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For the transcription of ancient Egyptian, Greek and Roman names into 
English, I have chosen to use the most commonly used spellings when deal
ing with familiar place- and proper names (e.g. Oxyrhynchus, Tebtunis, 
Julius, rather than Oxyrhynchos, Tebtynis, Iulius), whereas I tend to tran
scribe the original term in Greek when referring to less familiar names or 
whenever the transcription into the Latin script might be unclear. For the 
quotation of Greek texts, either literature or documents, I have adopted the 
most common way to write sigma ( cr and c;) even when the first edition of the 
text adopted the lunate sigma (c). Overall, I have tried to achieve internal con
sistency within the book, once a particular transcription has been chosen. 
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Foreword 

Studies in Classics aims to bring high-quality work by emerging scholars to the 
attention of a wider audience. Emphasizing the study of classical literature 
and history, these volumes contribute to the theoretical understanding of 
human culture and society over time. This series offers an array of approaches 
to the study of Greek and Latin (including medieval and Neolatin), authors 
and their reception, canons, transmission of texts, ideas, religion, history of 
scholarship, narrative, and the nature of evidence. 

While the focus is on Mediterranean cultures of the Greco-Roman era, 
perspectives from other areas, cultural backgrounds, and eras included as im
portant means to the reconstruction of fragmentary evidence and the explo
ration of models. The series reflects upon the role classical studies has played in 
humanistic endeavors from antiquity to the present, and explores select ways in 
which the discipline can bring both traditional scholarly tools and the experi
ence of modernity to bear on questions and texts of enduring importance. 

Dirk Obbink, Oxford University 
-Andrew Dyck, The University of California, Los Angeles 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

"The Egyptian affairs ... intricate and diversified as they are and hardly grasped even 

by those who have made a business of studying them from their earliest years ... " 

-Philo, In Flaccum 3 (Loeb ed.) 

Egypt is by far the best-documented province of the Roman empire. The dry
ness of its climate made it possible for an enormous number of literary and 
documentary papyri to survive over the centuries, as they had been dumped 
as rubbish, or were glued together as cartonnage to form the wrapping or the 
stuffing of mummies. The Egyptian papyri are a unique, reliable and rhetor
ically unbiased source, which document the history of Egypt in more detail 
than any other Roman province. In spite of this, the papyri have always been 
approached as something different from the other documentary sources, and, 
as a result, Egypt has been regarded as a peculiar region, not comparable with 
the rest of the empire. Indeed, Egypt had different and peculiar physical and 
climatic characteristics, such as the paramount importance of the Nile as the 
centre of gravity for economy, society, and politics. However, the arguments 
that Egypt was radically different from other provinces and that it can be stud
ied only in isolation may have outlived their validity. Every province had its 
own geographical, historical and cultural peculiarities, and if Egypt was 'atyp
ical,' there is no reason to suppose that any other province was 'typical.' 

This work approaches the problem of the transition of Egypt from the sta
tus of a Hellenistic kingdom to that of province of the Roman empire. 
Specifically, it examines the impact of the Roman conquest on Egypt's admin
istrative and fiscal structure. The evidence from other parts of the Roman world, 
e.g. from the kingdom of Galatia, but also from Asia or Bithynia yields infor
mation about the process whereby a Hellenistic kingdom that was in Rome's 
sphere of interest fell under the Roman tutela as an allied kingdom, and was sub
sequently annexed, often by bequest, as a Roman province. 1 The reduction of a 
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2 Augustan Egypt 

Hellenistic kingdom in formam provinciae was, as Mitchell put it, a 'complex 
but increasingly familiar transaction' :2 after a transitional period in which Rome 
combined some military intervention with colonial settlement, direct rule was 
imposed through the establishment of an agent of the emperor as provincial 
governor, the occupation by Roman legions, the control of the population 
through the census, the imposition of new taxes or the modification of the ex
isting taxation system, the redistribution of the land, the immigration of Roman 
officials and Roman citizens, and consequently the spread of Roman law. These 
were, in essence, the premises for the provincialisation of a region, although the 
'directions for use' may have changed in accordance to the specific needs of a de
termined geographical area. In sum, one cannot expect to find universal guid
ing principles in order to understand the Roman conquest of a region in 
general, above all in a formative stage such as the Augustan period, when the ad
ministrative structure at Rome and in the provinces was still fluid. 

This work takes into consideration the evidence from Egypt, and does not 
attempt to compare systematically the Egyptian administrative and taxation sys
tems with their counterparts in other Roman provinces. Although the present 
research is founded on the belief that the Egyptian evidence may illuminate as
pects of the Roman empire at large, on many occasions it has been preferable 
merely to note parallelisms rather than to postulate derivations of Roman prac
tices from Egypt or vice versa. In fact, the resemblances between Egypt and other 
Roman provinces, especially in the Near East, may have derived from pre
Roman factors, such as the common Hellenistic or Persian background. 

The debate about Augustan Egypt began in a series of articles that ap
peared from 1970 onwards, in which Naphtali Lewis challenged the common 
opinion that Roman Egypt took over and continued the Ptolemaic adminis
trative tradition without much change. 3 From a general survey of the evi
dence, he suggested that, after the Roman conquest in 30 BC, substantial 
changes in the economy, law and administration were brought in, in spite of 
the preservation of the existing bureaucratic framework. In the past three 
decades, scholars have gradually embraced the view that Roman Egypt was 
substantially different from Ptolemaic Egypt, that the emperor was not sim
ply the successor of the Pharaohs and of the Ptolemies, that after the conquest 
Egypt did not become the personal possession of the emperor, but was organ
ised as a proper Roman province, governed by Roman law and institutions, 
and that the Augustan period was particularly important because the status 
that Egypt was given under Augustus remained more or less the same for the 
following three hundred years. The novel point of this approach was that 
Roman Egypt could be studied not only in isolation, but also in order to gain 
a better understanding of the Roman provincial administration as a whole.4 

Makiese Diego
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Introduction 3 

In his study of the Roman conquest of Anatolia, Mitchell suggested that 
Roman rule brought immense changes to newly annexed areas, but the cause 
or the instrument of these changes were not so much the administrators, who 
were too few to be able to introduce all-embracing reforms, and governed the 
province in an ad hoc manner. According to Mitchell, there was no such thing 
as a 'Roman provincial policy,' but the imposition of a new administrative su
perstructure in a province was only the skeleton for less visible but more sub
stantial changes, which were triggered by the new social, economic and 
political conditions created by the annexation to the Roman empire. These 
were, for instance, monetarised economy, the growth of urban settlements, 
and new forms of exploitation of the land.5 

This work tries to drag all these hypotheses down to the micro-level of the 
evidence of the documents. It examines first the impact of Roman rule, by sud
den imposition or gradual infiltration, on the official level of the administra
tion, and secondly, it takes in some social and economic issues; the changes in 
life and religion are touched only incidentally, because there are already specific 
studies on them.6 It is also necessary to have it specified that this work does not 
aim to explain Egypt according to a binary theory of'continuity versus change,' 
and considers the view that after the Roman conquest everything 'became 
Roman' as misleading as the argument that nothing really changed. 

As regards the sources, this research has drawn attention to the docu
ments, that is, papyri, ostraka and inscriptions; nevertheless, some literary 
sources have also been taken into consideration, so far as they are relevant and 
helpful to the main argument, as is the case with Strabo, an important witness 
of the Augustan period, who had a personal acquaintance with Egypt as he 
was in the entourage of the prefect Aelius Gallus. As far as modern literature is 
concerned, I have heavily drawn upon the research of previous scholars, such 
as the collection of the Augustan documents made in 1976 by C. Balconi, 
which has been updated by using papyrological databases available online? 

Augustan Egypt is approached through two introductory chapters: 
Chapter 2 attempts to summarise the political relationships between Rome and 
Egypt from the first century BC to the fall of Alexandria in 30 BC, and addresses 
the question of the status of Egypt between the conquest in 30 BC and the reor
ganisation of the provinces which followed the so-called 'settlement of 27 BC.' 
Chapter 3 deals with the evidence for the Roman military presence in Egypt be
fore 30 BC, and investigates the fortunes of the Ptolemaic army thereafter. 

Chapters 4 to 6 focus on the institutional changes, with no intention, 
however, of offering an exhaustive treatment of all institutions and officials 
documented in Egypt in the Roman period. Chapter 4 deals with the admin
istrative structure of Egypt as a Roman province, and surveys the bureaucracy 
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from the high officials in Alexandria down to the local clerks of the villages of 
the chora. Chapter 5 explores the changes in the administration of justice, and 
the impact the introduction of Roman law had on the existing Egyptian and 
Greek legal systems. Chapter 6 looks at the Augustan period as the turning 
point when the relationship between the central government of the province 
and the local civic communities began to change. It considers the emergence 
of municipal offices in the nome capitals, and the formation of a system of 
compulsory services known as liturgies, through which the local elites were in
volved in the government of their community on behalf of Rome. 

Chapter 7 focuses on the changes in the control of the population and 
the classification of the people according to social status, through the census 
and the epikrisis. Chapter 8 analyses the relationship of such social status with 
the possession of land and Greek education, and examines the reorganisation 
of the existing land system and the possible formation of new categories of 
land in the aftermath of the conquest. Chapter 9 deals with the changes the 
Roman administration introduced in the collection of the grain and cash rev
enue from Egypt, including the appearance under Augustus of new types of 
tax collectors. In addition, it surveys the origin, characteristics and purpose of 
the most important taxes attested in the reign of Augustus, but it does not in
tend to encompass all the taxes that feature in the later documents from 
Roman Egypt. Chapter 10 examines the coinage produced under Augustus by 
the mint of Alexandria, compares this coinage with that of the Ptolemies, and 
looks at the main characteristics of the monetary circulation from the reign of 
Cleopatra to that ofTiberius. 



Chapter Two 

The Roman Conquest of Egypt: The 
Precedents and the Aftermath 

ROME AND EGYPT BEFORE THE FORMAL CONQUEST 

Diplomatic activity between Rome and Egypt is assumed to have begun 
under Ptolemy II Philadelphos, in 273 BC, when a Roman delegation to 
Alexandria obtained a declaration of amicitia between Rome and Egypt dur
ing the war between Rome and Pyrrhus. The alliance was renewed at differ
ent points during the first two Punic wars. Polybius (IX 11a.1) and Livy 
(XXVII 4.10) report that around 215 and 210 BC, M. Atilius and M' Acilius 
were sent to Alexandria to renew the amicitia with Egypt. Egypt helped Rome 
in the war against Antiochos III at the beginning of the second century BC, 
and in the conflict with Perseus of Macedonia, until the so-called 'day of 
Eleusis' in 168 BC, when Popilius Laenas prevented Antiochos IV from estab
lishing a protectorate over the Ptolemaic kingdom. It was in the first century 
BC, however, that Egypt became increasingly tied to Rome. 1 In 96 BC, king 
Ptolemy Apion bequeathed to Rome the possession of Cyrenaica, which only 
around 74 BC became formally recognised as a province; in 81/80 BC, king 
Ptolemy X Alexander I (or, less probably, his son Ptolemy Alexander II) pub
lished a will in which he designated Rome as the legitimate heir to both Egypt 
and Cyprus. By that time, the prospect that Egypt could become a Roman 
province was probably a matter of political debate, both at Rome and at 
Alexandria. However, the expected annexation of Egypt did not take place in 
the end, probably because of the internal struggle of the leading men at Rome 
about the possible candidate for the Egyptian command.2 

It was under king Ptolemy XII Neos Dionysos alias Auletes ('Flute
player') that Egypt became one of the most important headlines in the Roman 
political agenda, and lost its independence for good. In 67 BC, Ptolemy 
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6 Augustan Egypt 

Auletes had his accession to the throne ratified by the Roman senate. In 63 
BC, Cicero sought to establish that Auletes should be left in power, by stating 
that 'the Roman people ought not to seem eager to acquire every kingdom,' 
and 'that our population will settle over there because of the quality of the 
land and the general abundance there.'3 In 59/58 BC, Cyprus became a 
Roman province. At this time, Ptolemy Auletes was expelled from Egypt and 
sought refuge in Rome, where he managed to be formally restored to the 
throne as a rex socius et amicus populi Romani; allegedly, this formal recogni
tion was paid for by Auletes at the price of 6000 talents.4 In 57 BC, a delega
tion of Alexandrians came to Rome to speak against the king, but the embassy 
ended up in disaster, with the death of its chief ambassador or c'x.px:,tn:pEcr
j3Emi]c;, the Academic philosopher Dio.5 In 55 BC, the proconsul of Syria 
Aulus Gabinius, his financial agent the eques C. Rabirius Postumus and 
Roman troops restored Auletes to the throne. Thereafter, Auletes appointed 
Rabirius Postumus as dioiketes or finance minister, perhaps in order to pay off 
his debts to the Roman senate. 

The infiltration of a Roman citizen in the highest echelons of the cen
tral administration was an unparalleled event in the history of Egypt, and 
thus, in order to justifY his presence, modern scholars have hypothesised that 
Postumus had some special financial powers. 6 Recently, however, it was ar
gued that there is no need to do so, as it was entirely normal for the agent of 
a provincial governor to act not only in a province, but also in an allied king
dom. 7 A fragmentary papyrus from the Herakleopolite nome preserves a 
tirade of uncertain nature against a certain Postumus, who is accused of hav
ing replaced the old administrators with incompetent ones, and of having sold 
off the patrimony that had been treasured for generations; the anonymous 
writer effectively describes Postumus' aims as c'x.pn:ayi], 'robbery.'8 In 54 BC, 
Postumus was arrested and imprisoned by Auletes, and was then tried for 
'repetundae' at Rome, where Cicero defended him in the famous speech Pro 

Rabirio Po stu mo. 9 Thereafter, it is likely that the post of dioiketes reverted to 
Graeco-Egyptians, although unfortunately there is no information about this 
official until after the Roman conquest. 

The extent to which the fate of Egypt was publicly controlled by Rome 
is clear from the fact that, in the 50s BC, a copy of Auletes' will was sent to 
Rome to be deposited in the aerarium, although because of some intervening 
public matters it ended up in the hands of Pompey, who was acting as Auletes' 
guardian. 10 On Auletes' death in 51 BC, dynastic struggles arose between his 
children Cleopatra VII and Ptolemy XIII. In the meantime, in 48 BC, Caesar 
sailed to Egypt to fight the final phase of his war against Pompey, the so-called 
'Alexandrine war.' So far as we know, however, during his one-year stay at 
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Alexandria, Caesar did not interfere directly in the administration of Egypt, 
except for settling three, then four legions of soldiers under the command of 
Ruphio, the son of one of his freedmen. 11 Josephus informs us that at this 
time Caesar was involved in regulations concerning the rights of the Jews of 
Alexandria. According to Josephus, such regulations were engraved on a 
bronze stele that was deposited in the Roman Capitol. It is evident that, if 
Caesar intervened in the Jewish question at Alexandria, his powers were well 
above those of the reigning couple. 12 

A passage in the Bellum Alexandrinum tells us that the citizens of 
Alexandria were fully aware of the risk that, with Caesar present, the entire 
kingdom would soon become a Roman province. 'In their councils and pub
lic meetings the arguments which their leaders kept driving home were as fol
lows: 'the Roman people were gradually acquiring a habit of seizing that 
kingdom; a few years earlier Aulus Gabinius had been in Egypt with an army; 
Pompeius too had resorted thither in his flight; Caesar had now come with 
his forces, and the death ofPompeius had had no effect in dissuading Caesar 
from staying on among them. If they had failed to drive him out, their king
dom would become a Roman province.' 13 However, this transformation did 
not happen, allegedly because Caesar feared-thinking, perhaps, of the unsuc
cessful experiment of Rabirius Postumus-that an ambitious governor might 
cause rebellion in Alexandria. 14 Thus, in 47 BC Caesar sailed back to Rome, 
leaving Ruphio in charge of the legions in Alexandria, and Egypt reverted to 
the co-regency of the reges socii et amici populi Romani Cleopatra VII and her 
younger brother Ptolemy XIV. 15 In 47 BC, Cleopatra gave birth to a son, 
Ptolemaios Kaisar also known as Caesarian ('little Caesar'), whom she 
claimed to have been fathered by Julius Caesar himself 16 In 46 BC, she 
moved to Rome, where she stayed until after Caesar's death. In the summer 
of 44 BC, Cleopatra returned to Egypt, where Ptolemy XIV died (or was 
killed), so that room was made for Caesarian as successor. 17 

In the years between 39 and 31 BC, Egypt became the battlefield for the 
civil war between Octavian and Antony. In 34 BC Antony assigned to Egypt 
further territories, namely Cilicia and Cyprus, promoted the economic and 
cultural reorganisation of the country, and eventually married Cleopatra. 
Some scholars believe that in the 40s BC Egypt went through an economic 
crisis, due to the combination of bad harvests, shortage of water and overseas 
debts; however, there is no secure evidence to support this, and others have ar
gued that, on the contrary, under Cleopatra Egypt enjoyed a period of eco
nomic and cultural renaissance. 18 These two views need not be incompatible: 
it is plausible that, after the crisis under Auletes, Cleopatra promoted the re
vival of indigenous customs and religion, tried to improve the economy and 
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above all to acquire a role in the Roman political scene, as did, for example, 
her 'colleague' king Herod of]udaea. 19 The developments that led to the final 
defeat at Actium in 31 BC, and in succession to the fall of Alexandria in 30 
BC, the suicide of Antony and Cleopatra, the subsequent killing of Caesarian, 
of Antony's son Antillus and of other Antonian supporters have received 
ample attention, and thus will not be reconsidered here. 20 

The documentary evidence for the Roman presence in Egypt in the 50s 
and 40s BC is meagre, as all we have are scattered occurrences of Roman names. 
It is well known that Roman or Greek names are not a reliable indicator of eth
nic origin, as Greeks who acquired Roman citizenship were often called by their 
Greek name alone, and people bearing the Roman tria nomina might have been 
Graeco-Egyptians or foreigners who obtained Roman citizenship after military 
service. The majority of Roman names in pre-30 BC documents seem to belong 
to soldiers or veterans who had come to Egypt with Gabinius in 55 or Julius 
Caesar in 48 BC. There are for instance names such as Sbebis, which may be 
connected with the veteran troops of Suebi (a Germanic tribe) who might have 
fought in the auxiliary troops of Caesar in 48/47 BC or later. Besides, the exis
tence of kleros-holders with Latin names suggests that Roman soldiers were set
tled in Egypt before the formal conquest. 21 A later papyrus mentioning a 
EK<X'tOV't<XPXL<X 13 Paj3tptou, possibly indicating a 'centuria no. 2 ofRabirius' 
may have something to do with the troops who backed Rabirius Postumus.22 

Besides, the occurrences in Roman documents of people called Gabinius, 
Marcus Antonius or Ventidius may be connected with the freedmen or the sol
diers of Gabinius, Mark Antony and their associates. 23 

Roman-named landowners, most probably veterans, may be found in 
Egypt well before the Roman conquest. BGUVIII 1828.7 (52/51 BC) men
tions the estate 'formerly belonging' to a certain Apikkios, which may be the 
transcription of the Latin name Apicius. P.Bingen 45 preserves an edict of 
Cleopatra and Caesarian of 33 BC, which granted fiscal exemptions to the 
properties of a Roman citizen in the chora-his name, barely legible, was read 
as either P. Canidius or Q Cascellius. 24 A document from the Herakleopolite, 
BGUXlV 2433.225, mentions the collection of some money for the birthday 
of a certain Longinus (y£V£Otot~ Aovydvou); an account of temple pay
ments from the 50s BC, BGUXlV 2430.26, mentions a certain A£n'ttVOU 

'PCD!-L<X(tou), and elsewhere refers to an 'extortion' connected with the Romans 
(c'x.pnayil~ 8tcx 'tOt~' PCD!-L<Xt0t~). 26 It is worth noting that also the papyrus 
referring to Postumus used the term c'x.pnayl'l to summarise the character of 
his administration.27 One may interpret these documents as references to 
Roman soldiers who settled in Egypt before the conquest and acted as 'pa
trons' to Egyptian temples and local communities. 
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That there was an enclave of Roman veterans as early as the triumviral 
period is suggested by a papyrus preserving an edict of Octavian as triumvir 
on the privileges of the veterans (veteranis . .. omnibus 1. 4), although it seems 
that Octavian addressed this edict to the veterans throughout the empire, not 
only to those settled in Egypt. 28 This text could be compared with a Greek in
scription from Rhosos (a city on the boundary between Syria and Cilicia) in 
which Octavian as triumvir granted Roman citizenship and immunity (aneis
phora) to the nauarchas of Rhosos, Seleucos the son ofTheodotos, and to his 
wife and family, for his military exploits in the civil war.29 

The history of the annexation of Mauretania shows in addition that 
Roman legionaries could be settled even in a foreign nation that was not for
mally annexed as a Roman province. Mauretania became a province in 33 BC, 
but was re-transferred to Juba II as a client kingdom in 25 BC; even then, the 
Roman legionaries were confirmed in their possession of land, and for juris
diction they referred to the Roman law courts in the neighbouring province 
of Baetica. This suggests that it was definitely possible for Roman enclaves to 
survive in a foreign territory without being subject to their rulers, but being 
attached to another province for juridical, fiscal and military purposes. 30 The 
foundation of colonies and the settlement of Roman veterans for strategic rea
sons were the preliminaries of annexation of a foreign kingdom as a Roman 
province, and the strategic use of Roman colonisation in a royal territory may 
have applied also to Egypt before 30 BC. Egypt's land was already organised 
through an infrastructure of Ptolemaic military settlers, and thus it is possible 
that the Roman veterans simply inserted themselves in Egypt as foreign 
KcX'totKot. 31 This evidence strongly suggests that, under both Auletes and 
Cleopatra, Egypt was de focto under Rome's control. 

Business and cultural exchange between Rome and Egypt existed since 
the beginning of the first century BC, but became more intense under Auletes 
and Cleopatra, when a number of Alexandrian intellectuals went to Rome to 
teach. Among these were, for instance, the historian Timagenes of Alexandria, 
who left Egypt in 55 BC and was first a supporter and then a critic of 
Augustus, and the philosopher Areios, the friend and teacher of the young 
Octavian. 32 Furthermore, the report that the chief manager of the Egyptian 
textile industry under Cleopatra was the Roman senator Ovinius strongly 
suggests that Roman businessmen were active in Egypt before 30 BC. 33 The 
literary sources report that in 29 BC Octavian forbade Roman senators and 
wealthy equites to enter Egypt without permission, and barred Egyptians from 
enrolment in the Roman senate.34 It may be that, before the formal conquest, 
prominent Romans were increasingly involved with business in Egypt, and 
the local elites were becoming worryingly powerful, and that Octavian simply 
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wanted to exclude the senate and powerful knights from the profits from the 
wealthiest of the provinces. Naturally, however, behind this ban there may 
have been not only business interests but also political reasons, and anyway, it 
is unknown to what extent this ban was a hard-and-fast rule. 

30-27 BC 

After the fall of Alexandria Octavian remained in Egypt for some months, 
during which he briefly visited the xwpa, and laid down his administrative 
reforms. 35 It seemed odd, however, that Octavian decided everything in such 
a short space of time: if there was a reform of the Egyptian administrative and 
fiscal systems, it is overwhelmingly likely that it took at least a decade or two 
to get it started throughout Egypt. It may be interesting to note that, as 
Josephus reports, after the death of king Herod in 4 BC, two great council ses
sions of ¢tA.ot of Augustus gathered in the temple of Apollo on the Palatine 
to decide about the future of Judaea. 36 It is possible that in 30 BC too 
Octavian took some major decisions concerning Egypt. Among his philoi 
there were people competent in Egyptian matters, such as the Alexandrian 
philosopher Areios, C. Proculeius, Cornelius Gallus, imperial slaves and 
freedmen. 37 However, the most reasonable view is that in 30 BC there was no 
such a thing as 'the settlement of Egypt.' 

Another question is what status Egypt had between the conquest in 30 
BC and the alleged reorganisation of the provinces by Augustus in 27 BC. 
The literary sources seem to support the view that Egypt officially became a 
province soon after the conquest. 38 Dio reports that the status given to Egypt 
in 30 BC was confirmed in 27 BC, when the province was assigned to 
Octavian, now Augustus, as 'a province of the emperor.' 39 Nonetheless, it has 
been postulated that from the formal conquest up to 27 BC Octavian ruled 
Egypt as an absolute monarch.40 This assumption was based on three main 
points. The first is that, between 30 and 27 BC, Octavian took over all the 
property of Cleopatra and assimilated it to the imperial patrimonium, as if it 
were his own possession.41 The second is that in these years he held extraor
dinary military powers and stressed his being in Egypt as an CXU'toKpcX'tCDp or 
imperator, that is, a military commander, and the divi filius or 9EOu ut6~, that 
is, the son of a god.42 The third point is that in 30 BC, Octavian chose one 
of his friends and military commanders, Cornelius Gallus, as prefect, without 
any authorisation from the Roman senate.43 

These arguments are insufficient to prove that between 30 and 27 BC 
Egypt was something other than a Roman province. In fact, the triumph over 
Egypt that Octavian celebrated in Rome in 29 BC and the introduction of 
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festivals to commemorate the fall of Alexandria support the view that the 
landmark after which Egypt became a Roman province was indeed 30 BC.44 

Secondly, the arguments that Octavian possessed an imperial patrimonium, or 
that he took over some of the prerogatives of the Ptolemaic kings do not af
fect the formal status of Egypt, and cannot be taken as proof that Egypt was 
not a province; Augustus possessed patrimonial accounts in other provinces as 
well, and it is natural that in Egypt he presented himself as the legitimate suc
cessor of the Ptolemies.45 But the crucial point that helps to judge the status 
of Egypt is the constitutional position of Egypt's first prefect, Cornelius 
Gallus. An obelisk erected by Cornelius Gallus in the forum Iulium of 
Alexandria carries an inscription which calls him praeftctus fobrum, and for 
this reason it was believed that before 27 BC Gallus might have been only a 
military officer.46 However, the inscription is undated, and the tide of prae
fictus fobrum might refer to the official position of Gallus in the years of the 
civil wars, or in the first months of 30 BC. The most relevant piece of evi
dence is the trilingual inscription that Gallus set up in the temple ofPhilae in 
order to celebrate the defeat of the rebellion in the Thebaid. In the Greek ver
sion, Gallus is described as n:pw1:oc; uno Kcxicrcxpoc; E:n:t 1:Tjc; A't yumou 
KCX"'CCXCJ"'CCX8£tc;, while the Latin version calls Gallus praeftctus Alexandreae et 
Aegypti. The inscription is dated 17 April 29 BC: this suggests that Egypt was 
legally a provincia under a Roman governor since 29 BC at the latest.47 The 
powers of the prefect were probably defined around 30 BC, when a law con
ferred on the prefect an imperium ad similitudinem proconsulis, that is, an au
thority similar to that of any Roman governor.48 

One may wonder whether the status of Egypt between the conquest and 
27 BC was affected by the changes in the constitutional position of Octavian 
himself Octavian's power in these years was essentially military and political 
(he was consul), but seems to have had no other legal basis.49 According to 
Dio LIII 4.3, in 27 BC Octavian 'gave up' his powers, allegedly, 'the army, the 
laws, and the provinces, not only those which you committed to me, but also 
those which I myself later acquired for you.' 5° Although this passage may be 
described as 'historical fiction,' it may nonetheless suggest that in 27 BC 
Octavian regarded Egypt as one of the provinces that he had acquired for the 
benefit of the senate and the Roman people. 

