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EMOTIONAL LANGUAGE AND FORMULAE OF PERSUASION
IN GREEK PAPYRUS LETTERS"

Eleanor Dickey

INTRODUCTION

One of the most fundamental rules of English politeness is the importance of
saying ‘please’ when making a request. Using a bare imperative without ‘please’
or a similar modifier, for example saying ‘Give me ten pounds’, is likely to cause
anger and resentment as well as a refusal to comply with the request — unless, of
course, the addressees are so much in the speaker’s power that they are not in a
position to object. In fact the way English speakers make requests is subject to
considerable variation depending on both the identity of the addressee and the
magnitude of the request. Someone about to make a short train journey with a
good friend, if he cannot make his bank card function in the ticket machine, might
say something like ‘Bob, can you lend me 10 pounds?’ But if the speaker’s
fellow-traveller is someone he does not know well, or someone with power over
him, he would phrase the request rather differently. And if the amount needed is
the price of an expensive long-distance ticket, even the request to a good friend
would be phrased differently.

Linguists have been working on this phenomenon for a long time, so there are
a number of different theoretical frameworks available for predicting and explain-
ing how requests are made. The oldest and best-known of these is that of Brown
and Levinson, who argue that there are two kinds of politeness, positive and nega-
tive."! To oversimplify grossly, positive politeness consists of being actively nice
to one’s interlocutors and negative politeness consists of not inconveniencing or
imposing on them. Which strategy is chosen depends on the relationship between

*  This paper is based on a larger body of research carried out in 2006 and 2007 and orally pre-
sented in numerous places since then; responses from audiences at the University of Toronto,
University of Manchester, Cornell University, and University College Dublin were particu-
larly valuable in helping me build and refine the section of the research presented here. Some
of my conclusions match those in the excellent recent book by Camille Denizot (2011); they
were reached independently, and 1 hope this fact will aid the scholarly world in accepting
them. I am grateful to Ed Sanders and Matthew Johncock for persuading me finally to publish
this work, to Marina Terkourafi for introducing me to her theory, helping me understand it,
and kindly checking a draft of this essay; and to Philomen Probert for constant help and en-
couragement; any mistakes that remain are my own.

1  Brown and Levinson (1987); for some other theories see Eelen (2001) and Watts (2003), and
for examples of the use of Brown and Levinson in work on ancient politeness see Hall (2009)
and Lloyd (2004).
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speaker and addressee and the magnitude of the request, but essentially negative
politeness is, from the perspective of an English speaker, ‘more polite’ than posi-
tive politeness: positive politeness is used more for minor requests and to social
inferiors, and negative politeness for major requests and to social superiors.

The extreme end of negative politeness, of course, consists of not asking for a
favour at all, but this level of deference can be impractical if the speaker really
needs the favour. The next level down consists of asking obliquely, in such a way
that the utterance does not have to be taken as a request at all. For example the
person in need of money for a train ticket might say, ‘Oh dear, this machine isn’t
taking my card, and I haven’t got any cash on me. What do you think I should
do?’ In those circumstances most friends will get the hint and offer the money, but
if someone does not want to do so he is not faced with the awkwardness of refus-
ing: he can simply not take the hint. This strategy too is useful for maintaining
good relationships with one’s superiors, but it can be impractical if the result is
not getting something that one really needs.

The next level in the negative-politeness hierarchy consists in asking very,
very nicely for whatever is needed, making it clear that the addressee is under no
actual obligation to provide it. For example our hypothetical traveller might say,
‘Oh dear, the machine isn’t taking my card, and I haven’t got any cash. I don’t
suppose there’s any chance you could lend me £10, is there? I’'m so sorry to ask
you, but there isn’t any other way that I'm going to be on that train with you
otherwise.” Brown and Levinson’s theory predicts that a traveller using this
strategy is addressing someone who either is not a close friend or is so poor that
£10 is a lot of money to ask him for.

Even further down the hierarchy come the phrases that one normally uses to
make requests, such as ‘Please could you lend me £10?°, ‘Can you lend me £10?°,
and ‘Would you mind lending me £10?°. These phrases are very common and as a
result have become highly conventionalized, so that their meaning is not the same
as the sum of their parts. The utterance ‘Can you read Greek?’ is a question, and
the addressee of such a question will probably answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ rather than
producing a copy of the /liad and reading Greek. But the equivalently phrased
utterance ‘Can you lend me £10?’ is a request, and it would be peculiar for the
addressee to answer ‘yes’ without actually providing the money. The fact that this
way of phrasing a request is considered more polite than the imperatival ‘Lend me
£10° may have a historical basis: it is possible that at one time ‘can you?’ was not
a direct request at all but an oblique one that did not actually ask for the money,
but by now that etymological meaning has been superseded.

GREEK LITERATURE OF THE CLASSICAL PERIOD

Brown and Levinson claimed that their rules were universal and worked for all
languages, and as we have just seen the rules seem to work for English, at least in
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most situations. But they work much less well for Greek of the Classical period,’
because throughout the literature of that period there is an overwhelming lack of
markedly polite language in the making of requests. Regardless of the identity of
the addressee or the magnitude of the request, speakers’ normal tendency is to use
the bare, unsoftened impera‘[ive,3 as illustrated in table A.*

Hom. | Soph. Eur. Ar. | Men. Hdt. Pl. | Total | % of
total
Bare imperative 95 171 158 320 197 228 771 1,246 | 65%
Other with similar 37 86 55 97 31 89 37 432 | 23%
meaning
Markedly polite 14 44 40 41 50 29 16 234 | 12%
Total requests 146 301 253 458 278 346 | 130 | 1,912 | 100%
% markedly polite 11% | 15% | 16% 9% | 18% 8% | 12% | 12%

Table A: Linguistic forms used for requests in Greek of the Classical period

Under these circumstances it is not surprising that the use of the imperative in
Greek does not seem to be determined either by status or by the magnitude of the
request; although some non-imperative request strategies can be explained using
Brown and Levinson’s theory,” the unsoftened imperatives used even in situations
that ought to call for considerable mitigation are not explicable using this model
of politeness. See for example passages 1 and 2.

1) & Pacired, o pév oikdto sipniac, GO uévrol pi| Tévto Bopd xpéo PNdE mOAY dpyainy
¢€avaoctiong (Herodotus 1.155.3, Croesus urging Cyrus not to destroy Sardis)

2 Throughout this paper I shall use ‘Classical period’ in a broad sense, to run from Homer
(eighth/seventh century BCE) to Menander (who died at the beginning of the third century
BCE).

3 This point has also been made by Denizot (2011) 488, on the basis of a corpus of 6,314 verb
forms (and an unspecified number of requests made in ways that do not involve verb forms)
taken principally from Homer, Hesiod, Aeschylus, Aristophanes, Lysias and Herodotus.

4  The figures in table A are based on a hand search of the following corpus of texts: Homer,
Odyssey 1-4; Sophocles, Philoctetes, Antigone; Euripides, Hippolytus, Medea; Aristophanes,
Acharnians, Knights; Menander, Dyscolus, Aspis, Epitrepontes; Herodotus (all); Plato, Sym-
posium. It is not practical to include references to all the passages involved here, but the raw
data (for this and all subsequent tables) are available on request. Under ‘other with similar
meaning’ are included prohibitive subjunctives (aorist subjunctives used instead of aorist imp-
eratives in the negative), infinitives for imperatives, and émwc + future indicative, all of which
are clearly not polite in these texts. Under ‘markedly polite’ are included the strategies illus-
trated in examples 5—14 below and a few others. ‘Requests’ is used here (as a replacement for
the linguistic technical term ‘directives’) to include all utterances in which the speaker tries to
get the addressee to do something, whatever the linguistic form of the utterance.

5 See for example Lloyd (2004), but note Denizot’s (2011: e.g. 483, 487) vigorous and well-
founded arguments that questions and certain other indirect ways of phrasing requests are not
necessarily polite in Greek.



240 Eleanor Dickey

‘O king, what you say is reasonable, but nevertheless do not act entirely on your anger,
and do not destroy an ancient city . . ."°

2) v map’ éuod Aafav i0r. (Menander, Dyscolus 375, slave to free man)
‘Take this [mattock] from me and go.’

Of course, Greek literature from this period also contains examples of other ways
of phrasing requests, but those are overwhelmingly in the minority compared to
the use of the imperative alone, whereas in English the imperative by itself is used
much less often than an imperative softened with ‘please’, ‘can you’, etc. For this
reason many translators systematically replace bare, unmodified imperatives with
more polite request formulae when translating Greek into English: see table B and
passages 3 and 4.

Work Bare imperatives | Bare imperatives | English bare imperatives
in Greek in English as % of Greek

Plato, Symposium 77 44 57%

Xenophon, Symposium 30 17 57%

Menander, Dyscolus 140 116 83%

Total 247 167 68%

Table B: Comparison of bare imperative usage in three Greek texts and their English translations

3) d&AAog Yap Tig pot duyeito aknkomg Poivikog tod Pkinmov, Een 0¢ kai G€ gidévatl. GALY

Yop 00OV glye copEc Aéyetv. oD ovV ot dufynoar Sikatdtatog Yép €1 Tovg Tod ETaipov
Adyovug dmayyéArew. (Plato, Symposium 172b)
‘I’ve already had a report from someone else (who’d been told about it by Phoenix the
son of Philip), but his account wasn’t very clear. He did mention, though, that you knew
about it as well. So please will you tell me? I mean, Socrates is your friend, so it’s per-
fectly appropriate for you to report what he says.”®

4)  tiic Atticiic vopiler’ sivon 1oV TéMOV,
duAny, 10 vopeaiov 6’ 60gv Tpoépyopiot
dvrociov . ..
TadT’ €0Ti TO KEPOAaLa, TG Kab’ EkooTo 08
[6wes0’] éav BovAincbe — BoviOnTe 6. (Menander, Dyscolus 1-3, 45-6)
‘Imagine, please, that the scene is set in Attica, in fact at Phyle, and that the shrine I’'m
coming from is the one belonging to that village.... There, that’s the outline. Details
you’ll see in due course, if you like — and please do like.”’

Fortunately, Brown and Levinson’s theory is not the only model of politeness,
merely the best-known one; there are a large number of others, each of which has
been claimed to replace Brown and Levinson’s model. Indeed Brown and Levin-
son’s theory ought to have been completely discredited by now, as for decades

6  Translations are my own unless otherwise noted.

7  The figures in table B are based on translations by Waterfield (1994), Tredennick (1970) and
Miller (1987).

8  Trans. Waterfield (1994) 3; note Waterfield’s addition of ‘please’.

9  Trans. Miller (1987) 23; note Miller’s addition of ‘please’.
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studies refuting it have appeared regularly — but the fact that such studies are still
produced at frequent intervals suggests that Brown and Levinson’s theory still has
enough adherents to be worth refuting. The reason it has adherents is that despite
its flaws it is often useful, particularly in combination with other theories;'° there-
fore it must be kept in mind when looking at the Greek data, but at the same time
another theory is needed to provide the main explanation of those data.

