the excavations at Karanis, and to Mr. C. H. Roberts, Fellow of St.
John’s College, and Lecturer in Papyrology in the University of Oxford, formerly a member of the
staff at Karanis, for supplying information and checking readings. As a member of the staff T had
made transcripts of both inscriptions immediately after they were found during the 1929-30
excavations, but later because of suspected errors wished the readings of the larger one checked
against the original. This was done in 1935, several years after I had returned from Egypt. Roberts’
readings will be further acknowledged in the treatment of the inscription.

2 B. P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt, D. G. Hogarth, Fayiim Towns and Their Papyri (London, 1900),
p. 20.

3 Ibid., pp. 32-34.

*+ This stone, sandy limestone, measures 16.85 cm. (height) X 27.75 cm. (thickness) X 50.1 cm.
(width). It was found as a part of the masonry in the protective stone wall for the south wall of
house E42A. See A. E. R. Boak, Karanis, The Temples, Coin Hoards, Botanical and Zodlogical
Reports, Seasons 1924-31 (Ann Arbor, 1933), Plan III.

5 Grenfell, Hunt, Hogarth, op. cit., pp. 32-33.
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268 VERNE B. SCHUMAN

“Very fine and regular lettering ” may well be applied to this inscription also since
its lettering, compared with that on all the others found here, is far superior. There
is perfect agreement as to date, for the Michigan block is part of a dedicatory in-
scription on behalf of Ptolemy Alexander (114-88 B.c.). Therefore, if the text of
this fragment can be made to complete the one published by Hogarth, it is a fair con-
clusion that we now have at least part of the stone for which a “ diligent search ” was
made at the end of the last century.
The text of the Michigan fragment is as follows:

AEQZTT TOAEMAICY
EIANAPOYSEOQOY

OYUAIRATIAINT UY

The number of letters in each line should be noted; 133 for line 1; 12 for line 2,
which does not extend as far to the right as line 1; and 15 for line 3. This indicates
a tendency toward smaller letters, and consequently more letters in subsequent lines
than in these first three when completed. Hogarth had for his first complete line
7[eo]ovxo[v] 70 mpémulov TIvepepdre kal, 30 letters. We should, then, expect the three
lines of the Michigan inscription to be somewhat less than 30 letters in length. Follow-
ing another inscription from the Fay{im ® they may be completed as

‘Tmép Baot] éws Mrolepaiov (22 letters)
700 kal "AN]eédvdpov feod (20 letters)
®uhopnjroplos kai Baocihicons (24 letters)

These three lines linked with Hogarth’s text beginning rév] mékvwr do not have
continuity, and we must assume that at least one line was lost in the break. The
inscription from the Fayfim just mentioned continues with Bepevikns fjs ddehdjs feds
®hadéhdov to which kat would have to be added to join with 7é&v] rékvwr. This gives
36 letters, which are too many. A papyrus of 101 B.c. gives a clew here.” It has
Bepevikns feds dhadéhdov to which we must add kai for a total of 26 letters. This
may be considered a suitable length for the line.

The line beginning 7év] rékvwy presents one difficulty which cannot be overcome,
that of a personal name. The letters r[eo]ouxo[v] beginning the following line can only
be completed with Tle-, giving Ilerecovyov, a personal name very common in the
Arsinoite nome (the Fayfim). This was done by Hogarth, and he was probably right
in making the case genitive, indicating that this name was preceded by another in the
nominative case, giving ———, the son of Petesouchos. What this other name was
there is no way of knowing. However, if we follow another dedicatory inscription

¢ Preisigke, Sammelbuch, 4623, 101 B.c. “Ymép Paciréws Irolepaiov 700 kai "AMefdvdpov Oeod
Diloprjropos kai Bacihons Bepevixys rijs d8eddijs feds Phadédgov. . . .
7 P. Teb. 106. 3-4.
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on behalf of Ptolemy Alexander ® we may add kol 7év éxydvewv after rév] rékvor which
together with ITe at the end gives 24 letters. The next line contains 30 letters; the
preceding 26.° Space is thus left for a name in the nominative case from four to six
letters, ample for one of a number of Egyptian personal names.” With this restora-
tion the complete text of the Hogarth-Michigan inscription is

“Trep PBaot]Mws Ilrolepaiov
700 kail "AN]efdvdpov Oeod
®uloptirop |os kal Bacihicons
[ Bepevikns feds Dihadérdov kai]
5 1ov] Tékvwv [kal Tév ékydvov . .. .. ITe-
} Y
7[eo]ovxo[v] 70 mpdmvhov Ilvedepdre kal
Iereoovxg kal Tois ovvvdois Beols
’ ’ e A\ ¢ A1l \ A

peydhots peydhots vmép avrod M kal Tijs
YUVoUKOS Kal TOV TéEKvwy evxmY.

