Deictic shifting in Greek contractual writing (I - IV AD)

Abstract: Much attention has been paid to ‘deictic shifts’ or shifts in perspective in Ancient
Greek literary texts: studies have drawn attention, for example, to switches from indirect to
direct speech, causing a particular narrative effect. In this article, I show that similar
phenomena can be found in documentary texts. Contracts in particular display unexpected
shifts from the first to the third person or vice versa. Rather than constituting a narrative
technique, I argue that such shifts should be related to the existence of two major types of
stylization, called the ‘objective’ and the ‘subjective’ style, which are associated with the
third and the first person respectively. In objectively styled contracts, subjective intrusions
may occur as a result of the scribe temporarily assuming himself to be the deictic center,
whereas in subjectively styled contracts objective intrusions may occur as a result of the
contracting parties dictating to the scribe, and the scribe not modifying the personal
references. There are also a couple of texts which display more extensive deictic alter-
nations, which suggests that generic confusion between the two major types of stylization
may have played a role. This study is based on all contracts contained within so-called
‘archives’ and focuses on the Roman period, a time during which both types of stylization
were common.
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1 Introduction

‘Deictic shifts’? or shifts in perspective are a well-known phenomenon in Greek literary
texts. For example, recent studies have explored the relationship between tense/aspect
and point of view, paying close attention to the use of the imperfect tense instead of the
more regular option, the aorist tense, for foregrounded events, bringing about a certain
‘perspectival effect’.2 In the area of person deixis, scholars have observed that authors
may suddenly switch from indirect to direct speech, on which occasion an interjected
saying verb can often be found.3 The following is an example from Herodotus:*

(1) ypayag £¢ BuBriov ta €BovAeTO, dAINV TGOV Tlepoéwv émomjoato, petd 8¢ dvamtoéag o

BuPBAiov kai émdeyopevog €@n Aotudyed pv otpatnyov Iepotwv dmodeikvival «viv Te,»
£on Aéywv, «® [Iépoal, Tpoayopevm LUV Tapeivat Ekaotov £xovta Spémavov (Hdt. 1.125.2)

“He wrote first on a paper that which he desired to write, and he made an assembly of the
Persians. Then he unfolded the paper and reading from it said that Astyages appointed him
commander of the Persians; ‘and now, O Persians,” he continued, ‘I give you command to come
to me each one with a reaping-hook’. [tr. Macaulay]

Whereas in the first part of this fragment, Cyrus is referred to in the third person singular

(¢BovAeTo, émomoato, £@n) the narrator being the deictic center, in the second part of the

1 For further discussion of deictic shifting, see e.g. Galbraith (1995); Segal (1995); McIntyre (2006:91-121).
For an introduction to deixis in Ancient Greek, see e.g. Edmunds (2008) and Bonifazi (2014).

2 See e.g. Bakker (1997); D’Alessio (2004); Aerts (2014); Bentein (2016).

3 See e.g. Maier (2012), with references.

41 borrow this example from Maier (2012:122).



sentence, Cyrus is referred to in the first person singular (mpoayopgOw). Deictic shifts of
this type typically go in one direction, that is, from indirect to direct speech, although the

reverse phenomenon is also attested, but much less frequently.

The aim of this article is to show that similar phenomena can be found in Greek docu-
mentary texts, contracts in particular, which have largely escaped scholarly attention.>
Focusing on person deixis, [ will show that these texts sometimes contain sudden shifts
from the first person to the third person or vice versa, which have so far been ignored by
modern editors. Contrary to what is the case for Greek literary texts, I do not believe we
are dealing with a conscious phenomenon: in literary texts, deictic shifts are considered a
narrative technique,® but for documentary texts, contracts in particular, this is difficult to
maintain, since they had few if any aesthetic purposes.” My argument will be that deictic
shifts in Greek contracts should be related to the existence of two major types of
stylization, referred to as ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’. In the examples that I will bring for-
ward in this article, we will see that it was sometimes hard to main one type of stylization
consistently, either because of the presence of additional participants to the writing event
(such as the scribe),8 or directly because of generic confusion between objectively and

subjectively styled contracts.

Compared to literary texts, the occurrence of shifting person references in contracts is
more extensive in nature, but less extensive in frequency: in documentary texts, the
phenomenon is not limited to (in)direct speech, goes in both directions (that is, from first
to third person and vice versa), and can often be found inside one and the same sentence.?
Since it is an unconscious phenomenon, however, it is also much less frequently attested,

and harder to trace. My own observations are based on all contracts!? included in so-

5 For some interesting observations on variation in the greeting formula in cheirographa, see Jordens
(2013), who uses the term ‘hybride Cheirographa’.

6 See e.g. McIntyre (2006:94): ‘shifting deictic centres across the course of a text (and thereby projecting a
series of different deictic centres) is what draws readers into the narrative in question by allowing them to
experience (albeit vicariously) events from various viewpoints’. Raji¢ (2008), on the other hand, connects
it to orality, rather than literacy.

7 An interesting point of comparison in this regard is children’s language, where switches between direct
and indirect speech have been observed too. See e.g. Kdder & Maier (2016).

8 For some recent work on scribes/notaries, see e.g. Vierros (2012); Kovarik (2014); Ast (2015).

9 Maier (2012:123-125) mentions a couple of examples of deictic shifting within a single report
complement.

10 Most of the contracts come from Egypt, and all of them have been written on papyrus.



called ‘archives’,11 focusing in particular on texts from the Roman period (I - IV AD), a

time during which both subjectively and objectively styled contracts were common.

In a corpus of 637 contracts, | have encountered around fifty examples of divergent per-
sonal references, stemming from about twenty different texts (that is, three percent of the
total corpus). I collected these examples using two, complementary methods: I first did
close reading of all of the texts, and in a second stage went through the critical apparatus
to see if  had missed anything that editors had previously noted. As we will see, divergent
personal references (deictic shifts) are typically reflected in verb endings or pronouns;
exceptionally, they are reflected through the use of personal names. In terms of diachrony,
the phenomenon remains more or less stable throughout the entire period under analysis:
most of the texts in which the phenomenon can be found come from the first and the
fourth century AD, followed by the third and the second century AD. As we will see, many
of the first-century examples (though not all) come from the archive of Kronion son of
Apion head of the grapheion,1?2 which is unsurprising, given that it contains one of the
largest collections of contracts, with 112 texts. For the other centuries, the examples come
from various well-known archives, such as those of Heroninus, Sacaon, Flavius Abinnaeus,

Aurelius Isidorus, etc.

Not included in the analysis are divergent personal references which constitute simple
‘mistakes’. These are easily recognizable because they do not involve alternations
between the first and third person (singular/plural), but rather between the first person
singular and plural, between the first and the second person, etc. For an example of such
a mistake,13 we can turn to P.Cair.Isid.98 (291 AD), a lease of land between three men of
the village of Karanis, including Aurelius Isidorus, and a certain Aurelius [.].emerus. The
document starts in the first person plural (fovAdpaiBa pobwoacBal mapda c[o]d “we
wish to lease from you”), but this changes in line 15:

(2) év tois 8éo[vot] kapoi[g] BAGBOG undev OBV Kal PETA TOV XpOVOV MAPASWE®W GOl TAG
apovpag o dvamadpatog, kai £mepwtndeic OpoAdynoa (P.Cair.Isid.98, 11. 14-17 (291 AD))

11 Groups of texts that have been collected in antiquity for sentimental or other reasons. Cf. Vandorpe
(2009).

12 For further information on this archive, see https://www.trismegistos.org/arch/archives/pdf/93.pdf.

13 For similar examples, see e.g. P.Mich.5.351, 1. 36 (44 AD); P.Babatha.22,11. 15 & 16 (130 AD); P.Kron.34, L.
5 (134 AD); etc.