In conclusion, in the first years after the conquest, Egypt cannot be re
garded as Octavian's personal possession only because he had chosen the pre
fect from his entourage, or because in these years he held extraordinary 
powers, or had patrimonial property. Indeed, one may find a contradiction in 
the fact that Octavian claimed that he had added Egypt to the imperium of 
the Roman people (Res Gestae 27), but introduced an era of the 'dominium (or 
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imperium) of Caesar divi filius,' although, as Millar suggested, it is probably 
the kind of contradiction that should not be resolved.5 1 The constitutional 
position that Octavian had between 30 and 27 BC must not be confused with 
the juridical status of Egypt. Octavian did not need to be an emperor to turn 
a client kingdom into a Roman province, as is shown by the fact that he an
nexed Mauretania as a province in 33 BC when he was only triumvir. 52 These 
points suggest that, even if Octavian's powers in 30 BC are difficult to explain 
in constitutional terms, from this date one must nonetheless regard Egypt as 
a Roman province. 53 



Chapter Three 

Ptolemaic and Roman Soldiers 
in Egypt before and after 30 BC 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter takes into consideration the documentation concerning the mili
tary forces active in Egypt before and after Actium, and tries to investigate to 

what extent the Ptolemaic army came into contact with Roman troops before the 
formal Roman conquest. After examining the structure of the Ptolemaic army in 
the reigns of Ptolemy Auletes and Cleopatra, it surveys the evidence for the 
Roman military forces in circulation at the time of the civil wars, and compares 
it with the evidence for Roman-style military forces in Egypt before 30 BC. 

The second part of this chapter addresses the question of what happened 
to the Ptolemaic forces after the Roman conquest, when a standing army of two 
Roman legions, nine cohorts and other auxiliary forces were settled in Egypt. 
Both the literary sources and the documents will be surveyed in order to find 
out whether Cleopatra's soldiers were somehow 'reused' under Augustus. This 
chapter examines evidence of Ptolemaic soldiers employed in the public serv
ices, such as the new police system or the irrigation works, and surveys what we 
know about the local recruitment of Egyptian troops as the auxilia of the 
Roman army. It also takes into consideration cases of survival of Ptolemaic mil
itary titles in Roman documents, at a time when one would expect the demili
tarisation of the former army of Cleopatra to have been completed. 

Overall, this chapter surveys the documents in order to understand to 
what extent the allied kingdom of Egypt was militarily independent before 
the Roman conquest, and, secondly, in order to test the common assumption 
that after the Roman conquest the Ptolemaic soldiers were forced to retire 
from active service and to devote themselves to farming the land. In essence, 

13 
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the two principal questions are the following: did Roman military forces in
filtrate in Egypt before 30 BC? Did Rome disarm Egypt after 30 BC? 

ROMAN SOLDIERS IN EGYPT BEFORE 30 BC 

The classic study of Lesquier supported the view that the organisation of the 
Ptolemaic army did not undergo substantial changes from the third to the 
first century BC. However, such an impression of continuity might be deter
mined by the uneven survival of the documentation. In fact, it is likely that 
some changes took place under the last two Ptolemies. 1 The Ptolemaic army 
was composed essentially of regular troops of Macedonians, and indigenous 
f.HXX,lflOl or A<XOL These soldiers were settled on the land, and were assigned 
plots according to their rank. The fl<XXlflOl were given holdings of thirty, 
seven or five arouras, hence the denomination 'tpt<XKOV'tapoupot, 
£n:'tapoupot or n:EV'tcXpoupot, and were grouped in A<X<XPX,l<Xl commanded 
by AcX<XPX,Ol. The Macedonian cavalry was organised in numbered 
'tn:n:<XpX,t<Xl offour to five hundred men commanded by'tn:n:<XpX,Ol, who held 
plots of seventy, eighty or one hundred arouras, hence the attribute 
£j380flT]KOV'tapoupot, by80T]KOnapoupot and EK<X'tOV'tapoupot. Such 
hipparchies were further divided into lACXl, of about thirty men, under the 
command of'tA.apxm.2 

There is not much more information about the rest of the infantry, ex
cept that there were X,lAl<XPXOl and EK<X'tOV'tcXPX,<Xl, and that in the Roman 
period these terms translated the Latin tribunus militum and centuria. Not 
much is known as regards the fleet either, except that it played an important 
role and was recruited from among the lowest social classes. 3 At Alexandria 
there was a Macedonian royal guard offl<XX<Xtpo¢6pot, who were grouped in 
religious/social associations called cruvo8ot or £1:mpim.4 

All these soldiers were settled on the land as KcX'tot KOl, and therefore were 
also farmers. It is commonly assumed that the Graeco-Egyptian katoikoi were 
substantially different from the Roman veterans, because the katoikoi had to un
dertake some military training and could be mobilised in case of war. In this way 
they constituted a means of garrisoning and, in rotation, cultivating the land.5 
But the analogies and differences between the Graeco-Egyptian katoikoi and the 
Roman soldiers who were settled on the Egyptian territory are still unclear. In 
order to gain a deeper understanding, one has to investigate when Egyptian and 
Roman military institutions first came into contact. 

An important landmark was the arrival in Egypt in 55 BC of the governor 
ofSyriaAulus Gabinius and his cohorts of Gabiniani, who restored king Ptolemy 
Auletes to the throne. 6 Once their task was completed, the Gabiniani were not 
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withdrawn, but were left as a permanent garrison to protect the status quo. On 
the basis of a passage in Caesar saying that the Gabiniani were settled in 
Alexandria and mixed with the local population, it was believed that the 
Gabiniani were soon assimilated to the local population and became a part of the 
Ptolemaic army? However, it is likely that the advent of Roman troops in 55 BC 
brought about some changes. Another turning point in the Roman military in
filtration in Egypt was the arrival of Caesar in 48/47 BC to fight the Alexandrian 
war, and his settlement of three, then four Roman legions thereafter. 8 

In the late Roman Republican period, the non-legionary troops circu
lating in the Mediterranean were light-armed units of cavalry alae and in
fantry cohortes of about four hundred men each. They were highly flexible, 
not being linked to a place but only to their current commander, and were in
dicated either by the Greek terms 0'1Uotpa or tAT], or by the equivalent Latin 
terms cohors and ala, followed either by the commander's name in genitive 
(e.g. cohors Nigri) or, when referred to a past commander, by an adjective with 
the ending-ana (e.g. ala Apriana).9 Their name and position changed with 
their commander, and thus it is difficult for us to identifY and reconstruct 
their movements, especially when we rely on isolated attestations. As Speidel 
and Birley have pointed out, the infrastructure of alae and cohortes played an 
important role as a bridge between the late Republic and the early empire, as 
such units evolved into the auxilia of the imperial army. We do not know 
when during the empire these arrangements were made permanent. The aux
ilia were a fluid and all-embracing organism, which seems to have become 
fully institutionalised under Tiberi us or Claudius. 1 0 

In a dossier of late Ptolemaic documents from the Herakleopolite 
nome (published as BGUVIII) we find the earliest occurrences in Egypt of 
the term crru:o'ipa, which may have been a direct translation of the Latin co
hors. 11 BGUVIII 1763 mentions a crn:Etp[ a] EK '"COD LCX8aA-£iou, that is, 
a contingent from a place connected with a military commander or a per
son of importance called Sadalas or Sadales; the document refers to the 
commander of this unit, Alexandros, by using the Ptolemaic title laarches. 
BGUVIII 1876 mentions men from the Sadaleion. 12 The soldiers of this 
unit are described as KCX9CD'ITAtO'j.lEVot, armed as 'hoplitai,' a technical term 
which might have indicated either the armour of the Ptolemaic soldiers or, 
possibly, of the Roman auxiliaries. 13 One may connect the evidence of these 
documents with the information that in 42 BC the Thracian king Sadalas 
died bequeathing his kingdom to Rome. Some of Sadalas' Thracian soldiers 
may have been 'inherited' and employed by Rome as auxiliaries in Egypt, 
possibly on his death in 42 BC. 14 The reason for this is unknown, and to 
argue for a special diplomatic relationship between Thrace and Egypt may 
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be hazardous, and it is possible that exchanges of troops between allied 
kingdoms of Rome were common practice in this period. BGUVIII 1806 
of around 50 BC is a petition, probably addressed to a 8totKT]'ti)~, about 
the wages of the i n:n:£1~ of the <mcipcx of Diphilos. The fact that this speira 

was named after its commander recalls the custom of Roman Republican 
alae and cohorts; however, it is not guaranteed that the practice of naming 
a unit after its commander was exclusively Roman, and it could have been 
generally Hellenistic. Furthermore, the presence of a laarches suggests that 
these military bodies were of the Ptolemaic type. 15 

It is common knowledge that, at least from the mid-first century BC, 
Rome's allies tended to adopt or at least imitate Roman tactical principles. 
King Deiotarus of Galatia, for instance, had thirty cohorts armed in the 
Roman manner, which were turned into the legio XXII Deiotariana on his 
death. King Juba of Numidia had three Roman-style legions too. 16 Josephus 
describes the military forces of king Herod of Judaea in terms of 'tcXYJ.lCX'tCX, 
<mEtpext and cr'tpm;on:£8apX,Ol, i.e., legions, cohorts and praejecti castrorum, 

and thus it was suggested that Herod too adopted the Roman model for the 
organisation of his army. 17 

Similarly, the terminology present in the Herakleopolite dossier may 
suggest that auxiliary units of the Roman type, that is, units structured as alae 

and cohortes, were already in existence in Egypt in the 50s BC. It is tempting 
to hypothesise that the infiltration of Roman units influenced the Ptolemaic 
army in terms of organisation, arms and training. Unfortunately there is not 
enough evidence to prove this. It is thus safer to assume that Roman units and 
the regular Ptolemaic army could coexist. 

Van't Dack held the view that the Roman soldiers who were sent to 
Egypt before 30 BC were integrated in the Ptolemaic army. 18 This assump
tion was based on the consideration that the language of all military units in 
Egypt was Greek, and on two pieces of evidence: a Cretan inscription of 
around 55 BC, which describes a certain C. Lutatius Crispus as cr'tpCX'ttoJ'tT]~ 
Il'tOAEJ.lextK6~, and a Greek dedication to king Ptolemy Auletes by a cavalry 
commander called Gaios. 19 An additional piece of evidence is O.Edfou 371, 
of 49 or 27 BC, accounts in Greek for the wine supply of a group of soldiers 
with Roman, Greek, and Egyptian names.20 

It is difficult to generalise from these documents, because they are iso
lated items with no parallels, and might have reflected exceptional arrange
ments. Furthermore, the fact that a soldier had a Greek or Roman name does 
not help to identifY either his provenance or his first language (on the con
trary, Egyptian names are usually reliable indicators of Egyptian origin). For 
these reasons, such documents may simply indicate that the Roman soldiers 
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operating in Ptolemaic Egypt were 'assimilated' to the other Ptolemaic forces, 
in the sense that they were able to communicate in Greek. This is not surpris
ing, as in Egypt Greek continued to be the lingua franca also after the Roman 
conquest. 

This picture is enriched by a dedication from the temple oflsis at Philae 
which records the presence in the Thebaid in 32 BC of an £n:apx:,oc; called C. 
Julius Papius and eight centurions with Greek and Latin names. These were 
probably Roman centurions and a tribunus militum or a praefictus castrorum 
who came to Egypt with Gabinius in the 50s, Caesar in the 40s, or Antony in 
the 30s BC-the name C. Julius suggests that they were Caesarian 
troops21-and the fact that their names are Greek and Latin shows that the sol
diers of the Roman units sent to Egypt were recruited from the Greek-speak
ing provinces (if not from Egypt). 

One of the most important and controversial items of evidence con
cerning the Roman legionary presence in Egypt before 30 BC is an edict in 
Latin of Octavian as triumvir, which granted privileges to the Roman veter
ans. At first sight, the fact that this is an official regulation suggests that a sig
nificant number of Roman veterans were settled in Egypt, possibly in the 
Arsinoite, as early as in the triumviral period. However, the lack of a date and 
of specific references to the Egyptian context and the existence of a similar 
edict inscribed on stone at Rhosos suggest that this edict may have been ad
dressed not just to the veterans in Egypt, but to all Roman veterans, and that 
one of them, when assigned some land in Egypt, may have brought the doc
ument with him. 22 

Although it is difficult to extract coherent information from the isolated 
references to Roman soldiers before the Roman conquest, the period between 
55 and 30 BC may be regarded as the progression of two different streams. 
After the initial infiltration of Roman elements with the settlement of the 
Gabiniani, Caesar's arrival in 48 BC marked a substantial change: his four le
gions were much more significant than the two cohorts of Gabiniani, and 
even more than the three legions that garrisoned Egypt under Augustus. 
Further Roman troops are likely to have come to Egypt in the late 40s and 30s 
BC to support Antony. But how did the situation change after the formal con
quest in 30 BC? 

PTOLENUUCSOLDIERSAFTER30BC 

After the Roman conquest, the legio II Traiana, III Cyrenaica and XXII 

Deiotariana were left as a permanent garrison of the province, together with 
nine cohorts and additional auxiliary forces scattered in various places. Their 
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headquarters were in the newly founded camp of Nikopolis, near 
Alexandria.23 According to Strabo, who was a contemporary witness, there 
were 'three legions of soldiers, one of which is stationed in the city and the 
others in the country; and apart from these there are nine cohorts, three in the 
city, three on the borders of Aithiopia in Syene, as a guard for that region, and 
three in the rest of the country. And there are also three bodies of cavalry, 
which likewise are assigned to the various critical points of the country.' 24 

One might wonder whether the former soldiers of Cleopatra played any role 
in this context. 

Our knowledge about the fortunes of the Ptolemaic soldiers after 30 BC 
is limited to two passages in Josephus, who reports that, some time after 
Actium, Augustus gave to Herod four hundred Galatians who had served as 
Cleopatra's bodyguards (Josephus uses the term 8opu¢6pot).25 In another 
passage Josephus reports that, around 25 BC, Herod sent five hundred 
O"CDJ.lCX/to¢uA.aK£t; to the prefect of Egypt Aelius Gallus in support of his 
Arabian campaign. 26 It is tempting to assume that these two contingents were 
one and the same, and that they were Cleopatra's bodyguard, sent out of 
Egypt during the first years after Actium, and ordered back later. Naturally, 
however, this remains hypothetical, as the episode might have been one of the 
routine exchanges of troops and goods between Roman provinces and king
doms of reges socii et amici populi Romani. 27 

After the conquest, it is likely that at least some of the former soldiers of 
Cleopatra were recruited in the administration, in the police, or in the Roman 
army. Throughout the Augustan period, soldiers with Greek and Egyptian 
names escorted tax collectors, supervised the grain boats down the Nile, or the 
imperial quarries of the Eastern desert. In P.Oslo II 30 of 20 BC, a 
EK<X'toV'tcXPXlls called Anchorimphis controls a transaction in grain in the 
village of Sendrypaei; the term EK<X'tOV'tcXPXlls was commonly used to indi
cate a Roman centurio, and thus Anchorimphis might have been an Egyptian 
recruited in the Roman army, perhaps one from the last generation of 
Ptolemaic soldiers. 28 

Suetonius reports that in the first years of the Roman occupation 
Augustus used the army in a massive effort to clean up the canals that had 
fallen into disuse, in order to increase the grain produce. A passage in Strabo 
sets such works 'in the times before Petronius,' that is, in the years roughly 
from 27 to 25 BC. 29 This detail seems to be supported by a contemporary 
document, a sworn declaration of workers at the canals. 30 The reorganisation 
of the irrigation system was one of Augustus' major concerns, and both mili
tary and civil manpower was used for these works. In P.RyL IV 603 of 7 BC, 
a Roman official called Bassus orders two officials called Herakleides and 
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Tryphon, possibly the KCDf.Wypcq..LflCX'tEUc; and 'tOJWypcxflflCX'"CEUc; of 
Oxyrhynchus, to force Egyptian villagers to complete some works at the 
canals with a soldier (or taking a soldier with them).31 

Some Ptolemaic soldiers were probably incorporated into the imperial 
army. The practice of lending troops or bequeathing entire armies to Rome 
was not new among the friends and allies of Rome, at least since the mid-first 
century BC: as we have seen, the army of king Deiotarus of Galatia, for in
stance, evolved into the legio XXII Deiotariana, and some Ptolemaic contin
gents may have been used in a similar manner. 32 An identical development 
may have affected the two auxiliary cohortes Ituraeorum that recur in Egyptian 
documents of the first century AD. According to Daris, these units were the 
evolution of an earlier cohort that is attested in Egypt under the names of 
three commanders, Florus, Facundus and Niger in succession. However, these 
units may have been connected also with the eight hundred lturean merce
naries whom, as Josephus informs us, Herod recruited for his war against 
Antigo nus in 38 BC. 33 By analogy, the first-century AD attestations of two 
auxiliary cohortes Thebaeorum may be connected with earlier contingents from 
Thebes in Upper Egypt.34 Another example oflocal recruitment may be the 
ala Xoitana, a cavalry unit of the Roman auxilia that was probably recruited 
from around the city ofXois in the Delta.35 

SB V 7 600 of AD 16 is the proof that a Graeco-Egyptian could serve in 
the Roman army. This document is a private letter in which a certain Akamas 
writes that he has been promoted curator (1. 26 KOUpcX'"CCDp) of 'the turma of 
Akamas,' probably the subdivision of a Roman ala, and mentions a Roman 
centurion called Secundus. 36 It is worth noting that the soldiers of this turma 

were called (possibly after him) AKCXflElOl, which would be a parallel to the 
standard practice in the late Republican and early imperial alae and cohortes 

that were named after their commanders. A well-known, later case of 
Egyptian who was recruited into the imperial army is that ofNeilos alias L. 
Pompeius L.f tribu Pollia Niger, a legionary soldier who took up a Roman 
name after enrolling in the Roman army. 37 

It is likely that Augustus reused the Ptolemaic fleet as well. 38 According 
to the literary sources, what remained of the sixty ships of Cleopatra present 
at Actium became the later classis Alexandrina. 39 A historical narrative that has 
partially come down to us in P.Oxy. XXXVII 2820 reports that after 
Cleopatra's death an official moved her fleet from Alexandria to the Red Sea 
in preparation for a military campaign. It is possible that this official was the 
prefect Aelius Gallus.40 Egyptian rowers played an important role in the im
perial fleet throughout the Roman period; it is likely that Egyptians, as other 
provincials, sought to become Roman soldiers in order to obtain Roman cit-
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izenship after discharge. The limitations to the grant of Roman citizenship to 
Egyptians in article 55 of the Gnomon of the Idios Logos suggest that this phe
nomenon became increasingly worrying for the Roman authorities.41 

The Ptolemaic soldiers might have been recycled also in the so-called 
numeri of the Roman army, irregular troops recruited from among the na
tives, which are documented from the second century AD onwards, but prob
ably existed before as well.42 Montevecchi and Canducci suggested that the 
term apt8!l6~, which occurs in connection with the evidence of a group of 
6475 katoikoi of the Arsinoite, might translate the Latin technical term nu
merus. 43 However, the figure of 6475 seems too high to represent only a mil
itary body. Rather, the term arithmos may have indicated a numerus clausus, 
that is, a status circle of owners of katoikic land, military only in origin. 

Some Augustan papyri and inscriptions preserve the mention of 
Ptolemaic military titles.44 It has been thought that these titles were fictive, 
and had validity only in contracts, with no counterpart in reallife.45 This 
view, however, may be challenged. 

Associations of <JU<J'tpCX'tlcO'tCXt or 'fellow soldiers' are mentioned in 
documents of the late Ptolemaic and early Roman periods. P.Ryl IV 580 of 
78, of 49 or 27 BC (it is dated to the third year of an unnamed ruler) pre
serves some corporation-proceedings for the burial benefit of Greek-named 
soldiers. 46 Two inscriptions from Leontopolis of around 21 BC show the ded
ication of an bwpa.A-6~ by an association of soldiers and by a certain 
Philoxenos son of Apollophanes called 0T]J.lECX<)l6po~. This title may have 
been, rather than a Ptolemaic survival, the Greek translation of signifer, an of
ficial attested in the auxiliary alae and cohortes. 47 

In an inscription of 18 BC, probably from Alexandria, the president of an 
association dedicated a stele to Sosigenes 'tAcXPXTJ~ of the 'tn:n:Et~ EV't6n:tot.48 It 
has been suggested that the term EV'tOn:tOt, as opposed to AAE~cxv8pEt~, indi
cated cavalrymen of a 1:6n:o~, who were forced to retire from active service after 
30 BC, but continued to meet on a social basis, according to the old tradition.49 

However, it is unlikely that military officials would have been the dedicatees of 
inscriptions by civilians who met only on a social basis. In my view, it is plausi
ble that the 'tAcXPXTJ~ Sosigenes was a commander in active service, e.g. a decu
rio of an auxiliary ala or turma. The phrase 'tn:n:Et~ EV't6mot may have 
indicated indigenous cavalrymen as opposed to citizen legionaries, or, more 
probably, soldiers who were settled in the territory they were garrisoning, rather 
than resident in Alexandria or Nikopolis. It is possible, however, that this termi
nology was taken over from the Ptolemaic period. 50 

In P.Oxy. II 277 of 19 BC, a landlord, Dionysios son of Alexandros, and 
his tenant, Artemidoros son of Artemidoros, describe themselves as 
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Macedonians and 'tn:n:cipx:,cn E:n:' c':w8pwv. The exact significance of these 
'cavalry-officials over men' is unknown. The first editors thought that this was 
an honorary title that descended from the Ptolemaic period, and that indi
cated officials no longer in service. However, this cannot be proved. 51 

In P.Tebt. II 382.31-37 (of uncertain date, but probably between 30 
and 27 BC52), the Alexandrian Kastor son of Apollonios, 'tn:n:cipX,T]t; E:n:' 
CWOpWV of the first l'IT'ITCXpX,lCX of the byOOT]KOV'tcXpOupOt, cedes land to a 
certain Akousilaos son of Maron, a Macedonian (possibly belonging to a 
<npcx't6n:E8ov, if the reconstruction of 1. 37 is correct). This document too 
suggests that cavalry contingents of Macedonians were still in active service 
under Augustus. 53 

Further references to the first and third hipparchies of the 80- and 100-
arouras-men may be found in an Arsinoite land lease of AD 1-10, which in
volved two katoikoi from the third hipparchy, called C. Julius C. f Classicus 
and Asiaticus of the tribus Fabia. 54 It is striking that the soldiers of such an 
old-fashioned division had Roman names. Probably they were not Romans 
who had acquired katoikic status at the moment of purchasing the land, but 
Graeco-Egyptians who received Roman names after a period of service in 
some contingents of the imperial army. 55 In fact, the nomen Julius indicates 
that these persons had obtained the Roman citizenship under Julius Caesar or 
Augustus. The cognomen Classicus may be connected with the fleet (classis), 

or with one cohors Classica for which we have evidence under Augustus and 
Tiberius. The tribus Fabia is of the fictitious type that was often assigned to 
foreigners in the Roman army.56 This hypothesis clashes with the rule that 
Roman veterans could not acquire land in the province where they served. 57 

However, it is possible that in Egypt this regulation was applied only to sol
diers coming from abroad, whereas the last generation of Ptolemaic katoikoi, 

who owned land already, was allowed to keep it or buy it back. 
The first and third hipparchies of katoikic soldiers recur also in P.Koln 

V 227, an Arsinoite register ofkatoikic land of around AD 12. This document 
also informs us that these hipparchies were in some way related to a 'tcXY!-LCX 
from Niloupolis. 58 A second hipparchia of hekatontarouroi is referred to in 
P.Grenf II 42.3 from the Arsinoite, curiously, as late as AD 86. These docu
ments indicate that in Egypt, at least in the Arsinoite, there were three num
bered hipparchies, the first two (ex and 13) of hekatontarouroi, and the third (y) 
of ogdoekontarouroi. Naturally, however, it is possible that other military bod
ies were settled elsewhere, for instance in Alexandria, Nikopolis and in the 
Delta, but that we do not know about them because of the scarce amount of 
documentation that was preserved in that area. 
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The documentary references to three hipparchiai may be connected 
with Strabo's remark that three hipparchiai garrisoned Egypt along with the 
Roman imperial army in the 20s BC. Eight hundred cavalrymen-the equiv
alent of two hipparchiai-are also mentioned by Strabo among the forces that 
Petronius employed in his war against the Ethiopians. 59 If this interpretation 
were correct, it would prove that three Ptolemaic hipparchies were still serv
ing under Augustus as the auxilia of the imperial army. The discovery that 
Augustus took over three cavalry bodies of the former Ptolemaic army, far 
from surprising, would be perfectly in line with what we know about the 
Roman military policy in other provinces. 

CONCLUSION 

The evidence examined in this chapter has supported the view that Roman 
soldiers and veterans were present in Egypt well before the Roman conquest. 
Under Auletes and Cleopatra a number of Roman alae and cohortes were al
ready patrolling Egypt. The arrival of the Gabiniani in 55 BC, and above all 
the arrival and settlement by Caesar of three or four legions after the 
Alexandrian war of 48/47 BC resulted in a high number of veteran settlers. 
Further Roman forces may have come to Egypt to support Antony in the 30s 
BC. The Roman troops did not replace the Ptolemaic army, but coexisted 
with it. Most probably, the Roman soldiers sent to Egypt were auxiliaries 
coming from Greek-speaking areas of the Near East, who had no problem 
using Greek as the lingua ftanca. Mter Actium, these units were turned into 
the auxilia of the imperial army, as happened to other armies of Rome's for
mer allies. The cohortes Ituraeorum and Thebaeorum and the Ptolemaic fleet 
may have followed a similar pattern. 

In 30 BC the Roman army officially occupied the province, but this did 
not imply that the Ptolemaic army was demobilised. Possibly some units were 
sent abroad or exchanged with other nations, such as Herod's Judaea, in the 
first years after the conquest. By combining the information in Strabo with 
the evidence of three hipparchies in the Arsinoite land contracts, it seems clear 
that in 24 BC, and as late as AD 12, three hipparchies of Macedonian caval
rymen were stationed in different places as auxiliaries to the Roman army. In 
the light of this evidence, it is no longer necessary to find escape-arguments 
to justifY the presence of Ptolemaic military tides under Augustus, as it seems 
clear that some Ptolemaic forces survived the Roman conquest. 

The documents suggest that in Egypt, as well as in other provinces, local 
recruitment played a more significant role than has often been thought. The 
enrolment of provincials in the Roman army was probably encouraged 
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through the grant of some rights of citizenship after discharge. Possibly, at 
some point in the reign of Augustus this trend was accelerating too much, and 
stricter regulations were devised. The recruitment of Egyptians in the army, 
however, continued throughout the empire, as is witnessed by their consistent 
presence in the Roman fleet. The units recruited from locals may have been 
trained and armed in their traditional manner, and it is likely that also the 
Egyptian soldiers in the Roman auxilia preserved their Ptolemaic armament, 
at least under Augustus. 60 

In conclusion, Rome did not disarm Egypt after 30 BC. Philo reports 
that during the prefecture of Flaccus, around AD 32, a certain Bassus under
took a major confiscation of arms from Upper Egypt. Philo states that 
Flaccus's measure was caused by the suspicion that Upper Egypt would revolt, 
'as they had done on many past occasions'; Flaccus thus instituted a triennial 
celebration for the requisition of arms, in order to prevent the Egyptians from 
replacing and accumulating them. He also ordered a centurion, Castus, to or
ganise a major search for arms in the houses of all the Jews of Alexandria. 61 

Until then, however, there is no evidence for any consistent policy concern
ing the disarmament of the provincials. Probably, disarmament was a tempo
rary expedient, which was confined to a limited section of the population or 
to a specific area, and was employed ad hoc when expecting disturbances. 
Although the Lex Julia de vi prohibited the accumulation of arms praeter usum 
venationis vel itineris vel navigationis, stores of arms under local control prob
ably existed, in Egypt as well as in many other provinces, and throughout the 
Roman period. 62 
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Chapter Four 

The Institutions of Egypt: 
The Impact of Rome 

INTRODUCTION 

The trend of the Roman provincial administration to tolerate and preserve 
local customs has led to the assumption that, after the fall of Alexandria, 
Augustus left the Ptolemaic administrative system unchanged, retained Egypt 
as his personal possession, and presented himself to the Egyptians as the suc
cessor of the Ptolemies and even of the Pharaohs. This assumption, together 
with the technical nature of the papyrological evidence, has led scholars to 
consider Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt as a continuum of'Graeco-Roman' in
stitutions, and to regard Egypt as an idiosyncratic province, not comparable 
with the rest of the empire. 