10 (&rovs) 8, Meoopy k{.**

Since the two parts do fit together so well we may feel reasonably sure that they
originally formed the lintel of the north propylon and that it was erected in the 19th
year of Ptolemy Alexander, Mesore 27, i. e., August 20, 95 B.c.”

Also during the excavations in the South Temple area a large limestone block **
was found just to the south of the steps at the east end of the forecourt. It had been
broken into three major portions and was lying against the east wall of the forecourt.
Its position and the fact that it was a lintel inscribed with a dedication made it appear
that it had been used over the entrance at the head of the stairs. It was very badly
scaled, and in some parts the lettering was all but obliterated, making decipherment

$0.G.1.S., 740. “Yrip Baciréws Mrolepaiov 700 k[al] *AlefdvSpov kal Bacidioons [K])&[eomi‘rpae]
iis 48ehijs Bedv Didopyrépwy Sorijpwy kal Tév Tékvev kal Tév [ék]yover "Hpown Oed peyddo Papevdrd d.

® As we have restored it.

Y E. g, Qpos, ‘Qplov, *ABdkis, *Axidas, Anuds, Adds, ‘Eppis.

kal Tév éydvey in no way correspond to the remains of letters as indicated by Hogarth. This,
however, is no particular argument against such a restoration. Hogarth himself does not indicate
the remains of IIE at the end of the line, though he assumes that reading necessary. That is to say
he took no particular pains in copying mutilated letters.

Another restoration would be to omit xal 7év éydvev and assume a longer personal name, e. g.,
with 6 kai giving ——— 6 kai ——— Ilerecovyou.

11 Hogarth reads adrod.

12 Preisigke, Sammelbuch, 6252, an inscription from Theadelphia, 137 B.c., paralleling this in
form reads: “Ywép Baoidéws Ilrodepaiov kal Bacihioons Kheordrpas Tis ddehdiis kal Bacirioons KAeomdrpas
s ywvawds, Bedv Edepyerdv, kal 76v évov adrér *Ayabfédupos *Ayafodidpov *Areéavpeds s B ir (ma) px ({as)
kal "Toddpa Avovvaiov ) yury kal 78 Tékva 10 mpdmvdov kal Tov Aifwov Spdpov Tlvedpepd Oedr peydAwe ueydAm
ebxiv. ("Erovs) A8, ®duf 6.

13 This inscription adds a bit to the scanty information of this period. Bevan (A4 History of
Egypt under the Ptolemaic Dynasty [London, 1927], p. 332) states that the period beginning with
the death of Ptolemy Alexander’s mother to the end of his reign (101-89 B.c.) is a “ blank,” with
only four Greek inscriptions from the Faytim belonging to these years.

14 38 cm. (height) X 36 cm. (thickness) X 169 cm. (width).
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extremely difficult. In each upper corner was carved the crude figure of a crocodile
and in the center an incense altar (see Plate LXIX, 2).* The lettering throughout was
very coarse and irregular, due in part at least to the very poor texture of the stone,
and also to the failure of the stonecutter to proportion his text before starting to cut.
I first transcribed the inscription as

[YITTEP [AJOYKIOY A[YP]HAIOY

KOMMOAOQY ZEBAZTOY

[M[EZOPH KAT APXAIOYS 1T

YTTEP AOYKIOY AYPHAIOY KOMMOAOY KAIZAPOX TOY KYPIOY

EYTYXOYZ.........TTETEZOYXQ KAl TTNE®EPQTI QEOIZ

MEFIZTOIZ ETT AlTAGQ

Obviously the first YITEP was a mistake, but I did not check the reading since at the
time the exact date was not of any particular importance.

In 1935 T again became interested in the inscription and Roberts,*® at my request,
was kind enough to check my readings and to send me the following transcript together
with answers to certain questions: *

LK AQYKIOY A[YP]HAIOY

KOMMOAOY ZEBAXTOY

[MIJEZOPH KAT APXAIOYZ IT

YTTEP [...]10Y AYOKIOY AYPHAIOY KOMMOAOY KAIZAPOX TOY
KYPIOY

EYTYXOY[Z]KA[......... JIHZ TTETEZ0YXQ KAI TINE®EPQTI GEOIX
MEFIZTOIZ ETT ATAGQ

A very recent study of photographs of the inscription has necessitated a revision
of Roberts’ transcript as well as my own.” In line 4 I can find no traces of letters
after YITEP. [AIA]IQY would not be admissible in that it violates the order of the
Roman name; [KYP]IQY is most unlikely too since it is used at the end of the line.