“...without causing any damage. At the expiration of the lease, I (sic) will surrender to you the
arouras lying fallow. In response to the formal question, I (sic) have so declared.” [tr. Boak &
Youtie]

Note the use of Tow®v in the nominative singular, and the first person singular endings of
the verbs mapadwow and opoAdynoa. Rather than a true deictic shift, we seem to be
dealing here with negligence from the part of the scribe: perhaps he was more used to
composing documents in the first person singular. The editors, Boak & Youtie (1960: 349)

consider the use of singular forms ‘strange, or perhaps only negligent’.

This article is structured as follows: in §2, I introduce the two major types of stylization
that were common in contracts from the Roman period, called ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’;
in §3, [ discuss three major types of deictic shifts: objective intrusions in subjectively con-
ceptualized texts (§3.1); subjective intrusions in objectively conceptualized texts (§3.2);

and more elaborate deictic shifts (§3.3). I conclude the article in §4.

2 Two types of stylization: ‘objective’ vs. ‘subjective’

Greek contracts have been categorized in a variety of ways. Mitteis (1963:49-50), for
example, distinguishes between private contracts (contracts which were not officially
registered) and public contracts (officially registered contracts), and between Zeugnis-
urkunden (testifying to an act, such as a loan which has been concluded) and Dispositiv-
urkunden (establishing an act, such as a sale). Another common distinction is that between
‘unilateral’ and ‘bilateral’ contracts:1* whereas bilateral contracts such as marriage
contracts outline the rights and duties of both of the contracting parties, unilateral
contracts such as lease contracts are more focused on one contracting party (thus
implying an asymmetry between the parties, and even revealing economic differences in

their social status and economic power).

One of the most commonly referred to distinctions, however, is that between ‘objectively’
and ‘subjectively’ styled contracts: with the former type, the point of view of an objectively
witnessing third party is adopted (thus causing a distancing effect),15> whereas with the
latter type the perspective of the contracting parties themselves is maintained.1®

Consequently, these two types of contracts display different person references: in

14 For this distinction, see Richter (2014:85).

15 Compare Widdowson (1993:21), who notes that ‘the third person is not associated with any positive
participant role; it has a distancing effect and people referred to in this way are cut off from communication.’
16 Compare Zubin & Hewitt (1995:130-133) on objective and subjective perspectives in fictional narrative.
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objectively styled contracts, the scribe or someone else forms the deictic center,” and
references to the contracting parties are in the third person.18 In subjectively styled
contracts, on the other hand, the initiating contracting party forms the deictic center, and

references are in the first and second person.

Due to its subjective perspective, the second type of contract, called xeipdypagov, has a
lot of similarities with the letter format.1° In accordance with the personal style, the
initiating contracting party was also supposed to write the document with his own hand,20

which was often, but not always, the case.2! By way of illustration, consider the following

XELPOYPUPOV:

(3) AVpnAiw Nepeoivw €&ny[ntedoavtt PBovAeg[v]tii Apowourt®[v m|oAew[g] mapa Avpniiov
Towswp[o]u Tt[oA]epaiov pn(tpog) ‘Hpweidog a&mo xwung Kapav[idlog. BovAopat
wobwoacbat mapad 6ol tag vTa[pyov]oag oot mepl (V) ALV kwunv opt[od]k[ti]ag
Kepkeoouyw(v) oitekds dpotp[ag] Té[o]oapag i doag éav ot émt xpovov &t tp[ila amd
omopds 10U éveat®Tog £Toug ék@opio[u] Tol mavt[o]s kat' £tog £kaotov TupoT aptafddv
évv[éa n]uio[o]ug, kai émtedAéomw Ta kat £tog T®OV Ap[ov]p®d[v] épya Tavta doa KabrKeL £k
o0 i6[io]v [ToT]g 8€ovot kapois BAGBOG unde Ev oL&Y, TO [8¢ ka] T’ €106 £kPOpLOV ATTOS WO W
pnvt Madve €@ GAw pétpw tetpaly]owikw @V dnpocin(v) mévtwv 6viwv Tpog oot TOV
KTHTOPA, Kal HETA TOV Xpdvov Tapadwom t[ag] dpovpag amod dvamadpat[og] kai KaA[dung
¢€] {oov. N} picBwoig kupia, kai [¢]mepw[mOeig] mpordoynoa (P.Cair.Isid.100, 1l. 1-19 (296
AD))22

“To Aurelius Nemesinus, formerly exegetes, now councilor of the city of the Arsinoites, from
Aurelius Isidorus, son of Ptolemaeus and Herois, of the village of Karanis. I wish to lease from
you the four arouras sown in grain, or however many they may be, which belong to you in the
vicinity of the same village, in the horiodeiktia of Kerkesoucha, for a period of three years from
the sowing of the current year at an annual rent for the whole of nine and one-half artabas of
wheat. I will perform all the yearly operations which are appropriate in connection with the
arouras at my own expense and at the proper times without causing any damage. [ will pay
the annual rent in the month of Pauni on the threshing floor by the four-choinix measure, all
public dues resting upon you, the owner; and at the expiration of the lease I will surrender the

17 The deictic center forms the vantage point from which deictic expressions are to be interpreted (see e.g.
Zubin & Hewitt 1995). For an introduction to the phenomenon of deixis, see e.g. Levinsohn (2004), and with
regard to Ancient Greek see esp. Edmunds (2008) and Bonifazi (2014). Bonifazi (2014:422) offers the
following definition of deixis: ‘the linguistic phenomenon of deixis is associated with linguistic expressions
that are semantically insufficient to achieve reference without contextual support.’

18 Whether such third-person references should be considered primarily ‘deictic’ or ‘anaphoric’ is a point of
debate. McIntyre (2006:96-97) notes that ‘third person references are used by speakers for those people or
entities who are prototypically neither sanctioned speakers nor addressees at the time of the speaker’s
utterance.’ For the difference between (text-external) deixis and (text-internal) anaphora, see e.g. Bonifazi
(2014).

19 See e.g. Mitteis (1963:55); Yiftach-Firanko (2008:325); Kovarik (2013).

20 See e.g. Mitteis (1963:56); Wolff (1978:107-108); Yiftach-Firanko (2008:326).

21 1n case of illiteracy, professssional scribes could write the contract and report this at the end of the text.
Especially in Late Antiquity, xeipoypa@a were written by professional scribes (so-called cupfoAatoypa@ot)
(Mitteis 1963:87).

22 Translations are my own, unless otherwise indicated. Relevant deictic references are indicated in bold.



arouras, half of them lying fallow and half after the stubble harvest. Let the lease be valid. In
response to the formal question, I have so declared.” [tr. Boak & Youtie]

In this short contract, the landowner Aurelius Isidorus proposes to lease from the coun-
cilor Aurelius Nemesinus four arourae sown in grain. A ‘subjective’ point of view is
adopted: Aurelius Isidorus, even though we know he was illiterate, refers to himself in the
first person (BovAopal, émteAéow, amodwow, Tapadwow, wuoAoynoa) and to his ad-

dressee in the second person (co?, oo, oat).