In the past thirty years, the scholarly consensus has shifted to the view 
that the administrative change after the Roman conquest was substantial, and 
that after 30 BC Egypt effectively became a Roman province, with all the con
sequences that this entailed. 1 Rome imposed from the beginning an adminis
trative superstructure similar to that of other provinces, which was made up 
of military officials and a relatively small number of Roman equestrian offi
cials. Some of the former Ptolemaic officials were suppressed, while others 
were replaced by entirely new officials or were deprived of some of their pow
ers. In the towns and the villages of the chora, however, Rome tended to pre
serve the existing administration. 2 

A substantial continuity was that the Greek language remained the offi
ciallanguage of bureaucracy, so that often, official tides and bureaucratic ter
minology remained the same, but the related functions were altered. For this 
reason, any study of the transition between Ptolemaic and Roman rule must 
struggle with the fact that the continuity in the usage of a term in the Roman 
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period is not a guarantee of continuity in the institution thus designated, and 
that uniformity in terminology may be an illusion. 3 The aim of this chapter 
is not to solve the continuity-versus-change question in favour of either view. 
It examines the Augustan documentation concerning the most important of
ficials in order to find out in what areas Augustus imposed changes and where 
he allowed existing institutions to survive. 

Various features might characterise a province: an administrative struc
ture, a military establishment, the existence of a lex provinciae that defined the 
basis of taxation, the governor's provincial edict, the creation of a koinon or 
federal representative assembly for the local communities. However, none of 
these features were universal. The superstructure imposed on a province did 
not invalidate pre-existing or developing institutions and relationships, and 
Rome generally sought to encourage or create self-sufficient communities 
structured as Graeco-Roman cities and governed by their own elites. Temple 
and city aristocracies collaborated with Rome by accepting to take the burden 
of civic administration, securing in exchange social advancement (often, the 
grant of citizenship) and protection. Rome also preserved local legal systems, 
practices and customs, although Roman law and the emperor were the over
riding legal authorities. Naturally, Rome's protection and tolerance cost the 
provincials high taxes and a permanent military occupation.4 

In Egypt, the administrative superstructure of the province consisted of 
a limited number of military and civil officials, who were recruited from 
among Roman citizens: these were the prefect,5 the iuridicus or dikaiodotes, 
the idios logos, the epistrategoi and possibly the archidikastes. In the Greek 
cities, such as Alexandria, Naukratis and Ptolemais, there were Greek-style 
civic institutions, such as the boule (except in Alexandria) and the demos, 
which Augustus seems to have left in place. From the level of the nome 
metropoleis down to the villages of the chora, on the other hand, the adminis
tration was in the hands of a network of local officials and secretaries, which 
remained more or less unchanged. 

Our most important literary source for the changes in Egypt after 30 
BC is the historian and geographer Strabo of Amasia, who had direct knowl
edge of the events he described, as he had spent some time in Egypt in the 20s 
BC in the entourage of the prefect Aelius Gallus. In the seventeenth book of 
his Geography Strabo says that the status of Egypt changed radically after the 
Roman conquest: 'Egypt is now a province; and it not only pays considerable 
tribute, but also is governed by wise men, the prefects, who are sent there reg
ularly. Now he who is sent takes the place of the kings.' 6 After 30 BC, the 
powers of the Ptolemaic kings were entrusted to a prefect, the £n:apxo~ 
A't yun:'tOU or ilYEJ.lcDV, a Roman eques chosen personally by the emperor from 
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among his friends, or even his freedmen? According to Strabo, the highest of
ficial after the prefect was the Ot KCXlOOO'tT]~ (iuridicus in Latin), b 'tWV 
TCOAAWV KptO"ECDV KUpto~, 'the one who presides over the major part of the 
law-suits.' Then there was b n:pocrayopEUOj.lEVO~ 't8t6/coyo~, o~ 'tWV 
c'x.8Ecrn:6'tCDV Kat 1:wv E't~ Katcrapa n:tmEtv b¢EtAOV'tCDV E~E'tCXcr'ti]~ 

EO"'tt, 'the so-called idiologos, who administers all the properties that are own
erless and ought to fall to Caesar.' After mentioning 'freedmen of Caesar and 
dt KOVOj.lOt, dealing with affairs of major or minor importance,' Strabo turns 
to the En:tXcDPlOt CXPXOV'tE~ KCX'tcX TCOAtV, i.e., the civic officials of 
Alexandria, whom Augustus left in their positions. 8 These were the 
E~TJ'YT]'ti]~, n:op¢upav cXj.lTCEXOj.lEVO~ KCXl EXCDV TCCX'tptOU~ 'ttj.lcX~ KCXl 
En:tj.lEAEtCXV 'tWV 'tfl n:6AEt XPT]O"lj.lCDV, 'the adviser, who wears purple and 
has hereditary honours and is responsible for the public services in the city,' 
the UTCOj.lVT]j.lCX'toypa¢o~ or 'public recorder,' the apxt8tKCXO"'tij~ or 'chief 
judge' and the VUK'tEptvo~ O"'tpCX'tT]y6~ or 'night strategos.'9 

Strabo's list has received two main criticisms: first, that it is by no means 
exhaustive, as it fails to mention important civic functionaries documented in 
Augustan Alexandria, such as the gymnasiarch; second, that it puts on the 
same level city offices (e.g. the night strategos) and state offices (e.g. the idios 
logos). This confusion may be due to the fact that the distinction between 
Alexandrian magistracies, civic offices and royal offices was blurred: in fact, it 
seems that from the late Ptolemaic period Alexandrian citizens could take up 
both Alexandrian magistracies and state offices in the chora. 10 

Strabo reports that, after having reorganised the administration in 
Alexandria, the Romans appointed new officials throughout the chora: E:mcr
'tpCX'tijyou~ 'ttVcX~ KCXl VOj.lapxa~ KCXl £9vapxa~ KCXAOUj.lEVOU~ 
c'x.n:o8Ei~av'tE~, n:payj.la'twv ou 1-LEya/cwv E:mcr'ta'tEt v t]~tw!-l£vou~, 
'country officials called epistrategoi and nomarchs and ethnarchs, who were 
thought worthy to superintend affairs of no great importance.' 11 It seems odd 
that Strabo described both the epistrategoi and the nomarchs as worthy of 
dealing with matters of minor importance, when the epistrategoi were quite 
important officials. Perhaps Strabo meant that the competence of these offi
cials was local rather than 'provincial.' 

Strabo's idea that the Roman conquest introduced an administrative su
perstructure made up of new high officials and a reorganisation of the exist
ing city officials at Alexandria, while in the nomes Augustus sent some new 
officials, but left the structure of the local bureaucracy as it was, still holds. 
However the current consensus is that the boundary must be drawn between 
the offices entrusted to Roman, Latin-speaking equites sent from Rome, and 
those left to the Graeco-Egyptian population. 12 
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THE BEGINNING OF A NEW ERA 

A decree of the Roman senate established that the date of the capture of 
Alexandria, 8 Mesore ( = 1 August) 30 BC, was to be a festival celebrated annually 
throughout the Roman dominions. Actian eras were begun also in other Roman 
possessions in the East. In Egypt, Augustus introduced the new era of the 
Kc(wcxpoc; KpCCtT]mc; 8EOU UlOU, that is, of the dominium or potestas of Caesar 
divi filius. This era occurred above all in the dating formula of legal documents, 
where it was accompanied by a reference to both the Egyptian and the 
Macedonian months. 13 The new dating formula proved too complicated how
ever, as it dashed with the ancestral calendar used in Egypt, and eventually fell into 
disuse. After the reign of Augustus, the documents revert to the old Egyptian cal
endar based on the calculation of regnal years. 14 Continuity prevailed also in the 
Ptolemaic practice of dating a document according to regnal year, without speci
fYing the name of the ruler, so that in some early Roman documents the expected 
genitive of the name of the emperor after the mention of the year is omitted. 15 

An Augustan innovation was the introduction of dies augusti or TU..LEpCXt 
<JE(3CX<J'tcxl. This was the system whereby imperial anniversaries or birthdays 
had to be marked monthly in the dating formulas of documents: thus 
Augustus' birthday on September 23rd was recorded on the 23rd of each 
month. The knowledge of these anniversaries seems to have been quite wide
spread throughout Egypt since the early years of the reign of Augustus; the 
'Augustan days' were duly recorded in Demotic documents as well. 

In Asia, hemerai sebastai seem to have been introduced by 9 BC. 16 The 
precise date of introduction of hemerai sebastai in Egypt is unknown. The ear
liest known reference to a hemera sebaste is in BGU XVI 2604.20 of 7 BC; 
however, it is conceivable that they were introduced after Octavian assumed 
the tide 'Augustus,' in Greek Sebastos, in 27 BC. 17 Augustus also renamed the 
month ofThoth (August) Sebastos; the earliest known occurrence of the de
nomination Sebastos might be-if the reading is correct-in a tax receipt of 6 
BC, SB I 4327.3. 18 However, it is possible that the change took place earlier, 
in connection with the reform of the Julian calendar whereby the month 
Sextilis was renamed Augustus, around 27 BC. 19 

The introduction of a new era raises the question whether the presence 
of the Roman emperor was dearly perceived in Egypt soon after 30 BC. That 
there had been a dramatic change of regime from a Ptolemaic queen to a 
Roman emperor was something that the majority of the people were proba
bly well aware of As Mitchell pointed out, 'the Roman power was acknowl
edged everywhere, on coins bearing the emperor's portrait, on building 
inscriptions which carried their names, by imperial statues in public places, by 
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sanctuaries of the imperial cult which existed in every city and important rural 
centre.'20 It may be significant, in this respect, that, when the Ethiopians at
tacked the Thebaid under the prefect Aelius Gallus, they took Syene, 
Elephantine and Philae, and 'pulled down the statues ofCaesar,m i.e., the im
perial portrait-statues that were put in strategic public places, where everyone 
could see them. That Egypt was under Roman rule was also clear from two 
other important factors: the immigration of Roman officials in Alexandria 
and in the chora, and the ubiquitous presence of Roman soldiers and veterans, 
who carried out both military and civil tasks throughout the province. 

THE HIGHER ADMINISTRATION OF THE PROVINCE 

Before 29 BC, the prefect was legally invested with an imperium ad similitudinem 

proconsulis, that is, an authority similar to that of a Roman governor. 22 Even if it 
is misleading to characterize the prefect of Egypt as either a viceroy or the succes
sor of the Ptolemaic kings, it is overwhelmingly likely that he took over many of 
the royal peculiarities, such as the prohibition against sailing the Nile during the 
flood. 23 The prefect exercised control over all the aspects of the administration of 
the province, combining fiscal with military and judicial functions, and was sub
ject only to the emperor. The average length of the prefect's term of office was 
three years, but under Augustus and Tiberi us it seems to have been quite variable. 
A catalogue of the duties of the prefect may be found in Philo's In Flaccum, which 
depicts the prefect handling the revenues, controlling political associations at 
Alexandria, presiding over important trials together with other equestrian offi
cials, and leading the army and a flock of secretaries. 24 

The prefecture of Egypt was at the top of an equestrian career, below the 
praetorian prefecture only. Cases of promotion from Egypt to the praetorian 
prefecture are documented throughout the Roman period. One example is 
the career ofTiberius Julius Alexander, a member of one of the most illustri
ous Jewish-Alexandrian families, the son of Alexander the alabarch and a 
nephew of Philo, who had been epistrategos in Egypt around AD 42, procura

tor in Judaea around AD 46-48, prefect of Egypt from about AD 66 to 69, 
and, probably around AD 71, praetorian prefect in Rome. 25 A counter-exam
ple may be Seius Strabo, the father of Sejanus, who held the praetorian pre
fecture before becoming prefect of Egypt in AD 15. However, the 
contradiction may be only apparent, as in the early Roman period the hierar
chy of the equestrian offices was probably not yet fixed. 26 

Often the prefects of the annona in Rome were recruited from the pre
fects of Egypt, and vice versa, perhaps because the administration of the corn 
supply was central in the duties of both; Gaius Turranius, for instance, was 
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prefect of Egypt in the years 7-4 BC and then prefect of the annona in AD 
14.27 In most cases, however, before arriving in Alexandria the prefect did not 
have a particular training or knowledge of Egypt, and only in situ was he in
structed by secretaries and counsellors. 28 

The prefect had the ius gladii, that is, powers of criminal jurisdiction, 
which he exercised in his tribunal at Alexandria, and also in his 13T\flCX or tri
bunal in the circuit court called in Latin conventus, in Greek 8tcx/coyt<Jfl0~ 
KCXl 8tKCXto8ocricx, 'review of accounts and dispensation of justice,' at which 
he held assizes every year and throughout the province. The conventus of the 
provincial governor was known in other Roman provinces too, while it had 
no precedent in Egypt, where it was initiated by Augustus and remained more 
or less the same for the first two hundred years of Roman rule. 29 

The outlines of the conventus, therefore, seem to have been essentially 
Roman. 30 However, the term dialogismos existed in the Ptolemaic period too, and 
designated the revision of the accounts of the nome officials on the part of their 
superiors, such as the oikonomos of the nome and his antigrapheus. The survival of 
the term dialogismos under Augustus is significant, as it shows the deliberate choice 
to utilise the existing terminology. A Roman novelty was that in the conventus the 
prefect administered justice as well. 31 In Egypt, the conventus could be referred to 
as an:o811fllCX, En:tDllfllCX or n:cxpoumcx, although all these terms could be used 
in general to indicate a journey of any official or private individual.32 

In her study of the conventus, Foti Talamanca substantially agreed with 
Wilcken's earlier theory that every year an edict of the prefect established the 
dates and places of his assize: in January at Pelusium for the nomes of the Eastern 
Delta, from the end of January to mid-April at Memphis for the Thebaid and 
Middle Egypt, and in June-July at Alexandria for the nomes of the Western 
Delta. After that time, the Nile flood began, and the prefect was traditionally for
bidden to sail the river. 33 Several officials participated in the conventus besides the 
prefect, such as the 8t Kcxto861:11~ and the 'i8ta~ /c6yo~, and perhaps also the 
apxt8tKCXO"'tTJ~ and the 8tatK11'tTJ~. A number of lawsuits could be settled by 
local officers as well, for instance by the En:t<J'tpa't11Yot and the <J'tpCX'tllYOL 

During the conventus the representatives of each nome brought to the 
prefect the finance records and the petitions submitted during the year. 
Subsequently, local people were summoned to the prefect's court through a 
notification called n:cxpcxyy£Atcx.34 This term was taken directly from the 
Ptolemaic period. It is generally assumed that the Roman summons in Egypt 
was in line with the procedure of the Roman-style process, the cognitio extra 

ordinaria, but unfortunately the information we have on both the Roman and 
the Egyptian process for the early Roman period is too little to allow for a 
more accurate comparison. 35 
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It seems that the earliest evidence for the conventus in Egypt comes from 
documents of the so-called 'archive of Satabous' from Soknopaiou Nesos, ex
tending from around AD 11 to 15, in which the basilikos grammateus of the 
Arsinoite nome presents a report to the idios logos in the dialogismos at 
Alexandria. Foti Talamanca, however, expressed reservations that these docu
ments referred to a conventus held in Alexandria, rather than to the permanent 
court of the prefect in Alexandria. 36 

The first certain indication that the term dialogismos indicated the conven

tus is P.Oxy. II 294 of AD 22, where an Alexandrian official called Sarapion writes 
to his subordinate Dorion that he might come to the dialogismos in the 
Oxyrhynchite. 37 An early reference to what is called £v'AA£~cxv8p£l<,X 8t<XAO
')'lCJ!l6c; occurs in BGUVIII 1781.9 of around 61/60 BC. Possibly, another ref
erence to the conventus may be found in P.Wash. Univ. II 106 of 18 BC, in which 
the prefect Pedo is expected to sail up the Nile in order to judge a certain 
Dionysia, probably in the conventus for Middle and Upper Egypt.38 According 
to Wilcken, another piece of evidence for the conventus may be an inscription 
dated 8 January 4 BC, in which Q. Corvius Flaccus, £mcr'tp<X'tT]yi]crcxc; 
8T](3<X18oc; (the former epistrategos of the Thebaid) and 8t KCXlOOO'tcDV 
IlT]AO'UcrtCDl (that is, holding the conventus at Pelusium?) dedicated a throne and 
an altar to the imperial family and to the prefectTurranius. This was rejected by 
Foti Talamanca with the argument that, if this official was involved in the con

ventus, one would find 8tcxAO')'ls6!l£VOc;, not 8tKcxtOOO'tcDV. In my view, how
ever, Wilcken's hypothesis cannot be completely rejected, as the term 
8t KCXl08ootcx could indicate the action of the prefect in the conventus. 39 

Further evidence on the conventus may be P.Fay. 22 verso, an official ac
count of legal proceedings in a 8t<XAOYlCJ!l6c; in AD 16-1840, and P.Haun. II 
30 of the first century AD, that refers to the conventus at Memphis. There are 
also other references to 'visits' of the prefect and other officials, which may or 
may not have taken place within the conventus. In BGUXVI 2623.3 of 10 
BC41 , an official called Lucius is expected to make an £m8T]!ll<X in the 
Herakleopolite. In BGUXVI 2631.5 local officials of the Herakleopolite ex
pect the n:cxpoucrt<X of a certain Gallus in 9 BC. Besides, two Theban ostraka 
of AD 34 mention a previous visit of the prefect Flaccus to Upper Egypt.42 

All these visits, however, might have been made outside the conventus, for spe
cific administrative, judicial or military purposes.43 

THE DIKAIODOTHES 

The lack of evidence for the 8tK<Xl086'tT]c; before 30 BC suggests that it was 
Augustus who introduced this official shortly after the conquest.44 The 
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dikaiodotes was a Roman equestrian nominated by the emperor and inde
pendent from the prefect. He could not be removed from office except by the 
emperor, and his competence was civil law, the iurisdictio contentiosa or volun
taria (e.g. loans, mortgages and dowries), while criminal law fell under the au
thority of the prefect. He had a permanent tribunal at Alexandria, but his 
jurisdiction extended to the whole province, as he probably followed the pre
fect in the conventus. Mommsen compared the dikaiodotes in Egypt with the 
legatus iuridicus in other provinces, while the current consensus is that the 
dikaiodotes is comparable with the praefoctus iure dicundo or praefoctus iuridi
cus, a judge of procuratorial rank. In fact, Mommsen's legatus iuridicus is doc
umented only from the reign ofHadrian.45 

The occurrences of the dikaiodotes in the papyri are scarce. This may to 
some extent be due to the paucity of evidence from Alexandria, the centre of 
the bureaucracy of the province. An inscription from Pelusium mentions Q 
Corvius Flaccus, the former En:tCY'tpa'tllYOt; of the Thebaid, as 8t K<XtoOO'tcDV 
in 4 BC, but this seems too little to be acceptable evidence that he was the 
iuridicus. 46 A Latin inscription records that a certain L. Volusenus Clemens 
was nominated iuridicus of Egypt around AD 14-16, but he never took up 
the post, as he died while supervising a census in Aquitania.47 Around AD 55, 
there is evidence for a certain C. Julius Proculus, a tribunus militum who sub
sequently became procurator in Cappadocia and Cilicia.48 These documents 
suggest that the post of dikaiodotes was filled by Roman citizens, and that it 
often represented a stepping stone to a higher office, such as the prefecture of 
Egypt or a procuratorship elsewhere. 

THE IDIOS LOGOS 

Augustus took over and continued the institution of the 't8tot; 'A6yot;, the head
officer of the 'special' or 'private' account of the Ptolemaic king. Under 
Augustus and Tiberius, the idios logos continued to be called in the Ptolemaic 
manner b npbt;; 'tcJ;i 'tOlCJ,l 'A6yCJ,J.49 The earliest evidence for an official called 
Ent 'tponot; wu 't81ou 'A6you is in P.OxyHels. I 11 of AD 41/42.5° This docu
ment also mentions a j3£V£<j)tKtaptot; of the idios logos. 51 Another reference 
may be found in P.Select. I 21.8 of the first century AD, a letter addressed 't]Wt 
Kp<X'tlCY'tCDt np9G :t[W]t 't[OlCDt 'A6ywt, asking for 3500 drachmas in order to 
improve the irrigation system in some revenue land. The document mentions 
an application previously made to the strategos Julius, as well as to an official 
called npbt; 'tfl Em 'tponfl-perhaps the procurator of the idios logos. 52 

Augustus did not simply continue the existing institution, but introduced 
significant changes. First, he put a Roman citizen at the head of the idios logos. 
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It is unclear when exactly this change took place; the first known Roman idios 
logos is Q Attius Fronto, documented around AD 13.53 The Roman idios logos 
had a wider sphere of competence than his Ptolemaic counterpart. As was the 
case with the dikaiodotes, the idios logos was independent from the prefect and 
could not be removed except by the emperor. He acted as the investigator and 
judge in cases involving irregular revenues, such as ownerless or confiscated land 
that was sold off at public auctions. In the early Roman period the idios logos 
may have administered temple affairs too, such as the hereditary transmission 
or the sale of temple offices, the payments for admission to priesthoods 
(t'tcrKptmc;) and the periodical censuses of priests.54 Besides, he controlled 
everything that concerned the personal status of the people, such as the regula
tions on inheritance, marriage and manumission. 

The most commonly used among these regulations were summarised in 
the Gnomon of the Idios Logos, a handbook for the instruction of the idiologoi 
created under Augustus and surviving in later copies that encompassed cor
rections and additions by subsequent emperors and officials. 55 The major part 
of the Gnomon is a list of cases concerning the confiscation of ownerless prop
erty by the idios logos or the payment of fines to it, especially in relation to the 
social status of the individuals. 56 

Numerous articles of the Gnomon clearly show a Roman origin, and 
probably derive from Augustus' legislation. One such case are the laws prom
ulgated by Augustus around and after 18 BC on matters of marriage, inheri
tance and manumission. Naturally, however, a substantial kernel of 
regulations of the Gnomon may have continued earlier Ptolemaic norms. 57 As 
we do not know of Ptolemaic precedents of the Gnomon, this code is gener
ally compared with the imperial codes of instructions, called EV'tOACXt in 
Greek, mandata (principis) in Latin, which Augustus sent to the administra
tors in the provinces as early as 27 BC.58 It is also possible that, as Rostovtzeff 
suggested, both the Gnomon and the mandata derived from unq..LVTU..LCX'tCX, 
instructions that the Ptolemaic kings sent to the bureaucracy. 59 

The survival of the Ptolemaic idios logos shows particularly well the inter
twining of continuity and change within the Roman administration of Egypt. 
By taking over the Ptolemaic idios logos, Octavian made the deliberate choice to 
continue some 'royal' financial rights, such as the claim to any property of ques
tionable ownership, that is, what in Roman legal terms were bona vacantia et ca
duca and bona dam nato rum. In turn, the Egyptian idios logos effectively became 
a Roman institution, similar to, or overlapping with, the imperial patrimonium. 
As a result, also the official in charge of the idios logos became something differ
ent from his Ptolemaic counterpart, and more similar to the financial officials 
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who administered the imperial patrimony elsewhere, such as the procuratores in 
other provinces. 60 

THE ALEXANDRIAN MOIKHTHtt AND THE MOIKHT AI 
OFTHENOMES 

In the third century BC, the DlOlKT]'ti]c;, that is, the manager of the state treas
ury called 8tdt KT]mc;, was the most powerful finance minister of the Ptolemaic 
king. In the 60s and 50s BC there still was a dioiketes of the Ptolemaic type, that 
is, a financial official who resided in Alexandria and supervised all Egypt. 61 In 
55 BC the dioiketes of Egypt was C. Rabirius Postumus, a Roman eques whom 
the Roman senate and the proconsul of Syria Gabinius imposed after the 
restoration of Ptolemy Auletes; Postumus' rule was unpopular at Alexandria, 
and in 54 BC he was accused of repetundae, as we know from Cicero, who de
fended both him and Gabinius in two famous speeches. 62 

In the Roman period public land and revenues were still under a depart
ment called DlOl KT]cnc;, but from the Augustan period the Roman prefect had 
supplanted the Ptolemaic dioiketes as the head of this department. 63 As early 
as under Augustus the term dioiketes occurs in documents with reference to a 
minor official in the nome administration; it is possible that the eclipse of the 
Alexandrian dioiketes and the appearance of minor dioiketai in the nomes took 
place in the late Ptolemaic period; when exactly is unknown. An exception to 
the rule that in the early Roman period the Alexandrian dioiketes was sup
planted by local dioiketai is represented by a puzzling document, P.Fouad 21, 
which refers to the dioiketes as a high Alexandrian official in AD 63. In this 
document the dioiketes Claudius Herakleides appears as a member of the pre
fect's consilium, and is listed after the tribuni militum. On the basis of this doc
ument Pflaum suggested that under Roman rule the dioiketes maintained 
some of his former privileges, but also that he had much less power than in 
the Ptolemaic period;64 however, this is a unique document and has no par
allels that can either support or modifY Pflaum's assumption. 

Another doubtful item of evidence is a passage in Plutarch that refers to a 
certain Eros as b 'tcX EV A't yun:1:cp DlOl KWv under Augustus. It is unclear whether 
Eros was effectively the dioiketes, a high official, or simply a financial agent of the 
emperor, as the term dioiketes might indicate an administrator in general. 65 

Many of the imperial freedmen with unofficial financial tasks in the provinces 
may have been as powerful and wealthy as the provincial governors themselves, 
and may have been called dioiketes at an unofficial level. 

Let us now turn to the local dioiketai. Wilcken hypothesised that, either in 
the late Ptolemaic or in the Augustan period, the term dioiketes came to indicate 
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a minor official who resided in the flT]'tp6n:oA-u; of the nome and was concerned 
with judicial matters. Local dioiketai are documented in the early Roman period, 
until imperial procurators replaced them before the second century AD.66 Our 
knowledge of the duties of local dioiketai under Augustus and Tiberi us depends 
essentially on two archives: that of Akousilaos from Tebtunis, from the period 
AD 3-23, and that of Athenodoros from Herakleopolis, from the years between 
21 BC and AD 5.67 Akousilaos is first attested as dioiketes ofTebtunis in AD 3, 
and became the toparch of the village by AD 17: from these documents it was 
inferred that the dioiketeswas lower in rank than the toparch. In P.Tebt. II 289 of 
AD 23 the strategos demanded an updated report on tax payments from 
Akousilaos, and threatened to send him to the prefect for trial-one may deduce 
that the toparch was inferior to the strategos. 

This picture may be set against the evidence from the archive of 
Athenodoros. In 14/13, 7 and 3/2 BC Athenodoros is attested as epistates, and 
in 10/9 and 7 BC he is attested as dioiketes. During his term of office he re
ceived petitions and letters of recommendation, he was requested to write 
guarantees to ensure people against penalties or exactions, and intervened in 
problems arising from tax collection along with his police officers. 68 In 7 BC 
Athenodoros was still epistates and dioiketes, but there is no evidence that he 
became a to parch thereafter. 69 

A dioiketes called Tyrannus is documented in P.Oxy. II 291 of 25/26 
AD, where Chaereas, the strategos of the Oxyrhynchite, requests from him a 
list of payments in cash and kind, which were due to Severus, an unidenti
fied higher official. In P.Oxy. II 292 of AD 25, Theon writes to Tyrannus a 
letter of recommendation. 70 

These documents seem to indicate that in the Augustan period the 
dioiketes was a subordinate to the to parch and the strategos, that he exercised 
control against local abuses, especially in connection with the collection of 
taxes, and that he took part in legal proceedings and issued letters of recom
mendation and guarantees. 71 It is unclear whether there was only one dioiketes 
per nome, or whether a number of dioiketai could be scattered in different vil
lages. This may have varied according to area: while Athenodoros and 
Tyrannus seem to have resided in nome capitals, Akousilaos was based in the 
village ofTebtunis; naturally, it is also possible that the dioiketes travelled from 
village to village to perform his duties. The evidence also suggests that in the 
Augustan period there was no fixed order for offices: the officials could be 
moved from one post to another according to local need, could hold two or 
three posts at the same time and could remain in their office for decades, as 
was the case under the Ptolemies. 
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THE ROYAL OIKONOMOtt AND THE OIKONOMOI OF CAESAR 

In the Ptolemaic period, the dt KOV611oc; '"COD (3<XO"lAECDc; was a prominent 
member of the court who was entrusted with financial tasks and supervised 
over the idios logos. The Ptolemaic oikonomos audited the accounts in grain 
and money of the local tax collectors, had power over the officials of the 
nomes and reported to the dioiketes. In the second century BC, some of the 
functions of the oikonomos were taken over by the strategos. 72 

The term oikonomos recurs in some Augustan documents, although 
there is no evidence that the royal oikonomos still existed in the Augustan pe
riod. BGUIV 1140.1073 mentions a 011!l6cnoc; dtKOV6!-Loc; at Alexandria in 
4 BC, but this document is a unique, and, moreover, the reading is doubtful. 
In BGU IV 1206.6 of 28 BC, the Herakleopolite businesswoman Isidora 
writes to her brother Asklepiades that she needs Philo the oikonomos in order 
to deal with some tax payments.74 This was either an official of the nome or 
a private accountant, not the royal oikonomos. 