Space forbids a discussion of all the other politeness theories here, as they are
numerous and complex; suffice it to say that in my opinion the most useful model
for dealing with Greek is that of Terkourafi.'' To oversimplify grossly again,
Terkourafi argues that there is no simple relationship between the literal meaning
of a phrase and how polite it is. Politeness depends entirely on what is usual in a
given context, and this system works because people are consistent and formulaic
about how they make requests. Therefore a researcher or language learner wanting
to understand the politeness or impoliteness of a particular phrase needs to look
not at its linguistic form or the literal meanings of the words involved, but at the
phrases used in other examples of the same type of interaction. If the example
being examined is typical, it is polite, regardless of its linguistic form; if unusual,
it may be polite or impolite, and more interpretive work is needed to find out
which.

Terkourafi’s theory makes the Greek data easy to understand. The normal way
to make requests was to use a bare, unsoftened imperative, and therefore that
formulation of requests was polite. Within the culture concerned, it had the same
force as our ‘please’, which is our normal way to ask for things; that is why a
good translator often adds ‘please’ to an unsoftened imperative when rendering
Greek into English. The small number of Greek passages in which a more elabo-
rate polite request is used should be equated not with our ‘please’ but with what
we would do in circumstances where ‘please’ or ‘can you’ is not enough.

For those circumstances there were no set expressions in the Greek of the
Classical period, but rather a set of strategies that varied widely in their meaning
and application. One is the strategy of making the request indirectly, as illustrated
in passage 5. Here Socrates does not actually ask Diotima to explain what she
means, but she takes the hint that he would like an explanation and agrees to
provide one.

5) povrteiag . . . dettan 6 Ti mote Aéyelg, kol ov pavoave (Plato, Symposium 206b)
‘Whatever you say requires divination, and I do not understand.’

10 I have argued this point at length in Dickey (2012b), where four different theories are tested
on the same corpus of requests to establish their respective helpfulness.

11 See e.g. Terkourafi (2002), (2004), (2005), (2008) and (forthcoming). For a detailed argument
that Terkourafi’s theory works better for ancient evidence see Dickey (2012b).
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Another polite strategy is the use of the optative with ¢v, such as in passages 6
and 7."

6) ol éyo pév, Een, mavv av Ndémg, ® Zvpakdoie, padoymt TO oYAUATE TP GOD.
(Xenophon, Symposium 2.16)
‘And I for one, he said, would very gladly learn the figures from you, Syracusan.’

7) é@yowr’ @v pdtoov Gvop’ Ekmodav . . . (Sophocles, Antigone 1339)
‘Would you lead me out of the way, a useless man . . .’

These two strategies are by their very natures not formulaic; in addition, Greek of
this period has several strategies that could in theory be formulaic but in practice
are not. One is the strategy of indicating that it would be good to do something,
illustrated in passages 8 and 9. This strategy could be formulaic, and (as we shall
see) in the Greek of some periods it actually is formulaic, but in the Classical
period it is not, for this idea can be expressed with a wide variety of different
words.

8) & Epuipoye, dikorog € §| madoai pe TG Ayydg fi Aéyewv vmep Euod, Eog av Eyd
navcopat. (Plato, Symposium 185d)
‘Eryximachus, you ought cither to stop my hiccups or to speak for me while I stop them.’

9) wéxpt 6¢ tovtOL, €meite oUT® peTédole, QLUAACGETE TNV OYedinv, micav mpoBupinv
o®mPNG 1€ Kol PLAOKTG Topexdpevol. TadTa 62 moledvreg énol peydrmg yopleicOe.
(Herodotus 4.98.3)

‘But until that time, since I have changed my mind, guard the bridge and show all
possible care for its safety and protection. If you do this you will greatly please me.’

The same is true of the strategy illustrated in passage 10, that of softening a
request with a phrase meaning ‘if you agree’. This is an obvious negative-polite-
ness strategy, in Brown and Levinson’s terms, because it mitigates the force of the
request by pointing out that the addressee does not have to comply and indicates
deference to his opinion. We might expect it to be frequently used, but in fact it is
very rare in Greek of the Classical period.

10) ob &’ avtog avtny eloay’, i dokel, dopovc. (Euripides, Alcestis 1112)
‘But you take her yourself into the house, if it seems best to you.’

Some of the most important strategies involve the expression of heightened
emotion. When a Greek is really desperate, he sometimes uses a verb meaning ‘I
beg’ or ‘I entreat’, and/or an indication of something by which the addressee
could be entreated, such as the gods or his knees or beard. This strategy is fairly
common in literature, but that frequency may not reflect real life. Entreaty is a

12 Denizot (2011) 455 found on the basis of a different set of data that the optative was not
necessarily polite and could even be disrespectful; although in my data this disrespectful
usage does not appear, it is worth keeping in mind that the possibility of such implications
also existed.
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high-risk strategy: by putting the addressee under pressure to grant the request it is
excellent for getting what one needs but poor from the perspective of maintaining
good relations with the addressee. Hence the entreaty strategy is normally reser-
ved for situations in which the speaker is fairly desperate — but those situations
occur not infrequently in some literary genres. This strategy is illustrated in pas-
sages 11-14.

11) éyo 8¢ meifopon éxetvny elvon TacEwv yovark@yv kaAliomy, kol cgo déopan uv SéecBot
avopwv. (Herodotus 1.8.4)
‘I believe that she is the most beautiful of all women, and I beg you not to ask [me to do
anything] inappropriate!’

12) AN ikeTebo, ... O mamme, 86¢ pot Tpeic Huépag dpEar ovtod. (Xenophon, Cyropedia
1.3.11)
‘But I entreat you, grandfather, grant me to rule over him for three days!’

13) déopan &’ LUDV AndvTOV Kol AVTIBOA® Kol ikeTEV® pet’ guvoing Gmodéyechal ov Tovg
Adyovg. (Isacus, De Menecle 2)
‘I ask you all, and entreat you, and supplicate you to receive my words with good will.’

14) un, Tpog yeveiov, KpvITE GUVOOVAOV GEDEV"
owynyv yap, €l yp1, 1@vde Ocouat wépt. (Euripides, Medea 65—-6)
‘By your beard, don’t hide it from your fellow-slave; if necessary I’ll keep silent about
it.”

It is debatable whether this strategy should count as politeness.”> In Brown and
Levinson’s theory entreaty is the exact opposite of negative politeness and would
often not count as positive politeness either (though some examples do constitute
positive politeness, depending on how they are phrased). Many linguists would
argue that what the expressions in passages 11-14 convey is urgency, which is not
a form of politeness. At the same time the emotional expressions have something
in common with other request strategies that are clearly polite, because these
expressions put the addressee in a position of superiority vis-a-vis the speaker.
Saying ‘I beg you to lend me £10’ is very different from using the imperative and
saying ‘Lend me £10’; the request has been elaborated with something designed
to acknowledge and overcome the problem that the addressee might not want to
comply. Although in one sense this issue of classification is irrelevant to our
understanding of the effects achieved by these phrases, in another sense it matters,
because the strategy of entreaty is very common in Greek literature of the Class-
ical period: about half the requests classed as ‘markedly polite’ in table A belong
in this category.

13 For the theoretical debate on whether such a strategy should be considered part of politeness
see e.g. work on Latin request formulae, among which such expressions figure prominently.
Risselada (1993) esp. 253—5 argues that oro and obsecro (meaning ‘I beg’) are not polite al-
though related expressions such as rogo and quaeso (meaning ‘I ask’) are, but Hall (2009) and
Dickey (2012a) and (2012b) esp. 3235 argue that this entire group of Latin request formulae
is polite.
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HELLENISTIC PAPYRI

What happened to the Classical request system in later periods? To answer that
question one cannot really look at literature from the Hellenistic and Roman
periods, because the Greek literature of those periods was consciously Classic-
izing. In literature there appears to be no change in the way requests are made at
any period of antiquity, just as there appears to be no change in Greek grammar or
spelling, but it is unlikely that that situation reflects what happened in the ever-
changing conversational language. The usual way to find out what really happen-
ed in post-Classical Greek is to look at papyrus documents, as these are far closer
to everyday conversational language and so give us a chance to see various types
of changes taking place. And in this case, papyrus documents show dramatic
changes from their very beginnings, as illustrated in table C.'*

Documents in sample Bare Polite Other | Total | % markedly polite
imperative

P.Enteux (body of petitions) - 78 — 78 100%

P.Enteux (response of officials) 91 — 1 92 0%

P.Cair.Zen. -111 208 212 21 441 48%

Total 299 290 22 611 47%

Table C: Linguistic forms used for requests in papyrus letters and petitions from the third
century BCE

Already'” in the third century BCE papyrus documents reveal a very different type
of request system from the one visible in earlier literature. Bare imperatives are
still used, but much less often and only to social inferiors. When the recipient of a
petition writes on the petition what his decision is, with instructions to officials
about what to do in response to the petition, he almost invariably uses unsoftened
imperatives. But the body of the petition never contains bare imperatives: peti-
tioners in Hellenistic Egypt consistently use linguistic politeness strategies to
make their requests. The same is true of papyrus letters from the third century
BCE, which show strong internal consistency in the way requests are made, de-
pending on the relative status of writer and addressee: for example, P.Cair.Zen.
1.59036 consists of a letter containing four requests, all bare imperatives, enclos-
ing a copy of another letter to a different addressee, which has three requests, all
using markedly polite language. Clearly, if a Greek-speaking writer in third-
century Egypt wanted a superior to do something, he asked nicely using a mark-
edly polite linguistic form — and if he wanted an inferior to do something, he used
the bare imperative. That bare imperative was probably still not generally perceiv-
ed as rude, as it would be in English; in situations where it was normal, it must

14 The figures in table C are based on a hand search of 113 petitions to the king (P.Enteux) and
531 assorted other documents (mostly letters but also including petitions to lower officials)
from P.Cair.Zen. 1-111. The passages concerned can be found in the Appendix to this chapter.

15 That the request system in documentary Greek texts from later periods differs from the
Classical one has already been established — see e.g. Leiwo (2009).
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have still been seen as polite. But in situations where the imperative was no longer
used, it was no longer polite.

Moreover, as marked politeness became more common it also became more
formulaic: third-century documents abound in polite request formulae. These for-
mulae appear to be derived from the polite request strategies present during the
Classical period. Of course, not all those Classical strategies resulted in Hellen-
istic request formulae; as already noted, some strategies, such as indirectness and
the use of the optative, were by their very natures non-formulaic. But of the strate-
gies that had the capacity to become formulaic, the majority made that transition.

For example, the most common request formula in third-century papyri is the
phrase kaA®¢ dv momocaig + conditional participle ‘you would do well if’, derived
from the strategy seen in passages 8 and 9 and illustrated below in passage 15.
This optative formulation alternates with a variant using the future instead of the
optative, KoA®dg momoelg + conditional participle ‘you will do well if’. The for-
mulaic nature of these phrases is evident not only from the fact that these two
linguistic forms are consistently used, but also from the fact that the request itself
(which of course cannot be formulaic, as the exact action requested naturally var-
ies from person to person) is regularly expressed with a conditional participle
rather than via a subordinate clause introduced by ei ‘if’. Taking the optative and
future variants together, this request formula is attested more than 140 times in
letters and petitions from the third century BCE.