In Late Antiquity, the subjective type of contract, which had already been very common
in certain regions in the Roman period (such as the Oxyrhynchite nome),?* came to domi-
nate.2* Having been in use since Ptolemaic times, its popularity can be explained in terms
of its simplicity, as Yiftach-Firanko (2008:328) notes: the cheirographon did not neces-
sitate the presence of witnesses or a state official, nor was it registered on a regular basis
in a public archive. Moreover, one did not need to be a professional scribe to write a
cheirographon, and the generic structure of this type of contract was also much more

simple compared to other types of compositions.

3 Deictic shifts in Greek contracts

Following the distinction made above, in this section I discuss two major types of deictic
shifts: objective intrusions in subjectively styled contracts, and subjective intrusions in
objectively styled contracts. I conclude the section by discussing a number of documents
in which more elaborate deictic shifts can be found, to the extent that it is difficult to say
whether we are dealing with subjectively or objectively styled contracts. In the large
majority of the examples discussed in this section, the textual status of the divergent
personal references is certain, but where it is not this will be explicitly mentioned and

discussed.

3.1 Objective intrusions

As mentioned in §2, in subjectively styled contracts, the initiating contracting party forms
the deictic center, so personal references are in the first and second person. However, in
various texts one finds objective ‘intrusions’, signaling a shift to a different deictic center.

Such intrusions can be explained by the presence of a third party participating in the

2 Cf. Yiftach-Firanko (2008:327).
24 See e.g. Mitteis (1963:87); Palme (2009:369); Richter (2014:84).



writing event and assuming him/herself to be the deictic center. Although in principle a
third party was excluded from cheirographa, which were supposed to be written in the
hand of the initiating contracting party (the addressor), people often made use of a scribe
(either a professional private notary or a literate acquaintance). In this case, a shorter
account in one’s own hand could be added to the main text written by someone else (the
so-called hypographe), but in the case of completely illiterate people even the hypographe
could be written by someone else.?> For scribes, it must have been confusing to write in
the first person, and not assume themselves to be the deictic center. As McIntyre (2006:
92-93) writes, ‘the egocentric nature of language means that by default we assume our-

selves to be at the deictic center of our world’.

A good example of an objective intrusion can be found in P.Mich.5.272 (45-46 AD), a
contract of sale of part of a palm grove between Herakles, son of Panouris, and his wife
Beris, daughter of Petearpsenesis. The opening phrase of this document, HpaxAfg
[Tavovplog oporoy®dL Tempakevat Tfj ouvovon pot €v[y]p[aews yuvaik]i Bépt I[et]eap-
Pevnolog kTA. “I, Herakles, son of Panouris, acknowledge that [ have sold to my wife Beris,
daughter of Petearpsenesis, who lives with me in accordance with a written contract”
immediately signals to the reader that Herakles forms the deictic center. At the end of the
contract, however, we find a concluding statement which goes as follows:

(4) ¢’ ® pevi Beopatt Amiwvog fijv £moinagv atq) mpodopuatikiy picwotv 1ol adtod xpwvov

ToU S THG aUTiiG TTPOSOPATIKT G LoBwoews Kuplov kalBws mpokttat (P.Mich.5.272, 1. 9-10
(45-46 AD))

“On condition that there remain valid to Besimas (?), son of Apion, the lease with prepayment,
which he made to him, for the said period of the lease with prepayment, as aforesaid.” [tr.
Husselman]

These lines stipulate that the existing lease of Herakles’ part of the palm grove, which is
held by a certain Besimas, son of Apion, shall continue in force until the date of its
expiration. Quite surprisingly, émoinagev, the subject of which is Herakles, is in the third,
rather than the first person singular. An objectively witnessing third party has
temporarily become the new deictic center, distantly referring to Herakles in the third
person. Since this is the last line of the contract before the stipulation of Herakles’

illiteracy, it seems likely that the scribe of the document, Heron son of Diodorus, has

25 Cf. Yiftach-Firanko (2008:326).



temporarily assumed himself to be the new deictic center, instead of the person he was

writing for.26

Another example of an objective intrusion can be found in PS1.8.906 (45-46 AD), a con-
tract of cession of land between Mysthas son of Acousilaus and Maximus son of Diodorus.
Here, too, the opening line immediately signals a subjective point of view: Mvo[Bag
Alkovolaov MakeSwv TV Katolkwv opoAoydL ma[p]akexwpnkéval Magipwt Atodwpov
kTA. “Mysthas son of Acousilaus, Macedonian of the military colonists, I agree to have
ceded to Maximus son of Diodorus etc.” In the middle of the document, however, we read
the following:
(5) VEp OV kai EmTEAESL TAG KaBnkovoag THg €ig TOV MAEwov petatemypagfis kal mapa-
XWPNoews St Tol [T@V] KATOKIK®]V KaTadoylop®dv Aoylotnpiov. kal ATEX®L Tap& ToU
Moagipov TO E0TANEVOY APYUPLKOV TAPUKYPTTIKOV TIAV KEPAAEOV Tapaypiipa St xipog &

oik[ov] kai BeBat[wao]w TOT§ kaTd TV Tapaywpnotv TadTnv Tadont Befaiwot (PS1.8.906, 11. 6-
8 (45-46 AD))

“And he (I) shall draw up the customary documents for the transfer and cession to Maximus
through the office of catoecic records. And I have received from Maximus all the established
sum of money for the cession immediately, from hand to hand, out of the house, and I
guarantee the conditions of this cession with every guarantee.” [tr. Husselman]
The personal endings of the verb émiteAeot signal a deictic shift from the perspective of
Mysthas to that of a third party. This shift is very brief: only one line later, the default,
subjective perspective is again adopted, with verb endings in the first person singular
(amexwy; Befafwo]w). The third party is the scribe of the document, Maron son of
Chresimus, who has written on Mysthas’ behalf. Interestingly, a duplicate of this contract
exists, P.Mich.5.273, in which é¢miteAéowt (first person) is used instead of émiteAeot. Since
the latter text is an official copy, it seems that the deictic slip contained in the first version

was later on corrected.

While in both of the above-discussed examples, an objective intrusion is made through
the verb form, this is not always the case. Divergent personal references can also be made
through personal and reflexive pronouns, and personal names. An example with personal
pronouns can be found in P.0xy.2.269 (57 AD), a contract of loan of 52 silver drachmae

between Dioscorus son of Zenodorus and Tryphon son of Dionysius. The opening line,

% As Husselman indicates in her edition of this papyrus, several letters inside émoinagv are not well visible.
Since ¢moi- and the final -v are certain, however, there is little doubt that we are dealing with a verb in the
third person.



o[u]oroy[® €xel]v mapa ool ... apy[v]plov Zefaot[oD vo]uiopatog p[ax] g Tevinkovta

600 ktA. “I acknowledge the receipt from you ... of the sum of 52 silver drachmae of the

Imperial coinage”, explicitly indicates a subjective perspective, but in the middle of the

document one finds an objective intrusion:

(6) €av 8¢ u[n am]od[@]t kaba yéypamrtal ékTeiow oot T[O T]po[K]eipevov kep[dA]alov ped’
NuoAlag kal tod UmepMETOVTOS Xp[6]vou Toug KabnkovTag TOKOUG, Tii§ TPAEEws 6oV oVoMG

£[k T]e €not kal £[k] T@V VTAPYXOVTWY AVTWL TTAvTwY Kabdamep €y Sikng (P.0xy.2.269, Il 8-
12)

“If 1 do not repay you in accordance with this agreement, I will forfeit to you the aforesaid sum
with the addition of one half, with proper interest for the overtime, for which you are to have
the right of execution upon me and upon all my property, as if in accordance with a legal
decision.” [tr. Grenfell & Hunt]

Note the shift from first- and second-person references (dm]od[®]y, éktelow, ool, cov, etc.)
to a third-person reference (avtwlt) in one and the same sentence, signaling the adoption
of a third person perspective, that of the scribe responsible for this document. It is
interesting to observe that the deictic shift occurs in a formulaic phrase, stipulating that
the addressee’s right of execution. Since this formulaic phrase occurred both in subject-
tively and objectively styled contracts,?? it may have contributed to the confusion in per-

spective.