A passage in Strabo tells us that in Augustan Egypt there were 
an:£A£U8£pot Katcrapoc; K<Xt dtKov6!lot, !-LEU~w K<Xt EAcX't'tCD n:£mcr
't£U!-LEVot n:payll<X't<X, 'freedmen of Caesar and oikonomoi, dealing with af
fairs of major or minor importance.'75 Swiderek suggested that the 'freedmen 
and oikonomoi' of Caesar may be identified with the dispensatores of the im
perial procurators who are documented in other provinces. Another good par
allel for the imperial oikonomoi may be the vilici, who managed imperial 
estates both in Italy and in the provinces.76 

THE EPISTRATEGOI 

As Thomas has suggested, instead of the traditional division between officials in 
Alexandria (e.g. prefect and iuridicus) and local officials (e.g. £mcr'tpcX't11YOc; 
and cr'tp<X't11Y6c;), a more proper division could be drawn between Roman 
procurators on the one hand and native officials on the other. Thomas regarded 
the office of the £mcr'tpcX't11YOc; as something intermediate between the prefect 
and the local officials at the nome level. The current consensus is that the epis

trategos existed from the Ptolemaic period, but underwent substantial changes 
under Augustus. 77 Unfortunately, the basics of the Augustan reform of the epis

trategia remain unclear. It is likely that the epistrategoi were deprived of their mil
itary powers and were confined to civil administration. They played a role in the 
conventus of the prefect and in rounds of inspection, had judicial duties such as 
receiving petitions and judging trials, and supervised the appointment to litur
gies and to magistracies in the Greek cities. 78 According to Thomas, the epistrat

egos had a wide-ranging competence, which resembled that of the prefect, not 
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of the strategos; this competence was limited to a group of specific nomes, and 
possibly to certain sections of the administration. 79 The Roman administration 
also seems to have instituted a tax for the funding of the office of the epistrate
gos, the so-called brrOKEl!-LEVOV £mcr'tpCX'tllYOU. 80 

The evidence for the Augustan epistrategos is meagre. The earliest known 
epistrategos might have been a certain Ptolemaios son ofHerakleides, the epis
trategos of the Thebaid in lPhilae 135 of around 20 BC. His name suggests 
that he was a native official, but Thomas thought it unlikely that he was in 
charge from the time of Cleopatra, especially because of the revolt in the 
Thebaid in the first years of Roman rule. In any case, this document is the ear
liest extant evidence for the epistrategia in the reign of Augustus. 81 In BGUIV 
1138 (= MChr. 100) of 19/18 BC there is a mention of an epistrategos, per
haps called Lucius or Ischyrion, 82 but the earliest secure evidence for an epis
trategos with a Roman name is an inscription of 4 BC, SB I 982, which 
mentions a certain Q. Corvius Flaccus as the former epistrategos of the 
Thebaid. There is an important piece of recent evidence, BGUXVI 2671.25, 
a Herakleopolite account of the Augustan period, which refers to an epistrat
egos called TEtpwv, probably transliterating the Latin name Tiro; this may 
support the view that the epistrategos was a Roman citizen as early as under 
Augustus.83 An inscription from the temple ofTentyra, OGIS II 659, refers 
to M. Claudius Postumus in AD 1, and a certain Barbarus is mentioned in a 
document of AD 14/15.84 An epistrategos called Q. Fresidius Pedo appears in 
another inscription from Tentyra in AD 23.85 OGIS II 661 tells us that A. 
Folmius (or Fulvius) Crispus was epistrategos in the years AD 33-38, when 
Flaccus was prefect.86 A certain L. Antonius Proculus occurs in SBV 7788,87 

and the epistrategos Quintus Sanquinius ... inius Maximus is petitioned in 
P.Oxy. XLVI 3273 about a mistake in the appointment to liturgy for sitologia, 
some time in the early first century AD. 88 The survey of the names of the epis
trategoi may suggest that in the early reign of Augustus they might have been 
still Graeco-Egyptians, while by the time of Corvius Flaccus, 4 BC, the post 
was restricted to Roman citizens of equestrian status. 89 This, however, is spec
ulative, as the dating of our first attestation of the epistrategos in the Augustan 
period (and before 4 BC) is uncertain. 

The Augustan reform of the epistrategia may have been connected with 
other changes to the administrative divisions of Egypt. In fact it seems that 
in the Ptolemaic period there was only one, possibly two epistrategoi, while 
in the Roman period the number was raised to three or four. This change was 
determined by the new subdivision of the chora: while in the Pharaonic pe
riod Egypt was divided into two main regions, Lower and Upper Egypt from 
north to south, in Roman documents we begin to find a tripartite division 
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into Lower Egypt, the Thebaid and Heptanomia. The earliest evidence for 
this division may be P.Tebt. II 302.25 of AD 71/72; this document refers to 

a 'year 41,' which, if it refers to a regnal year of Augustus, would be AD 
11/12.90 It is however possible that Augustus reformed the office of epistrat
egos twice, once immediately after the conquest and once before 4 BC, the 
date of the evidence about Q. Corvius Flaccus.91 But the problem of the 
number of the epistrategoi in Augustan Egypt remains open. 

THE ARCHIDIKASTES 

The apxt8tK<XCY'tll~, or chief judge, is very sparsely documented in the 
Ptolemaic period; he was certainly an important official, as his jurisdiction 
was not limited to Alexandria, but encompassed the province as a whole, as 
was the case also in the Roman period.92 The official title of the archidikastes 
was, at least from the late Ptolemaic period, apxt8tK<XCY't~~ K<Xt n:po~ Ttl 
En:t!.u::A.dc;x: 'tWV XPllJ.l<X'ttCY'tcDV Kat 'tWV cUA.wv Kpt 'tT]ptCDV, 'chief judge 
and responsible for the chrematistai and the other courts.'93 This title re
mained identical throughout the Roman period. 

There are not many mentions of chief judges in the Roman period. A cer
tain Theon is referred to as 'tcpcu~ Kat apxt8tK<XCY'tll~ in P.RyL II 257 (descr.) 
of the end of the first century BC. Artemidoros was chief judge in the years 15 
to 5 BC, as BGUN 1111, 1155 (= MChr. 67, CP]II 148) and 1108 indicate, 
and a certain Herakleides appears in P.Koln V 227 B 20 (AD 12/13), a contract 
concerning katoikic land that probably had been summarised and copied on the 
memoranda (hypomnematismoz) of the archidikastes in the katalogeion of 
Alexandria; an archidikastes Herakleides appears also in P.Oxy II 281 of some 
time between AD 20 and 50.94 The name Theon occurs in P.Oxy II 268 of AD 
5795, while a certain Komon 'tcp£U~ Kat apxt8tK<XCY'tll~ and Claudius 
Sarapion occur in two undated Roman documents.96 Overall, the documents 
suggest that, without being a hereditary office, under Augustus the post was mo
nopolised by powerful Alexandrian families such as, for instance, the Theones. 
This was probably common practice in the Ptolemaic period too.97 Another 
Ptolemaic feature that continued under Augustus is the flexibility of the term of 
office, which could extend to a decade or longer, as in the case of Artemidoros.98 

According to Calabi, under Augustus the archidikastes was nominated by 
the emperor, and acted as overseer of all Alexandrian officials; the office under
went little change until the third century AD.99 The Roman documents show 
that the archidikastes was concerned with the publication of contracts and super
vised over the Alexandrian tribunals. He had the specific task of overseeing judi
cial complaints and disputes that originated from contracts of crvyxwprpt~, i.e. 



Institutions of Egypt 39 

private contracts such as marriage contracts, loans, contracts for the employment 
of a wet-nurse, and some types ofland cessions. In P.Oxy II 281, in the years be
tween AD 20 and 50, a woman, after her husband abandoned her and dissolved 
her dowry, asks the archidikastes to press him to return her dowry and pay an ad
ditional fine; a similar situation recurs in BGU III 1001 of the Augustan pe
riod.100 The archidikastes also had the chief responsibility for the katalogeion of 
Alexandria, the archive where the cruyxwpf]crcu; were deposited. 101 The land 
register P.Koln V 227 B 19f of AD 12/13 mentions the U1WJ.lV11J.lCX.'l:tCYJ.lOl of the 
archidikastes Herakleides, journals that contained the abstracts of the private con
tracts deposited in the Alexandrian katalogeion. 

One may wonder how the katalogeion and the other Alexandrian law 
courts worked. Some Augustan documents from Alexandria published in BGU 
IV refer to at least three tribunals that Augustus took over from the Ptolemaic 
period: besides the katalogeion there were the Kpt 1:f]ptov and the Kpt 1:f]ptov £v 
'ttl <XUAtl, that is, the tribunal 'in the court.' It is unclear whether or not this was 
the 'royal' court, and possibly it was a public space in the complex of the gym
nasium. Fraser hypothesised that the action of these royal tribunals was con
fined to the field of private law within Alexandria, as in these courts were drawn 
the contracts of synchoresis. Each of these courts might have served people of a 
determined neighbourhood, or of a determined social dass. 102 Each tribunal 
had a supervisor, called as in the Ptolemaic period b £n:t 'tOU Kpt 'tllPlOU, whose 
precise jurisdiction remains unknown. 103 

In BGUIV we find synchoreseis addressed from 18 to 15 BC to Achaios at 
the Kpt 1:f)ptov £v 'ttl auA. tl, and between 14 and 5 BC to Protarchos, b btt 'tOU 
Kpt't11PlOU.l 04 From around 18 BC, we find contracts addressed to the K<X't<X
A.oy£tOV or to the apxt8t K<XCY'tf)~ Artemidoros. It is possible that around 15 BC 
Augustus suppressed the Ptolemaic kriteria and entrusted all juridical powers to 
the archidikastes, making the katalogeion the only tribunal and the archive where 
all written deeds were deposited, not only for Alexandria but also for the rest of 
Egypt. 105 However, what the extant evidence indicates is that the Alexandrian 
tribunals were still functioning under Augustus, and that even Roman citizens 
and imperial freedmen and slaves could use them. 

THE E3HrHTH 1't 

Two of the highest Ptolemaic officials in Alexandria, the E~11Y11'tfl~ and the 
UnOJ.lVllJ.l<X'tOypa<)lo~, continued to exist in the Roman period. The functions 
of the Ptolemaic exegetes are far from dear, but it seems that he had religious du
ties.106 Strabo's emphasis on his ceremonial attire (e.g. his purple dress) and his 
position at the top of the list of the Alexandrian magistracies suggest that he was 
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still one of the most prominent officials in Roman Alexandria. The earliest 
Roman evidence for the exegetes indicates that he had a wide sphere of compe
tence, which encompassed various financial and judicial responsibilities, among 
which that of curator minorum, that is, to appoint and supervise guardians for 
women and children, and control over the status examination of people in these 
categories. 107 He also dealt with the grain supply, and possibly supervised the 
municipal annona before this responsibility was assumed by the 

Eu8T]vt<XPX1lt;. 108 

BGUIV 1143, a contract for supply of goods addressed to Achaios, the 
chief of the kriterion in the aule at Alexandria, reports that the exegetes at 
Alexandria in 19/18 BC was a certain Montanus son of Diogenes. 109 The 
name Montanus might have been a Roman cognomen, which would imply 
that the Alexandrian exegetes had Roman citizenship. A certain Tiberius 
Claudius Kronios occupied the post in the first century AD. 110 

The term exegetes also indicated a lesser local official with similar tasks to 

those in Alexandria. Greek-named exegetai are documented in the nome capitals 
and villages. Under both Ptolemaic and Roman rule, this post could be taken up 
by the strategos. P.Ryl. II 118 of 16/15 BC is a petition to the exegetes Asklepiades 
regarding some land belonging to minors in the Arsinoite. SB XX 14085 of 
13/12 BC or AD 32, also from the Arsinoite, is a list of court-sentenced people, 
referring to an exegetes called Ammonius, and to a man of importance called 
Cornelius, perhaps a strategos. 111 Hagedorn thought that the exegetai of the early 
Roman period were state rather than municipal officials, because they were 
linked, rather than to a city, to the villages of the nome as a whole. In either case, 
it is worth noting that he maintained the same duties of assistance to widows and 
minors both before and after it became a municipal office. 112 

THE HYPOMNEMATOGRAPHOS 

In the Ptolemaic period, the UTCO!lVT]!lCCtoypa¢ot;, often attached to the 
dioiketes, compiled and kept up to date the instructions given to the higher 
officials, and was responsible for UTCO!lVT]!lCX'tlCJ!lOl or registers of official 
business. 113 It is unclear whether the hypomnematographos changed or re
mained the same in the Roman period. It seems that this official still played 
an important role in the cwaKptcrtt; or scrutiny of slaves and the ETClKptcrtt; 
or scrutiny of people who applied for privileged status. 114 In the Roman pe
riod there seems to have been only one hypomnematographos, who was chosen 
from the most prominent families of Alexandria. The Augustan evidence is 
scanty; the word may be read in BGUIV 1182 R of 14/13 BC, and in P.Oxy. 
XII 1434, in which C. Julius Theon appears as the c'x.pXtEpEUt; KCXl 
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UTCO!lVTJ!lCC"COypci<)loc; around 10 BC. Thereafter there is a gap until the refer
ence to a certain Tiberius Claudius Potamon in P.Oxy. XLIX 3463 of AD 58. 
Later occurrences indicate that this post was often combined with other hon
orific offices such as the archiereus, and that both offices were monopolised by 
the great families of Alexandrian citizens who possessed Roman citizenship, 
such as the Julii Theones. 11 5 

THE ARCHIEREUS 

Some scholars believed that Hadrian introduced a Roman procurator in 
charge of the administration of religious life, the apxu:pEuc; or high priest 'of 
Alexandria and all Egypt,' whose competence extended over all types of tem
ples including the traditional ones. 116 Before Hadrian, the evidence relating 
to the archiereus is exceptionally scarce, hence the assumption that his func
tions were merged into the office of the idios logos. 117 The case of Julius 
Theon, however, shows that the probably honorific office of archiereus existed 
as early as under Augustus. In addition, other early Roman documents refer 
to an archiereus in connection with the imperial cult. 118 Two documents show 
an organisation of the cult of Augustus in Alexandria: BGUIV 1137 and SB 
XXII 15460 of 6 and 5 BC record the proceedings of a cruvo8oc; LEj3acr"'Ci] 
"'COU 8EOU Au"'COKpcX"'COpoc; Katcrapoc;, in which we encounter the priests 
Primus and Iucundus, probably imperial freedmen, and a gymnasiarch, at an 
interval of one year.l 19 According to Dunand, however, there was neither a 
centralised organisation nor an archiereus for the cult of the emperor, and the 
'high priest of Alexandria and all Egypt' was a state official, with little to do 
with the imperial cult. 120 

Glare hypothesised that in Egypt the term archiereus might have desig
nated different officials at different times. Specifically, one could find this 
term with reference to: 1) the archiereus of the imperial cult, a city official doc
umented from the first century AD; 2) the honorific post of the archiereus of 
a city, present at least from the second or third century AD; 3) the archiereus 
of individual deities other than the emperor. 121 It is possible, in my view, that 
the archiereus described in points I) and 2) was one and the same official. It 
is significant that, as early as under Augustus, the highest honour for a wealthy 
Alexandrian citizen at the top of the city administration was to become a 
priest of the imperial cult. This pattern may have applied to other provinces 
too, where Augustus introduced the imperial cult. 122 

Glare pointed out that, as the Romans neither wished nor were able to 

eradicate the local culture, under Roman rule the cities still had traditional tem
ples that offered a range of cults, incorporating Egyptian, Greek and imperial 
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elements. However, the imperial cult was something substantially different 
from the dynastic cult of the Ptolemaic kings, because it had a different purpose: 
the imperial temples and clergy, the religious happenings such as festivals, pro
cessions and games in honour of the imperial family and the other manifesta
tions of the imperial cult aimed to make the absent emperor a very tangible 
presence throughout the province. 123 

One may ask who stood as an intermediary between the traditional 
Egyptian temples and the Roman state under Augustus and Tiberius. Stead 
suggested that apart from the officials of the nome, such as the strategos and 
the basilikos grammateus, a role of mediation was played by a number of local 
apx:,tnpo¢Tj't<Xt, bishop-like figures with administrative functions that af
fected the temples in their area. In Stead's view, local practices continued until 
the creation of a high priest under Hadrian, which marked a decisive step to
wards the subjection of all temples, including the Greek and traditional 
Egyptian ones, to the Roman administration. 124 Glare's dissertation has sug
gested that the internal administration of a temple was in the hands of 
t]you!-LEVOl and n:p£crj3U't£p0l, while all the temples in one nome were super
vised by officials called E:n:t 'tcDV 'tcpci3v under the Ptolemies, E:mcr'tchcn 'tcDV 
'tcpECDV since the Augustan period. According to Glare, however, the admin
istrative and organisational structures of temples may have changed according 
to geographical area. 125 

It is worth noting that Augustus did not suppress religious minorities 
and their representatives, such as the ethnarch of the Jews, who resided in 
Alexandria and presided over Jewish law-courts. 126 The literary sources tell us, 
however, that in AD 11 the last ethnarch of the Jewish community of 
Alexandria died, and Augustus gave the powers of the ethnarch to the Jewish 
y£poucrta. It is still open whether Augustus established a gerousia alongside 
the ethnarch, or whether the office disappeared because of the ethnarch's lack 
of heirs. Overall, Augustus seems to have essentially continued Julius Caesar's 
policy of tolerance in matters of local customs and religious traditions. 127 

THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE NOME 

The Ptolemaic administrative machine had Pharaonic, Persian and Greek
Hellenistic antecedents, such as the organisation in 1:6n:Ol, 'ton:apx:,tal, and 
KcD!-LCXl. Under Ptolemaic rule, the administration of the nomes was divided into 
three branches: the offices of the vowxpx:, T]c;, the dt KOV6!-Loc; and the j3amA-t KOc; 
YP<XIl!-L<X't£Uc;. 128 The nomarch with the toparch and komarch at local levels 
were in charge of agricultural production. The dt KOV611oc; and his aV'tl ypa¢£tc; 
or checking-clerks supervised finances. The j3amA-tKoc; YP<XIl!-L<X't£Uc; and his 
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subordinate secretaries, the "COn:oypcq.tflCX"CEUc; and the KCDflOYPCXflflCX"CEuc;, 
kept the records of the population and the land. 129 The <npCX'tT]y6c; had essen
tially military functions, until the late Ptolemaic period, when his sphere of com
petence broadened to encompass fiscal and administrative duties. 130 

In the Ptolemaic period there may have been, at least theoretically, a hi
erarchy from nomarch to toparch to komarch, but nonetheless this was not 
rigid, and the actual administrative practice varied according to nome. Often 
the shortage of personnel resulted in the combination of different posts in one 
official or in the suppression of one official, for instance the nomarch, so that 
the toparch presided over all the administration. 131 It is likely that similar 
arrangements took place in the early Roman period too, before the system of 
liturgical appointments became fully organised. 132 

It is common knowledge that in the Roman period the essential struc
ture of the nome administration remained the same as before; the strategos was 
however deprived of his military power and supervised only fiscal, adminis
trative and judicial matters with the basilikos grammateus, taking over also 
some of the former functions of the Ptolemaic oikonomos or dioiketes. 133 The 
strategos received census, livestock, and land declarations, and directed the 
public record office, where these documents were kept. He also controlled the 
commissions of£mcrKE'IT"CCXt (inspectors), KCX"Ccxcrn:opcic; (supervisors of the 
corn issue) and XCDflCX"CE'ITlflEAT]"CCXl (overseers of works at the canals), and 
was active in the requisitions of commodities for the benefit of the army. The 
strategos and his staff summarised the results of their administration and car
ried them to the prefect's conventus. 

In the late Ptolemaic period, the strategos was called cruyyEvi]c;, 'kins
man of the king,' as the strategia was in the hands of a few families powerful 
at court. It is interesting that some Ptolemaic families of strategoi maintained 
their privileges even after the Roman conquest. Most examples come from 
Upper Egypt. Some Theban ostraka indicate that the strategos Kalasiris II from 
the house of Monkores mantained his position in the Pathyrite, in the 
Ombite and perhaps in the Letopolite nomes. 134 The strategos of the 
Tentyrite, Panas son of Psenobastis, retained his office from the reign of 
Cleopatra until 13 BC, when his son Ptolemaios took up the post, until at 
least 5 BC. It is remarkable that the strategoi of Panas' family retained their 
aulic and religious titles, including the title of cruyyEvi]c;. 135 In the Thebaid, 
the office of the strategos was monopolised by the house of Kallimachos, who 
was strategos around 7 4/73 BC, and whose sons served under Cleopatra and 
Augustus until 29 BC. Perhaps, as Ricketts hypothesised, the removal of the 
family from strategia was caused by its leading role in the revolt of the Thebaid 
in 29 BC. 136 Another example of the retention of Ptolemaic titulature is 
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Apollonios, the son ofPtolemaios the alabarch, who was strategos of the Ombite, 
the area around Elephantine and Philae, and n:apaA.flj.lTI:'tll~ of the Erythrean 
Sea in a proskynema on stone of AD 2. 137 Besides, the Arsinoite PSIVIII 949 of 
uncertain date (but possibly Augustan) preserves a petition to Theris, cruy
ycvfl~ and strategos, about the property of the wife of a certain Tarullus. 

The adjustments of the strategia in the Roman period may have had 
some repercussions on the administrative subdivisions of the nomes. The 
Arsinoite nome had a strategos for each of its three divisions as early as AD 
11. 138 The Oxyrhynchite nome and the neighbouring Kynopolite seem to 

have had one and the same administration from the Ptolemaic period until 
the reign ofTiberius. The evidence for this is P.Oxy. IV 746 of AD 16, a let
ter of recommendation that was signed by the basilikos grammateus of the 
Oxyrhynchite and the Kynopolite. Unfortunately this document has no 
parallels. 139 

A Ptolemaic feature that continued into the Roman period was the 
combination of the strategia with other offices, such as that of E:n:t 'tcDV 
n:pocr68wv, 'in charge of the revenues.' 140 A certain Ptolemaios son of 

Achilleus is cr'tp<X't11Y6~, cruyycvfl~ and E~11Y11'tll~ of the Arsinoite nome 
some time in the first century BC. 141 In other early Roman documents the 
office is combined with the posts of exegetes, chief of the police or gym
nasiarch.142 The official term of office for strategoi in the Roman period was 
three years, but until the reign ofTiberius we find longer terms of office, as 
was the case under Ptolemaic rule. The strategos Chaireas governed the 
Oxyrhynchite from AD 23 to 28; 143 Dionysodoros the Arsinoite from AD 14 
to 26. 144 It is thus possible that the fixed three-year term was applied system
atically only under Tiberius or Claudius. 145 

As a preventive measure against corruption, article 70 of the Gnomon of 
the Idios Logos prescribed that a strategos should serve outside his 't81a, that is, 
outside of his nome of origin, and should not own property or lend money in 
his area of appointment. However, in the early period the rule was either not 
in force, or not respected de focto: it seems that in the years AD 14 to 26 the 
strategos Dionysodoros owned land in the Arsinoite, which was also his nome 
of office. It is worth noting, however, that there is no guarantee that article 70 
was written under Augustus; it may have been a later measure. 

At a certain point in the Augustan period, the strategoi began to be cho
sen consistently from the Roman or Alexandrian elite. This probably took 
place at different stages in different nomes, as is suggested by a survey of the 
names of the Augustan strategoi. A certain Lupus is attested as strategos in the 
Herakleopolite around 14/13 BC in BGUX\fl 2602.6 and 2670 II 1. In the 
subdivisions or j.l£pt8£~ of the Arsinoite we find a certain Tiberi us before AD 
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14 (P.Tebt. II 484 descr.); Oiax in AD 11 (WChr. 344146); Valerius Varus in 
AD 12 (BGUIII 757.1 and P.VindTandem 9.17); Tryphon or C. Julius 
Tryphon around AD 10 and C. Julius Gratus in AD 1-10.147 

The immediate subordinate and main helper of the strategos was the 
(3cxcrtAlKOc; ypCXflflCX'tcuc;, who could also act as his deputy and take over his 
post. 148 Both in the Ptolemaic and in the Roman periods this official was 
probably bilingual in Greek and Egyptian, and functioned as an interpreter 
between the Greek-speaking officials of the nome and the Egyptian vil
lagers.149 The strategos also had other helpers and secretaries, such as the 
TlYOUfl£Voc; and the UIT11PE'tcxt, with various civil and police tasks. 15° The 
UITllPE'tCXl are attested in Egypt under both Ptolemaic and Roman rule. 151 

The basilikos grammateus superintended the 'tOn:oypcxflflCX'tcic; and 
KCDflOYPCXflflCX'tcic;. The topogrammateus was originally the scribe of the 
toparchies into which the nomes were divided, while the komogrammateus 
was a village secretary. 152 In the Ptolemaic period the post of komogramma
teus was annual, but could be renewed many times, as was the case with 
other offices. The duties of the komogrammateus included the administra
tion of the property of land and animals (e.g. inspections, measurements, 
auctions of royal land, controls of rents, seed loans, and declarations of 
property). In the Roman period the komogrammateus maintained these 
functions and took up the control of the population as well, i.e., collection 
of declarations of birth, death, census and epikrisis. 153 Below the komogram
mateus there were helpers called in the Ptolemaic and in the Augustan pe
riod b n:cxpci 'tOU KCDflOYPCXflflCX'tECDc;. 154 

In the villages the komogrammateus remained the key official for centuries, 
while in the nome capitals this office was often merged with that of his imme
diate superior, the topogrammateus, so that both titles were held simultaneously 
by each of the two officials, hence the denomination 'tOn:oypCXflflCX't£tc; KCXt 
KCDflOYPCXflflCX'tcic;. This association is attested from the second century BC to 
the reign of Nero. Both in the Ptolemaic and in the early Roman period, these 
officials could remain in their post for decades. 155 At Oxyrhynchus, Eutychides 

and Theon were the 'tOn:oypCXflflCX't£tc; KCXt KCDflOYPCXflflCX't£tc; in AD 19/20, 
while in AD 64/65 and 72/73 the post was held by Apollophanes and 
Diogenes. 156 In the middle of the first century AD, the 'tOn:oypCXflflCX't£tc; KCXt 
KCDflOYPCXflflCX'tcic; were renamed ypCXflflCX'tcic; n:6A-cwc; in the metropoleis, 
and by this time the posts were a liturgy. Apollophanes and Diogenes are last at
tested as 'tOn:oypCXflflCX'tcic; KCXt KCDflOYPCXflflCX'tctc; of Oxyrhynchus in AD 
72173, and first as ypCXflflCX't£tc; n:6A-cwc; in AD 7 4. 157 It is however not guar
anteed that the appearance of a new title in a document signals a contemporary 
change, or a change that took place simultaneously throughout Egypt. 
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THE PRESBYTEROI 

In the Ptolemaic period the most important intermediary institution between 
nome officials and villagers were the boards of 'elders,' the n:pEcrj3mEpot, who 
dealt with agricultural and irrigation matters, such as the works at the canals, the 
harvest and the storage of the crops, and the collection of rents from the public 
farmers. In the late Ptolemaic period the village elders seem to have gradually be
come the channels and the guarantors of the payments the state exacted from the 
community of the village. This continued in the Roman period, when, accord
ing to Tomsin's interpretation, from guarantors of the villagers the elders became 
agents of the fisc. 158 Tomsin also suggested that in the Roman period age ceased 
to be a necessary requirement for presbyteroi, who came to be selected from 
among the wealthiest villagers; but this may have been the case in the late 
Ptolemaic period too. 159 The presbyteroi seem to have had no fixed term of office 
and could serve from two to four years, until the office became annual and litur
gical at some point in the first century AD. 