15) kaAdg &v ovv momeong Emoteilag Nuiv dg Podiet yevésBor, tva ol Huelc oBto Kata-
yopiocopev. (P.Cair.Zen. 1.59036.15-16)
‘You would do well if you wrote to us about how you want it to be, so that we too can
record it that way.’

Another Classical strategy to turn into a formula in the Hellenistic papyri is the
one seen above in passage 10, the use of a phrase meaning ‘if you agree’. There
are two different formulae for expressing this strategy in the Hellenistic period, as
illustrated in passages 16 and 17: &i doxel and €av @aivnrat (both meaning lite-
rally “if it seems’, i.e. ‘if it seems best to you’). The former phrase is sometimes
used in the Classical period, though not frequently, and the latter is not. The two
are not completely equivalent in the third century: €av @aivntot is more common,
being attested more than 60 times in a wide variety of different contexts, while &i
dokel is restricted almost entirely to petitions to the king. In these petitions it is
always paired with the same verb, 8éopat, to make the formula déopar odv cov,
Baciied, €l oot dokel, which occurs more than 40 times on such petitions.

16) ¢av 1 @aivnrai ool dwypdyng Mndelw &ic ta lotpicd, £av te PoOry. (P.Cair.Zen.
1.59036.13)
‘If it seems best to you, pay [the money] to Medeios into the medical tax fund, if you
want.’ [The phrase édv foOAy is rare and was probably not formulaic at this period.]

17) déopan odv cov, Paciied, el oot dokel, mpooTdar A@dvel @ otpatnyd ypayo[i]
‘Hoootiovt 1@ émotdmn dmooteidon [etofdotiv kot Qpov tovg €yke(k)Anpévous gig
Kpokodilav molv, 6mwg dtakpldd avtoic €mli Atoedvovug, kai, £0v €vdeiEmpat adTodg
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KOTOKEKAVKOTOG [LOL TOV 6TdpoV, Emavaykadijvatl adTods TOV LoV omdpov avoalafelv kol
TaEachar adTovg T Expopla, Amd 62 Thg avTol Yewpyodotv yiig dvtidobijval pot 16 icov
nAi0og av0’ fig ka[t]axexhdkaowy. (P.Enteux 60.6-11)

‘So I ask you, king, if it seems best to you, to order Diophanes the strategos to write to
Hephaestion the epistates [and tell him] to send Petobastis and Horus, the accused, to
Crocodilopolis, so that a judgement may be made between them and me before Diopha-
nes, and if I prove that they flooded my seeded field, [I ask] that they be compelled to
take over my seeded field and pay the charges on it, and that an amount of land
equivalent to that which they flooded be given to me in exchange from the land that they
themselves work.’

The third major source of third-century polite request formulae is verbs with
meanings such as ‘I beg’. In contrast to the large number of such verbs available
for expressing entreaty in the Classical period, only one, déopat, went on to
become a Hellenistic formula. Aéopan is common in third-century papyri, especi-
ally in petitions to the king, where it is almost always found with the same other
words, as in passage 17 above. It no longer gives the impression of conveying
emotional force as in the Classical period (see passages 11 and 13 above, with
preceding comments), and indeed it no longer seems to be used to put pressure on
the addressee to fulfil the request, because it is systematically combined with &l
dokel ‘if it seems best’, which as we have seen points out to the addressee that
there is no obligation to comply with the request. As noted above, the use of
oéopan in the Classical period may not be classifiable as a politeness strategy at
all; this element of doubt is gone by the third century, when it is clearly an ele-
ment of formulaic politeness because it is the standard way of making certain
requests.

The other Classical verbs with this same general meaning do not become
Hellenistic formulae; for example dvtipoAd, seen in passage 13 above, is not used
for requests at all in the third century. The position of iketevw is particularly
interesting, because this verb is indeed used for requests, but it does not appear to
become a formula. That is, iketeOo is found only occasionally in the third century,
and in later centuries it disappears altogether from papyrus documents, whereas
the formulae already discussed all continue into the second century and usually
well beyond that. Moreover iketebm seems to carry emotional force even in third-
century petitions, as illustrated in passage 18 where the rest of the sentence shows
the writer’s level of emotion and desperation.

18) déopan odv [oo]v kal ikeTevo, €l kai ool dokel, uy mepudeiv pe kataEOelpduEVOV
adikmg &v 1@ deopmtpie. (P.Cair.Zen. 111.59520.8-9)
‘So I ask and implore you, if it seems best to you as well, not to overlook me perishing
unjustly in the prison.’

Another verb in this category, a&i®, is never used to make requests in the Class-
ical period but nevertheless becomes a common request formula in the Hellenistic
period, as illustrated in passage 19. The use of a&u® starts off slowly, for the verb
is significantly less common than 6éopon for requests in documents of the third
century, but it rapidly gains ground and is more common than déopon by the
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second century. The use of 4&1® is also more flexible than that of 6¢opan, for a&1®
is found in a wider range of documents and with a variety of different other
words.

19) @&[@] og, £av oot paivntal, cuvtdEor ypawar HpaxAei[d]n td év 1@ Hp(axkAieo)mo(ritn)
apyrev(rakitn) 61écBor awtovg, Omwg yivovtal Tpdg Th [yplela kol un dpyf @ mAolo.
(Chr.Wilck. 166.2.9-10a)

‘T ask you, if it seems best to you, to order (someone) to write to Herakleides the archi-
phylakites in the Herakleopolite nome (and tell him) to release them, so that they may do
what needs to be done and the ships may not lie idle.’

Thus our evidence suggests that between the Classical and early Hellenistic pe-
riods there was an abrupt and massive shift in the way Greek speakers made re-
quests. They went from a system without any specific formulae for making polite
requests to one with a set of different formulae specialized for use in different
contexts. Why did this happen?

One possible answer is that the shift did not happen in practice but is an
illusion arising from the changing nature of our evidence. The Hellenistic evi-
dence used above is all documentary, taken from letters and petitions; this type of
source simply does not survive to any significant extent from the earlier period.
Our Classical evidence is all literary, and if one discounts post-Classical literature
as not representative of conversational usage, there is by definition no literary
evidence for Greek of the Hellenistic period. Is it possible that the polite request
formulae seen in Hellenistic letters and petitions were already used as request for-
mulae in earlier centuries and that our ignorance of that usage comes from the loss
of the equivalent documents from the Classical period?

At first glance this objection seems unanswerable, but on closer inspection it
can be shown to be incorrect. In the first place, if the Hellenistic request formulae
had existed in the Classical period we should see more of them in literature of that
period. Of course some literary genres actively avoided ordinary conversational
language, and many good authors even in other genres made a point of varying
their language to avoid formulaic repetition; such considerations would undoub-
tedly make formulae that were common in conversational language difficult to
detect in the writings of authors like Aeschylus or Aristophanes. But other genres
and authors were far more tolerant of formulae, repetition and conversational lan-
guage: for example Xenophon and Menander are, with respect to other features of
the Greek language, both repetitious and predictable. With use of various voca-
tives, for example, there were set rules in the Classical period that led to repeated
use of the same formulae over and over again, and both Menander and Xenophon
were happy to follow those rules in their works: vocative usage in both these au-
thors is highly predictable.'® But in their phrasing of requests too polite to use the
imperative the same two authors are entirely unpredictable and show no trace of
formulaic usage. This fact strongly suggests that there were no fixed request for-

16 See Dickey (1995).
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mulae in the conversational language of Xenophon’s or Menander’s day, i.e. the
later Classical period.

The other reason to believe that the Hellenistic request formulae are genuine
products of the Hellenistic period has to do with the use of verbs of emotional
entreaty such as déopat. The Classical examples of such verbs nearly all occur in
contexts where genuine emotion appears to be present, but the Hellenistic exam-
ples largely do not (with the exception of iketedm, which is notably different in
other ways as well). When a term becomes formulaic it inevitably loses its emo-
tional force in the contexts where the formulaic usage appears: thus ‘dear’ at the
beginning of an English letter carries no emotional force, though the same word
can be emotional in other contexts. Yet the use of déopor to make requests in
Classical passages such as those seen in 11 and 13 above clearly does carry emo-
tional weight (i.e. evoking pity). If the formulaic, non-emotional use of 6éopon
seen in third-century documents had already existed in the Classical period, the
word could not have been used by Classical writers in the way it was in fact used.

Therefore the shift in request strategies seen in our evidence must reflect a
genuine change in the Greek language. Why would a language that for centuries
had had not a single polite request formula suddenly develop an entire set of them,
with firm conventions for their use? One possibility is massive influence from a
foreign language, such as might take place if the writers of the third-century
documents were non-native speakers of Greek — but that cannot be the answer
here, for the writers clearly were native Greek speakers. Of course, Egyptian
Greek documents sometimes show the influence of other languages even when
written by native Greek speakers; at most periods there is occasional influence
from the Egyptian language,'” and at a later period many documents show
significant influence from Latin,'® but the usual markers of such influence are
absent from these third-century documents. They are far too early for significant
Latin influence,'® and they come from too high a social setting for significant
Egyptian influence.”

The unlikelihood of direct linguistic influence from another culture does not,
however, rule out the possibility of cultural influence; indeed the abrupt shift in
language usage seen between Classical Greece and Hellenistic Egypt must be con-
nected to the equally sharp cultural transition between those two worlds. When
the Greek language came to Egypt it was transplanted into a society with a radi-

17 Cf, e.g., Fewster (2002) and Muhs (2009).

18 There is a vast literature on Latinisms in the Greek papyri; see for example Cavenaile (1951)
and (1952), Daris (1991), Cervenka-Ehrenstrasser (1996—), Dickey (2004), Filos (2009) and,
most relevantly to the present investigation, Dickey (2009).

19 Latin influence on Egyptian Greek was, unsurprisingly, rare before the annexation of Egypt
by Rome at the end of the first century BCE; even after the annexation it took some time for
Latin influence to reach the level that would plausibly account for the type of shift inves-
tigated here. See Dickey (2003) and (2004).

20 Direct influence from the Macedonian language is unlikely, because most of the documents do
not come from a high enough social level to have been written by speakers of Macedonian,
but indirect influence cannot be completely ruled out, particularly given how little we know
about linguistic politeness in Macedonian.
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cally different social structure. The Classical Greek world was in many ways a
fundamentally egalitarian one, particularly in democracies like Athens but also
even in cities that were not officially democratic, like Sparta where kings ruled
but not as autocrats. But Egyptians, like most of the peoples conquered by Alex-
ander, had never been egalitarian; they had a highly stratified social structure, as
did the Macedonians who took control of Egypt after the conquest. Even if all the
writers and addressees of the requests in our third-century documents were native
Greek speakers, they are unlikely to have been Greeks either in the sense of hav-
ing grown up in Greece or (for most writers, at least) in the sense of having ances-
tors who had grown up in Greece (as opposed to Macedon).