In one exceptional example, an objective intrusion is made through the use of a personal
name. P.Mich.5.300 (I AD) is a contract of sale between Phasdés son of Phas6s and
Orsenouphis son of Horouanchis. The opening line of the document, ®ac®g PacdTOg
[Todtog uNTPog Bao®dTog OpoAoy®dL mempakaival ktA. “I Phasos son of Phasds son of
Pious, my mother being Thasds, agree that I have sold etc.” makes clear that Phasos
himself forms the deictic center. Towards the end of the contract, however, when Phas6s
writes that his three children approve with the sale, we read e0dokoUol ol VO pov
Apuboig kal Oafjoig kal Oevtac®g ol Tpls Pac®dTo¢ “my three children, Harmiysis and
Thaesis and Thenpasoés, the three of them of Phasos, agree” (1. 9-10). Phasos here
expresses twice the same fact, namely that Harmiysis, Thaesis and Thenpasds are his
children. He does so, however, from two different perspectives: first, from his own,
subjective perspective (Lov), and then again from an objective perspective, referring to

himself in the third person (®ac®tog). Perhaps this objective intrusion should, again, be

27 Compare e.g. P.Mich.3.191, 1l. 25-26 (60 AD) for an objective formulation.



attributed to the presence of a third party writing the document, the scribe Harmiysis.
Alternatively, this may be a conscious addition, through which Phas6s emphasizes that all

three children are, indeed, his own.

The objective intrusions we have discussed so far all involve the initiating contracting
party (the addressor), who is referred to in the third person singular instead of the first
person singular. A number of texts show, however, that objective intrusions can also affect
the addressee of the document, who, through the same cognitive process (that is, the
scribe temporarily assuming himself to be the deictic center), is referred to in the third
person singular. One such example can be found in P.Cair.Isid.97 (308 AD), a loan of one
hundred artabas of beans between seven men, including the landowner Aurelius Isidorus,
and a certain Achillas. The document is composed in the subjective style, as indicated by
the opening line opoAoyolue[v €xewv mapa ood tag Tod @ajoniov dapta[pfag] ékatov
aomep ena[vay]kov dr[odwoopev] kTA. “we acknowledge that we have received from you
the hundred artabas of phaselus beans which we will necessarily return etc.”. Two lines

later, however, we find the following stipulation:

(7) xal ¢mi Thig doutosws yeiveoB[a]i [coLTdv d@]eopév[wvy Tp]&Ev £k Te UGV 1 £€ 0L U@V

[éx 8ixng (P.Cair.Isid.97, 11. 11-14)

“You shall have the right of execution on demand for the debt against us or any one of us whom
you choose, in accordance with the law of mutual surety, and against all my (sic) property, as
if in consequence of a court decision.” [tr. Boak & Youtie]

This passage is quite remarkable: the sentence starts with first- and second-person refe-
rences ([oot, Nu@dv, MU®dV), then shifts to the third person (épfjtal) in the relative clause,
assuming a new deictic center, and then again to the first person (pov), again adopting the
default deictic center. Contrary to our two previous examples, épfitat does not refer to the
initiating contracting party, but to the addressed contracting party, Achillas, who is not
referred to from the point of view of the addressors, but rather from that of the scribe,

Aurelius Demetrius son of Besarion.

As may be clear by now, scribes play a central role when it comes to objective intrusions
in subjectively styled contracts. Usually, the scribe remains in the background (except for
a statement at the end of the document indicating responsibility for writing), but in one
contract he comes to the fore more explicitly, since he is the husband of one of the parties.

P.Mich.5.350 (37 AD) is a contract of release of claims between a certain Arsinoe and her
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parents Heracleides the younger and Ptolema daughter of Herodes. Contrary to our
previous examples, this document is actually composed in the objective style: the opening
line reads opoAoyel Apowon ‘HpakAeldov... Toig €avtiig yovedol ‘HpakAeidn vewtépw
Mdapwvog ... kal tf) TovTtov yuvatkl untpt 6¢ tfig Apowong ltoAépa Hpwdov... é§lotacbot
a0 TOTG TVTwV WV £xovot KTA. “Arsinoe, daughter of Heracleides ... acknowledges to her
own parents, Heracleides the younger, son of Maron ... and his wife, the mother of Arsinoe,
Ptolema, daughter of Herodes ... that she resigns to them all the property which they have
etc.”. At the end of the document (Il. 22-35), however, we find a paraphrase in a second
hand, in which Arsinoe becomes the deictic center, and everything is composed in the first
person. The passage is not entirely consistent, however:
(8) Apow[6n] HparAeidov petd kupioy énod tod avtiig dv[8]pos Avoiudyov tod Avotudyov
OpoAoY® eEloTaocBal toig poyeypappev[ols pov yovebol HpakAeidn vewtépw Mapwvog kal
™ untpt ItoAépa ‘Hpwdov mdviwv wv €xovot .. Swx T[0] dpkelobe pe €mi Tt®OV

TPOCEVNVEYLEVWV HOL UTIO TV TIPOYEYPAUUEVWY LoV YwVEWY ‘HpakAeidov kal [TtoAépag &
WV X oLUVYPAPOY YaUK@DY TPoG EuE TOv dvSpa Avciuaxoy Avoludyov, dAAd kal ToOv

n

¢meA00vta fi évkaréoavta T® HpakAeidn f) i [ItoAépq [f] T0Tg aTdV dpogv[uol]g TEKVOLG
[¢]x ToU £€nod Tijg Apevong ovopatog EquTiv Apowony ékSkrgwv Tois iSlolg damavipaot
(P.Mich.5.350, 11. 22-31 (37 AD))

“I, Arsinoe, daughter of Herakleides, with my guardian, my husband Lysimachos, son of
Lysimachos, acknowledge that I have released to my aforesaid parents, Herakleides the
younger, son of Maron, and my mother, Ptolema, daughter of Herodes, any claim to all the
property which they hold ... because I am satisfied with the dowry given me by my aforesaid
parents, Herakleides and Ptolema, through the marriage contracts which I have with my
husband Lysimachos, son of Lysimachos. But I, Arsinoe, shall at my own cost and expense
prosecute anyone who proceeds or brings any charge against Herakleides or Ptolema or their
male children in the name of me, Arsinoe.” [tr. Husselman]

While the majority of the personal references are in the first person, referring to Arsinoe
(énoU, pov, pe, poy, etc.), they are not consistently so: we also find third-person references
such as ¢auTijg, Tfjg Apowvong, and Equtnv.28 In line with our previous examples, [ would
argue that all of these objective intrusions can be attributed to the appearance on the
scene of Arsinoe’s husband, Lysimachus, who seems to have been responsible for the
entire paraphrase (at the end of the document it is stated that Lysimachus wrote on behalf
of his wife). Quite noticeably, Lysimachus introduces himself as a second deictic center:
inline 29, he explicitly writes Ttpog £ue Tov dvdpa Avoipayov Avowudyov. Itis the adoption

of not one but two deictic centers which leads to bizarre phrases such as peta kypioy £uod

28 Note that some of the letters of this last form are not clearly visible. Based on -vtiv and the fact that two
letters precede, the reading seems pretty secure.
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ToU €auTi|g av[8]pog Avaoudayov (1. 22) and [€]k ToD épob Tiig Apowvong ovopatog (1. 30).
All of this is cleverly avoided in Husselman’s translation, who consistently translates from

the point of view of Arsinoe.