According to Tomsin, in the Ptolemaic period the presbyteroi acted on a 
local basis, and had little contact with the government. After the second cen
tury BC their interaction with the authorities increased, also because of the 
introduction of the principle of collective responsibility of the community for 
fiscal deficits, and in the Roman period they became the official authorities of 
the village, with the twofold role of tax collectors and police. 160 Indeed, it is 
possible that in the Roman period the village elders were subject to a stricter 
control on the part of the state, but overall it is likely that this local institu
tion remained relatively unchanged. Tomsin also assumed that all the occur
rences of presbyteroi referred to village elders, including the n:pEO"j3U'tEpot 
811!-LOO"tCDV yEwpywv. However, the term presbyteroi may have simply indi
cated the representatives of any community, of farmers, villagers, or priests. 
Similarly, the TjyOUj.lEVOt, supervisors of the presbyteroi, are documented in 
connection with farmers, priests, villagers, or other local communities, such 
as the Jewish communities. 161 

THE POLICE SYSTEM 

Although the majority of the documentary sources relating to the police system 
in the Roman period come from the second century AD, it has been suggested 
that it was Augustus who abolished the police force of the Ptolemies, the village 
¢uA.aKt 'tat, and replaced them with a system of stationes garrisoned by Roman 
army units, under the command of centurions. 162 Under Augustus one may find 
soldiers and centurions escorting tax collectors, supervising the grain boats down 
the Nile (n:O'tCXj.lO<j)UACXKEt;) or the imperial quarries in the Eastern deserr. 163 
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The chief of police in the Ptolemaic period was the £:m<J"CCC"CT]c; ¢uA-cxK
t "CWV, or the apx:,t¢UACXKl 'tT]c;, to whom people addressed petitions against 
robberies and violent assaults, requesting the intervention of policemen. 
Under Augustus, both titles continue to occur in documents. 164 In the 
Herakleopolite, Athenodoros seems to have been epistates at least from 15 to 
3/2 BC. 165 It seems also that he was not the only epistates of the nome, but 

had colleagues, presumably in other villages. 166 

From a certain point in Augustus' reign we find £:mcr'tci"Ccxt ¢uA-cxK
t "CWV with Roman names, who were probably soldiers of the Roman army. 
The precise date of this change cannot be established. It is likely that it took 
place in different years for different nomes. In the Arsinoite, it must have 
taken place before 4 BC, when we find mentions of various Roman-named 
epistatai in different administrative divisions. In 4 BC Cordus and C. Julius [ . 
. . . ]os replaced a certain Solon; in AD 13 we find a certain Quintus Pacillius 
Euxinus, and an Alkibiades occurs in the Arsinoite, in AD 5. 167 

The characteristics of the office of the epistates may be seen in more de
tail from the more abundant documentation of the reign ofTiberius, espe
cially from a group of petitions from Euhemeria that were published in P.Ryl. 
II. In the years AD 28-30 the epistates of Euhemeria was Sarapion. In AD 
31132 the post was taken over by Athenodoros, who was succeeded in AD 
34-36 by C. Errius or Arrius Priscus. Athenodoros was again epistates in AD 
38, while in AD 39/40 we find C. Julius Pholos. In AD 42, a certain Tiberius 
Claudius Philoxenos was strategos and epistates. 168 These documents show 
that under Tiberi us the epistates had (at least at Euhemeria, but probably also 
elsewhere) a fairly regular term of office of three years. It remains unclear 
whether there was only one epistates for the nome, or whether there could be 
several in different villages. This might have changed according to area. 

Both in the Ptolemaic and in the Roman periods, the epistatai had 
under their orders troops of policemen called £¢o8ot, commanded by an 
apx:,£¢o8oc;, who carried out tasks, such as protecting goods and tax-grain 
convoys. 169 Other police tasks were performed by the paramilitary body of 
the flCXX,CXtpo¢6pot or 'sword-bearers.' The machairophoroi are documented 
from the third century BC and throughout the Roman period. In the 
Augustan archive of Athenodoros, we find machairophoroi guarding the sow
ing and the transport of grain along the Nile, escorting officials, and carrying 
letters and dispatches from one official to another. 170 In the Ptolemaic period, 
the machairophoroi were associated in cruvo8ot (cf BGUIV 1190171), while 
under Augustus it seems that these colleges were suppressed. 172 

In the early first century AD, the competence of the epistates came to 
overlap with that of the centurion, called in the papyri EKCX"COV'tcipx:, T]c; or, less 
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often, with a transliteration from the Latin, KEV'"COUptCDV. From the Augustan 
period the centurion played a significant role in the security service during the 
conventus of the prefect, as is the case of the centurion Lucretius in the docu
ments from the archive of Satabous.l 73 From the reign ofTiberius onwards, 
one begins to find petitions addressed to the centurion rather than to the epis
tates phylakiton. 174 It is worth remembering that, from some time in the 
Augustan period, the epistates phylakiton was an officer of the Roman army, as 
was the centurion, and thus the difference between the two officials perhaps 
was not substantial: both were Roman army officers, except that the epistates 
continued to hold his Ptolemaic, old-fashioned title. After AD 42, however, 
evidence for the epistates phylakiton is lacking. 

CONCLUSION 

The documents surveyed in this chapter support the general argument that in 
Egypt, as in any other imperial province, there was an administrative super
structure made up of a governor and military and civil officials imported from 
outside Egypt, and an infrastructure of town and village governments that 
Rome entrusted to officials from the Alexandrian or the local aristocracy. The 
financial administration in Egypt, as in other imperial provinces, was en
trusted to an imperial legate and a network of equestrian procurators and 
freedmen. The imperial freedmen and slaves moved freely around the 
province and presumably to and from Italy, managing the emperor's public 
and private business. 175 The prefect of Egypt, like other provincial governors, 
exercised the full range of military, administrative and judicial administration, 
and was aided by a staff of civil and military legates, tribunes, centurions, and 
commanders of auxiliary units. After the prefect, the highest officials were the 
dikaiodotes, the idios logos, the epistrategoi, and probably the dioiketes, all 
Roman citizens of equestrian rank. 176 Augustus preserved some civic officials 
of Alexandria, such as the archidikastes, the hypomnematographos, and the ex
egetes. From the late Ptolemaic period, these officials extended their sphere of 
competence beyond the boundaries of the city, so that the distinction between 
city and state officials became blurred; Augustus maintained this flexibility 
and perhaps increased it. It is also possible that he introduced in other 
provinces officials modelled on those that he found in Alexandria. 

As was the case in other eastern provinces that had formerly been 
Hellenistic kingdoms, in Egypt too the Roman conquest preserved the old 
subdivisions of the territory, such as the organisation in epistrategies, nomes, 
toparchies, and villages. 177 It is remarkable that, after the conquest, Augustus 
did not remove the old generation of officials at various levels, but continued 
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to use them. It is possible, though unprovable, that the revolt of the Thebaid 
induced him to a more drastic break with the past. 178 But even if Augustus 
preserved the traditional forms of the nome administration, as it would have 
been counterproductive and ultimately impossible to do differently, he intro
duced a substantial change in that he filled the most important administrative 
and police positions with Alexandrian or Roman citizens. 179 

The documents strongly suggest that there was no complete uniformity 
throughout Egypt, but that there were variations according to geographical 
area. The commonly accepted view is that the transition to Roman rule 
brought a higher degree of uniformity, and this may indeed be true. However, 
this assumption should be taken with caution: where the evidence allows for 
a comparison, it seems that most regional variations continued at least until 
the reign ofTiberius. 
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Chapter Five 

The Roman Conquest, Law and the 
Administration of Justice 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the Roman Republican period local communities in the area subordi
nate to Rome, in Italy and in the provinces, had their own systems of jurisdic
tion and law. In Sicily (the first region to become a Roman province in 227 
BC) the lex Rupilia of 132 BC created a clear system of demarcation between 
Sicilian and Roman legal competences and judges. 1 In many other provinces, 
on the contrary, the boundaries between Roman law and pre-existing local 
legal practices were blurred, and it may have been up to the provincial gover
nor to refer a particular case either to local judicial authorities or to Roman 
courts. This is the case in an inscription from Spain, the Tabula Contrebiensis, 
which records a dispute over lands and water supply between different local 
peoples in 87 BC; this dispute was first dealt with by the Roman governor ac
cording to Roman law, but was then referred to the local senate of Contrebia 
for judicial decision.2 

The problem of the overlapping of different legal systems became more 
significant with the acquisition of eastern provinces full of Greek cities that 
followed Hellenistic customs. In these cities Rome often recognised local ju
risdiction in a more or less formal way, and allowed it to continue alongside 
forms of Roman law. Even in Italy, and even in the early imperial period, 
Latin municipia often continued to follow local rather than Roman legal prac
tices; similarly, in peregrine communities in the provinces local systems oflaw 
were tolerated rather than suppressed by the advent of Roman law. Persistence 
of Greek law in Roman provinces before AD 200 is documented in Syria, 
Bithynia and other Greek provinces of Asia Minor, in Greece and even in 
Italy. A remarkable example of integration of different legal systems is the 
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archive ofBabatha-aJewish woman who fled to a cave by the Dead Sea dur
ing the Bar-Kochba revolt in AD 132-135-in which Roman legal proce
dures appear together with Hellenised-Nabataean and Jewish law. Forms of 
Jewish private law, such as marriage law, were tolerated as late as in the 
Byzantine period. 3 

The relationship between Roman and local laws and jurisdiction was 
probably one of compromise until AD 212, when Caracalla's Constitutio 
Antoniniana granted Roman citizenship to all the free population of the 
provinces, and thus made Roman law effectively the only legal system valid 
throughout the empire. However, to what extent Roman law influenced the life 
of provincials before AD 212 is still unclear. In any region, the Roman conquest 
must have carried some radical changes: in any Roman province the highest au
thority was the provincial governor, who had the ius gladii, i.e. the right of con
demning one to death, and the supreme legal authority became the emperor, to 

whom everyone, at least in theory, could appeal for all matters. 
The introduction of Roman law in a province may not have suppressed 

the existing legal practices, though in certain legal situations such as sales, 
leases or other private contracts, provincials may have found Roman legal 
practice more attractive than their local customs, and may have chosen to 
refer to Roman judges. In conclusion, in some contexts Roman law may have 
been adapted to specific local needs, while in others local practice may have 
been continued.4 

In a recent study on the role of women and law in late antiquity, Arjava 
has suggested that the Roman administration in the provinces did not mind 
continuing local legal customs, especially when these customs were in line 
with the existing Roman laws. In fact it is possible that, in many areas oflife, 
provincial customs and Roman law were so similar that they could be assim
ilated without great efforts on the part of the provincial administration and of 
the population. To what extent the common people were aware of the type of 
law they were using is unknown; Arjava suggested that, as is the case nowa
days, the majority did not know the technicalities of either Roman law or 
their traditional legal customs, but were aware of what was needed for their 
everyday life. 5 

This chapter tries to discover whether all these theories may be valid for 
the province of Egypt. In spite of the abundance of documents, many aspects 
of the legal systems of Egypt are still obscure. How far did Roman law influ
ence legal practice in Egypt, and how far did the existing Egyptian and 
Hellenistic legal customs influence in turn Roman law? Was the introduction 
of Roman law a gradual process, and, if so, were the first steps of this process 
visible as early as in the Augustan period? 
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The main obstacle to any research in this field is our very limited knowl
edge of the precise features of Roman law and Roman jurisdiction as such, both 
under Augustus and in the first century AD in general. What we know about 
Roman law comes mainly from late antique Roman legal sources such as the 
Digest, a selection of laws of the classical period compiled under Justinian, and 
purged of all the laws that were not in accordance with that emperor's policies. 
One may wonder whether it is legitimate to compare late-antique legal sources 
with documents written in Egypt in the early Roman period, and whether such 
a comparison may be used to form hypotheses about the law enforced in Egypt 
under Augustus. In my view, since we have to exploit all sources at our disposal, 
the comparative exercise is both necessary and useful; however, one should be 
cautious not to assume that all that we find in the Digest was applicable to all 
the provinces and throughout the Roman period. 

This chapter begins by looking at the legal systems that coexisted in 
Egypt; it first examines the Ptolemaic and Egyptian legal customs that sur
vived into the Roman period, and then looks at the evidence for Roman law 
in Egypt in the early imperial period. The second part of this chapter tries to 
identifY and analyse the continuities with the Ptolemaic past and the changes 
that the Roman conquest brought in the area of the administration of justice. 

THE INTRODUCTION OF ROMAN LAW IN EGYPT: 
THE STATUS QUAESTIONIS 

It is probable that Roman law applied to the Roman citizens who moved to a 
province as immigrants, in the first place to Roman soldiers and veterans, or 
to Egyptians who acquired Roman citizenship, and that it may have been used 
in those cases where both Roman citizens and provincials were involved. In 
Egypt, Roman law should have made its appearance with the first settlements 
of Roman legions and veterans after the campaigns of Gabinius and Julius 
Caesar in the 50s and 40s BC, even before the formal annexation of 30 BC. 
Unfortunately, the dearth of documentary evidence from this period does not 
help to prove this hypothesis. 

It is likely that Roman law followed the increasing number of Roman 
citizens who emigrated to Alexandria after the Roman conquest. However, to 
assume that Roman law was imposed en bloc in 30 BC is almost certainly mis
leading, as there is no evidence that any unitary Roman provincial legislation 
or any imperial scheme, called either lex provinciae or edictum provinciale, 

were uniformly applied to Egypt nor, probably, to other provinces. On the 
contrary, it seems that the prefects of Egypt promulgated different laws at dif
ferent times, in order to respond to specific problems and needs. 
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The prefects' edicts concerned matters such as the periodical censuses 
and registrations of property. The main source for prefectural edicts were in
structions (EV'tOA<Xl or mandata) coming directly from the emperor; proba
bly the edicts were issued first in Latin and then translated into Greek by the 
prefect's staff; publication took place through the nome strategos and his sec
retaries, who affixed the edicts in the most visible place in the nome capitals, 
where they remained for one to three months. It is worth noting that, in a 
manner similar to all other Roman laws, the edicts of a prefect did not lose 
their validity after the end of his term of office, but could be quoted by sub
sequent prefects as well. 6 

A major problem in any investigation of the legal system of Augustan 
Egypt is the fact that there is almost no evidence for official provincial regu
lations under Augustus. The only official source of law preserved from that 
period is the Gnomon of the Idios Logos (BGUV 121 0), a legal code of instruc
tions that originated from Augustus, but has survived in later copies includ
ing additions and corrections by subsequent administrators and prefects. The 
prologue of the Gnomon (ll. 3f) explicitly quotes Roman senatus consulta as 
legal sources valid also in Egypt, and some articles, especially those on the 
rights of marriage, inheritance and manumission, seem to mirror specific 
Roman laws; the problem is that the traces of Roman law in the Gnomon may 
refer to post-Augustan legislation, and thus may not be used to investigate the 
legal system used in Egypt immediately after the formal annexation to Rome. 7 

The earlier generation of scholars (e.g. Taubenschlag and Wolff) be
lieved that the influence of Roman law in Egypt was superficial, at least until 
the extension of citizen rights to provincials with Caracalla's Constitutio 
Antoniniana of AD 212, or even until the end of the Byzantine period. The 
common view was that in the first two centuries AD Roman law applied only 
to Roman citizens, and that Rome did not try to impose new laws on provin
cials, who continued to use their existing legal systems, although some degree 
of interplay between Roman law and local practice existed in the case of those 
people who were born peregrini, but became Roman citizens at a later stage in 
their life, such as locals recruited in the Roman army. 8 Modrzejewski sug
gested that the Roman influence on law and judicial business was a gradual 
process which spread over the first two centuries of Roman rule, that Roman 
law followed the Roman citizens and soldiers who settled in a province, and 
overlapped with previous legal practices without eradicating them; but never
theless, he thought that the papyri begin to reflect Roman law closely only 
after the extension of Roman citizenship to all provincials with the Constitutio 
Antoniniana of AD 212.9 
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According to Arnelotti there was a substantial continuation of earlier 
royal legal norms in Roman Egypt; he cited as evidence the references to 
Ptolemaic regulations in documents of the Roman period, and quoted as par
allels the continuation of the Lex Hieronica in Sicily and the continuation of 
Hellenistic norms on customs dues in Asia documented by the Monumentum 

Ephesenum. 10 On the other hand Lewis and, later, Rathbone and Bowman 
embraced the view that the introduction of Roman law was one of the most 
important changes that occurred after the annexation of a region as a Roman 
province, and thought that this change applied to the province of Egypt as 
well: the introduction of Roman law was a gradual process that did not auto
matically obliterate the old legal traditions but overlapped with them, as 
Roman law may have applied first to those with privileged status. 11 In con
clusion, there was a continuum of legal institutions, which were applied in 
different forms according to the people's different social and legal classifica
tion. I now turn to test these theories against the evidence of the papyri. 

THE SURVIVAL OF EGYPTIAN AND PTOLEMAIC LEGAL 
PRACTICES IN ROMAN EGYPT 

The documents suggest that Egyptian legal procedures persisted even when 
they were different from those standard in Roman law, which indicates that 
the Roman conquest suppressed neither the Egyptian laws nor the Greek
Hellenistic laws that coexisted under Ptolemaic rule. Contracts were written 
according to a Greek-Egyptian form and followed the local tradition, espe
cially in marriages, inheritances, and other matters of private law. A signifi
cant element of continuity was that legal suits continued to be, as in the 
Ptolemaic period, in the form of petitions to the authorities requesting the 
summons of the opponent. Rome also allowed the Egyptians to continue 
practices such as the marriage between brothers and sisters, which was alien 
to the Roman tradition and mentality. 

Meleze-Modrzejewski thought that the status of the Egyptian inhabi
tants of the chora was inferior even to that of provincials or peregrini, and that, 
for this reason, their legal practices, although tolerated, had no legal value be
fore the Roman authorities. Thus, according to Modrzejewski, in Roman 
Egypt local rights survived as customs but were not recognised as law, and 
must be grouped under the heading de focto rather than de iure. He thought 
that Egyptian and Greek legal practices persisted above all in the field of pri
vate law, while in public law and in the administration of justice the break 
with the past was clear, and Roman law predominated. 12 
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According to Modrzejewski, there are three areas where the survival of 
earlier legal practices in Roman Egypt may be seen: I) the relics of Ptolemaic 
royal legislation; 2) the local legal practices of the Egyptian inhabitants of the 
chora; 3) the laws of the Greek cities of Egypt. 

As regards the first point, a survey of the documents done recently by 
Amelotti and Migliardi has shown that Ptolemaic royal decrees continued to 
be evoked as valid sources oflaw as late as under Hadrian. 13 Article 37 of the 
Gnomon of the Idios Logos mentions explicitly the n:pocr'tcXYJ.l<X't<X l3acrtA.£wv 
as a source oflaw that had the same validity as the edicts of the prefects. In his 
letter to the Alexandrians14, the emperor Claudius referred to regulations in
troduced by the Ptolemaic kings that were still valid in his day. The contract 
ofloan BGUIV 1118.21 cites Ptolemaic edicts, regulations and ancient cus

toms (n:pOO"'tcXYJ.l<X't<X, OtaypcXJ.lJ.l<X't<X and£~ CxPXll~ £8tO"J.lOl) as still valid 
in 22 BC. Royal ordinances were often evoked in cessions of katoikic land; 
this may be the case of the n:aA.atov n:p6cr't<XYJ.l<X concerning the forced lease 
ofland, which was cited as late as under Hadrian. 15 Another example of the 
continuity of Ptolemaic (or even Pharaonic) regulations into the Roman pe
riod concerns Egyptian priests and temples. A n:p6cr't<XYJ.l<X of an unspecified 
king Ptolemy on the fiscal privileges of priests is cited as still valid in a docu
ment of AD 122/123. 16 A document of AD 160 preserves the proceedings of 
a hearing of the city council of Ptolemais, which had to appoint some priests 
at the Koptos temple. The city council cited previous decisions regarding this 
matter, among which there was the verdict of Julius Lysimachos, the Idios 
Logos in AD 69/70, which in turn recalled n:pocr'tcXYJ.l<X't<X of the Ptolemaic 
kings and previous decisions of the prefects. 17 Interestingly, as late as in the 
third century AD somebody copied on the back of a petition about minors a 
letter of Ptolemy II Philadelphos to the military authorities and cavalrymen, 
TJYEJ.l6VE~ and i n:n:Et~, settled in Herakleopolis and in the villages of the 
Herakleopolite nome. It has been hypothesised that this document included 
regulations concerning katoikic land, but nobody has managed to explain the 
purpose of copying a 500-year old regulation. 18 

Some documents, which one could consider as early evidence of the ap
plication of Roman law in Egypt, might also be used conversely, to argue that 
Egyptian legal practices were assimilated to the Roman legal system. 
P.Wash. Univ. II 77 of 21 BC, for instance, is a petition to the basilikos gram
mateus from Phanias son of Sarapion, katoikos and public farmer, who com
plained that the (imperial?) slave Hilarion had ruined some crops by driving 
sheep on to the royal land. Phanias wanted Hilarion to compensate for the 
damage and pay the impost on land as well. It is worth noting that the legal 
action in this document resembles the actio de pastu de pauperie et de arboribus 
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caesis that is documented in late-antique legal sources. 19 Similarly, in P.Koln 
III 147, a J.ltcr8on:paota (lease/sale) of a ship of the Augustan period, the 
norms for the restitution of money in case of shipwreck, damage, or violent 
assault to the ship are equivalent to the vis tempestatis, incursus hostium, 
nauftagio aut per vim piratarum referred to in the Digest. 20 

Only one Augustan document, BGU IV 1148.17, refers to the V6J.lOl 
1:1lc; x:,cbpac;, a general phrase which probably indicated the local legal prac
tices of Egyptians in the chora. These practices seem to have been tolerated 
within the Roman legal system, and it is likely that the Egyptian legal customs 
were never suppressed by any official authority, but survived in a latent form 
until its revival in Coptic documents.21 The survival of Egyptian legal culture 
may be connected with the survival of the Egyptian language. It was assumed 
that the prevalence of the Greek language as the language of Roman admin
istration resulted in the gradual demise of the use of Demotic documents, and 
in the increasing demand for Greek translations for administrative and legal 
purposes. A survey of the evidence suggests that Greek translations from 
Demotic were required by the Roman administration, but nevertheless, the 
Egyptian language continued on an unofficial level throughout the Roman 
period.22 

Under Augustus also the Greek cities of Egypt (Alexandria, Naukratis and 
Ptolemais) probably continued to use their own legal systems, as was the case 
with other cities in the Hellenistic Near East. The right of all these Greek cities 
may have been a combination of Hellenistic regulations and new regulations 
imposed by Rome. It is plausible that, as Modrzejewski suggested, during the 
reign of Augustus the Greek cities of Egypt may have ceased to produce new 
laws, and that civic legal bodies such as the Alexandrian tribunals were sup
pressed or gradually fell into disuse under Augustus or Tiberius.23 

EVIDENCE FOR THE APPLICATION OF 
ROMAN LAWS IN AUGUSTAN EGYPT 

Some references to legal provisions by Augustus may be found in post-Augustan 
documents. The edict ofTiberius Julius Alexander of AD 68 cites a measure of 
Augustus that forbade imprisonment for private debts, and confined it to 
debtors to the state.24 The edict (11. 25f) also says that Augustus imported in 
Egypt the principle of the n:pCD'"COn:pa~ta, which secured the wife's dowry on 
the husbands' property against any fiscal claim. In these cases, it seems dear that 
Augustus did not continue earlier regulations, but introduced something new.25 

At first sight, it seems that the legal practices concerning the guardian
ship of women continued from Ptolemaic to Roman Egypt in both form and 
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substance with no significant change. According to both Ptolemaic practice 
and Roman law, women required a guardian for private transactions such as 
transfers of landed property or wills; the influence of Roman law is clear in a 
document of the second century AD which specifies that a guardian has been 
appointed 'according to Roman law.' 26 At the same time Ptolemaic practice 
continued in some degree: in fact, the phrase 'acting without a guardian' re
curs in transactions where Roman law would not have required this, and 
guardians continued to be recorded according to Ptolemaic practice also in 
petitions to official authorities. 27 These inconsistencies may be explained by 
hypothesising that the Roman tutela muliebrum and the Ptolemaic legislation 
concerning guardianship of women were similar to the point that they could 
be assimilated without dramatic changes. 

This pattern of assimilation may have applied not only to tutela, but also 
to other sectors of law. There is evidence that the ius trium liberorum, the 
Augustan law that permitted women with three children to act without a 
guardian, was known in the provinces from at least the second century AD, 
and possibly also before. There were cases, however, in which Roman law and 
Egyptian legal practice differed, such as the norms concerning divorce and the 
remarriage of widows; Augustus' legislation favoured remarriage, while 
Egyptian census records (and also evidence from other provinces) show that 
most widows did not remarry, probably in order to keep all the property.28 

It is unclear to what extent people were aware when they used Roman 
law or their inherited baggage oflegal customs. It is possible that, on some oc
casions, people had to employ Roman legal terminology (either in Latin or 
translated into Greek), while in other cases they could use the terminology 
that derived from the Ptolemaic background.29 

It is also notable that the evidence for legal practice in the papyri often dis
agrees with what we know about Roman law from the late antique legal sources. 
In SB XIV 11624 (= ChLA XXVII 840) of AD 7, written in Greek and sub
scribed in Latin, Ruphio, the slave of a certain C. Vibidius, requests the 
Alexandrian Diogenides to invalidate any document in the hands of his con
servus Haemon, and this seems to contradict the fact that in Roman law slaves 
had no juridical autonomy. However, we know that in the Roman practice of 
institores a slave could be given a temporary independence to carry out business 
on behalf of his master. 30 Although this is an isolated case, it may suggest that 
from the papyri one could get a representation of Roman legal practice in Egypt 
in the first century AD more accurate than the picture that we may reconstruct 
retroactively from the legal sources of the Justinianic period. Unfortunately, this 
task is made difficult by the scarcity of early Roman papyri dealing explicitly 
with law. 
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From the Ptolemaic period, the administrators of the nome, e.g. the no march and 
the strategos, heard cases of complaints and received petitions, including those 
originally addressed to the higher authorities. It is probably misleading to say that 
these administrators had any 'judicial power' delegated by the king or by the 
Roman prefect: it is probable that the local bureaucracy simply applied adminis
trative or legal decisions, as was required by specific cases. In both Ptolemaic and 
Roman Egypt, therefore, justice was closely bound to the administration, so that 
it is often difficult to draw a line between the two.31 In any case, people had the 
possibility of appealing to the higher, specifically judicial, authorities. 