The Greek speakers of Ptolemaic Egypt needed a request system that fitted
their culture by reflecting the difference between asking a favour of a superior and
giving an order to an inferior, and that naturally led them to restrict the use of the
bare imperative to the latter type of request. But of course that restriction enor-
mously increased the number of requests that did not use the bare imperative,
necessitating the frequent use of strategies that Greeks of the Classical period had
used much more sparingly in such circumstances. As long as those strategies were
used rarely and in special circumstances such as heightened emotion, they natur-
ally did not become formulaic, but as soon as they became common there was a
natural tendency for them to turn into formulae. In doing so the Greek request
formulae followed the same path as English expressions like ‘can you?’: just as
‘can you?’ has effectively ceased to be a question in English, so Greek déopat
effectively ceased to be an entreaty once it turned into a request formula.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Brown, P. and S. C. Levinson (1987) Politeness: Some universals in language usage (Cambridge)

Cavenaile, R. (1951) ‘Influence latine sur le vocabulaire grec d’Egypte’, Chronique d’Egypte 26,
391404

—— (1952) “‘Quelques aspects de 1’apport linguistique du grec au latin d’Egypte’, degyptus 32,
191-203

Cervenka-Ehrenstrasser, I. M. (1996—) Lexikon der lateinischen Lehnworter in den griechisch-
sprachigen dokumentarischen Texten Agyptens (Vienna)

Daris, S. (1991) 1l lessico latino nel greco d’Egitto (Barcelona, 2" edition)

Denizot, C. (2011) Donner des ordres en grec ancien: étude linguistique des formes de I’injonc-
tion (Rouen)

Dickey, E. (1995) ‘Forms of address and conversational language in Aristophanes and Menander’,
Mnemosyne 48, 25771

—— (2003) ‘Latin influence on the Greek of documentary papyri: An analysis of its chronological
distribution’, Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 145, 249-57

—— (2004) ‘The Greek address system of the Roman period and its relationship to Latin’, Clas-
sical Quarterly 54, 494-527

—— (2009) ‘Latin influence and Greek request formulae’, in T. V. Evans and D. Obbink (eds) The
language of the papyri (Oxford) 208-20

—— (2012a) ‘How to say “please” in classical Latin’, Classical Quarterly 62, 731-48

—— (2012b) ‘The rules of politeness and Latin request formulae’, in P. Probert and A. Willi (eds)
Laws and rules in Indo-European (Oxford) 313-28



250 Eleanor Dickey

Eelen, G. (2001) 4 critique of politeness theories (Manchester)

Fewster, P. (2002) ‘Bilingualism in Roman Egypt’, in J. N. Adams, M. Janse and S. Swain (eds)
Bilingualism in ancient society (Oxford) 22045

Filos, P. (2009) ‘Greek papyri and Graeco-Latin hybrid compounds’, in T. V. Evans and D.
Obbink (eds) The language of the papyri (Oxford) 221-52

Hall, J. (2009) Politeness and politics in Cicero’s letters (Oxford)

Leiwo, M. (2009) ‘Imperatives and other directives in the Greek letters from Mons Claudianus’, in
T. V. Evans and D. Obbink (eds) The language of the papyri (Oxford) 97-119

Lloyd, M. (2004) ‘The politeness of Achilles’, Journal of Hellenic Studies 124, 75-89

Miller, N. (1987) Menander: Plays and fragments (London)

Muhs, B. (2009) ‘Language contact and personal names in early Ptolemaic Egypt’, in T. V. Evans
and D. Obbink (eds) The language of the papyri (Oxford) 187-97

Risselada, R. (1993) Imperatives and other directive expressions in Latin (Amsterdam)

Terkourafi, M. (2002) ‘Politeness and formulaicity’, Journal of Greek Linguistics 3, 179-201

—— (2004) ‘Testing Brown and Levinson’s theory in a corpus of spontaneous conversational data
from Cypriot Greek’, International Journal of the Sociology of Language 168, 119-34

—— (2005) ‘An argument for a frame-based approach to politeness: Evidence from the use of the
imperative in Cypriot Greek’, in R. Lakoff and 1. Sachiko (eds) Broadening the horizon of
linguistic politeness (Amsterdam) 99-116

—— (2008) ‘Toward a unified theory of politeness, impoliteness and rudeness’, in D. Bousfield
and M. Locher (eds) Impoliteness in language (Berlin) 45-74

—— (forthcoming) From politeness to impoliteness: The frame-based approach (Cambridge)

Tredennick, H. (1970) Xenophon: Conversations of Socrates (London)

Waterfield, R. (1994) Plato: Symposium (Oxford)

Watts, R. J. (2003) Politeness (Cambridge)

APPENDIX: DATA ON HELLENISTIC REQUESTS

Note: passages consisting mainly and even entirely of supplements are recorded here for the sake
of completeness if they occur in editions, but those where too little is left for the supplement to be
reliable are not counted in the statistics used in the article. Requests counted for statistical pur-
poses have an indication of their classification (‘bare imperative’, ‘polite’, ‘other”); if there is no
such indication they have not been counted. Each passage is considered a single request unless
otherwise specified; where a passage contains two requests as restored but only one is really pre-
sent on the papyrus, only the one securely attested on the papyrus has been counted. Expressions
phrased as requests that do not really function as requests are excluded altogether from these data
(i.e. the data are ‘directives’ in the speech-act theory sense); these excluded expressions are greet-
ing formulae (e.g. yoipew ‘greetings!’), farewell formulae (e.g. €ppwco ‘be well!’) and expres-
sions introducing information being conveyed (e.g. yivooke ‘know!”).

P.Enteux. (body of petitions, 78 polite requests):

1.10-11 déopar 00V Gov, Pacired, \el cot Sokel, Thv Evievéiv pov/ dmostodivar (polite)
2.6-7 [3¢]opat 00V Gov, Pacired, £ cot dokel, Tpootd&ar (polite)
3.6 [8éopon 0OV] cov, Paoihed, £ oot Sokel, cuvtdEa (polite)
4r.7 [84opon odv 60d,] Boosihed, &1 oot dokel, TpootdEat (polite)
51.6-7 Eodpév ot ded[pevor, Bacided] (polite)

6.4 déopot 0OV cov, Bactied, £ oot dokel, TpootdEa (polite)
7.3—4 [84opon ovv cov, Booihed,] &1 oot Sokel, T[poctdEat]
8.19-20 déo[pat odv cov, Pacihed, Tpootdat]

9.6 d¢opon 0OV 6o, BactAed, mpootdEa (polite)

10.6 8éopat 0dv cov, Pacti[ed, mpootdEa] (polite)
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11.3-4 34opon 00V Gov, Bactred, [T o]ot Sokel, pootdEa (polite)

12.5 8éopar 00V cov, Plactred], £ oot Sokel, t[poc]tdEa (polite)

13.6 8éopar 00V Gov, Pactred, Tpootdéa[t] (polite)

14.6 8éopaft 0]Ov cov, Bactied, &1 cot Sokel, Tpootdéo (polite)

15.6 8éopar 00V Gov, Pactred, &1 ot dokel, Tpootdéar (polite)

16.3 8éopar 00V Gov, Pactred, Tpootdéar (polite)

17.5 [8opar 00V Gov, Pactie]d, Tpoctdéat

18.6 8¢opar 0dV Gov, Pactred, [e]f oot Sokel, cuvtdéar (polite)

20.6 [84opat] 0OV cov, Bactied, el oot dokel, mpoot[d]Em (polite)

21.6 3bpebo. 0dV Gov, [Paloted, mpootdEa (polite)

22.6 déopai cov, Baciied, mp\o/[otdEat] (polite)

23.7 [84opar 00V Gov, Pactied, TpooTtdEa]

24.5-6 [déopon odv 6ov,] Pacihed, &mi 68 T K[at]apuynv motovué[vn, Tpoctdéat] (polite)

25.9-10 8éopar 00V Gov, Pactrel, mpootdEo (polite)

26.10 déopan ovv [cov], Pactred, [u]h me[pudeiv pe] (polite)

27.13 déopai [o0v] cov, Bacihed, mpostdEar (polite)

28.8 dopat 0OV Gov, Pactied, mpootdEat (polite)

29.12-13 déopar odv \o/ov, Pacired, pn dmep[idetv pe] (polite)

30.8 Séopar 0V Gov, Pactred, Tpootdéat (polite)

31.5 [8éopau oDV Gov, Pacired, T]pooTtdEo

32.9-10 8ebpebda odv cov, Pacihed, e cot Sokel, TpoctdEa (polite)

33.6-7 [3éopon 0OV 6lov, Buctied, €1 cot Sokel, mpootdEa (polite)

34.10 eueba 0OV Gov, Pocihed, £l cot dokel, T[polotdEa (polite)

35.5 déopar oV Gov, Pactred, Tpootdéat (polite)

36.3 déopar [o0V Gov, Pa]otred, €1 oot Sokel, TpootdEo (polite)

37.6-7 3¢o[pon 0OV cov, Bactied, e cot Soksl, TpooTd]Emt

38.7-8 3éopar 00V Gov, Pactred, €1 oot dokel, Tpootdéat (polite)

40.5 3¢opar 00V Gov, [Bloctied, dmootsitar (polite)

41.5 3opar 00V Gov, Pactied, &1 cot dokel, Tpoo[tdéa] (polite)

42.3-4 déopon 0OV Gov, Boctied, e oot Soksl, mpootdEat (polite)

43.2 3éop[a]t odv cov, Bactied, el oot doksl, TpootdEa (polite)

44.4 [3¢]6peba 0DV Gov, Bactied, €1 cot Sokel, TpootdEa (polite)

45.6 déopar 00V Gov, Pactied, &1 cot dokel, Tpoot[dE]at (polite)

46.4-5 déopon 0OV Gov, Boctied, e oot Soksl, TpootdEat (polite)

47.6 8éopo1 cov, Baciied, un wepudiv (polite)

48.7 3opar 00V Gov, Pactied, TpootdEat (polite)

49.5-6 déopon 0OV Gov, Bactied, [l o]t Sokel, cuvtdEot (polite)

50.3—4 3¢opar 00V Gov, Pactred, mpootdEat (polite)

51.3—4 déopot 0V cov, Bactred, £l [cot Sok]el, Emeidn o[ikei]dc oty 6 Zd[Tvpog 10D c]uyévoug,
0 8¢ Ogvyévng tetekedtnkey, Tpoctdéat (polite)

52.7 déopar 0V 6ov, Pactred, [mpootd]Eat (polite)

53.6-7 [déopon 0OV Gov, Bactied, e cot Soksl, Tpoc]tdEan

54.9 éopar oV Gov, Pactred, Tpootdéat (polite)

55.14 déopan odv cov, Bacihed, mpootdéar (polite)

56.4[...Bac]ed, tpoctdEan

57.5 [8éopau odv 6o]v, Pactred, mpootd[Eat] (polite)

58.15 déopan od[v cov, Pactred . . . ] (polite)

59.8-9 8éouebd cov, Bacihed, mpoctdéar (polite)

60.6 déopar odv Gov, Pactred, &1 ot dokel, Tpootdéar (polite)

61.7 [8éopar od]v Gov, Pactred, &i kai oot Sokel, TpootdEat (polite)

62.8-9 4&1® ov[v . . . IpooTtd]Ea (polite)

64.10 [3éopon cov, Baciied, Tpoc]tdEon
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65.12 déopan odv cov, Bacihed, mpootdéar (polite)