3.2 Subjective intrusions

Deictic shifts are not limited to subjectively styled contracts. In objectively styled con-
tracts, one observes the reverse phenomenon: despite the adoption of a third-party per-
spective, subjective references sometimes intrude. How to explain such intrusions? My
hypothesis is that these intrusions, too, are grounded in scribal practice, but through a
different mechanism than is the case with objective intrusions. Much more so than with
subjectively styled contracts, it was the norm for objectively styled contracts to be com-
posed by scribes, who could write from a natural vantage point, that is, assuming them-
selves to be the deictic center. That first- and second-person references nevertheless
intrude can be related to the process of composition: perhaps the contracting parties
dictated to the scribe assuming their own point of view, and this left some traces in the
final text, or perhaps the scribe recapitulated the terms of the contract to the illiterate
contractors, and then wrote down what he just said. Based on the limited evidence we
have, the former explanation, that is, the contracting parties dictating to the scribe, may
be considered the more plausible one, since the scribe recapitulating the terms of the
contract would illicit second-person pronouns, and these are absent from the corpus, as

the following examples show.

A contract in which more or less the same subjective intrusion occurs repeatedly is
P.Mich.5.326 (48 AD), a contract of division of property between five brothers and a sister
of the property they inherited from their parents, Heracleides son of Maron and Ptolema
daughter of Herodes. The opening line, opoAoyototv dAAnAois HpakAeidng kat Mapwv kal
‘Hpwidng kat Aidupog kal ‘HpakAeidng 0¢ kai AoVpis kal npakAeia ot €€ ‘HpakAeidov ...
StelpfioBat mpog eavtovg KTA. “Herakleides and Maron and Herodes and Didymos and
Herakleides, also called Lourios, and Herakleia, the six children of Herakleides ...
acknowledge that they have divided among themselves etc.” indicates an objective, third-
person perspective. Later on in the text, however, we find passages such as the following:
(9) ToOv pev HpakAeibnv Aedoyyévat €ig To EmBAALOV @OT®L PéPoG TAG \ PO/ UEPEPLOUEVAS AVTEL

£t méAo VO ol TaTpog [MIu®dV HpakAeiSov vewtépouv 100 Mapwvog gig mpeoPutepiag

AGyov tag epl TV mpokelpEvny kKwunv Kepkeotj@v kAnpov katowikod (dpovpag) ¢ 1 6ot
¢av oL év @ o@paysl[8i] mpotepov TapBdtog Tod Axovsiddov (P.Mich.5.326, 11. 10-12)
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“And they agree that Herakleides has received as his portion the 6 arourai, or as many as there
may be, in one parcel, of a catoecic allotment formerly the property of Sambas, son of
Akousilaos, near the aforesaid village of Kerkesephis the arourai having been given to him as
his share previously by our father Herakleides the younger, son of Maron, on account of his
being the eldest.”

Whereas initially third-person references are maintained for one of the brothers,
Heracleides (avt®l), the siblings as a group are subsequently referred to in the first
person plural (tol matpog [1]udv HpakAeidov). Since the same sort of subjective intru-
sion occurs repeatedly throughout the document (so 1. 3: Tov UTapyxovTa NUELY TTEPL PV
kounv Temtdviv kA[NpJov katowkikod dpo(Vpag) kn  &v Suol ocepayeioy 1. 7: ta
UTIEPXOVTA MUEWV TATPIKA SOVAIKA cwpata TEVTE; 1. 8: Td LTIGPXOVTA NUEWV UNTPIKK
SovAka cpata Séka tpic; 1. 47: ¢k ToU EMBAAAOVTOG TG TETEAELTNKATL IUDV TTAVTWV
adeddL Avodtl), and since this contract contains a long summary of property held by
the parents/siblings, it seems likely that these intrusions are due to the contractors

dictating to the scribe, who maintained their perspective in the final text.

Another example is P.Mich.5.259 (33 AD), a contract in which Heracles son of Chaeremon
cedes to Chaeremon son of Horion five arouras of catoecic land. As the acknowledgment
phrase indicates, opo[Aoyel ‘HpaxAfig Xaprjpw]vog ... Xapipwver @ kat ‘Ovvaoe[p]
Oplwvog ... tapakeywpnkeval aOT[®] kTA. “Heracles son of Chaeremon acknowledges to
Charemon also called Onnophris son of Horion that he has ceded to him etc.”, a third party
forms the deictic center. Inmediately after the acknowledgment phrase, however, we
read the following:
(10)  opo[roysl Hpakiis ... mapakexwpnkévat avT[@] Ovwanep[l dote adT(@) kai kycvolg
a¥UToD Kal TOTG Tapd A0 TOD £ig peTETLY PV, 410 THG éveoTwong Nuép[ag] mi tov [d]Tavta

xpoévov, amo tol vmdapxovtos po[y] mept TeBtivel kANpov KatukikoU dpovpag TEVTE
(P.Mich.5.259, 11. 1-6 (33 AD))

“Herakles ... acknowledges ... that he has ceded to Onnophris, to him and to his heirs and
assigns, for transfer, from the present day forever, from the catoecic allotment that belongs to
him near Tebtynis, five arourai.” [tr. Husselman]

Heracles’ catoecic allotment is referred to in the first person singular (to0 Umapyovtog
no[1]), thatis, from a subjective, rather than an objective point of view. Since it is explicitly
mentioned at the end of the contract that Heracles is illiterate, this subjective intrusion
must be attributed to the scribe, who unconsciously adopted a first- rather than a third-

person perspective, most likely stimulated by Heracles dictating.
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Another such example can be found in a fourth-century document, P.Sakaon.65 (328 AD),
also a contract of loan, between Aurelius Sacaon son of Satabous and Ammonius son of
Allion on the one hand, and Flavius Arion on the other. This document, too, is composed
in the third person, as indicated by the opening phrase opoAoyodotv AvpnAtot Zaka®dv
Zafoitog ... kal Appwviog AAAWVOG ... AUEOTEPOL ATIO KwuNs Beaded@iag, Exelv Tapa
dAaviov Apiwvog kTA. “Aurelius Sacaon son of Satabous and Aurelius Ammonius son of
Allion, both from the village of Theadelpheia, agree that they have from Flavius Arion etc.”.
Again, however, we notice a deictic shift towards the end of the document:
(11)  éav & v dnwd[wow] [u] Tlomowvta] tfj [Tpobeopia] éEaroA[ov]BTv [TOV EoTdpevov
Hetagy ad]T@v ToKoy, ke[l émijtii[¢ d]mau[toews yevolu[€]lvn[¢] t[fis mpdgews] £x T @Y

Kal £k TV vTTapy[ov]Twy 'r:||:uI_I)\_) TavTwy [kabd]Tep [€]x Sikng (P.Sakaon.65, 1. 12-18 (328
AD))

“... and that should they not make repayment by the appointed day, the interest agreed upon
between the two parties will accrue, and that on formal demand he is to have the right of
execution both upon us and upon all our property, as one does when bringing a case.” [tr.
Parassoglou]
In the beginning of this sentence, an objective perspective is still maintained, the
contracting parties being referred to in the third person (T[omowvtal]; av]t®v). In the
second part of the sentence, however, there is a sudden deictic shift, the initiating
contracting party becoming the deictic center, with references in the first person plural
(Mu@v; Nuev). Again, this is a fairly simple and short contract, and there is no explicit
statement that the members of this party are illiterate. We know from elsewhere, how-
ever, that Aurelius Sacaon was, in fact, illiterate, and the cursive handwriting of the text
gives a rather professional impression. It seems therefore likely that the scribe of the text
erroneously adopted the perspective of Aurelius Sacaon and Aurelius Ammonius. That the
phrase in which the deictic shift occurs is formulaic in nature and could be either
objectively or subjectively formulated, as we have seen in §3.1., may have contributed to

the confusion in perspective.