In the Ptolemaic period, the administration of justice was organised ac
cording to language and social status. Those with the status of 'Egyptian' op
erated under Egyptian law, in the Egyptian language and with native judges 
called A<XOKpt 't<Xl, while those with the status of 'Greek' were judged by 
Greek-style courts, the 8t K<X<J'tllPl<X and Kpl 'tllPl<X that operated in 
Alexandria, in the Greek cities or in the nome capitals. At Alexandria there 
were also the royal courts of XPll!-L<X'tl<J't<Xl, each composed of three members 
and one t'tcr<XyCDyEuc;. It is unknown what linked the royal courts of the chre

matistai and the city courts in Alexandria and the other Greek cities; accord
ing to Fraser, the chrematistai were 'Greek colleges of magistrates holding 
delegated responsibility' and covering all legal actions that were out of the ju
risdiction of the Alexandrian tribunals. 32 At the head of the judicial system of 
Alexandria and Egypt there was the apxt8t K<X<J'tllc; or chief judge, who 
resided in Alexandria and reported directly to the king. In general, it is plau
sible that the jurisdiction in the Greek cities of Egypt corresponded in general 
to its counterpart in the Greek cities outside Egypt. 

In the past thirty years scholars have embraced the view that Roman rule 
brought to judicial practice substantial innovations. 33 The higher administra
tion of justice was taken over by new officials, the prefect and the 
8tKmo86'tT]c; or iuridicus. The supreme judicial power was held by the pre
fect, who was subject to the possibility of appeal to the emperor only. The pre
fect administered justice together with other affairs in his itinerant court of 
assize, the conventus, which was called significantly 8t<XAOYl<Jj.lOc; K<Xl 
8tK<Xto8ocrt<X, 'revision of the accounts and administration of justice,' during 
which he and his staff heard complaints and responded to petitions that were 
brought to them in separate groups by the officials of each nome. The insti
tution of the conventus was clearly a Roman novelty, which had parallels in 
other provinces, and continued throughout the Roman period. 34 
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Lewis believed that Augustus reformed the college of the X,PTJ!lCC"Ct<J"CCXl 

by reducing its members from three to two, although it is possible that this 
change took place in the late Ptolemaic period. 35It seems also that the Roman 
administration suppressed the native courts of laokritai and instituted a 
unique judicial system in Greek; still, it is possible that the laokritai had al
ready fallen into disuse in the late Ptolemaic period. 36 Evidence shows that 
the Alexandrian tribunals continued to function for a certain period of time 
in the reign of Augustus, and that Alexandrian citizens continued to have a 
privileged treatment in matters of justice, as was the case under the Ptolemies. 
Besides, all the judicial bodies and tribunals that were taken over from the 
Ptolemaic period were subject to the over-riding judicial powers of Roman 
courts, of the prefect, and ultimately of the emperor. 37 

Some administrative change seems to have affected the style of the record 
of legal proceedings, which from the first century AD were written in direct 
speech or oratio recta. 38 This change may have been connected with the devel
opment in Augustan Rome of a system of Latin shorthand writing, the notae 
tironianae, which were allegedly invented by Maecenas through his freedman 
Aquila and were perfected by another freedman, Tiro.39 It is possible that this 
system derived from an earlier system of Greek shorthand, but even if it did not, 
it spread very soon to the Greek-speaking provinces.40 The latest known occur
rence of oratio obliqua seems to be P.Ryl I 65 of 67 BC, and the earliest dated 
example of the protocol style in oratio recta may be P.Oxy. I 37 of AD 49, the 
proceedings of a trial involving the Oxyrhynchite weaver Tryphon and his wife 
Saraeus.41 One may add to the evidence for oratio recta P.Ryl II 270 (descr.), a 
fragment of a 't6!loc; cruyKOAATJCH!lOc; of uncertain date in the first century 
AD, in which Tyrannus and Pythoklides feature as speakers in legal proceedings. 
P.Oxy. XXV 2435 recto, of the early first century AD, contains instances of di
rect speech in proceedings as well; however the editors suggested that these may 
be fictitious proceedings belonging to the genre of the Acta Alexandrinorum, 
and thus a literary piece, not a 'document.' 

It is more problematic to identifY and describe the characteristics of the 
judicial system at lower levels, where there probably was a mixture of Egyptian 
and Greek legal practices, Roman criminal and private law, and where in addi
tion the provenance and language of the officials were diverse. From the prefect 
down to the epistrategos, the administrators were Romans and were presumably 
skilled in Roman jurisdiction, while from the level of the nome downwards it is 
likely that the old Graeco-Egyptian legal practices prevailed.42 

In Egypt it seems that the old system of petition and response continued 
to be the principal form by which people could seek the help of official authori

ties against violent attacks. In papyri of the Augustan period, people addressed 
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petitions to the dioiketes of the nome requesting that he send machairophoroi, as 
was the case in the Ptolemaic period. Both in the Ptolemaic and in the Roman 
period petitions against violent attacks were often addressed to the epistates phy
lakiton, the chief of the police in the nome. A group of petitions from Euhemeria 
in the Arsinoite show that the epistatai begin having Roman names from the 
reign ofTiberius; in a document of either 13/12 BC or AD 31132, a list of peo
ple condemned for murder and violent attack, a certain Cornelius features as an 
official of importance.43 In Chapter 4 it was argued that, at the end of the reign 
of Augustus or at the beginning of that ofTiberius, the post of chief of the po
lice was entrusted to officers of the Roman army. Naturally, it is not guaranteed 
that what was true of the Arsinoite nome was true of the whole province; how
ever, it seems that a high number of Roman soldiers, centurions and other offi
cers of the Roman army dealt with justice and punishments throughout Egypt 
from very early in the Roman period. It must be noted that often the officers we 
think of as 'Roman' were local people, native speakers of Greek and/ or Egyptian, 
who took up a new Roman name and 'identity' once recruited into the imperial 
army. Obviously, these people's social, fiscal and legal status changed too. 

To sum up, the documents seem to indicate that in Egypt the Roman ad
ministration brought substantial changes to the administration of justice. The 
supreme authority became the emperor in Rome, while at Alexandria the high
est judicial authorities were the prefect, the iuridicus and their annual conventus. 
It is possible that, also at local level, the administration of justice became increas
ingly Roman: in Egypt as well as in other provinces the old institutions that ad
ministered justice first operated next to the imperial jurisdiction and, at a certain 
point, fell into disuse. If the petitions to the chief of police ofEuhemeria are rep
resentative of a larger trend, one may hypothesise that a step towards the 
Romanization of the judicial system in the nome capitals and in the villages was 
taken at the end of the reign of Augustus or at the beginning of that ofTiberius. 
Naturally, however, this process may have had a different pace in different places, 
and may have affected some sectors of jurisdiction before others. The petitions 
from Euhemeria suggest that Roman officers were first introduced at local level 
in order to deal with the repression of violence and the policing of the nomes. 
This may support Galsterer's view that the change from local practices to a more 
uniform imperial jurisdiction may have taken place 'first in the provinces then in 
Italy and finally in Rome, first in criminal justice then in civil jurisdiction.'44 

CONCLUSION 

At first sight the evidence for Egyptian and Hellenistic judicial practice and 
law in the documents from early Roman Egypt lends support to the old view 
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that Egypt was a peculiar country with millenary traditions and a three-cen
turies old Greek legal system, which Augustus neither could nor needed to 
suppress. However, to argue that the Roman conquest did not bring in any 
changes to law and justice would be profoundly misleading. In the first place, 
the fact that some local practices persist in the Roman period does not mean 
that all local practices were passively accepted by the Roman government: 
even when Ptolemaic regulations apparently continued, they may have been 
modified or may have served new purposes. Besides, the evidence for Roman 
law in Augustan Egypt may be scarce, but is present. The Roman conquest in
troduced changes in public and private law-criminal law is an area that 
awaits proper investigation for any province-and in the administration of 
justice, which was entrusted to new officials with Roman background, such 
as the prefect, the iuridicus and the other officials travelling around in their 
annual conventus. 

It is difficult to identifY and disentangle the concepts of Egyptian, 
Ptolemaic and Roman law, especially in the sphere of private law. The docu
ments show that under Augustus private contracts continued to be styled in 
an Egyptian form, and that this form was not immutable, but had undergone 
several gradual changes during the Ptolemaic period, and continued to change 
under Roman rule. 

The edict ofTiberius Julius Alexander and some Egyptian documents of 
the second century AD indicate that Augustus' legislation concerning inheri
tance, guardianship of women and dowry was applied to Egypt too, even be
fore the Constitutio Antoniniana extended Roman citizenship to the majority 
of provincials in AD 212. This means that, even before Caracalla, Roman law 
was applied not only to Roman citizens but also to some provincials. The 
other side of the coin is that peregrine legal practices were not suppressed, but 
were continued, above all when they reinforced existing trends in Roman law. 
Thus, in the eyes of the modern scholars, Ptolemaic legal practice becomes 
'Roman law' once Roman provincial governors took it over, modified it and 
recycled it in their own legislation; the papyri are an important source that can 
document this process, and only new evidence may help us to compare 
Roman law in the first century AD with Ptolemaic and Hellenistic law. 

The evidence from Egypt gives us an idea of what the process of assim
ilation between Roman law and local legal customs may have been, but this 
obviously does not mean that in all provinces the imposition of Roman law 
required the same amount of effort and had identical effects. It is plausible 
that in areas where an efficient legal system already existed the imposition of 
Roman law took the form of a relatively slow process in which certain tradi
tional norms were taken over and continued, while others gradually fell into 
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disuse. In the case of Egypt, it is difficult to establish exactly to what extent 
provincial customs 'vulgarised' Roman law, while it seems clear that, at least 
in certain cases, Roman law affected from the beginning the public and pri
vate life of all the population.45 

Whether one can apply the conclusions drawn from the Egyptian evi
dence to all the provinces is a vexed question. It is likely that, in spite of its pe
culiar history and culture, Egypt was similar to other Roman provinces, such 
as Syria or the Greek provinces of Asia Minor, where Hellenistic-style legal 
systems survived besides Roman law, and where local authorities may have de
cided which legal system to use according to specific factors, such as the sta
tus of the people involved. However, one must be cautious when comparing 
evidence from different places in the Roman empire, as legal practices may 
have changed from one region to another even within one province, and the 
changes themselves may have had a different pace in different areas. Besides, 
it is possible that, even if laws were in force, people might not have complied 
with them. 

It remains also open to what extent the common people had any knowl
edge of legal matters. In my view, we should not underestimate the ability of 
the Graeco-Egyptians to understand their own time. Although, naturally, 
people might have been ignorant of the technical details of the various legal 
systems that operated in Egypt, the average Graeco-Egyptian was probably 
perfectly aware that after (or even before) 30 BC the decisions in matters of 
law were no longer taken in Alexandria but that the centre of power was 
Rome. The presence of Roman soldiers, centurions, policemen, and the an
nual visits of the prefect and his conventus for the 'rendering of accounts and 
the administration of justice'46, an event for which all the local authorities 
were mobilised, must have made all the Graeco-Egyptian people, even the 
poorest and most illiterate in the villages, realise who the new rulers were. 
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Chapter Six 

The Administration of the Community: 
Municipalisation and Liturgies 

INTRODUCTION 

One of the most important changes that Roman rule imposed in the 
provinces, from Pompey to the Julio-Claudian emperors, was the promotion 
and increase of urbanisation. In his book on the Romanization of Anatolia, 
Mitchell has shown that Roman rule brought in a radical transformation of 
the political geography of Anatolia, by creating new cities organised accord
ing to the Greek model, so that a province became in essence a patchwork of 
cities and their neighbouring city territories. Behind the foundation of new 
cities lay the need of Rome to devolve much of the burden of provincial ad
ministration, and especially the collection of revenue and the provision of 
supplies and transport to armies and officials, to local communities; without 
the collaboration of local elites, in fact, it would have been impossible for the 
Roman personnel to meet all the demands of the provincial administration. 
According to Mitchell, among the Anatolian provinces only Cappadocia es
caped the network of city territories that Rome imposed to its neighbours, 
and continued to be administered through estates and domains, as it did 
when it was a kingdom. Cappadocia was annexed directly into the possession 
of the Roman emperor or the Roman people, and was governed by an eques
trian procurator, whose primary function was to collect and deliver revenues 
to Rome. 1 

Like Cappadocia, Egypt is commonly regarded as a province with little 
or no urbanization, because at the beginning of Roman rule it had only three 
Greek cities, Alexandria, Ptolemais Euergetis and the ancient Greek founda
tion ofNaukratis. The Roman rule in Egypt did not take the form of new city 
foundations, but promoted the urbanisation of the already-existing nome 
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capitals or !lTJ'tpon:6AEtc;. Under Roman rule these !lTJ'tpon:6AEtc; gradually 
became Graeco-Roman n:6AEtc; with Greek-style buildings and civic institu
tions, although they had no real political autonomy, as they were under im
perial control. Scholars called this process 'municipalisation,' as it resembles 
the creation of Latin municipia in Italy and other provinces of the empire. 

One aspect of this process was the creation of an organised system of 
compulsory or 'liturgical' services based on individual wealth, through which 
the wealthiest among the local elites were obliged to take up posts in the ad
ministration of their own communities. The liturgical system achieved its full 
development in the second century AD, while, in spite of the new evidence, 
the question when the first steps of this process took place has no straightfor
ward answer. This is also the case with the origin of the process of municipal
isation, which reached its climax in the third century AD. 2 As Mitchell 
pointed out, with reference to the search for the origins of Roman cities in 
Anatolia, 'the origins of any phenomenon will be something less well devel
oped and less immediately recognizable than its fully fledged successor.' 3 This 
chapter attempts to analyse the problem of the emergence of municipal and 
liturgical offices in the nome capitals of Egypt by re-examining the early 
Roman documents that may tell us something new on this matter. 

THE BEGINNING OF THE PROCESS OF MUNICIPALISATION 

In the Ptolemaic period, the administration of Alexandria and the other Greek 
cities in Egypt was distinct from the institutions of the villages in the chora: the 
Greek cities had civic institutions such as the l3ouA. fl, the 8fl11oc;, and the gymna
sium, and magistrates such as the gymnasiarch, the kosmetes and the exegetes. On 
the other hand, the chora was administered through a chain of state institutions, 
from the strategos to the village secretaries and so forth, and the nome metropoleis 
were a superior kind of village with no autonomous political status. Naukratis 
and Ptolemais probably continued to have their own boule and other civic insti
tutions throughout the Roman period. 4 Alexandria on the contrary did not have 
a boule, probably from the late Ptolemaic period. The so-called Boule-Papyrus in
forms us that an Alexandrian embassy asked Augustus to reintroduce the city 
council, claiming that it would prove useful to the Roman state, for instance by 
controlling access to the gymnasia! class through the £¢TJI3Et<X and preventing 
'uncultured people' from infiltrating in tax-exempt categories. Augustus however 
denied the request, fearing perhaps that the boule would furnish the occasion for 
rebellions against Rome. 5 The literary sources also report that Augustus barred 
Egyptians from enrolment in the Roman senate and forbade Roman senators to 
visit Egypt without permission-probably to counteract the senatorial tendency 
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to buy estates in the provinces and to prevent them to acquire too much politi
cal power in an already turbulent province. 6 

The dichotomy between Greek cities and nome metropoleis came to an 
end around AD 200, when Septimius Severus introduced city councils 
throughout Egypt, and thus completed the process of transformation of the 
Egyptian metropoleis into Greek poleis. 7 Bowman and Rathbone suggested 
that the Severan reforms were only the apex of a gradual process, whose first 
steps were taken under Augustus. They believed that during his reign the 
gymnasia gradually disappeared from the villages and became exclusively civic 
institutions. In the Ptolemaic period the gymnasium was the principal place 
in the Greek cities where Greeks used to meet and hold games and festivals, 
but gymnasia and gymnasiarchs existed in the villages of the chora as well, for 
the needs of the local Greek elite. Under Roman rule, on the other hand, the 
gymnasiarchy became a city office that was concerned with administration. 8 

Hagedorn has examined the early Roman evidence for the gymnasiarch, 
the kosmetes and the exegetes, both in the metropoleis and in the villages, and 
argued that the gymnasiarch started to play a role as a municipal official only 
from around the middle of the first century AD, while in the Augustan pe
riod there still were YUJ.lVaotapxm KWJ.lllt;, i.e., village gymnasiarchs with 
no real political role, as was the case under the Ptolemies. Some Augustan doc
uments indeed present the gymnasiarch as a village official. In BG U IV 
1188.2 of 15/14 BC, Kastor, the gymnasiarch of a village in the 
Herakleopolite, supports the public farmers against the strategos about the 
payment of taxes. In BGUIV 1189.2f of1 BC to AD 1, Antaios, gymnasiarch 
of the village of Bousiris, petitions the strategos about some dike works. In 
BGUIV 1201.13 of AD 2, the priests ofBousiris report damages to the tem
ple, and say that they were helped by the authorities of the village, i.e., the 
gymnasiarch and the village elders. P.Lond II 354.18f9 of7-4 BC refers to a 
certain Diodoros as one from the group of the £v 1:(1:> VOJ.l0 YEYU!l
vamapx 11K6't£t;. SB VI 9109.13 refers in AD 31 to some land formerly of a 
certain Sarapion which now belonged to a gymnasiarch named Tryphon; the 
document comes from Tebtunis, but this does not guarantee that the gym
nasiarch referred to was the gymnasiarch of the village. 10 

However, one finds gymnasiarchs in the metropoleis as well. An 
Augustan tax list from the Herakleopolite, BGUXVI 2577.203, mentions a 
YUJ.lV<Xcrtapxot; J.l11'tPOTC6A£CDt;. Often this post was held by the strategos 
himself In the documents of the archive of Isidoros of Psophthis of around 
AD 6, the strategos Tryphon is also the gymnasiarch, and P.Merton II 62 of 
roughly the same date was addressed to Sarapion, strategos and gymnasiarch. 11 

In Hagedorn's view, these documents indicate that strategoi could take up the 
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supervision of the local gymnasium as a collateral private matter. Thus, it 
would be wrong to interpret the presence of a gymnasiarch in the metropolis 
as a sign that it was becoming a city office. In fact, the office of gymnasiarch 
in the metropolis was a state office that encompassed the entire nome, but did 
not have a municipal, that is, a proper political role in the city. The change of 
the gymnasiarchy into a municipal office took place probably around the 
middle of the first century AD. 12 

Another gymnasia! official was the kosmetes, who supervised various 
events in the gymnasium, was responsible for training epheboi, and acquired 
a role in the epikrisis under Roman rule. The kosmetes is found in Alexandria 
and in the other Greek cities of Egypt. In the 60s AD, for instance, Philoxenos 
strategos of the Arsinoite, and Papiskos strategos of the Oxyrhynchite are ex
plicitly said to have been former kosmetai at Alexandria. 13 This office seems 
to have become a municipal office of the nome metropoleis towards the end of 
the first or the beginning of the second century AD. 

The office of the exegetes is found from the late Ptolemaic period both 
in the Greek cities and in the chora. Both in the Ptolemaic and in the Roman 
periods, the post was often combined with the strategia. In SB V 7787 ( = 
lFay. 13.35) of the first century BC, a certain Ptolemaios son of Achilleus is 
syngenes, strategos and exegetes of the Arsinoite nome, and in two documents 
of AD 39/40, the offices of strategos and exegetes in the Arsinoite seem to have 
been held simultaneously by C. Julius Asklas, a Roman citizen. 14 

Documents show that exegetai existed not only in the cities, but also in 
the metropoleis from which they presumably operated in the villages of the 
Egyptian chora. 15 According to Hagedorn, the early Roman exegetes-strategos 
residing in the metropolis controlled the nome not the city. Thus, it would be 
fundamentally misleading to think that the exegetes was a municipal office 
only because it is documented in metropoleis. The consensus is that this office 
became municipal around the 50s or the 60s AD. 16 

Further light may come from the analysis of the evolution of another 
municipal official, the ayopav6j.lOt; or supervisor of city markets. This offi
cial is documented in Alexandria and the other Greek cities of Egypt (and also 
in the cities of other Roman provinces) both in the Hellenistic and in the 
Roman periods. He controlled the prices, regulated weights and measures 
against cheating, and participated in the sale and emancipation of slaves. He 
presided over the ayopaVOj.lElOV, an office in which a variety of contracts (e. 
g. sale and transfer of houses, manumissions, testamentary transactions) were 
drawn up and deposited. l7 

In his survey of the evidence, Raschke pointed out that under Roman 
rule the number of known agoranomoi increased, the office became collegial 
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and was spread to the nome metropoleis. However, neither the spread of the 
agoranomoi in the metropoleis nor their collegiality may be regarded as a 
Roman phenomenon. In fact, a survey of the documents shows that agora

nomoi acting alone or in pairs in their offices may be found in metropoleis and 
villages from the Ptolemaic period. 18 Both the form of agoranomic contracts 
and the number and location of agoranomoi varied in different nomes. In the 
Oxyrhynchite, for instance, only the nome capital seems to have had an ago

ranomeion (as well as other notarial offices such as the grapheion and the 
mnemoneion), while in the Arsinoite and elsewhere we find agoranomeia in vil
lages as well. 19 

To sum up, the documents surveyed show that, from the Ptolemaic pe
riod, the gymnasiarch, kosmetes, exegetes and agoranomos existed not only in 
Greek cities, but also in the nome capitals and in the villages. It is likely that 
some villages (especially in richer nomes such as the Arsinoite) were developed 
enough to have their own institutions, while in other nomes (e.g. the 
Oxyrhynchite) it was traditional that the officials resided only in the metrop

olis. It is also possible that these officials travelled from the metropolis to the 
villages. 

It is likely that, as Hagedorn suggested, many offices became municipal 
between the 50s and the 70s of the first century AD.20 However, it was 
Augustus who first promoted the development of the nome capitals into 
Greek cities, by favouring the concentration of the Hellenised classes there. 
The privileged class of the 11 T]'tponoXi 't<Xl, who paid a reduced rate of poll tax, 
and the inner elite linked with the gymnasium played a central role in the ad
ministration of the nome capitals from the Augustan period. 21 Certainly, 
some metropoleis may have been important economic social and cultural cen
tres, and may have behaved like miniature poleis from the Ptolemaic period. 
But the substantial change that the advent of the Roman rule brought in was 
that the Egyptian metropoleis and their elites acquired a political role in the 
larger context of the empire. 22 

LITURGIES 

Compulsory services in the Greek cities and corvees in the Egyptian chora are 
documented from the Ptolemaic period. 23 These services did not disappear 
under Roman rule, but were taken over and expanded, so that, by the third cen
tury AD, the liturgical system embraced the entire province down to the small
est villages, and covered all areas of administration from record keeping to tax 
collection, police and so forth. Liturgies (that is, compulsory public offices) 
tended to be held for a limited length of time and probably on a limited number 
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of occasions, and involved a large number of people in the administration of their 
localities. The distinctive feature ofliturgies was not so much that they were not 
remunerated (in fact, in some cases they might have been paid, often underpaid, 
jobs) but that they were compulsory, and were performed, rather than for a king 
or a city, for the local community, on behalf of the Roman state. 24 

Although compulsory services are documented in some form in the 
Ptolemaic period, it seems clear that nothing in the Ptolemaic evidence resem
bles the liturgical system that governed the Roman administration in Egypt 
in the second and third centuries AD. The date of the introduction of this sys
tem is controversial. The dearth of first-century documents has led to the ten
dency to rely on second or third century material, and to the view that 
liturgical administration was gradually introduced during the late first cen
tury AD, and was fully worked out in the second century.25 However, schol
ars such as Wilcken and, later, Thomas, have taken into consideration the 
possibility that a system of proto-liturgic services may have existed as early as 
the reign ofTiberius, especially in the field of tax-collection.26 

Thomas divided the evidence relating to compulsory services into three 
main categories. In the first category he grouped the administrative offices ex
isting in the Greek cities from the Ptolemaic period, the so-called apxat or 
honores, such as the gymnasiarchia. In the second category he put the AEl
'tOUpytat in the stricter sense, that is, the equivalent of the Latin munera 
(what Wilcken called Amtsliturgie). These were for instance the collection of 
direct taxes (n:paK'tOpEia), and the distribution of state seed to public farm
ers (ouo/coyta). In the third category he put the traditional corvees that were 
characteristic of Egypt from the Pharaonic period, such as the irrigation works 
(XW!-LCX'ttKa £pya) and the cultivation of state land (yEwpyta).27 The term 
AEl 'tOUpyta, however, may be extended to indicate all compulsory services, 
including the religious duties of Egyptian priests and the services connected 
with the army. 28 

According to Thomas, in the Ptolemaic period the term liturgy had no 
connotation of compulsion in itself 29 Some Ptolemaic documents make the 
distinction between 'royal' and 'private' liturgies,30 while others present ka

toikoi performing AEl 'tOUpytm and XPElat, that is, services, both in the cities 
and in the chora. 31 In his legislation of 118/117 BC, Ptolemy Euergetes II rat
ified the right of the strategos to press the katoikoi into liturgies, and safe
guarded this class from the obligation to perform liturgies other than theirs. 
Oertel thought that katoikic liturgies might have been exceptional, ad hoc 
tasks. However, this theory disagrees with the fact that they were so efficiently 
organised. It seems anyway that they were confined to corvee works such as 
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farming, or requisitions substantially different from the administrative litur
gies of the Roman period. 32 

CITY MAGISTRACIES 

City magistracies called c'x.pX,<Xl existed in Ptolemaic Egypt as well as in the 
Hellenistic cities of the Near East. The most commonly accepted view is that in 
Egypt city magistracies were generally voluntary, and that the only compulsory 
services of the Ptolemaic kings were the transport, agricultural and irrigation 
works in the chora. 33 On this issue, however, opinions differ. Oertel thought 
that the compulsory arche (Zwangsarche) was unknown in the Ptolemaic period, 
but was introduced under Roman rule, perhaps under Tiberius. Thomas hy
pothesised that archai in the Greek cities of Egypt remained voluntary until the 
second or third centuries AD. According to Lewis, the earliest secure examples 
ofliturgic archai in Egypt come from the Trajanic period.34 

A passage in Philo suggests that some archai may have been compulsory 
as early as the reign ofTiberius. In the thirties AD, Lampon, the gymnasiarch 
of Alexandria, pleaded that 'He was the victim of an outrageous attack upon 
his property. For he was forced to act as gymnasiarch and protested that he 
had not sufficient means to meet the great expenses of the office ... The ex
cuse may be due to meanness and illiberality in spending his money, or it may 
be that he really had not the means, and though before the test (c'x.n:6n:npav) 
he had pretended to be quite rich he was shown under examination (EV 'ttl 
DOKlfl<XOt<,X) to be not very wealthy, owning in fact hardly anything.'35 This 
passage indicates not only that under Tiberi us city officials could be pressed 
into service, but also that nominations to public offices were based on an of
ficial evaluation of the candidate's property. 

The office of strategios has always occupied a middle position between a 
city magistracy and a compulsory service of the nome in the mind of scholars. 
Lewis excluded the strategia from his inventory of compulsory services, regard
ing it as a state not a civic office, although he considered the un:o<npcXTr]yoc; as 
a liturgy. 36 According to Hohlwein the strategia was an arche rather than a lei
tourgia, it was monopolised by the Alexandrian elite, and was surely obligatory 
in the Roman period. It is worth noting that from the late Ptolemaic period on
wards the boundary between city magistracies and state offices was blurred, as 
Alexandrian officials often held state posts (e.g. the strategia) together with or 
subsequently to city offices. Indeed, it would be odd if these officials were sub
ject to compulsion only in the capacity of 'state' rather than 'city' officials. It is 
thus likely that both city magistracies and state posts had a compulsory charac
ter even before they became part of an established liturgical system. In the case 
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of the strategia, this view receives further support from the fact that, in the Greek 
cities of other eastern Roman provinces, the office of strategos was a liturgy.37 

The petition BGUVIII 1846.14ff of 50/49 BC reports the phrase n:po~ 
CWcXK'tT]<JtV K£X,£1pO'tOVT]flEVOU, probably with reference to the recipient of 
the petition, the strategos Soteles; the verb X,£1pO'tOVECD is later documented as 
a technical term for liturgy,38 although in BGUVIII 1846 it could indicate 
that the strategos was simply elected not compelled to assume the position; it 
could also have been a rhetorical phrase. 39 

LITURGIES IN THE NOME ADMINISTRATION 

Thomas grouped in a second category the A£1 'tOUpytcu or munera, i.e., the 
compulsory services that were performed in the nome capitals or the villages 
of the chora. This category was approached in two different ways: on the one 
hand, Wilcken hypothesised that public services such as n:pCXK'tOpctcx and 
<Jt 'tOAOytcx might already have been liturgic under Tiberius; on the other, 
Oertel, followed by Lewis, argued that there is no secure evidence of liturgies 
until the reign ofTrajan.4° 

A step forward has been Chalon's commentary on a passage in the edict 
of Tiberius Julius Alexander of AD 68, which concerned the immunity of 
Alexandrian citizens from X,CDp1KCXt A£1 'tOupytm.41 Chalon thought that 
these 'country liturgies' were tax-related duties such as praktoreia and sitologia, 

which were performed by Greeks, in opposition to n:oA.1 1:1 KCXt A£1 'tOupytm, 

public city offices to which the Alexandrian citizens were liable. Chalon also 
suggested that, since Tiberius Julius Alexander did not regard these liturgies 
as a novelty, they were probably in existence from the reign of Tiberi us or 
Claudius. To this theory one may object that the expression X,CDp1KCXl A£1-

'tOupytCX1 may have indicated the corvees in the agriculture and the irrigation, 
which were not a Roman innovation.42 Whatever it really meant, the term 
liturgy was not a novelty for Graeco-Egyptians under Roman rule, and thus 
needed no explanation. 