66.6—7 déopar 00V co[v], Buctied, £ cot Sokel, TpootdEa (polite)

67.3 [8éopai cov, Baciied, &1 oot So]kel, mpoctdéali] (polite)

68.12 [3é0]pan odv Gov, Pacired, f ot dokel, mpoostdéalt] (polite)

69.4-5 3éopar 00V 60D, Pactred, mpootdEa (polite)

70.9-10 [8éop]ar 0DV Gov, Pac[iked, €1 6]ot Sokel, TpootdEa (polite)

71.6 [8é0]par 00V [60]v, Bactied, €1 oot Sokel, mpootdéo (polite)

72.6 déopar odv [cov], Bacthed, mpootdEa (polite)

73.9 Séopar oV Gov, Pactred, Tpootdéar (polite)

74.13—14 déopon 0OV cov, Bacihed, e oot doksl, TpootdEat (polite)

75.10-11 déopon odv [cov, Pacihed, mpostdéat] (polite)

76.5-6 3éopar 00V Gov, Pactied, mpootdéat (polite)

77.4-5 3¢opar 00V Gov, Pactied, €1 cot do[kel, mpoc]tdéali] (polite)

78.12 [3éopan odv cov, Pacired, T]pootdéat

79.9 éopar odv Gov, Pacired, £ cot dokel, [ mepudeiv] (polite)

81.20-21 G&1® og, Poocired, dcopévn plootd]Em (polite)

82.6-7 déopar 0V Gov, Pactred, £ oot Sokel, ikéTig &ml 68 Katomepevyvia, pl mepudsiv (polite)

83.8 déopan ovv cov, Pacihe[d, Tplootdéar (polite)

84.24 3éopon odv ofov . . . ] (polite)

85.7-8 [8opar 00V Gov, Pactied,] TpooTdEat

86.10-11 6&1® [0V o€, Baothed, deopé]vn, tva [u]n mopd tadtny Thv aitiay H[ote]phc® Tod
Sucaiov kal dmo)[ . . . mpoJotdEo (polite)

87.3—4 déopar odv cov, [Bac]iked, [i] oot Sok[el, mpootdEa] (polite)

88.4 [Séopan 0]ov cov, Pacired, &1 cot dokel, mpootdéar (polite)

89.8-9 déopar 0V Gov, Pactred, €1 ot dokel, Tpootdéar (polite)

90.5 éopan 0V Gov, Paci[Aed], &1 oot Sokel, mpootdéar (polite)

91.12 déopan [0]0v cov, Pacihed, Tpootdéat (polite)

92.9 [8éopat 0DV Gov, Pactied, drooteia]

93.2 déopar odv Gov, Pacfired . . . ] (polite)

102.1 [8éopan odv Gov, PajoiAed . . . ]

106.4 [8¢]opan [odv cov, Pactred,] mpootdEo (polite)

109.10—11 [34opon 0OV Gov,] Bactied, Tpoctd[Eat]

112.3 [8éop]ar odv cov, Pas[tred, mpootdéa] (polite)

P.Enteux. (response of officials, 91 bare imperatives and one other form):

4r.13 émoxeyduevog pdvticov Snmg toyxnt tod dikaioy (bare imperative)

6.9-10 mopodaPodv oV et dmotdny kol Tov ko(uo)yp(aupotéa), Eni(okeyar) kai, £ov Nt o
imperatives)

8.24 dmd(otethov) Sm(we) katd Tovg vo(noug) 10 di(katov) AdBwoty (bare imperative)

9.12 pd(Mota) di(divcov) ad(todc)- €l 8¢ pn, drm(dotethov) (2 bare imperatives)

10.9 pd(Mota) di(dAvcov) adtovg (bare imperative)

11.7 pd(Mota) di(dAvcov) adtoic: €l 8¢ pn, dn(dotethov) (2 bare imperatives)

12.9 mapddeiEov avt[oic] Ta pépn kota 10 Tpdotaypa (bare imperative)

13.10 pdhota] pév didlvcov avt[o]vc €l 8[€ uh,] mpdg Nua[c] dnd(oteihov) (2 bare imperatives)

14.13 dwcdenoov nuiv mepi Tovtwv (bare imperative)

16.9 dndotethov Tpog udg (bare imperative)

18.10 [udMota pev idivco]v adtode: &l 8¢ uni, mp[oc] nuds dm(dotethov) (2 bare imperatives)

20.9-10 érovdykacov 1o dikata wotfi[oal . . . £a]v 8¢ 11 dvtiléywotv, drd(otethov) (2 bare
imperatives)

21.11 pd(Mota) dudrvcov) ad(tovg): el 8¢ un, dn(dotethov) (2 bare imperatives)
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22.14-15 gloerde tpog v Wikonav/ [dvBporov] kai éav [ . . . ] v 105 gikévag Swesdenoov
Nuiv (2 bare imperatives)

24.11 pd(Mota) [du(dlvcov)] adtovg: €l 8¢ uni, drd(otethov) (bare imperative)

25.15-16 pdhota pev antodg oV didlvcov OV Totépa Tpog TOV ZTpovddov- £av 8¢ Tt dvtiléynt,
dndoTethov adTOv TPOC NUAS, Kol Smwg pun dAlog £otol. (2 bare imperatives and 1 other)

28.12 [¢m(okeydpevog) ppdv(ticov) Snmg T]dv ducainv thynt

29.17 [ud(Mota) di(divcov) ad(tolc): €1 8¢ pA, dn(dotethov)]

31.8 [ud(Mota) Sudrvoov) avtode: &l 8¢ un, dn(doteihov)]

32.16 pd(Mota) di(dAvcov) ad(todc)- €l 8¢ pr, drd(otethov) (2 bare imperatives)

36.6 [p]pdvTicov dmog tdv ducainv TNt (bare imperative)

37.12 pdhoto pév Sidhvcov antodg: &l 8¢ uf, Tpog nuag [dn(dotethov)] (bare imperative)

38.14 pd(Mota) di(dAvcov)- € 8¢ pr, drm(dotethov) (2 bare imperatives)

41.8 pd(Mota) Su(dAvoov) avtode: &l 8¢ [, dn(dotehov) Om(we) . . . | (bare imperative)

42.7 dm(okeyduevoc) @(pd)v(ticov) 6n(wg) [tdv dik]aiwv toy[ni] (bare imperative)

43.8 pd(Mota) du(dAvoov) avtods: el 8¢ un, dnd(oteihov) (2 bare imperatives)

44.9-10 pd(Moto) Sudrvoov) avtode: &i 8¢ i, drnd(cteihov) (2 bare imperatives)

45.14 [pdA]ioto pév Sidhvcov avtode: &l 8¢ un, [tpdg Nuas dn(doteihov)] (bare imperative)

46.10 ém(okeyduevoc) ep(dvticov) dm(wc) tdv dix[ai]wv toynt (bare imperative)

47.11 pd(Mota) du(dhvcov) avtodc: &l 8¢ un, dn(doteihov) (2 bare imperatives)

48.12 ém(okeyduevoc) (pd)v(ticov) 8m(weg) T[dv dikaim]v [thymi] (bare imperative)

50.10 pd(Mota) di(dAvcov) adtove: €l 8¢ pn, ard(ctethov) (2 bare imperatives)

51v.1-2 dvaxaresdpevog [tov Tdrvpov] o[blvtagov . .. ] vog mépyov 1p(0g) n[pag] (2 bare
imperatives)

52.11 pd(Mota) du(dAvcov) ad(todc)- €l 8¢ pr, [dn(dotethov) mp(0g) Nu(ac)] (bare imperative)

53.11 pd(Mota) di(dhvcov) ad(todc)- €l 8¢ pr, drdoteidov (2 bare imperatives)

54.14 pd(Mota) di(dAvcov) ad(todc)- €l 8¢ pr, drd(otethov) (2 bare imperatives)

56.7 pd(Mota) di(dAvcov) ad(todg)- €l 8¢ pn, dm(dctethov) mp(0c) Nu(dg) (2 bare imperatives)

57.11 [udota Siddvcov adtovg]: &l 8¢ uni, drndoti(hov) mpog Nudg (bare imperative)

58.24 [u]dMoto pev didlvcov avtovc: €l 8¢ pn, [tpog nudg drd(otethov)] (bare imperative)

59v.1 pdhoto pév S[1dAJucov avtoie €l 8¢ un, Tpog Nudg drd(ctethov) (2 bare imperatives)

60.13 pd(Mota) di(dhvcov) ad(todc)- €l 8¢ pr, dm(dotethov) (2 bare imperatives)

62.14 drcdenoov Mty mept v yp(desr)./ [ . . . ] [ud(iota) di(divcov) adtols . . . | (2 bare
imperatives)

64.14 [ud(Mota) S drvoov) avtodc]- €l 8¢ pn, [drd(oteihov)]

65.19-20 pdMota pev SidAvoo[v adtoic el 8¢ un, drndotet]hov (2 bare imperatives)

66.13 pd(Mota) di(dAvcov) ad(tod)- €l 8¢ p, dm(dotethov) mp(0c) N(dg) (2 bare imperatives)

69.9 pd(Mota) di(dAvcov) ad(todg)- €l 8¢ pn, ard(ctethov) mp(0c) Nu(ag) (2 bare imperatives)

70.16 pd(Mota) du(dAvoov) [avtode &l 8¢ pn, drnd(ctethov)] (bare imperative)

71.11 ém(oxeyduevoc) e(p)dv(ticov) 6nme Tdv dikai[wv T]oym (bare imperative)

72.10 pd(Mota) di(dAvcov) [an(tovc) ] € 8¢ pr, dm(dotethov) (2 bare imperatives)

73.12 pdhioto pév Sidhvcov av[tovg: €l 8¢ pn, mpdg Nudas drnd(otethov)] (bare imperative)

74.20 pd(Mota) di(dAvcov) adtove: €l 8¢ pn, ard(ctethov) (2 bare imperatives)

82.12 dmbdoteihov TOv dvkarodpevov (bare imperative)

83.13 pd(Mota) didlvcov adtolc: el 8¢ [pf], drd(otethov) (2 bare imperatives)

85.11 drsdenoov Niv ept GOV yp(dpet) (bare imperative)

88.8 [ . .. émiok]eya []epi toUtwV (bare imperative)

89.12 é¢m(okeydpevog) e(pd)v(ticov) dm(wc) tdv dikainv Thym (bare imperative)

91.16-17 pdhota pev SidAvcov odtoivs: €1 8¢ i, dm(dotethov) (2 bare imperatives)

93.5-6 v6(pov) énavdykacov Sm(wg) Td dikoio oMoty . . . éav 8¢ Tt dvtikéymo]i, drd(cteihov)
adToNG TPOC MUAG (2 bare imperatives)

95.13 [mp0c] npag dn(doteirov) (bare imperative)

97.1 pdoto pév didivcov avtode: &l 8¢ unf, drndotethov (2 bare imperatives)
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98.1-2 @(pd)v(ticov) dm(wg) VO Pndevog Aduend . . . | éav 86 Tveg dvtiléywoty, dndoteihov
avtovg Tp[Og Ndc] (2 bare imperatives)
101.9 émokeydpevog epoviicov [6rnme Thynt 1od dikaiov] (bare imperative)