While in all of the examples mentioned above, the first-person intrusions refer to the
addressor/initiating contracting party, this is not always the case. P.Grenf.2.71 (244-248
AD) contains a (partly fragmentary) cession of property by a certain Petechon to his sons
Petosiris and Petechon. The contract is composed in the first-person perspective of the
father, Petechon, as the acknowledgment makes clear: Iletexwv Iletoaiplog ... [letooiplog

[Tetey®vtog untpog Levavov@og katl I[et]exdvtl ade[A]@® untpog [T]ipeovdiog ... violg
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Hov xaipew. oOpoAoy® xapileabal LUV kTA. “Petechon son of Petosiris ... to Petosiris son
of Petechon, his mother being Senanouphis, and to Petechon his brother, his mother being
Timouthis, my sons, greetings. I acknowledge to cede to you etc.”. At the end of the
contract, there is a stipulation in which Petechon senior notes that his sons agree with

everything that is written down in the contract:

(12) ... 81 10 oUTwG pof] §e66xBalL mpooopoAroyovowy 6¢ kal ol Tpokipevol viol Ietoaipt
K[ai] Metexwv e080KEY TTAOL TOTG EVKEYPAUUEVOLS KAL UT) LETEAEVOECOHAL AVTOVG TIEPL UNEEVOS
ATADG, unde £E€0Tw NMIV TTPOCEVEYKIV Ypaupata € Ovopatog To0 Tatpog UV KATA THV
vmapxovtwy (P.Grenf.2.71, 2, 11. 6-10 (244-248 AD))

"...since it has been so decided by me. And the above-mentioned sons Petosiris and Petechon
agree to consent to everything that is written down and they will not prosecute about nothing,
and let it not be possible to us to bring forth letters in the name of our father against the
present arrangement.”
At the start of this passage, Petechon still clearly forms the deictic center: po[t] refers to
himself, and his sons are referred to in the third person (mpocopoioyotoiv; adtovg). In
the second part of the second sentence, however, a deictic shift occurs: Petechon junior
and Petosiris are now referred to in the first person (uiv; u®v), and have become the
new deictic center. This deictic shift, which continues in the following lines (1l. 10-15), can

clearly be related to the introduction of Petechon senior’s sons, with the scribe, Aurelius

Basilides, now adopting their perspective, stimulated, perhaps, by the sons dictating.

An alternative explanation for the occurrence of subjective intrusions in objectively styled
contracts would be that the initiating contracting party (the addressor) is also the person
responsible for writing the text. Some evidence for this explanation may be found in
P.Stras.3.143 (III AD), a contract of loan between a certain Heracleides and the Alexan-
drian councilor Lucius Aurelius Posidonius. The entire document is composed in the
objective, third-person style, the opening phrase being [0poAoyel ‘HpakAeidng ... Aovkiw
AVpnAie I[ooS]wvie ... éew map’ avtod ktA. “Heracleides acknowledges to Lucius
Aurelius Posidonius that he has from him etc.”. At the end of the document, however, we
encounter the following stipulation:

(13)  ywopévng Tiig Tpdéews T@ Moc8wvie £k T £nod Kal £k TV VTAPYXOVTWY HOL TTAVTWY
kaBamep ey Sixkng (P.Stras.3.143, 11. 19-23 (III AD))

“The right of execution being for Posidonius both upon me and upon all my property, as when
bringing a formal case.”
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At the beginning of this sentence, Lucius Aurelius Posidonius is still mentioned in the third
person. Afterwards, however, a deictic shift takes place, Heracleides becoming the deictic
center (£uo¥; T@V LTTAPXOVTWYV pol). As this is a relatively short and simple contract, and
it is not explicitly mentioned that Heracleides was illiterate or that anyone has written on
his behalf, Heracleides himself may have drawn up the document himself, momentarily

referring to himself in the first person singular.

3.3 More elaborate deictic shifts

In §3.1 and §3.2, we have seen how a dominant subjective or objective perspective can be
subtly shifted by the introduction of personal pronouns or personal endings which
indicate a different type of perspective. In a number of texts, however, deictic shifts are
much more elaborate, to the extent that it becomes unclear whether a text is objectively
or subjectively styled. The existence of such texts may suggest that the reasons that I have
suggested so far for objective/subjective intrusions should be expanded. Another factor
that [ would like to suggest in this context is generic confusion: literate people with little
experience in contract writing may have been aware of the existence of two types of
stylization, but unable to consistently maintain one of these two types. This could be
compared to what is known as ‘syntactic blending’,2° whereby two syntactic constructions

are intermingled, but at a higher level of processing.

Evidence for this can be found in P.0xy.45.3260 (323 AD), a contract of lease between

Gaianus son of Ammonius and Leonides son of Theon:

(14)  [to]i[g ][&]modixOncouévols vTIaTOLS TO V. £pioBwaoev Falavos Appwviov dmo émoikiov
Xoutij ¢ mdyov Tob ‘O§(vpuyyitov) vouov As(oVLSn G)scovog ATo ‘tng }\au(npag) Kal
Aau(nporamg) OEUpnyswwv TOAEWG npog uovov TO €VeOTOG I 1§ 1 £T0G G’ WV EYONEV év
wobwaoel mept Ku)unv Avumépa IMéda dpovpag €€ (yivovtal(&pouvpal) ¢ €ic omopav
AWVOKOAAUNG € scp ® GvTl @OpoL ExelV 6€ TOV PEULOBWKOTA TO TpL‘EOV UEPOG TT|G TIEPLYLVOUEVTG
AWVOKOAGUNG KAME € TOV pepoBwpévov o Aott[ov pépog Exewv,] €pod tod Acwvidoy[- ca.10
-] T& oméppata dxivéuva [mavtog] kwdivou T®V Tiig Y S[nuoociwv] vtwv TpPog TOV
peptofwrota] kuplevovta TV kapmd[v £wg To] Tpito[v] pépog dmoAd&png. Blefatov][péving
8¢ i uobwoews [Emdvay][k]eg dmodwow [10 Tpito]v uép[og év T®] [K]atpdd GvuTiepBEéTWS
ywo[uévng eot] [t]fis mpd€ews Tapd Te €nod [bs kabnkel] (P.0xy.45.3260,11. 1-23 (323 AD))

“Under the consuls to be designated for the 3rd time. Gaianus, the son of Ammonius, from the
hamlet of Choute in the 6th (?) district of the Oxyrhynchite nome, leased to Leonides, the son

29 See e.g. Fay (1982:165): ‘a blend occurs when a speaker has in mind simultaneously two ways of
expressing the same message. Instead of one or the other expression being used, they are combined in some
way to give a new, synthesized utterance that does not match exactly either of the intended expressions’.
For Ancient Greek, see e.g. Bentein (2015), who discusses constructions such as va/6mwg with the
infinitive.
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of Theon, from the glorious and most glorious city of the Oxyrnhynchites for the current 18th,
16th, and 8th year only from those which we hold on lease around the village of Antipera Pela,
six arouras, that is 6. ar., for the sowing of flax, on condition that, instead of money rent, you
the lessor receive the one-third portion of the resulting flax crop and I the lessee receive the
remaining portion - I, Leonides, [taking] the seed, being guaranteed against risk, the taxes on
the land devolving upon the lessor who retains possession of the crop until you take the one-
third portion. If the lease is confirmed, of necessity [ will pay over the one-third portion at the
appropriate time without delay, you having the right of execution upon me as is proper.” [tr.
Bowman et al.]