Further problems arise from the reference to munera publica in a con
troversial edict in Latin that was issued by Octavian as triumvir. 43 This edict 
was probably promulgated in the years between 40 and 31 BC, and was 
copied on a papyrus some time in the first century AD, when a soldier recited 
it, probably in court.44 The edict granted veterans immunity for all their 
property, citizenship for themselves and their families, exemption from mili
tary service and from performing munera publica, and the privilege of being 
neither magistratus (magistrate) nor legatus (legate) nor procurator (probably 
in the sense of guardian of minors or women) nor emptor tributorum ( contrac
tor for collecting taxes).45 



The Administration of the Community 73 

Although the significance of the edict remains highly controversial, it may 
show that, from the triumviral period, liability or immunity from compulsory 
services was an issue for Roman citizens and veterans both in Italy and outside. 
This document may be compared with the so-called third Cyrene edict of7/6 
BC, in which Augustus, quoting earlier regulations by Julius Caesar and himself, 
declared that Roman citizens were liable to public services for their commu
nity.46 This edict suggests that a Roman veteran may have been recruited as an 
official or a guardian, with reference to the liturgy of guardianship of minors or 
tutela. 47 That the office of legatus in an embassy was regarded as a compulsory 
public service is confirmed also by the so-called Boule Papyrus, in which the 
Alexandrians claim that 'if there should be need to send a mission to you (sc. 

Augustus), the council might elect those who are suitable, so that no one igno
ble might make the journey and no one who is capable might avoid this service 
to his native city.'48 

The reference to the emptor tributorum, that is the tax farmer, may sug
gest that this post was already a compulsory service before the Roman con
quest. Chalon and Thomas hypothesised that some tax collectorships might 
have become liturgies under Tiberius.49 This was also brought into relation 
with the reforms that moved the tax collection from the hands of tax farmers 
to state-appointed officials. 50 However, it could have been so even before. The 
letter P.Oxy. LV 3807 mentions a triennial tax-collectorship called praktoreia 

possibly in the context of the prefect's conventus at Alexandria around AD 
26-28.51 In this document, an official urges his subordinate: 'if you want to 
enter the praktoreia with Chaereas, you may. If not, you may take a toparchy 
and enter upon it when you have finished.'52 According to Rea, the offices of 
tax collector or n:pcXK'tCDp and toparch were still voluntary in this document. 
It is however unclear what was the difference between being invited and being 
compelled to take up a post. The writer of this document was the responsible 
official for nominations to tax-collectorships for the Heptanomia or the 
Thebaid. It appears that he was a subordinate of the prefect and a superior of 
the strategos, and thus, he might have been the epistrategos, who was later 
known as the principal nominator to liturgies. 53 P.Mich. X 582 of AD 49/50 
strongly suggests that the state office of praktor was compulsory. This text is a 
petition to a high official concerning the delinquency of the praktor Horion 
son of Petosiris (who recurs in SB VI 9224 as a 'released farmer' or 
cmOAU<JlflOc; YECDpy6c;, who was eventually forced to take up the praktoreia 

by a centurion. 54 

Every year the state made grants of seed corn to the public farmers 
through DT]fl6Cnot <Jl 1:0A-6yot organised by toparchy and controlled by the 
topogrammateus.55 P.Oxy. XLVI 3273 may suggest that by a certain point in 
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the first century the sitologos was a liturgy, and that the nominator to this post 
was the epistrategos; it is unfortunate that this text does not bear a date. 56 In 
this document, a tax collector petitioned the epistrategos against a mistake in 
the appointment to sitologia of a person who happened to have the same name 
as a wealthier candidate. Lewis however regarded this document as 'proto
liturgic,' because 'its technical terminology and modus operandi are not yet 
fixed,' and it does not fully conform to the stereotypes of liturgy in the fol
lowing centuries. 57 

Some early documents relating to sitologia may be reminiscent of a litur
gical context. 58 Among these, there is a lease of public land from Theadelphia, 
P.Bad VI 170 of AD 54, where the 'liturgic' verb c'x:rro8£l KVU!-Ll, 'to desig
nate,' is applied to a public sitologos. 59 P.Strasb. VII 962 preserves a list of the 
public sitologoi annually discharged in the metropolis of Oxyrhynchus (KCX/t' 
E'tOt; an:oA. UO!-LEVCDV Ol'toA.6ywv, II. 2f), including the ones currently in of
fice (vuv £v apxc'i, II. 4f).60 Unfortunately, this document is undated, but 
both the script and the presence of a ¢opoA.6yot;-known so far only for the 
Augustan period-argue strongly for an early date. 61 

P.Fouad I 9, a fragment of a copy of an edict of the prefect C. Julius 
Postumus of AD 45-47, mentions public services and works (1. 5) which 
might have had something to do with compulsory services. SB XIV 11346, 
another fragmentary edict from the reign of Claudius, seems to hint to the ex
emption of soldiers from liturgies ( an:oA, UO!-LEVCDV cnpcx'ttCD'tWV ]v 
At'tOup[y]tcxv, U. 20f). 

An Augustan papyrus, BGUIV 1159, indicates that as early as under 
Augustus some positions on the staff of the strategos may have been liturgical. 
This document is a private contract of CJUYXWPT]CHt; drawn up in Alexandria, 
apparently for the appointment of a clerk in the office of a strategos. In this 
text, a certain Zosimos, apparently a subordinate of an Alexandrian strategos 
called Ptolemaios, was elected as assistant strategos to carry out a specific task. 
The nomination for the post had the form of a private contract drawn up in 
an Alexandrian tribunal. 62 In this text, much of the terminology is reminis
cent of a liturgical context. The term used to define Zosimos' position is 
E~Un:T]pE'tT]CHV (1. 7): the assistant of liturgists was often called Un:T]pE'tT]t;, 
(30T]86t; or YPCX!l!-LCX't£Ut;, and the term Un:T]p£crtcx was often used as a syn
onym of A£1 'tOupytcx.63 Zosimos is said to be working from the month of 
Thoth to the month of Choiak of the current year (1.12), and the first of 
Thoth normally marked the beginning of liturgies. 64 Moreover, the contract 
states explicitly that the office was 'liturgic,' by saying that Zosimos 
UITT]CJXWA T]'tcxt f) A EAt 'toupyT]K£V £v 'ttl cr'tpCX'tT]YtQG (11. 23f). The verb 
un:cxcrxoA.£w occurs in an inscription from the reign of Ptolemy Alexander, 
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and indicates an official hired by another; the verb AEt "COupy!:w may have al
ready indicated compulsory service.65 Last, the term £pycx'tij<Xv (1. 21) may 
be compared to the known liturgy of £pycxotcx, the performance of public 
works that usually lasted for two months. 66 To sum up, the document prob
ably dealt with the post of hyperetes or assistant strategos, for which it may rep
resent the earliest evidence in the Roman period. The terminology suggests 
that this post may have been already compulsory under Augustus, although a 
full system of liturgies was not yet in place. 67 

Thomas concluded that the beginning of the liturgical system went 
back to the Julio-Claudian period, and, as was first postulated by Wilcken, 
that the origin ofliturgies was probably connected with the collection of rev
enues in cash and in grain. 68 This conclusion remains unchallenged. During 
his reign, Augustus seems to have employed his own network of freedmen and 
slaves in the collection of taxes and in other posts. Perhaps the fact that 
Augustus wanted to maintain a dose control over the recruitment of public 
officials indicates that at this time different methods of recruitment of such 
officials were present in combination. 69 

CORvEES 

The compulsory services of cultivation of public land (yEwpyicx) and work 
on the dikes (X,CDflCX'tlKcX £pya) existed in Egypt with no interruption from 
the Pharaonic to the Roman period. However, the Roman administration did 
not simply take over the existing procedures, but introduced substantial 
changes. The georgia under the Ptolemies had the character of a temporary, 
exceptional measure, while under Roman rule it was regularly and systemati
cally applied.7° Similarly, the principle of communal responsibility in the cul
tivation of vacant lots was already in force under Cleopatra; but it seems that 
only under Augustus did these compulsory assignments result in extra work 
or taxes, such as the En:tflEptcrfl6t;, the £mj3oA.i] and the £n:l9Efl<X.71 

Dike work was compulsory and salaried in the Ptolemaic period, and in 
the Roman period it became organised as a five-day corvee called n:Ev8i]flEPOt;. 
Documents relating to the n:Ev8i]flEpOt; appear quite suddenly in the early 40s 
AD.72 This may be due to pure chance, but one cannot exclude the possibility 
that new regulations were introduced by Claudius after his accession in AD 41. 

But how was dike work organised before then? Augustus introduced a 
capitation tax for the maintenance of the dikes, the so-called X,CDflCX'ttK6v 
which was collected throughout Egypt at the rate of 6 drachmas 4 obols.73 It 
was first believed that the chomatikon was the cash equivalent or the replace
ment of the penthemeros.74 Foraboschi, on the other hand, suggested that it 
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was the penthemeros that was introduced as a substitute for the chomatikon, for 
the people who could not afford to pay the cash tax. He thought that the rate 
of tax was purposely set higher than the equivalent expenditure for five days 
of hired labour, as an incentive to perform the corvee, and an attempt to re
cruit manpower. The purpose was to fight the increasing avax:,wprpu;, 
whereby people abandoned the fields and the villages in order to avoid taxes 
and compulsory jobs. In sum, according to Foraboschi, the chomatikon was 
introduced soon after the Roman conquest, while the penthemeros was a later 
re-conversion of the tax into labourJS 

The documents support the view that under Augustus dike work was 
compulsory and very tightly controlled, although it may have been organised 
differently in different areas. In a Herakleopolite papyrus of 25 BC, the eld
ers of a village swear by the emperor to undertake the cleaning and repair of 
three canals, and acknowledge the receipt of state funding.76 BGUXVI 2602 
shows that in 14/13 BC dike work was not yet organised as a five-day corvee, 
as some public farmers complain to the dioiketes that they had been pressed 
into service for two days. In P.Ryl. IV 603 of 7 BC, a Roman official called 
Bassus wrote to two officials of Oxyrhynchus, Herakleides and Tryphon 
(most probably the topogrammateus and the komogrammateus) and urged 
them to have the work on the embankments finished.77 

In addition to the known agricultural and irrigation corvees, there were 
other collateral compulsory services, such as, for instance, the surveillance 
(qmA<XKt<X) of the crops and the canals.78 P.Hib. II 275 of the first century 
AD probably refers to guards of the threshing floor with the liturgic term 
'designated' (ava8o8EV'tCDV), and BGU IV 1189.5f of ca. 1 BC79 reports 
that the dike guards or DEK<XVOl X,WJ.lcX'tWV of the village of Koma in the 
Herakleopolite risked the confiscation of their property for deserting their 
job. The compulsory services around the dikes may have followed a state de
velopment plan: an extract from a K6AAT]J.l<X (perhaps a register of public 
services) of AD 30 preserves the sworn declaration of the farmer Harpaesis 
to plant mulberry trees on the dikes around 300 arouras of land near 
Tebtunis, and to water them five times a month, after receiving public fund
ing from the imperial slave Phileros. 80 But a declaration on oath is no proof 
of liturgy in itself, and nothing excludes the possibility that this was a 'vol
untary' job. 

POROS 

In the Roman period the financial standing of an individual played a major role 
as the basis and the prerequisite for the appointment to compulsory services. The 
n:6pot; of a person was calculated on the basis of the property owned, equivalent 
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to the sum of the land and house property. The minimum wealth demanded for 
different offices probably changed from nome to nome, and was subject to varia
tions according to the office in question. 81 The latest view is that the requirement 
of an established poros in order to serve in a liturgy was a Roman innovation. 82 

The mentions of poros in the late Ptolemaic period are scarce and doubt
ful, 83 and it seems likely that the poros started playing a role under Augustus. In 
P.Ryl. II 118 of 16/15 BC, an individual asks for permission to sell the land of 
some minors, claiming that he had no other poros to be confiscated, because his 
own land was already under custody.84 In BGU IV 1189, of around 1 BC, 
Antaios the gymnasiarch ofBousiris wrote to the strategos of the Herakleopolite 
to complain that he was obliged to pay the public treasury on behalf of some 
dike guards who had deserted their job, while, as Antaios stressed, the expense 
could be paid from their poros, which consisted of houses, land, cattle and seed 
(11. 11-13). In two declarations of anachoresis of AD 19/20, the relatives of the 
fugitive insisted on the fact that he possessed no poros. 85 

All that concerned the poros was under the control of the 
13ti3AtO¢uA.axEc; of the 13ti3At08i]KT] EYK'tTJCJECDV, the registry of the prop
erty. The existence of this bibliotheke in towns and villages of the chora is doc
umented from the Ptolemaic period, but it was in the Roman period that the 
registration and the control of the financial status became essential for the as
signment of liturgies. It was probably under Augustus or Tiberi us that these 
record-offices began to be moved from the villages to the nome capitals. 86 

In the Roman period, the persons liable to liturgies were called Eunopot, 
EU8E't0l, E:m 'tTJDElOl and EUCJX,TJflOVEc;, all terms that in essence mean 'suit
able' or 'honourable.'87 It is possible that there existed lists of such people, 
drawn up locally, as is suggested by the reference to an error in the nomina
tion to a liturgy, probably due to alphabetical listing, in P.Oxy. XLVI 3273 of 
the early Roman period. Similarly, in the late Ptolemaic or Augustan periods, 
the terms 'strong' and 'weak' acquired a financial connotation, so that 
CW8EVElCX came to signifY 'financial exhaustion,' and KlVDUVEUEl V 'putting 
at risk one's fortune.' 88 

The people who had no poros were called anopm. The earliest direct evi
dence for an official notification of anopm appears in P. Strasb. VII 627 of AD 
20 or 30.89 A group of Oxyrhynchite notifications of anachoresis refer indirectly 
to an official registration of aporoi in AD 19/20.90 In these documents, the fam
ily of the fugitive stated that he had no property liable to confiscation, and asked 
to be put in the official list of aporoi. According to Lewis, the poros of the fugi
tives was confiscated twenty days after their flight, otherwise all the damages 
had to be borne by the tax collectors. The deficits were also covered by a surtax 
that all had to pay and that was called flEptcrf.Loc; cxn6pwv.91 
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TEMPLE LITURGIES 

Some instances of the term AEt 'tOUpy'ta occur in the context of the Egyptian 
temples, under both Ptolemaic and Roman rule, to indicate apparently annual 
services connected with the upkeep of the temples or with services to a deity.92 

An oath of temple-lamplighters of Oxyrhynchus, preserved in P.Oxy XII 1453 
of 29 BC, states explicitly something quite obvious, i.e. that there was no break 
in the annual temple services from Cleopatra to Augustus. Documents from the 
temple ofHerakleopolis also show that from the point of view of the priests there 
was a substantial continuity in the sacrifices that they performed annually 'from 
the times of the queen' to the prefecture of Gaius Turranius in 7-4 BC.93 BGU 
IV 1199 quotes an edict ofTurranius of 4 BC, in which the prefect complained 
that too few of the priests (tEpE1,c;) who inherited temple services (AEt 'tOUpytat) 
each year, and too few of the n:acr'to<j)6pot had been registered officially.94 

Under Roman rule (and probably also before) priests were expected to 
take up services as much as everyone else: evidence shows that as early as 
under Augustus priests were not exempted from the corvees, such as the com
pulsory farming (see for instance the case ofHarthothes son ofMarres, priest 
and royal farmer in Augustan Theadelphia95), and may have become liable to 
other annual services as well, such as tax collection and <j)UACXKtCX. This may 
have continued the existing tradition. P.Mich. V 233 of AD 25 was usually 
cited as the proof of the existence of compulsory service in the early Roman 
period. This document is the oath of four priests who served as sluice guards 
(a<j)EcrtO<j)UACXKEc;) in the temple ofTebtunis. The oath, however, is no proof 
ofliturgy in itsel£96 

In conclusion, it seems likely that under Roman rule priests were liable 
to compulsory services, possibly to a greater extent than before. However, as 
Glare suggested, liability to liturgies may have varied from temple to temple. 
Due to the lack of a uniform system, both poll tax and liturgies were proba
bly directed at some priests as individual Roman subjects rather than at the 
temples themselves. The fact that there were no universal rules concerning the 
priestly privileges and exemptions might also explain the frequent complaints 
and problems over the matter between priests and local officials.97 

REQUISITIONS 

In the Roman period there is evidence for many irregular ad hoc requisitions, 
which, according to Thomas, were no less compulsory than what we calllitur
gies.98 A system of requisitioning transport called ayyapEtCX was in use under 
the Persian empire, and survived in kingdoms that formerly belonged to it, such 
as the Seleucid kingdom and Ptolemaic Egypt. 99 The angareia was similar to a 
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liturgy in that it was compulsory and generally paid (often underpaid); its pe
culiarity was that it requisitioned goods in kind rather than the time or the pri
vate wealth of the person. From Ptolemaic to Roman Egypt these requisitions 
extended to the compulsory lease or sale of cattle and boats to the state, the 
maintenance of officials travelling in the country, and the sale of grain for mil
itary purposes at a price fixed by the state. 100 

According to Lewis, the earliest evidence of compulsory angareia occurs 
in AD 19, when Germanicus, during his visit to Egypt, issued an edict against 
the abusive requisitions in his honour. 101 A survey of the documents, how
ever, shows that some forms of angareia continued from Ptolemaic to Roman 
period, while others were introduced under Augustus or Tiberi us. The requi
sitions for Germanicus are reminiscent of the late Ptolemaic and Augustan 
references to contributions for the visit (n:apouota) of public officials, and 
the edict that Octavian issued as triumvir safeguarded Roman veterans against 
all kinds of forced hospitality, by stating that neq(ue) [} in domo eorum 
divertendi em[a}ndiq(ue) · causamque [ab} ea quem detuci plqce. 102 

In the Ptolemaic period, the wages of the soldiers was paid from requi
sitions, generally in fodder or barley. 103 Requisitions of grain for the army 
continued and probably increased in the Roman period. In BGUXVI 2644 
of 4 BC someone writes to Athenodoros that all the ships were pressed into 
angareia by the legion, so that it was difficult to transport wheat, and that 
many people had somehow modified the price of wheat for the legion. 104 A 
receipt from the reign ofTiberius refers to a tax called ! . .LOVODECJ!-Ll<X, which 
literally meant 'one bundle.' This might possibly have been a precedent for the 
contribution in kind to the army that developed into the annona militaris. 105 

The contributions for the food supply of the Roman army could also be con
verted to a quota in cash, as is shown by receipts for 'tl!l~ X6p'tO'U (or n:upou, 
apaKOU, xA-wpci3v) that one finds in the Roman period. 106 

Among the requisitions an important role was played by the supply of 
clothes and above all cloaks (l!-L<X'ttcr!l6c;), which was principally, but not ex
clusively, for the soldiers of the Roman army. 107 Roman documents also sug
gest that there were requisitions of weapons built by locals: according to Philo, 
the prefect Flaccus in AD 32 carried out requisitions of weapons every three 
years in the chora. It is plausible that the local production of weapons for of
ficial purposes began as early as under the Ptolemies. 108 

Augustus also continued the requisition of transport, such as ships, 
carts, donkeys or camels, which existed in Egypt as well as in other provinces 
from the Hellenistic period. The edict of Sotidius Strabo in Pisidia (Anatolia) 
shows that accurate regulations on prices for transport were issued by 
Augustus and perfected by Tiberi us. In Egypt, the post of donkey-driver was 
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a compulsory service certainly by the reign ofTiberius, and probably under 
Augustus too. 109 Augustus (with some possible precedents under Julius 
Caesar) took the postal service from Egypt as a model and imported it in Italy, 
where there was no regular postal service before his reign. The process began 
with the requisition of public and imperial messengers, and of logistical sup
port from private individuals and communities on a random basis, such as 
free lodging, gratuita mansio or <J'tCX8!-l6~. Augustus and Tiberi us systematised 
the requisition of transportation by fixing rates and prices. During the early 
Roman period, the establishment of a sophisticated network of roads, inns, 
relay stations and vehicles was the result of the joint effort of private entrepre
neurs, public officials, imperial servants, and the army. 110 

The angareia was probably something intermediary between a liturgical 
service and a fiscal imposition. So far it has been assumed that it had an irreg
ular, ad hoc character, not only under the Ptolemies but also under Roman 
rule. However, it is likely that, as early as the reign of Augustus, it followed an 
official schedule that established prices and dates for the requisitions. As was 
the case with other compulsory services, also the angareia was probably organ
ised in a more efficient way after the Roman conquest. 

CONCLUSION 

A major obstacle to an understanding of the beginning of the liturgical system 
is the lack of early references to compulsion in the public administration. Except 
for cases of complaint or request for exemption, the documents do not tell us 
whether an official had been pressed into service or only 'invited' to take up a 
post. The documents surveyed in this chapter have suggested that, although the 
liturgical principle existed from the Ptolemaic period in the administration of 
the Greek cities and in military settlements in the chora, under Roman rule 
liturgies underwent both a qualitative and a quantitative change. They gradu
ally increased in number and applications, and assumed a new significance as 
the means by which Rome organised the administration of the new province. 

The question when the compulsory services became a full, coherent 
liturgical system is still open. It seems dear that this system was the final re
sult of a gradual process whose first step was taken in the Augustan period. It 
is likely that under Augustus there was a shortage of personnel in the provin
cial administration, which caused a significant immigration of military and 
civil officials, imperial freedmen and slaves who were sent directly from Italy 
to take up different posts in Egypt. This shortage of administrators may have 
been the major stimulus for the creation of a system of liturgical services. 

Makiese Diego

Makiese Diego
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Liturgies and poll tax were the most important features of the Roman 
rule, and were based on one and the same classification of the people accord
ing to social status. In other words, the social classes that were exempted from 
poll tax were also immune from corvees, and similarly immunity from ag
gareia went often together with fiscal privileges. In my view, it is likely that 
determined classes of the population had privileges as concerns both poll tax 
and corvees from the Ptolemaic period, and that the first Roman emperors 
confirmed and enhanced these divisions.lll Naturally, under Roman rule the 
privileged classes became those from which the candidates for city magistra
cies (archailhonores) and liturgical posts (leitourgiailmunera) were recruited. 

The evidence suggests that the regular registration of the individual poros 
first acquired a decisive role under Augustus. Augustus probably encouraged the 
private ownership of goods because the development of liturgies required large 
numbers of eligible property-owners. In the early Roman period, private land 
seems to have been in the hands of Romans, Alexandrians, Greek katoikoi, met
ropolitai, and members of the gymnasia! class. In return for fiscal privileges, 
these classes were expected to perform various local administrative duties, and 
the gymnasia! class above all seems to have played an important political role. 
The spread of the liturgies runs parallel with the evolution of the Egyptian vil
lages and metropoleis into poleis of the Greek type, through the so-called process 
of municipalisation. In fact, liturgical public offices in the nome capitals were 
modelled on their counterparts in the Greek cities, especially in Alexandria. 112 

It may be useful to set the Egyptian evidence for liturgies against the in
formation from other provinces. According to Lewis, the liturgical system in 
Egypt 'was an integral element of the Roman provincial administration under 
the emperors, fairly representative of the general tenor of life in the provinces 
of the Roman empire.' 113 In turn, while in the Greek cities of the East litur
gies existed in the reign of Augustus, it would be odd if in Egypt they were 
begun much later. The documents examined in this chapter support the view 
that in Egypt liturgies were reorganised and increasingly applied from the 
reign of Augustus onwards, first as ad hoc measures and only subsequently as 
an organic system. The use in Egypt of liturgical officials corresponded to 
practice elsewhere, especially after the Severan period, when the process of 
municipalisation achieved its fullest development. 114 
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Chapter Seven 

The Beginning of the Census 

INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter I address the questions when the Roman provincial census was 
first introduced, and to what extent it derived from forms of census that ex
isted under the Ptolemies. I shall begin by comparing the purpose, organisa
tion and technical terminology of the Ptolemaic and the Roman census, and 
then I shall examine the documentation that might be connected with the 
earliest known censuses under Augustus, including declarations of house
holds, population lists and tax receipts. This investigation aims to answer the 
question whether Augustus introduced the census along with the poll tax 
soon after the annexation of Egypt, as he did in other provinces, or whether 
he preserved existing forms of census. 

Our understanding of the Augustan census is hindered by the scarcity 
of documents. In this chapter I shall try to find possible reasons for this lack 
of documents. Up to a certain point in the reign of Augustus or Tiberi us, for 
instance, the census may have been based on oral reports to officials rather 
than on written self-declarations; in addition, the survival of the documents 
may have suffered from the Ptolemaic and early Roman practice of using 
waste papyri to make mummy cartonnage. 

The scarcity of the material may be also explained by thinking that, 
both in the Ptolemaic and in the Augustan census, only certain categories 
of the population had to submit written declarations in order to achieve 
specific privileges. In other words, the census may have been connected 
with the scrutiny for privileged status or epikrisis, an examination through 
which people obtained access to categories with fiscal, legal and social priv
ileges. The comparison between early Roman census-declarations and con
temporary epikrisis-declarations will suggest that, originally, the counting of 
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the population (the census) and its social classification (the epikrisis) were 
part of the same bureaucratic operation. This will raise two further ques
tions: whether the social classification of the inhabitants of Egypt was first 
introduced under Ptolemaic or Roman rule, and when this classification 
was connected with the exemption from or the reduction on the payment 
of poll tax. 