P.Cair.Zen. 1 (47 bare imperatives, 59 polite forms and 7 other forms):

59002.2 cbotnoov (bare imperative)

59015v.6-7 koA®G &v 0OV TowiooIg THiL TAGAV GToVdNY Tomaduevog (polite)

—— 9-10 1odto yap momcag evyapiotio[elg nuiv] (polite)

— 12 \ériotethov/ [[yp]dyov] (bare imperative)

—— 22 kaA[d¢ v ovv Tomoag T T]acav cmovdny n[omsduevog] (polite)

—— 34-5 810 ki o KaADG Gv 70101 DO UUVACK®VY T€ aDTOV Kol cuverouddo(ac) (polite)

—— 367 xai oV 8¢ edyapiothcel NI ypdeov (polite)

—— 43 kaAdC v odv motoag o[v]vtd&ag (polite)

—— 47 kaA®dC Av odv motoaig ypdyog (polite)

59016.2 kaA®S Gv odv morioaig dovg (polite)

— 4 ppbvticov (bare imperative)

—— 6 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59019.7 ypdyov (bare imperative)

— 11 mewpd 8¢ pot 8t tdyog ypdeew (bare imperative)

59021.37-9 yéypagpa odv cot tadta va eidfiig kol édv cot atvnrat [i] @t Bacthel ypdymig mept
toVtwv (polite)

—— 49-50 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59023.1-5 kaAdg av mofoog) . . . dovg Tarpokhel (polite)

59024.2 dndotethov (bare imperative)

59025.6—10 mpdg Atdg 0DV kai Bedv pn dkviiong Sehov &ig Eumdpiov kai dyopdoog (other)

—— 14 Aofé (bare imperative)

——19-21 xaAd¢ ovv mofioelg drootéAhmv (polite)

—— 24-5 2dv 8¢ kal &v duvdrat N, dydpascov (polite)

59026.14—15 kahdc d[v odv momiooug] pvnodeic (polite)

59028.4 kaA®C v odp ToNGAIC EmoKeYdpevoc Kol dupavicag (2 polite)

— 5 ¢riokeya (bare imperative)

—— 7-8 KOA®G dv odp ToRGG Kol TEPL ToVTOV Emokeyduevod, &l kai oot Sokel (polite)

59030.2 kaAdc dv odv momaaltc [ . . . ] (polite)

59032.2 yopitooy & u plot. . . ] (polite)

59034.21 \od odv/ M katomhayiig (other)

59035.1 kaAdg 6v Tomoug Sovg (polite)

59036.3 didypayov (bare imperative)

— 6-7 didmeppov . . . Empedifnt Snwg Sroypdymnt (2 bare imperatives)

—— 12-14 Smwc ovv 10016 TE Kol 0 300V ‘Exatavipot sic Thv (Evwipn) (Spoyuoc) vée
(S1dBorov) x(ohiode) B, £dv te paivntal cot, dtaypdynic Mndeiwt €l Ta loarpikd, £dv te
BodAn[t], ypdymig Tkesiot Sropbdoachor (2 polite)

—— 15-16 koOA®G Gv ovv morioaug Emioteilag Mty (polite)

— 1618 dav 8¢ paivnral cor Xappidel tdt mop’ MUAY TdL TV EMIGTOANY 601 ArodedwKdtt
Swoypdwyoar, Sidypayov (polite)

—— 22 0¢ 8¢l og dopHdoacHur Arorlwviot (other)

—— 22-3 koAd¢ v ovv Tomoaig cuvtd[alg Staypdyor adTdt (polite)

59037.15 ypdyov (bare imperative)

—— 16 Aofé (bare imperative)

—— 245 yopiel pot ¢ &vdéyetar pdiota (polite)

59039.6 yopiel pot g &vdéyetar pdhiotoa (polite)

59041.18-22 kaA[dc] &v odv momaoaig prhotyunbeic, do[nlep éniotny, rwg [av] mapd tod
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®c0dmpov AAPnic Ta dmot[6Ma] kol drooteiin[i]g fuiv (2 polite)

59042.3-4 yopil odp pot ov[s]rovddolac], i Eotv &v Suvatdt, deediivar adTév (polite)

59043.3-4 [KaAdC 0OV mOGELS Y]pdyag Nuiv

59044.5-6 KaAdC oDV TOGELS Emiokeydpevog (polite)

—— 16-18 8av 8¢ pn gaiv[n]tor dpiv dmododvar, Anpntpiov ye [én]eddpevor xapilché pot
(polite)

—— 35-8 kah®¢ § Qv 101015 Kal Guyyvaunv Nuiv &wv (polite)

59045.3-4 kaldg dv 0OV Tomoaig, Og dv edkatpodvTo Adfnig \Amordviov,/ sicayaydv adtdv
(polite)

59046.8-9 kaldc dv odv Tomaaig dodg adTdt (polite)

59047.2-3 kaAdc dv ovv momoaug [ T[] te émotoMv dmododg (polite)

59048.1 pvnoOiivor (other)

59049.1 [dndoTet]A[6V]

— 2 [bnépvno]ov

—— 6 KaA®C By 0OV Tom[oaug pn Guedoalc Hpdy, GAAG ppovticag (2 polite)

59050.1 kaAidg momoels yvdol[ (polite)

59052.3 8mog eidwg avapépng (other)

59053.5 kaA®dC v odv motoag ppovticag (polite)

—— 9-11 &pydprov 8¢ &ig Tadra xapiel Nuiv cvvtdEag & Mépgpet dobfivar (polite)

— 12-15 xai mv toyiot[n]v, va yevdpeva og av mapayévnt gig méAv katoydynig npiv. (other)

59056.5 kaidg & v momoaug kol oV £kelvoig te y[pdyog] (polite)

59057.2-3 oV 8¢ kahdg nomoels dknovioag (polite)

—— 4 éni[ot]aco . . . tpocdyaye (2 bare imperatives)

— 5 npdobec (bare imperative)

—— 6 M oDV padoponis . . . Aope 84 (other, bare imperative)

— 7 kol 8&dyayé pot (bare imperative)

59060.7 dn[dcTethov]

59061.2 onovdacov drocteilat 10 otpopdtiov (bare imperative)

59062b.3-12 kaA[dc] dv odv wfot]hoog koi od Afap]dv . . . dmodo[de] edkaipmg kol d Aot
SVVOTENGAS . . . KO QaveEPOV adTdL Tomoag (4 polite)

59065.4 kaA®dS 0OV dv mothoaug ov[ (polite)

59071.3 dndotetho[v] (bare imperative)

59074.3 anddoc (bare imperative)

59081.1-2 kaA@®[g Gv moioag . . . ] Aapav (polite)

—— 3 onovdacov (bare imperative)

59084.7-8 [KaAdc Bv 0OV motRcaic ypdyag (polite)

—— 11 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59085.2 84¢ (bare imperative)

59086.2 84¢ (bare imperative)

59093.15-16 yéypaga odv cot 8mwg évieiint d1 AmoAhogdvel moev gig T cov Svopa
dmoypdpecdar, A[AN €1 ot dokel xprictpov etvar (polite)

— 19 xakdg & dv mo1o1g kai oV &m[p]ehdpevog] calvto]d Snwg vyaivng (polite)

59096.2-3 koAdG &v momoag ypdyag (polite)

59097.3 dndotethov (bare imperative)

—— 6 {fitnoov (bare imperative)

59098.8 dndotethov (bare imperative)

59101.3-4 kahdg dv odv Tomoaig, kadd dv cov xpelav Emy, mapad [ (polite)

59105.1-3 10D &pefiviov [kali thg pixmvog oop pev v mAfifog gig onéppa kata[xplionode, [t]0
8¢ howdv dotnpeite (bare imperative)

59106.2—4 od 8¢ kai &€ adTod 0D vopod cuvaydpale kal gig 1OV Meppitmy drdotethov (2 bare
imperatives)

—— 6 cuvayopdiete (bare imperative)
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59107.5 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59109.2 dndoter[o]v (bare imperative)

59120.2—4 énsl o0V dmecTtdAkopey T cOUPOAA, GrodobHiTm adTols kal kot To Blo]TidKio Topd
Aovvcodmpov (2 bare imperatives)

—— 5 86¢ (bare imperative)

59124.4-5 omobvdacov odv TG Tpui[vov dmooteil]on (bare imperative)

— 6 [K]oAdg 8¢ momoels kal avtog Tapayevopevog (polite)

—— 8 [&rdoTeihov]

59129.8 civta&ov (bare imperative)

—— 20 dmdotelde (bare imperative)

59130.4-5 kahdc Bv 00V momoaic ypdyag (polite)

—— 18-20 100g yewpyovg tovg év Tamtewa un évoyrel[tle mepi Thg dAkhg (bare imperative)

59132.8-9 m¢ v odv cot pafvntar kol mept TlovT]mv KoAdg Bv Tomoag motethag ity Ty
toxiotnv (polite)

59134.7-8 d¢ v 0V cot patvntar, ypdyov fiptv (bare imperative)

59135.3-5 yopiCoto v odp pot kai Empueddpevoc dua contod Smme dytatvnic kol fuiv ypdemv dc
av &mg (2 polite)

59136.1 mapddoc (bare imperative)

—— 2 81d0t¢ . . . cvvtoEov (2 bare imperatives)

P.Cair.Zen. 11 (70 bare imperatives, 47 polite forms and 6 other forms):

59142.3 cbvra&ov (bare imperative)

59145.11-13 3éopar odv cov, &l kol cot Sokel, Eefical ue ypdyog (polite)

59146.4 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59147.1-3 kaAdg &v momoag, £0v kol cot gaivntal, Tepiedmv (polite)

—— 13 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59148.3—4 6b 0DV KOA®DG dv moMoac TPLdpevog ipdriov kol \dAAo Bepvov/ [xredva] Itolepaiot
Kol 50V tdt waudi (2 polite)

59149.3-4 kaldc dv [0dv Tomoaig ov]vavaykdoag (polite)

59150.11 koAdg dv 0OV ToRoag ypdyog (polite)

— 19 gpbvticov (bare imperative)

59152.12 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59153.1-2 [koAdc] momi]oelg EmueAndei[c] (polite)

59154.3 dndotethov (bare imperative)

59155.3 méticov (bare imperative)

—— 4 nénile (bare imperative)

— 4-5 ) mhetoug 8¢ mévte NuepdV Vo 10 Véwp (other)

— 6 xotdomelpe . . . ypdyov (2 bare imperatives)

59156.2 mapaxducov (bare imperative)

—— 3 hofé (bare imperative)

— 4 [kata]edrevoov (bare imperative)

59157.1 gpbrevcov (bare imperative)

— 2-3 xai Snwg pdhota pev \mhetova/ gutd, €l 8¢ uf, un éhdoco tdv T kataputevoelg (other)

59158.2 [ppd]vticov (bare imperative)

59159.4 obvta[c]oe (bare imperative)

59160.2 kardg 6v Tomowg ypdyag (polite)

— 3—4 xah@dg v Torioug, &dv oot goivntal, drootethac nuiv (polite)

—— 11 ypdyov (bare imperative)

— 12 ovta&ov (bare imperative)

59169.7 dupdvicov (bare imperative)

59170.2 @p[vTicov ovv]

— 3 [86¢]
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— 4 [ypd]yov (bare imperative)

59171.3 kaA®dc od[v moujoelg mapaysvéuevoc] (polite)

59177.1 andoteir[8]v (bare imperative)

59179.11 [ka]Ad¢ morioelg cuvtdéag (polite)

— 17-18 [£m]peréc oot yevéchm Smag ta yevipa[ta ov]voydévte diatnpn0f (bare imperative)

59181.1-2 koAd¢ &v momoaig drooteilag (polite)

59184.2 Mapé (bare imperative)

— 6 [kat]acnuoivov (bare imperative)

59188.2 cvvtdéan (other)

—— 7 cvvtdéam (other)

59189.3—4 [3opar 00V Gov], £ Got Sokel . . .