This document starts out as an objectively styled misthosis, with é¢pnicOwoev in the third
person singular. Starting from line 7, however, a deictic shift occurs, ‘quickly and bewil-
deringly’, as the editors note.30 Everything is now written from the perspective of the
contracting parties themselves, rather than that of an objectively witnessing third party.
We now find first and second person singular pronouns (o¢; kape; éuod; ooy, €uov), and
verbs in the first person (€xopev; amodwow).3! Much more so than in our previous
example, we see here confusion between the two major types of stylization. Since Gaianus
explicitly indicates that he is illiterate, such confusion must be assigned to the scribe

responsible for the document, a certain Epimachus.

Another example from the fourth century is P.Abinn.60 (346 AD), a contract of sale

between the soldier Flavius Elias and the praefectus alae Flavius Abinnaeus:

(15) mpoo[e]lewvnoe[v] «kai wpordyn[olev  PA[a]oVlog  ‘HAsiag  otpati[®]tng
avapepope[vog] év kaotpolg Aov[u]oado[g] OO A v émdapxov Amo O[@@]ikiov kawvol
ni[enpak]éval TG PAaoviw A[Bvvaiw tdg vTo[k]e[wue]vat Boeg TOV GplBufo]v Vo, Tehiag,
N u[Ja pév péravny vépatt Toke[ . Ju, v 8¢ £tépav @upav dvopatt Teelael kal dméoxov
mapd [o]ov v ovpmepwvnBeioalv] petod [NJudv GAAAwv Ty dpyvpiov Ke@aAéov
YeBfaotdv vopiopatog tédAavta xilla Saxoola, (tdravta)Ao, €k MANpous [8]ia xewpog kal
Befod maoel Pefalwot ATMO TTVTOG TOU EMEAEVCOUEVOL 1] EUTOLNOOUEVOL. TASG 6 BoOalg
évtedBev mapédaBev O TpLapevos ABRivvalog Tadtag TolaTag Avatopigoug. 1 Tpdois kupia
Kal émepwnOeic mpoAdynoa (P.Abinn.60, 11. 1-24 (346 AD))

“Flavius Elias, soldier seconded to the camp at Dionysiuas under ... ex-prefect, (or, ex-prefects)
of the officium novum, declared and agreed that he has sold to Flavius Abinnaeus the cows
hereafter mentioned, two in number, perfect, one black, Sale..u by name, the other dirty-
coloured (?), Teeiaei by name, and I have received from you the price agreed between us, the
capital sum of twelve hundred talents, tal. 1200, of silver of the imperial currency, in full, hand
down. And I warrant the sale with full warranty against any person who questions it or lays
claims against it. The purchaser Abinnaeus has taken the cows away from here such as they
are, irrevocably. The sale is valid, and when asked the formal question I have signified my
agreement.” [tr. Bell]

30 Bowman et al. (1977:139).
311t is noteworty that €yopev is in the first person plural. Maybe Gaianus is referring to his family?
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With the third-person verbs mpoo[e]pwvnoe[v] kai wpoAdéyn[o]ev and the second
contracting party being addressed in the third person (1@ ®Aaoviw A[Btjvvaiw), this text
clearly starts from an objective perspective. In l. 9, however, which technically still forms
part of the same sentence, the perspective suddenly shifts: Flavius Elias becomes the new
deictic center (dméoyov; [c]ov; [N]udv; Befaid; wpoArdynoa). This sequence is, however,
briefly interrupted for another objective statement, mapéAafev (1l. 19-20). Such confusion
between perspectives must be attributed to the scribe of the document, the veteran

Flavius Venaphrius, who evidently was not a professional scribe.

Another example is P.Mich.5.352 (46 AD), a subscription to a contract in which the sisters
Thenmenches and Thaesis agree to a third sister, Soeris, that they relinquish their claims

to property given to Soeris as a marriage portion, in return for money:

(16) Oevpuevyiic kal Oafjolg al §Uo AKNOUG HETA KUPLWV EKATEPWV TG uev Oevpevyme Tod aTi|g
viol “Qpou tol Apuwolog kai tiig Banolog tod &vdpog ‘Ovvweplog tol Ne@ep®dTog
opoAoyodpev éx€loacBal Tfj mpoyeypaupévny NUAOV opomatpiw Kal opopntpiey GSeAPf]
Tonpt TEPL TOV TPOoEVNVEYREVQWY aUTH UTO Tii¢ UNTPOG HU®dV TOV TPLOV ZoNPewS TG
[Mativig €t teplovoa oikoméSwv aUTii¢ ToNpews Tavtwy év Teftdvel kail EmMmAdwY Kol
évSopevijag kai évoplopévawv 8U 1 #8ov mpdg TOV dvSpog oov Eltuxov Twtnpixou
ouvypa@n TPoELtdt T@ éveot®TL £ktw £€tel Tifeplov Kravdiov Kaicapog Zefactod
Teppavikod Avtokpdtopog punvi Néw Zefaot®d €xtn 6w tod avtod ypagiov, kai pn
é¢nedevioecBal pnde touvg Tap’ NU@V Emi v Tpoyeypaupévny Loijpv und’ émi tovg map’
aUTi|G Ttept ToUTWV unde Tept GAAOL UNSeVOS ATIADG TPAYUATOG EVYpaTTov unde dypdmtov
810 TO ékmemEIoO L NG LTIO THS ZoNPEWG Gpyvupkd Stameiopatt (P.Mich.5.352,11. 1-11 (46
AD))

“We, Thenmenches and Thaesis, the two daughters of Akes, with the guardians of each of us,
that of Thenmenches being her son Horos, son of Harmiysis, and that of Thaesis being her
husband Onnophris, son of Nepheros, acknowledge that we have given a release to Soeris, our
aforesaid sister on both our mother's and our father's side, in regard to all the building sites
of Soeris in Tebtynis and the household utensils and furnishings and the sums owed her, which
were given as dowry by the mother of the three of us, Soeris, daughter of Patynis,when she
was still alive, in the alimentary contract which you made with your husband Eutychos, son of
Soterichos, in the present sixth year of Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus
Imperator on the sixth of the month Neos Sebastos, through this same record office; and we
agree that neither we nor our representatives shall proceed against the aforesaid Soeris or
her representatives in regard to these matters or in the matter of any other transaction
whatever, written or unwritten, since we have been persuaded by Soeris by a consideration
in money.” [tr. Husselman]

In this text, there is not one point at which a major shift occurs from one type of
perspective to the other: rather, the two perspectives are mixed throughout the text. An
interesting connection seems to exist between perspective and the contracting parties:
for the initiating contracting party, the sisters Thenmenches and Thaesis, the subjective
perspective is consistently used (0poAoyoduev; Nu@v; map’ Muedv; Nuag). The second
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contracting party, however, the sister Soeris, is alternatively referred to form the point of
view of the sisters (€0ov; oov), and that of an objectively witnessing third party (Zonpy;
a¥tj; aUTiig Zonpewg; Zofipw; mop’ avTiig; Tfig Zonpews), the latter perspective being
dominant. This suggests that generic confusion was stimulated by the sisters dictating to

the scribe, Dionysius son of Maron, who was unable to cope with both types of stylization.