15 No single photograph of the entire block is sufficiently clear for reproduction. The drawing,
made from several photographs, is a fairly accurate copy except that all lettering is shown as being
equally distinct.

16 See note 1.

17 ¢ Line 1. The £Kis quite clear; a small space intervenes between it and the subsequent word,
but there are no traces of another numeral.

“Line 4. YTTEP is unmistakable and there is no room for any letters before it; immediately
after it the surface of the stone is worn away and any reading before AQYKIOY must be regarded
as doubtful. Perhaps [AIA]IQY, or less probably, [KYP]IOY.

“Line 5. The EY is very lightly cut, perhaps after the rest of the line, and the letters are much
smaller than the following TYX; whereas the top stroke of the T measures 2.5 cm., the space between
that stroke and the raised vertical column which marks the limit of the inscription is only 2 cm.
The letters vary so much in size that the number of those lost between KA and IHZ cannot be pre-
cisely calculated.”

18 Photographs occasionally, as here, are better than the original. Their smallness, compared
to the object itself, can bring out letter forms which are obscured by the very size of the actual letters.
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Both of us, I believe, were wrong in reading EYTYXOYZ in line 5. The fact that the
other dedication on behalf of Commodus at Karanis ** gave Edrvyds as one of his
titles exerted too strong an influence on us. In the photograph I can find no trace
of EY. However, TYXHS KAl is fairly plain. Following this is A[..]MONHZ which
can only be AIAMONHZ. I have been unable to find 79xn and Swapory in combination
elsewhere but each is used similarly in other dedicatory inscriptions.*” The complete
text then is

(&rovs) k Aovkiov A[vp]nAiov

Kopuddov SeBaorod

[M]eoopy kar’ dpxaiovs vy

vmép Aovkiov Adpnhiov Koppdbov Kaioapos Tod kupiov

Tixns kal 8[ia]povijs Mereaovxe kai Mvedepdr Geols peyiorois ém dyadd

Meoopn kar’ dpxaiovs Ty is an example of dating according to the old Egyptian
“ Wandeljahr.” ** Tts equivalent in the Roman calendar is to be determined through
documents in which the Egyptian and Roman calendars are equated. Since the
Egyptian year was 365 days in length the divergence between the two calendars
increased one day every four years. P.Par., 19b, 4-5 (aA.p. 138) gives the equation
pmros "A8piavod 1), kara 8¢ Tods dpxaio(vs) THB. w. In this year the divergence is
40 days. P. Fay., 139, 4-6 (a.p. 161), a horoscope, has ka’ “EN\nvas Meoopy) € Gpa
{ Yuépals) kara O¢ Tods dpxéovs Bab S, a divergence of 46 days.” The twentieth year
of Commodus is 179/80; * Mesore kar’ dpxaiovs would be in 180. Since the difference
between the two calendars was 46 days in 161 this would be increased to 51 days in
180. Accordingly Meoopy kar dpxaiovs vy is equivalent to Iladwm kB kal’ “EXAnras
or June 16, 180, the date on which the forecourt was dedicated.

Since the north gate was repaired and dedicated in the time of Commodus also
we may look upon the end of the second century as a period of revived interest in the
cult of the two crocodile gods that resulted in considerable building at Karanis. Such
building may not have been restricted to the two structures just mentioned although
our information is limited to the inscriptions carved on their lintels.

VERNE B. Scauman
INDIANA UNIVERSITY

12 Grenfell, Hunt, Hogarth, op. cit., p. 34.

20E. ¢g,l.G.RP.,I,1289: ‘Yvé[p] Adrox [p]dro [p]o; Kaioapos [Ao]wri[avod] SeBacrod Teppavixss
Tixns kai T0d mavrds oikov adrod "Hpa Oeg peylorm . . . ; O.G.L.S., 708: [Yxtp] colmppllas [kai] Sua-
poviis 703 Kvpiov Nudv A'UTOKpU.T[O] plos] Ka,wa,pos Mdpxov Ax’)[pn)\] tov [KopudSov] *Avro| velv | ov SeBacrob
Evaeﬁov[s KO.L] r0b odvmavros abdr[od O]LKO‘v ..

21 For a discussion of such double datlng see Wilcken, Ostraka, I, pp. 791 ff.

22 The editors state that the divergence here is 44 days, which is in error. In computing probably
the numeral ¢ after dpe was used rather than the e after Meoopy. These two papyri provide us with
a check on the two calendars. The period 138-161 is 24 years in length. Since the divergence
increased one day in every four years the increase in this period would be six days. If the difference
in 138 was 40 days a difference of 46 days is proper for 161.

23 Preisigke, W orterbuch, 111, p. 54; Wilcken, Grundziige, p. lviii.
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