59190.2 cbvta&ov (bare imperative)

—— 3 amdote[thov] (bare imperative)

—— 5 dmbotetrov (bare imperative)

—— 6 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59191.4-5 [ov]va[ndo]te[t]hov (bare imperative)

—— 15 dndotethov (bare imperative)

59192.5-6 kahdc [ovv mot]Roelg \0/xapioticag AV (polite)

59193.6 kaldc 0OV mofoelg cuvtdéag (polite)

59194.5 kaA®dg odv moroelg svpmép[yoac] (polite)

59195.4 mapddote (bare imperative)

59197.1 mpocdyouye (bare imperative)

59198.4-5 «ai pn dAhwg momong (other)

59199.6 mapddoc (bare imperative)

— 7 nopakotdotnoov (bare imperative)

—— 10 ovvavdyxacov (bare imperative)

59200.1 oixodéuncov (bare imperative)

59202.6 xatdotncov (bare imperative)

59203.10 [c]uvavthica[te] (bare imperative)

59204.2 napd[deitov (bare imperative)

59212.2 [ka]A@dc v odv moicog omovddaag (polite)

—— 4 ypdoe (bare imperative)

59217.3—4 yopiCot d(v) odv fpiv 6 Te Mhordplov xpicag o [ . . . Jia kol mept TdV dALoV
epovticag (2 polite)

—— 5 o0 [8¢ kol Tivi Evie]au T@V Tapd 6ovTod cuvempueAniivor

59224.6-7 [KaAdc] oDV motoel ypdyog (polite)

59225.4-5 kahdc dv oDV moticong pddiota pdv dyopdoag (polite)

— 7 xapiel pot ypdyag thv toxiotnv (polite)

—— 10 kai mept ToHTOV 0D pot EmioTeilag KOADS dv monooug (polite)

59228.11 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59229.9 84te (bare imperative)

59230.1 kaAdq morioelg dmooteilag (polite)

— 3 npo\biethac/0g (bare imperative)

— 4 cvunépyarte (bare imperative)

59233.2 kaldg 0OV momal[elg dmooteirag] (polite)

59234.10 dndotethov (bare imperative)

59236.4—5 déopar 00V Gov, €1 cot dokel, Emokéyacha Tepl ToHTOV, Kal . . . dodvai pot TpdoTarypa
(2 polite)

59237.2-3 koAdg &v momoaig dyopdo{ag) (polite)

—— 10 ypdyop pot (bare imperative)

59238.8 kahdg odv mowioglg cvvtdEag (polite)
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59240.4-8 kaAdg av momoaug el peév Empepuéinoa, el 8¢ Ui, ppoviicag Stwg AoQUADS HETO TMV
VpeTépwv dmoctaldoty ig Svieg Anoddmviov, tva pf Tt katd To TéAn dvoxAnddoty, kol dav
pev adtog Tapoytvny, i 8¢ i, ypdwog (3 polite)

59241.2 MaPé . . . kol dméydog (2 bare imperatives)

—— 5 dmbotetrov (bare imperative)

—— 6 nepddntt (bare imperative)

59243.6-7 1 oot Sokel EM[0]iv Tpog pé, iva ed@povOiiG (polite)

— 15 AoBétw (bare imperative)

59244.5 éniokeyou (bare imperative)

— 7 ypdyov . . . drdoteihov (2 bare imperatives)

59247.4-5 kahdc ovv moricels déivoac HIvAov mapayevéadar (polite)

—— 6 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59251.3—4 yopiel odp pot cavtod Te Empeddpevoc tva dytafviig kol Hptv ypdeov &dv i cot
BovAnt yivesbor dv Muels duvdpeda (2 polite)

— 4 xoA®¢ & ap momoalg dyopdoag (polite)

— 8 nepd émickomnelv (bare imperative)

— 9 kol T0 yevnudrio 8¢ vo tpdmot Tvi cuykopcdit Emperéc oot Eotm (bare imperative)

—— 9-10 xai &dv 11 8ém €lc dvilopo o dvaykaiov dodvat, pn dkvionic (other)

59254.3 kaAdC 0OV ToUoES KoTaAbpdTiOV pot Etotpdoag (polite)

59259.1 énavdykacov (bare imperative)

59262.3 xaldg moioels drnooteilag (polite)

59264.10 ypdyov (bare imperative)

—— 19 ypdge (bare imperative)

59270.8 dndotethov (bare imperative)

59271.5-6 6d odv amdoteldv pot (bare imperative)

— 8-9 xatackevactto 8¢ gig v micowo[wv] 10D kepdpov kABdvovg (bare imperative)

59272.3-4 xakdg [0]dv momoelg émoteilag (polite)

—— 5-6 obt[0 v ovv moma]ag Eoet fuiv PePolUIndnkd[c] el T pdMota (polite)

59273.3 o0 obv mpoambotedv Tva (bare imperative)

— 5 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59275.12—14 xaAdg 0DV mOMGElC Evivxdv Zhvevt drep tovt[wov] (polite)

59277.5 &dypayov (bare imperative)

59279.5 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59283.4 [K]aldg 0OV momaelg omovddoag (polite)

59284.2—4 [KaAdc By 00]p oMo, (G dv GOt Gmoddt T &meToAy, yvop[pdtepsdv oe Tomoag
adTd1 kod, &dv T]vd cov ypetav Emi, moidv odtdt Soa doti[v cot év duvardn (2 polite)

59285.2 84¢ (bare imperative)

59286.4 dndotethov (bare imperative)

59290.3 kaAdg oV m[o]mo[ec] dmootei[Aag] (polite)

59291.6-8 KaAdC Av 0DV TOMGSAIC EMOKEYApEVOS NUAG KoL UM TEPLESETV TapamOAALUEVOVG THL
AetudL, Gvakadesdpevog Qpov Stakoyicesbou fipiv (3 polite)

P.Cair.Zen. 111 (91 bare imperatives, 106 polite forms and 8 other forms):

59298.1 ypdyov (bare imperative)

— 3-4 ypaydro (bare imperative)

—— 6 6V ovv Evruye Ziivowvt (bare imperative)

— 8 ¢mpéhov 8¢ xal cavtod va vyaivnig (bare imperative)

59301.4 koaA®dS Gv odv morhoaug Sépevog (polite)

59303.5-6 KaAdC ovV morcELS Ui Tapépyng (polite)

59304.5-6 11 00V Kol VOV KOA®DG ToRG[E]1G, i i dméotakag én adtd, viv ye dmfoc]reihag kai
nuiv éxfiot]oMyv [ylpdy[ac] (2 polite)

59305.3 yopiCoto & dp pot otpdpo drooteilog (polite)



Emotional language and formulae of persuasion in Greek papyrus letters 259

59306.9—10 koA®dS 0OV Tomicelg ypdyag (polite)

59307.15-16 kaAdc odv momaslc dovg (polite)

59308.5 o odv chvtaov (bare imperative)

59309.3—4 kol viv 8¢ kaAdg Toncelg Tpd tod Adtipov dvariedoot gpoviicag (polite)

— 67 xah@dq \av/ moficaug dradépevog (polite)

59310.4 kaA®dS dv 0OV mowicoig omovddoag (polite)

59311.4-5 kah@dc 00’ mowioeLs, &l pimm mope[{Aneev 6 TtoAepoioc, émpeli[c] Tomoduevog
(polite)

59314.3 moincov (bare imperative)

—— 8 dmdotethov (bare imperative)

59315.3—4 &dv odv oot 36ENL, kahdg mouioels ypdyog Ek[ellv[o]t koi cuvavt[ihabuevog Auilv (2
polite)

— 6 cbvtaEov (bare imperative)

59317.6 kaA®dC v odv momoay(s) cuvtdéag (polite)

—— 11-12 dmordynovv (bare imperative)

— 1213 xaA@®q Gv momoag kol toDT0 £pol dodvar (polite)

59322.6 kaA®dC v odv momoaig ppovticag (polite)
8 60 ovv un &nitpene avtoic (bare imperative)

59324.5 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59329.2-3 kaA[dg 6v] tonoag eplo]vi[iloalc mlepi [Au[@V] (polite)

59331.3 kaAdq A[v 0OV momoag ypdyag] pot kol drooteiiag (2 polite)

— 10 obvta&o (bare imperative)

—— 13 drdoterhov (bare imperative)

59332.9 kaA®dG Gv ovv morhoaug svBvundeic (polite)

59335.5-6 kahdg nowj[oeig Empueddpev]og (polite)

59336.1-2 [koAdg G]v momicaig cOpuBordv \pov Aafdv (polite)

59341a.27-8 &i 00V 6ot dokel, Kahd monoelg ypdyog (polite)

— b.3-4 koA®g Gv oMo g pvno[beig] Zivow (polite)

— b.12 pvieOnt (bare imperative)

—— ¢.7 [kaA]dc odv moricelg ypdyog (polite)

59343.5 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59344.1 xaldg moioels ypdyog (polite)

—— 6 [M]apé (bare imperative)

59349.2 xahdg nomoeig odg (polite)

59351.3—4 déopar 0DV Gov, €1 cot Sokel, Tpootdéat (polite)

59353.6-8 kahdc \oOV/ motioels Géidoag Tov “Edevov dmoddcbor (polite)

—— 17 ypdoe (bare imperative)

59355.107 [&]&w0dpev Dpa[g dvelvéyko émi X[pdoeppov] (polite)

—— 11314 d&[10due]v \Opag [avevéykar &mi]/ [rpoc] Xpooepuov (polite)

59357.11-14 kaAdG 0DV TOMGELC, Emavayvodg Kai GvTiypaydievos, drooteihag (polite)

59358.8 ypdyl[o]v (bare imperative)

59359.3-5 koAd¢ monoelg Aafov Tapd Zwotpdrov (polite)

59362r.35 d[yb]pacov (bare imperative)

—— 37 86¢ (bare imperative)

59363.4-6 koAdG av momoaig drooteilag (polite)

—— 11 ovvandotehov (bare imperative)

—— 1718 xai todto moioog &v Tdyel xapiel pot (polite)

59365.8-11 koAdg momicels, dv Tig mapd 6od mapayivntal, droctetiag (polite)

59367.16-17 un nopépyng atd nomoag (probably with keAdg moricelg understood) (polite)