Another example in which the objective and subjective perspective are intermingled is
Chr.Mitt.295 (305-306 AD), a contract of divorce between the gravedigger Soulis and his

wife Senpsais daughter of Psais:

(17) ... .¢ZoDAs vekpotdawog Tomapyias Kboe[wg] Zepyais Buyatpog Waitog ek untpog Teolg
VEKPOTAPLS GO Tiig avtiig xaipew. émi €k twog movnpod Saipovog GuveRN avToug
ameleby0aL GAANAwV TV KONV aUT®OV cuvBiwoty, EvielBev OPOAOY® O LEV O TIPOKEIIEVOS
ZoOA(Lg) MeEMANPWUEVOS TTAVTWY TGV Tapadobéviwy avTi) [T]ap’ [€pod oiwdn]mote TpOTW
eib®v, aroméumeoBat avTh[v kai un]kétt petedevoeoBal pnde mept ovpPLw[oews ufi]te Tept
£8vovu, GAN £Estval avTi] dmootii[vat kal] yaun®fjvar @ £&v BouAndifj- 1 8¢ mpokew[évn
Tev]Pdig memAnpdobal tap’ avtod tol mpokel[pévou] ZoUA(G) TavTwy TGOV £mSo0évTwy
av[t® eig Ad]yov mplolkog dua [k]¢ dAAwv[twv]®dv O[vtwv] aldtiig okevdv {kal GAAw}
olwdmote T[pdmw] Kal un peteAevoeoBal AAAMAoVG [évted]Oev Tept undevog AmTagamA®dS
¢[yypdgov fi] &ypdpov Tavtdg mpdypatog Td oV [voAov] i T TeAsiay <slvar Tv> &moluytv.
1N dmo[Quyn 118¢] Stoon ypageloa €@’ voypagfis k[upila] éotw kal BeBala wg &v dnpooi[w
katakeluévn, kal EmepwOeic wpoA[dynoa.] (Chr.Mitt.295,11. 1-22 (305/306 AD))

“... Soulis, grave-digger of the toparchy of Kusis, to Senpsais, daughter of Psais, her mother
being Tees, gravedigger from the same (toparchy), greetings. Since it has happened by means
of some evil demon (daimon) that we have separated from each other (in regard to) our
common marriage, therefore I, the afore-mentioned Soul, acknowledge that I know that I have
been paid back in full all the things bestowed on her by [me in any way whatever], (and) that
[ am sending her away [and] will [not] bring charges later about either the marriage [or] about
the hedna, but it will be possible for her to go away and to marry whenever she wishes. And
(I), the afore-mentioned Senpsais, (acknowledge) that | have been paid back in full from him,
the afore-mentioned Soul, all the things given [to him] for the dowry together with other ... of
my utensils and in any other way whatever. And (we acknowledge) that we will not bring
charges later against each other henceforth about any matter whatsoever in general, [written]
or unwritten, because of the divorce being final. This deed of divorce, having been written in
duplicate with signatures, shall be [valid] and secure as if [put] in a public record-office, and
having been asked, [I have] agreed.” [tr. Grubbs]

At the start of the document, cuvéPn avtovg dmelebyBatl dAAAAwv “it has happened that
they have separated from each other” and tnv kownv a0T®v cvvBiwowv “their common
marriage” suggest an objectively witnessing third party as the deictic center.3? In line 5,

however, there is a deictic shift, with Soulis becoming the new deictic center (0poAoy®;

[t]ap’ [EpoD]), and Senpsais being referred to in the third person (avti}; avti)). This shift

32 Note that the translator, Grubbs, translates subjectively with “it has happened that we have separated”
and “our common marriage”.
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is not consistently maintained, however: in line 11, when Senpsais’ acknowledgments are
listed, there is a new shift, with Senpsais becoming the new deictic center, and Soulis being
referred to in the third person (aVto?¥; av[t®). In line 16, a third-party perspective is
again assumed (ur peteAevoeoBal dAAAovg), which again shifts to the first-person at the
end of the document (wpoA[6ynoa]). As in our previous examples, generic confusion may
be the major factor behind the manifold deictic alternations, although the consistency
with which they occur, in particular the use of the first-person perspective for the
acknowledgments, seems to suggest that more is going on. As in our previous example
(16), Senpsais and Soulis may have been actively involved in the composition of the docu-

ment, leading the scribe to confuse both perspectives.33

4 Conclusion

Much attention has been paid to deictic shifting in (Greek) literary texts in recent years.
The occurrence of similar phenomena in documentary texts, on the other hand, has been
largely ignored: it is not commented upon by modern-day editors34 and not rendered in
translations of papyrus texts. Even though, as has appeared from this article, it constitutes
a marginal phenomenon (with some 50 examples in a corpus of 600 texts), I would argue
that it is not without interest. First, including documentary texts in the investigation
broadens our understanding of deictic phenomena in Ancient Greek: recent research on
deixis more generally has started to move away from literary texts to include under-
explored areas such as childrens’ language;3> a focus on documentary material might
provide an interesting parallel in studies of Antiquity. Second, even though the material
presented in this article is limited, it sheds an interesting light on scribal practices: diver-
gent personal references show traces of how texts were originally composed. Third, from
a papyrological point of view, it shows that the commonly referred to distinction between
‘subjectively’ and ‘objectively’ styled contracts was not absolute, even to the extent that
texts can be found in which both perspectives are maintained. Without sufficient

background, such texts are difficult to comprehend for their average user.

To conclude, there is much room for further investigation of deictic phenomena in

documentary texts: it would be interesting, for example, to expand the investigation to the

33 Note that a scribe is not explicitly mentioned at the end of this contract.

34 Porter (2007:924) notes that in recent years ‘there has been decreasing attention to grammatical
matters in the comments and increasing attention to historical matters’.

35 See e.g. Kdder & Maier (2016).
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Ptolemaic and Late Antique periods and to other types of deixis. Texts written outside of
Egypt and on other writing materials might provide an interesting comparandum: in the
oracular tablets of Dodona, for example, similar phenomena seem to occur (from a much
earlier date),3¢ which have only been cursorily noted.3” Another question that would be
worth looking into is how people in antiquity (scribes in particular) viewed deictic shifts.
Modern editors, if they comment on the phenomenon at all, usually do so from a negative
point of view: in their edition of the archive of Aurelius Isidorus, for example, Boak &
Youtie (1960:347), explicitly note that the use of the third person in place of the second is
the result of ‘negligent composition’ from the part of the scribe. Scribes themselves,
however, may have considered this a permissible practice. In the material presented in
this article, I have found only one example of a divergent personal reference which was

corrected in a duplicate,38 but perhaps further examples could be found.

36 See e.g. the inquiry by a certain Epilutos (DVC 2367, mid-fourth century BC): ’EniAutog émepwrtijt Tov Ala
Tov Ndiov kai Tav Atvay Ti ko Totdv evtuyol kal tivi 0edv 00oag kai ToTepa Tav Téyvav hav ématdevonv
épyaiwpatfj mot’ ¢AAo Tt hopudow ktA.

37 Méndez Dosuna (2008:63), for example, attributes the phenomenon to ‘rapidity and improvisation’,
without further discussion.

38 Cf. §3.1.
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