59368.5 méumete (bare imperative)

—— 10-11 omovdacov ovv Smmc Ta dikaua adtoic yévntar (bare imperative)

— 31-2 G&oduev odv og, Emetde 000 Ruiv éxkmosl modnuely ot xelvar vOdde mapaysvécha,
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ypdyou (polite)

59369.4-5 ka[Adc ovv] moficelg ypdyag (polite)

59371.11-14 &dv odv e¥kapdv cot N, Tapayevod, Stmg HmooTdpey kabd dv cvykpivig (polite)

59373.4 cuveyéohom (bare imperative)

— 5 ¢midog (bare imperative)

59374.2 deec (bare imperative)

59375.8 ppdvticov (bare imperative)

—— 9 pn dueifonic (other)

—— 14 énioteAov] (bare imperative)

59377.2-6 d&1[0]Dpév og, EmEldn . . . vOV 0DV GEDPEV e Totely (polite)

—— 10 dndeavov (bare imperative)

59378.2—4 kaAd¢ monoelg o, tonddpid pot drododg (polite)

59379.7 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59383.3—4 1a¢ 8Eaymyovg ¢l dvakaddpar (other)

—— 11-12 xai [8]xgtovg S&l dyayelv (other)

—— 1618 8¢l 8¢ xai tag popikag kol Tov kdAopov émkd[yar] (other)

59386.2 kaAdg nowoeig pe[ (polite)

—— 5-6 un 00V HAAW[C oV moliet []i 88 wi, dpy1ovuedd cot (bare imperative)

59387.16 katdoneipov (bare imperative)

59388.5 cvvtatov (bare imperative)

—— 7 ypdyol[v] (bare imperative)

59389.2 andoteir[ov] (bare imperative)

59392.2-4 émehtc ovv 6ot yevéchm Smag v M Emikolvbit H1d Tdv &ml Thg pulakic (bare
imperative)

59393.7 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59396.6 Lapé (bare imperative)

59397.3—4 yopiel pot avrihapBavépevos (polite)

59403.9 kaAidC odv [mouioelg . . . ] (polite)

59407.16 kohdg 0dV momaslc ypdyag (polite)

59408.4—7 kaldc momoelc, Tept MV cot Eipnvoiog évetsilato, dobe (polite)

59409.2-9 dne1dn petenépyon pe, GEd, €l kol cot paiverar kol ypéav NUAV Exeig, supavicag pot
gv M Eoopar Tdéer £ 88 pun xpéav Exeic, tva dmotpéxom €ic 1O teTaypévov. (2 polite)

59410.10—11 dgbpe[Ba 0OV Gov, £ sot] dokel, ypdyov (polite)

59413.9 énicteilov (bare imperative)

59414.2 84¢ (bare imperative)

59416.4-5 xoAdg momoels ypdyog (polite)

59419.4-5 kahdc ovv moricEL dovg (polite)

59421.1-7 [8éopai cov kal iket]edm, Eveuy[Ope]vi[c] oot [o]dg matpuc[o]dg Beovg kol Thv Vyigiov
én[ioxéyactor] mept Euod, €1 8¢ un ye, Ap[te]uddpot [cv]vi[d&E]on &yydovg Aofelv
nopa[poviic] . . . €l 8¢ [u]f ye, [cdvtaléov (4 polite)

59423.12 [koAdg 8]v [o0]v moujoog . . .

59424.4 xéheve (bare imperative)

59425.1 G&oDpév ot . . . (polite)

59426.5 clvtatov (bare imperative)

59427.4 yp[d]yov (bare imperative)

59428.8—13 oV 00V, &{ 601 SOKET, . . . 6V 0DV TEPL LoV Ypdyov Tpdg adtdy (polite)

59433.10-11 od 8¢ kgAdg momoels ypdyag (polite)

—— 22-3 xah®dg 8[¢ moma]eig kai tovg Apafag g[ic]n[pd]&ag (polite)

59438.2-4 xaldq Gv momooig petamepydpevog (polite)

59439.3 kaA®dS Gv ovv motiog cuvamooteihog (polite)

59440.6 tpocatld &, &1 cor dokel, Tpododval pot (polite)
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59442.12 84¢ (bare imperative)

59443.13—14 kaAdG 0DV TOMGEIC peTamepyduevog (polite)

59446.5 nud0s (bare imperative)

—— 10 ypdyov (bare imperative)

—— 15 énioteiho[v] (bare imperative)

59447.3 d&1@d 8¢ og, €l kai ool paivopot pétpua Aéysw, Td&on pe (polite)

—— 8 £poi 8¢ kaAdg av tomoaig ovvtdéag (polite)

59449.5 kaA®dG odv TouioeTe odwadpsvot (polite)

—— 10 ovvtdEare (bare imperative)

59451.15-19 kaAdg dv odv Tomoag, kadd kol & Pactheds kol AToAAdVIOg 6 S10tknTig
cuvtétayey, kal oV émakorovdficag mcadtog (polite)

59454r.9 gug 8¢, dvmep dbvnt, kai OBpile kai drdye (2 bare imperatives)

59455.12-15 [&av 6£] oot 86&n, drahoyiods[0wv] Nuiv kal 1 Tt Tpoc[yive]tar Ny drnoddtm[cov]
(2 polite)

59456.1-2 yopiel ody pot oTnBodesuidag moincag patokdg Aemtdag dbo kol dmooteilag (polite)

59458.1 yopin[1 po1] [ot] dyopdoag (polite)

59460.15-16 [¢dv] odv cot 36&nt, keAdg dv [Tomaoag ov]vtdéag (polite)

59462.1 xaA®[c av mol]hicaig EmoeTpoeny VP oD Tomacduevog (polite)

—— 7-8 dvebyopat 0DV 6oV KoTd TOV ASEAP@Y Kol Tod Baciiéwng oikovopiicar To mept &ué (polite)

—— 10 od odv morvdpnoov (bare imperative)

59466.9-10 koA®[g dv 00]v moujoag ofte cuvrdéag (polite)

59467.11-12 3gbpebo 0OV Gov, £f cot dokel, dmootsitar (polite)

59469.3 d[yop]doar (other)

59470.5 néume . . . ipdot[agov] (2 bare imperatives)

—— 6 ypdyov (bare imperative)

— 9 ypdyop pot. . . niotethov (2 bare imperatives)

59471.1 kaA@dq Gv wfomow . . . ] (polite)

59472.2 kaA@g v momoog, €l kai oot dokel, ypdyog (polite)

—— 10 obvra&ov (bare imperative)

59474.2—-4 gvapdpon od[v oot . . . un tepudeiv] (polite)

59475.16-17 déopon 0OV cov, £ cot dokel, ypdyat (polite)

59477.4 4&1éd og mpoyphicar npiv (polite)

59478.8-9 ob 0dv kKahdG mouicelg contod Te mpeldpuevog (polite)

59482.2-6 gvetyopal cor v Anolwviov cwtnpiav, kabdrep pot Ennyyeilw, deeig ™y yovoikd
pov (polite)

—— 19-20 8ue 8edpevdv cov éléncov (polite)

59483.2 £ cot dokel, cuvtdéon (polite)

59488.2 dydpacov (bare imperative)

59489.8 civtatov (bare imperative)

59490.2 dndotethov (bare imperative)

—— 3 dmoddto (bare imperative)

—— 4 xoAd¢ ovv momoe[ic Tjva punbelg adtdv aducit (polite)

— 4-5 wpdvticov (bare imperative)

59491.22-4 koAdg momiolg petamepyduevog (polite)

59492 .4 Gvdyyelhe (bare imperative)

—— 10 pn\ odv weptidng (other)

—— 1213 8&ehod pe (bare imperative)

59494.10 8pydiecOe (bare imperative)

—— 18-19 &i 0DV cot dokel, 30BRVar fpiv pépog Tt 10D mahod (polite)

59495.1-2 e pebo odv Gov, ELéncov Nudg (polite)

— 4 hofé (bare imperative)

—— 8-9 oV oDV énfokeyau £ cot Sokel dpsival (bare imperative)
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59496.6 6d 0OV KoAdG dv moncalc ypdyaig (polite)

—— 7 ypdyov (bare imperative)

59497.11 ppdvricov (bare imperative)

59498.2—4 xahdq av momooig, &l kat ool dokel, cuvtdEag (polite)

—— 12-14 déopar odv Gov, &l kol cot doket, \ovvtdéag/ doBRvar (polite)

59499.32-3 &1 cot Sokel, ddtwodv pot (polite)

—— 49-50 &i 00V [co1] Sokei, dyopdoau (polite)

— 58 &épdrecov (bare imperative)

59500.8 kéAhevoov (bare imperative)

59501.2-3 kaAdg motioelc, &av kol Arodlmviot droctéddnig (polite)

59502.9 dando[tethov] (bare imperative)

— 12 ypd[yo]v (bare imperative)

—— 14-15 xahdg 8¢ [momc]elg drooteilag (polite)

59507.14—18 kaAdc 0V momoslc T00ToL T€ [Edv] \tod xpdvov v/ sot paivntar Grododivol pot
Kol €l 70 Aoudv ypdwov (polite)

—— 224 dpolog 8¢ kol mepi The untpde, v oot gaivntal, ppdvticov (bare imperative)

—— 27-30 ypdyar Sodvor [rot] nuiv 10 Aroilodwpov tod £ri 10D 618npov yevouévov oiknudriov,
&1 oot dokel (other)

59508.4—5 kahdg dv 00’ momoag mpooe[véy]kag (polite)

— 7 ypdoe (bare imperative)

59509.3 un adkn0&® vrd "Etedpyov (other)

— 5 [koA®G v 00]v [moricoug ypdlyog

— 9 npockoartackevacov (bare imperative)

59513.2-3 koAdg monoelg ypdyag (polite)

—— 6 mpoomvbod (bare imperative)

59514.3 84¢ (bare imperative)

—— 8 8¢ (bare imperative)

59516.9-10 dndotihov (bare imperative)

—— 24 \ofé (bare imperative)

—— 26 kéucon (bare imperative)

—— 26-9 xai &l 6ot dokel, dvakolesduevic pe nepl tovtwv Enepwtnoov (bare imperative)

59519.5-6 kahdg ovv mowoels drooteilag (polite)

59520.8 d¢opat odv [c0]v kal iketevm, &l kol o[ot] Sokel, i mepudeiv (polite)

59522.10 diatfipnoov (bare imperative)

—— 15 Aofé (bare imperative)

—— 17-18 dndotethov (bare imperative)

—— 20 8130ov (bare imperative)

— 24-5 dmpuélov adtod (bare imperative)

59524.2-5 koAd¢ dv momoag Ta Alva Ta dopkddetn drooteilag pot (polite)

59525.3 [kak]dg odv mowicelS ypdyag (polite)

59526.3 kal@dc dv odv Tomaoaig cuvtdéag (polite)

— 4-5 ypdos . . . xal pn EmhavOdvov nudv (2 bare imperatives)

59527.10—11 kaAdg 0DV morioelg dovg owtdt (polite)

59528.5-6 [dopar 00V] Gov, £ cot dokel, ypdya[t] (polite)

59531.2 un wpoomopevel (bare imperative)