PTOLEMAIC AND ROMAN CENSUS 

For the Ptolemaic period, we do not have evidence for any operation of count
ing people, but the presence of tax receipts relating to capitation charges such as 
the salt tax (c'x.A-tKi]), and of written declarations of households implies that 
some form of census took place. 1 It is believed that this started during the reign 
of Ptolemy I or II, though precedents for the Ptolemaic census, as for the ad
ministration in general, may be found in Persian, Macedonian and Athenian 
practices. 2 The latest view is that Augustus introduced the Roman provincial 
census in Egypt (as well as in other provinces) and that this census borrowed 
some of the existing Ptolemaic bureaucratic practices, although it also imported 
elements from the Roman Republican background. 3 In addition, both in Egypt 
and in other provinces, the provincial census and poll tax had an unpopular ide
ological connotation of subjection to the Roman emperor.4 

The primary purpose of the Ptolemaic census was the levy of the salt tax, 
the cXAlKTJ, levied from all the population. The Roman provincial census served 
to raise the provincial poll tax in cash called A-cxoypcx<)ltcx, that was introduced 
by Augustus soon after the conquest. The Ptolemaic halike and its collateral 
obol tax were low-rate taxes paid by both men and women, while the laographia 
was more substantial (12 drachmas per year minimum) and was confined to the 
male population aged 14 to 62 or 65.5 The purpose of the census in Egypt, 
under both Ptolemaic and Roman rule, differed substantially from that of the 
Republican census in Italy, which served to recruit for the legions and to estab
lish voting rights at the comitia centuriata through the assessment of the wealth 
of the citizens that determined the membership to a classis. 6 

The secondary purpose of both the Ptolemaic and the Roman census 
was to keep a record of the people liable to compulsory services such as the 
corvee works on the canals, and to extract other capitation taxes, for instance 
on trades. For this reason it was always essential to declare the occupation of 
the individual and his family. 7 The fact that under Roman rule the census reg
istered males and females, children and slaves may suggest that, from the 
Augustan period at least, behind the census there was some form of demo
graphic consciousness, beyond the purpose of raising taxes and corvees. 8 
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An analysis of the terminology lends further support to the view that 
census and poll tax were two closely connected institutions. In the Ptolemaic 
period the census was designated by the term laographia, which meant liter
ally 'registration of people (A-cxo1),' but also indicated the actual registers of 
taxpayers. Under Augustus, the term laographia came to designate also the 
poll tax itself Possibly, people gradually came to call the poll tax 'census.' The 
official Latin term that designated the provincial poll tax was tributum capi
tis, 'head tax,' whose closest Greek parallel may be En:tK£¢aA.cxtov.9 

From the organisational point of view, the census at Rome and the 
Egyptian census presented substantial differences. The Roman Republican 
census was based on oral projessiones on oath that the paterfomilias took in the 
presence of municipal officials or of the censor at Rome, 10 while in Egypt the 
census took the form of written declarations of households, population lists 
and tax registers, which were deposited in village and city offices. 11 Although 
Egypt distinguished itself with its tradition of writing, it is likely that written 
declarations were restricted to urban and priestly elites. 12 It is entirely possi
ble that, both in the Ptolemaic period and at the beginning of the Roman 
rule, written declarations had not yet been widely brought in, because of the 
excessive expense that this would involve. 13 

An aspect of continuity was the language of the census declarations: 
Ptolemaic declarations were written either in Greek or in Demotic 
Egyptian, 14 and Greek continued to be the language of administration after 
the Roman conquest, while Latin seems to have been limited to a small num
ber of declarations by Roman citizens. 15 

As regards the formal layout of the census declarations, the surviving 
Ptolemaic declarations do not show a consistent wording; under Roman rule 
too there seems to have been nothing fixed like the forma censualis reported 
by Ulpian with reference to other provinces. It is likely that fixed formulas 
were imposed from the beginning for the Latin declarations of Roman citi
zens, while the census returns of the Graeco-Egyptian population became 
more and more standardised after the Roman conquest, although there is ev
idence that local variations always existed, probably due to Ptolemaic bureau
cratic traditions that the Roman administration did not eliminate. 16 

Generally, however, the typical an:oypcx¢i] was written in the first person and 
began with the verb an:oypa¢Oflcxt. It listed people by name, gender, status 
or profession, and age, and was concluded by an oath by the emperor, whose 
standard formula at Oxyrhynchus stated that 'no outsider, Roman, 
Alexandrian, Egyptian, freedman or anyone else is in my house except those 
listed above.' 17 The imperial oath was an aspect of innovation that Augustus 



86 Augustan Egypt 

imported, which had no parallels (so far as the extant evidence shows) in 
Ptolemaic declarations. 

The local officials involved in the Egyptian census remained the same 
from Ptolemaic to Roman rule, while the top officials changed. The 
Ptolemaic census was ordered by an edict of the king, while under Roman rule 
this was done through an edict of the prefect, after which people had roughly 
two years at their disposition to present a declaration. 18 At local level, both in 
the Ptolemaic and in the early Roman periods the key official who carried out 
the census was the komogrammateus. 19 The declarations for census, 
E'ITl Kptcru; and c:wcxx:,cbpT]crtc;, as well as the notifications of birth and death 
could be addressed to the komogrammateus and the topogrammateus until the 
mid-first century AD, when they were addressed to the strategos, the basilikos 

grammateus, and the laographos, separately or as a group. 20 

The census returns were collected from the villages, then brought to the 
toparchy, and subsequently to the j.lEptc; and the nome capital, where they 
were deposited in the public library. Then, the tax lists drawn up from the 
census records went to some office in Alexandria, perhaps the 
KCX'tCXAOyEtOv.21 This procedure probably remained roughly the same from 
the Ptolemaic to the Roman period. As regards the method of collecting cen
sus declarations, the disproportion of the evidence in favour of the cities sug
gests that in the Ptolemaic period two methods existed, possibly in 
combination: while the cities had established offices, where the people could 
produce written declarations, in the chora travelling officials collected the de
mographic data through house-by-house inspections (KCX't' dtKtcxv) during 
the tax round after the harvest. 22 This duality of methods probably continued 
into the Roman period, when similar inspections on the ground were the basis 
of the land survey and the registration of the cattle.23 

In the Ptolemaic census some people were counted separately and were 
assigned fiscal privileges: the registers KCX't' £8voc;, for instance, listed sepa
rately soldiers, workers in the large estates of government officials, foreigners 
or CxAAO<j)UAOl, and those categorised as 'away from home.' Furthermore, spe
cific £8VT], such as public officials, teachers, athletes, artists and priests seem 
to have been partially or totally exempted from capitation taxes. 24 The lao

graphia register P.Oxy. IX 121025 , of the first century BC or AD, refers explic
itly to immunities from the poll tax granted to the heads of households who 
maintained the elderly members of their family, and to the officials who car
ried out the census (e.g., the komogrammateus and topogrammateus); in 1.10 
the adverb cruv1'18wc;, 'customarily,' suggests that this was a known practice.26 

According to Thompson, in the Ptolemaic period the term ethnos indicated 
the profession or status, and consequently until the Roman period there was 
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no connection between fiscal privilege and ethnic origin. 27 La'da's analysis of 
the ethnic designations in Demotic documents from Ptolemaic Egypt has lent 
further support to the view that, by the 220s BC if not before, ethnics devel
oped into occupational or status designations. In addition, he noticed that the 
occupations that were treated preferentially seem to have been closely con
nected with the military. 28 From the Ptolemaic period, therefore, ethnics con
cealed status distinctions, while the 'real' ethnicity of a person did not play 
any real role in determining his or her fiscal, legal and social status. 

The citizens of Alexandria enjoyed fiscal privileges since under 
Ptolemaic rule. A decree of Cleopatra and Caesarian of 41 BC safeguarded 
the privileges of the farmers from the city. In his letter to the Alexandrians of 
AD 41, Claudius says openly that the Alexandrian privileges that had been es
tablished under the Ptolemies continued under the Roman emperors. 29 It is 
possible that Alexandrian citizens did not pay some capitation taxes in the 
Ptolemaic period, and that Augustus continued these privileges in order to 
gain the support of this elite. This evidence casts some doubt on Augustus' 
claim that he spared Alexandria because of his admiration for Alexander the 
Great, and to do a favour to his friend and teacher, the Alexandrian philoso
pher Areius. 30 

It is unclear whether the Roman census in Egypt registered everyone, 
men and women, Romans, Alexandrians and Egyptians, or only certain cate
gories of people. According to Bagnall and Frier, the Roman census registered 
everyone; on the other hand, Rathbone thought that Alexandrian and Roman 
citizens underwent separate registrations. It is indeed possible that the city of 
Alexandria had an independent way of registering its citizens, and this may 
have been true of the other Greek cities of Egypt as well. However, the evi
dence is insufficient to reach any conclusion.31 The census of Roman citizens 
in Egypt took place independently too, as seems to indicate the census decla
ration submitted in AD 47/8 by a legionary veteran of Egyptian origin, 
Lucius Pompeius Niger. This declaration was written in Latin in the style re
quired by Roman law, and listed a number of items of Niger's property with 
their estimated value in Roman sesterces. 32 It remains open whether the cen
sus of Roman citizens took place totally independently from the census of the 
Egyptian population, or whether the two could somehow overlap. It may have 
been a coincidence that AD 47/48 was a Roman census-year and also an 
Egyptian census-year. 

A fundamental difference between the Ptolemaic and the Roman census 
was the relationship between the census and the declaration for property. Under 
both the Republic and the empire, the census of Roman citizens was the decla
ration on oath and the monetary evaluation of the individual property of 
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Roman citizens in Italy and abroad, including movable and immovable goods, 
precious objects and slaves.33 In Egypt, the census registered the people with 
their houses but not their land, which underwent separate registration. 34 It was 
hypothesised that the data from the census and from the land cadastres were ag
gregated at a later stage, to calculate the n6poc; or financial standing of every in
dividual, which was the basis for liability to compulsory services. 35 In my view, 
however, the census of the population, the census of property and the registra
tion of privileged classes through the epikrisis were closely connected operations, 
at least in the first century AD. It may be significant that in the first century AD 
some censuses of property fell in the same year as the epikrisis of some privileged 
classes. 36 Census and property records were deposited together in the 8ru.wot<X 
13ti3A-l08i]KT], until the creation, possibly under the Flavians, of a separate reg
istry for property, the 13ti3A-w8i]KT] EYK'tTJO"ECDV. 

It seems that for the first time under Roman rule the control of the popu
lation extended to the obligation to notifY births and deaths. The earliest known 
notification of death is P.Oxy IV 826 (descr.) of AD 2/3, and thus it is possible 
that Augustus introduced the obligation to notifY deaths in order to inherit prop
erty. 37 In Italy Augustus introduced the registration of birth for the legitimate 
children of Roman citizens, and it is likely that he introduced notifications of 
births also in Egypt. It is important to remember that, both in Italy and in Egypt, 
registrations of birth were in practice applications for privileged status, in which 
upper-class parents requested similar status for their offspring.38 

According to the most recent hypothesis, suggested by Bagnall and 
Frier39, the Ptolemaic population lists were updated regularly every year, 
while the Roman administration introduced periodicity, every seven years 
under Augustus, every fourteen years from AD 19/20 onwards. The figures of 
seven and fourteen do not seem to come from the Roman Republican back
ground, where the temporal unit of the census was the lustrum of five years. 
The figure of fourteen for the census cycle has been explained40 in connection 
with the minimum age of liability to poll tax, but this does not account for 
the origin of the seven-year interval. 

In other provinces too, the levy of the poll tax probably required some reg
ular check of the population, but no periodical pattern is apparent-except a 
fifteen-year interval between the first two provincial censuses in Gaul, in 27 and 
in 12 BC.41 Scholars often attempted to find evidence of a 'universal' census 
throughout the empire, in order to explain the mention in Luke of a first regis
tration under Augustus that involved micra t] dtKOUJ.lEVT], but the evidence 
suggested that provincial censuses in different provinces were taken at different 
times.42 An empire-wide census of Roman citizens was taken by Claudius in 
AD 47/48, although it may have had an antiquarian, propagandistic purpose.43 
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Even if unreliable, imprecise or completely fictional, however, Luke's statement 
would have been more justified if the practice of taking censuses had already 
been 'universal' in Augustus' time. It is not impossible that Augustus took a 
multi-provincial census at the beginning of his reign: after completing the cen
sus of Roman citizens in 28 BC, in the years 27 to 25 BC he held provincial 
censuses in Gaul, probably in Spain, and, as I shall argue, possibly also in 
Egypt.44 

THE BEGINNING OF THE CENSUS IN EGYPT 

What is the evidence for the Ptolemaic census? Some passages in the third 
book of the Maccabees report that Ptolemy IV Philopator took a census or 
A-cxoypcx¢1cx of the Jewish population of Egypt. The term laographia occurs 
also in some Ptolemaic papyri, such as P.Ryl. IV 667 fr. 2.4 of the second cen
tury BC, P.Tebt. I 103 (= W.Chr. 288) and 121, of either 94 or 61 BC, and 
P. Tebt. I 189 of the first century BC. Although in these texts, laographia seems 
to indicate only a registration of people, not the poll-tax-in P.RyL IV 667 fr. 
2.4 the term is associated with a sum in bronze talents, which may have been 
the funds raised for taking the registration-Wallace concluded from this ev
idence that both the capitation tax and the 14-year census were not a Roman 
innovation, but were introduced by Ptolemy IV Philopator around 220 BC. 45 

According to Preaux some form of census existed even before 
Philopator. This hypothesis was based on a document of the third century 
BC, W.Chr. 66 = P.Petrie III 59b, which refers to a registration of <JcD!lCX'tCX 

£pcr£VtKa and \cpa £8VT]. It is also worth noting that two royal edicts of 
Ptolemy II Philadelphos, C. Ord.PtoL 21 and 22, ordered a census oflivestock 
and of local people through sworn declarations of households in Syria and 
Phoenicia (then assimilated to the administration of Egypt) in 260 BC. This 
evidence suggests that censuses of property were held, perhaps irregularly, 
from the beginning of the Ptolemaic period. 46 

In the course of a recent survey of the Greek and Demotic evidence for 
the Ptolemaic census, Thompson found two declarations that were submitted 
from the same household for two subsequent censuses, at an interval of four
teen years. She also found that the technical terms an:oypcx¢11 ('tcDV 

<JCD!lcX'tCDV), an:oypa¢0!-lcxt and KCX't 'dtKlCXV an:oypcx¢11 existed in 
Ptolemaic census records too. Nonetheless, Thompson regards this evidence 
as too little to allow for general conclusions, and prefers to think that the 
Ptolemaic census had an irregular character. 47 

Grenfell and Hunt approached the problem of the beginning of the 
Roman census when they noticed a fourteen-year periodicity in the pattern of 

and 
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survival of the census returns; their conclusion was that a cycle of censuses took 
place every fourteen years starting from 10/9 BC. 48 Later, Wallace connected 
the census with the introduction of the poll tax, and from a reference in P.Oxy. 
IV 711 to persons registered before the sixth year of Augustus, together with 
the earliest evidence of poll-tax receipts, he was able to prove that the poll tax 
and a form of registration of people were in existence before 24/3 BC.49 

Recently, Bagnall reassembled the two halves of a census declaration 
submitted in AD 12 by Harthotes son of Marres, royal farmer and priest at 
Theadelphia.5° This discovery was significant because it proved that a regis
tration was held in AD 12, and it also suggested that there was a deliberate 
choice of a seven-year interval between this census and the following one, 
probably in AD 19/20.51 Another seven-year interval was found in a register 
ofkatoikic land that mentioned compilations of records in AD 4/5 and 12.52 

Bagnall found some evidence for registrations or census declarations in the 
census-years back to 10 BC, except for 4/3 BC, and thus, he suggested that 
under Augustus the fourteen-year cycle was preceded by a seven-year cycle 
dating back as far as 11/10 BC.53 He concluded that the poll tax was intro
duced soon after the conquest, perhaps as early as 27 BC, but that the full 
seven-year census started around 11110 BC. During the gap between these 
two dates, the Roman administration used the existing registers, updating 
them through annual declarations. 54 

However, some points remain unclear. In the first place, it seems odd 
that Augustus waited to take a general census until 11/10 BC, as in 27 BC he 
held censuses in provinces even less bureaucratised (at least, so we think!) than 
Egypt. In other regions, census and tributum seem to have been the first two 
measures that followed the annexation of an allied kingdom as a province. 55 
Furthermore, if Augustus introduced a new poll tax, he presumably needed to 
record all the people liable to it, including, for instance, the 14-year old males 
who entered the registers for the first time. These considerations suggest that 
Augustus probably took some form of census soon after the conquest. Further 
problems are that a seven-year census of all the population of Egypt seems a 
very frequent census even for modern standards; moreover, it is unclear why 
Tiberius should have changed the seven-year pattern of censuses into a four
teen-year one-a revival of a Ptolemaic tradition? 

A survey of the Augustan documents supports the view that some regis
tration of people took place before 24 BC. P.Oxy. IV 711 of 15/14 BC refers 
to some mistake in the registration of people-through laographia-before 
the sixth year of Augustus, that is, before 24 BC. A recently-published pa
pyrus from the Benaki Museum in Athens is a receipt for UTCOKElj.lEVOV 'Aao
ypa<j)ta~, probably a contribution for the funding of the operations of census, 
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that the public farmers ofBakchias paid to an official called b npoc; "'Clll 'Aao
ypa<pic:x: of the Arsinoite nome, in the fifth year of an unnamed ruler, either 
Augustus or Tiberi us. This document may indicate that a census was carried 
out either in 25 BC or in AD 19.56 Among the doubtful pieces of evidence 
that might have to do with the census there is an unpublished list of persons 
and sums of money from Hawara, dated in the fourth year of Augustus. 57 

A group of documents clusters around the years 19 to 17 BC. P.Grenf I 
45 and 46 (= WChr. 200 A and B) are two c':moypa¢a1 issued in 19 and 18 
BC by a royal farmer of the Arsinoite, which may have been either census or 
annual self-declarations of farmers that served to exact the land tax in kind. 58 

To 18/17 BC are also dated the tax-lists P.Fay. 231-234. 
Another group of documents dates from 12 to 10 BC. BGUIV 1196 

and XVI 2672 are lists of priests of the temple of Bousiris in the 
Herakleopolite; P.Oxy. IV 815-817 are lists of names and sums of eight drach
mas, perhaps instalments of laographia. From 4/3 BC comes the order from 
the prefect Turranius for a census of priests. In AD 12 was issued SB XVIII 
13236 = P.Haw. 244R, a list of names and figures of eight to ten drachmas, 
perhaps instalments of laographia. Tax-lists however should be taken with cau
tion, as they may or may not be connected with the poll tax. 

The distribution of this material may suggest that some forms oflisting 
of the population for taxation purposes took place shortly after the Roman 
conquest, around 26/25 BC, and that other forms of control followed around 
19/18 BC and 12-10 BC. The interval between these registrations seems to 
have been seven years, and thus it is tempting to hypothesise that the seven
year cycle of censuses of the Egyptian population began around 26/25 BC. 
The clustering of the data over a two- or three-year period is explicable if we 
imagine a first stage in which the raw data were collected and a second when 
registers were compiled, so that the total time allowed for declarations from 
the date of the census edict extended to three years. 59 For the last four regis
trations of people in the reign of Augustus, from 11110 up to AD 11 I 12 we 
have the evidence already collected by Bagnall. 

The hypothesis that some form of census began soon after the conquest 
clashes with the dearth of declarations, which may be attributed to the gen
eral lack of Augustan material. 60 This lack of evidence, however, would be 
even more difficult to explain, if we assumed with Bagnall and Rathbone that 
before 11/10 BC the Roman administration kept the old public records, up
dating them annually through declarations. It is hard to think that, soon after 
the conquest, written declarations were submitted every year and by all: it 
would have been too expensive and time-consuming.61 
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One could hypothesise that the number of papyri found in the excava
tions may be less than expected because of the Ptolemaic practice of forming 
mummy cartonnage from waste paper. It is notable that in the Roman period, 
when this practice stopped, the written material increases. Under Augustus, 
however, this practice was probably still in existence, which is suggested by the 
numerous Augustan documents found in the cartonnage of animal and 
human mummies, especially in the Herakleopolite. 62 

However, there might have been other reasons for the lack of early census 
declarations. From the Ptolemaic period, a significant part of the census may 
have been conducted orally, through annual house-to-house inspections, or 
through the communal registration of large groups of people, by using, for in
stance, the lists of public farmers that were drawn for the annual loan of state 
seed corn. 63 It is also worth noting that most of the earliest declarations are con
nected with temples and priests, possibly because the practice of writing gravi
tated around the temples, which were centres ofliteracy and archives.64 

Another possibility is that the evidence for the earliest censuses was not 
lost, but less widespread than assumed. The early census may have involved some 
specific categories of people at different steps, rather than everybody at the same 
time: perhaps, only certain categories of people could or had to submit written 
self-declarations, in order to gain some fiscal privileges. But which were these cat
egories? In order to answer this question it is necessary to look at the relationship 
between the census and the scrutiny for privileged status or E:ntKptmc;. 

CENSUS AND EPIKRISIS 

It is common knowledge that in the Roman period the census registered the 
liability to taxation and to liturgical service, while the epikrisis was an exami
nation undergone by a limited section of the population who applied for priv
ileged status. Augustus may have introduced a new classification of the 
population according to personal status, which was connected with a differ
ent legal and fiscal treatment. The population of Egypt was divided into three 
categories: Roman citizens (rives Romani), Alexandrian citizens (in Roman 
legal terms, peregrini) and Egyptians (in a condition somehow lower than 
peregrini). This broad distinction was refined by granting fiscal privileges to 
the local Hellenised classes, i.e., the KcX'tOlKOl, the inhabitants of the 

flTJ'tpon:6A.ctc;, and the inner urban elite of the people who attended the gym
nasium, the so-called Ol cmo 'tOU YUflVCXotou. The Egyptians, at the bottom, 
paid the full rate for poll tax, the flT]'tpOn:OAi'text, the KcX'tOtKOt and the gym
nasia! class paid about half the normal rate, while the Roman and Alexandrian 
citizens were totally exempted. 65 
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As regards the katoikoi, it is proven that they enjoyed privileged status 
both under the Ptolemies and under Augustus, and that, for this reason, their 
number was kept under control. 66 Documents from the Arsinoite refer to a 
privileged class called c'x.pt8116c; of 6475 katoikoi or Hellenes. Montevecchi and 
Canducci thought that this group might have been Cleopatra's royal guard, 
which was converted after Actium to a numerus (hence the name arithmos) of 
the Roman army, but it is more likely that it was a numerus clausus of owners 
of katoikic land. Lewis suggested that Augustus created the arithmos to keep 
control over the Arsinoite katoikoi, while Montevecchi thought that it was 
created under Tiberius or later. It is also possible that the figure of 6475 ex
isted only on paper, rather than in real life, and originated from a post
Augustan registration to which later documents refer.67 Numbered groups of 
soldiers existed in the Ptolemaic period: BGUVIII 1749.8, 12 and 1750.4, 
[5], for instance, mention a body of 408 1-L<XXtllOl 8T]I3aiot TC£V'tapoupot 
who garrisoned the Herakleopolite in 64/63 BC. Continuity is evident also 
from the survival of the ethnic designation Ma.K£8wv, probably connected 
with the ownership ofkatoikic land, in twenty-four Augustan documents.68 

Another early piece of evidence for a class-distinction may be BGUXVI 
2577, a tax-register assigned to the 20s BC, which listed katoikoi and Greeks 
separately from Egyptians.69 P.Oxy. IV 711 mentions a group of people regis
tered for laographia (/ccxoypcx¢oull£Vot) as something different from the 
youths entering the gymnasia! class (£¢T]I3£UK6't£c;) with reference to the 
time before 24 BC. It is likely that, since the gymnasium existed from the 
Ptolemaic period, the status distinction between Egyptian ACXOl and Greek 
E¢11130t was also in existence in the Ptolemaic period. 

A prerequisite for privileged status under Augustus was residence in a 
city. However, the distinction between citizens of Alexandria and Egyptians 
of the chora existed in the Ptolemaic period too, as is indicated by the refer
ence to those c'x.n:o 'tTjc; n:6A£CDc; in an edict of Cleopatra and Caesarian 
(C. OrdPtol. 75/76) of 41 BC.7° The population list P.Wisc. II 46.34 seems to 
refer to some n:o/c( in 22/21 BC. 71 It is commonly assumed that Augustus in
vented the privileged class of the metropolitai, and granted to such class a re
duction on poll taxJ2 Montevecchi considered OGIS II 709 of AD 1 as the 
earliest attestation of an official distinction between Egyptians (c'x.n:o 'tOU 
VOI-LOU) and Greeks (c'x.n:o 'tTjc; !lT]'tpon:6A£CDc;).73 In some nomes, the metro
politai were called bK'ta8pCXX!lOl (payers of 8 drachmas for laographia) in 
others 8£Ka8pcxxllot or 8w8£Ka8pcxxllot. In my view, these local variations 
could have hardly been introduced under Roman rule, and probably derived 
from the Ptolemaic period.74 
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Within the hereditary elite of metropolitai there was another hereditary 
elite of people called dt an:o 'tOU yuj.lvaotou, 'gymnasia! class' in modern 
scholarship. The gymnasia! class paid poll tax at the same reduced rate as the 
other Hellenised elites, but apparently had a more prominent political role, 
providing officials for the administration. It has been hypothesised that mem
bership of the gymnasia! class came to be registered in lists under Augustus, 
when the institution of the gymnasium began to be 'transferred' from the vil
lages to the nome capitalsJ5 Indeed, there is abundant evidence that a regis
tration or ypa¢11 of the gymnasia! class was drawn at Oxyrhynchus in AD 
4/576, although the expression dt an:o or EK 'tOU YUj.lVCXotou occurs in some 
Ptolemaic documents as well. In conclusion, it is possible that the gymnasia! 
class existed and had some privileges before Augustus, and that the Roman 
conquest increased them and made them regular through official registrations 
of this classJ7 

Some form of scrutiny for privileged status was in existence in the 
Ptolemaic period. An epikrisis of land and buildings and officials called 
En:tKpt 'tCXt are documented as early as 250 BC.78 According to Montevecchi, 
the Ptolemaic epikrisis was a judicial proceeding concerning buildings and 
land, totally unconnected with fiscal status. 79 It must be noted that, in the 
Augustan period too, the epikrisis or scrutiny of status was often based on the 
assessment of the land owned by an individual. 80 

As some documents seem to witness, during the reign of Augustus one or 
more registrations of priests took place. BGUIV 1196 and BGUXVI 2672 of 
around 11 BC are two lists or two fragments of the same list of priests from the 
temple ofBousiris. In 4/3 BC, the prefect Gaius Turranius ordered an epikrisis 
of priests, which probably introduced some modifications in the organisation 
of, or the access to, the priestly categories. 81 In AD 12 there may have been an
other epikrisis of privileged categories, including priests. Possibly, the declaration 
of the priest and royal farmer Harthotes son ofMarres of AD 12 belonged to a 
specific epikrisis rather to the general census of the Egyptian population. 

It is striking that the earliest documents of the census and the epikrisis 
resemble each other to the point that they can be easily confused. According 
to Hom bert and Preaux, in early Roman documents the term E:n:t Kptcn~ did 
not yet refer specifically to the examination of status, but indicated the cen
sus, as did the term an:oypa¢11. The overlapping of the meaning of these two 
terms, though, is attested as late as the third century AD. 82 The form of the 
earliest census- and epikrisis- declarations is remarkably similar, 83 and the in
dividuals who appear in the earliest census returns seem to have been all mem
bers of privileged categories, for instance priests or inhabitants of nome 
capitals, i.e., the categories that would submit epikrisis returns. 84 
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It is possible that some documents that were originally interpreted as ev
idence for the provincial census referred to epikriseis of specific categories. 
P.Oxy. II 288.35 states specifically that an epikrisis took place at Oxyrhynchus 
in AD 11. This may have applied only to the people in this specific metropo
lis, rather than to all the Egyptian population. Augustus may have taken spe
cific registrations for privileged categories at varying intervals of time, while 
the Egyptian population underwent a regular census every 14 years. It has 
been suggested that a stricter type of epikrisis was introduced by Nero, under 
whom the term acquired the technical significance of 'examination of titles, 
entailing appearance before a committee of epikritai with three witnesses.' 85 

It is possible that the epikrisis was reformed even later, for instance under 
Vespasian, when there seems to have been a redefinition of some privileged 
categories (e.g. the katoikoi) and of the access to privileged status. 

CONCLUSION 

The evidence examined in this chapter suggests that the Roman administra
tion took over or revived elements of the Ptolemaic census, including perhaps 
the periodicity every seven or fourteen years. This tendency to continue the 
existing structures is not surprising, as it was both advantageous and in
evitable for Rome to utilise the bureaucratic traditions that existed in the 
provinces. Unfortunately, the dearth of published evidence for the census 
under Ptolemaic rule does not allow for more precise conclusions. 

In the Augustan period there may have been different forms of registra
tion of people, possibly used in combination. The documentary evidence for 
a type of census that registered the Egyptian population (laographia) is ex
tremely scanty until AD 33. However, there are some fragmentary references 
to registrations of people that took place from the very beginning of the reign 
of Augustus. Whether or not such registrations involved the population of the 
entire province, and therefore whether or not they may be called 'provincial 
census,' remains open. Indeed, it is possible that for some time under 
Augustus the Egyptian people and farmers continued to be registered through 
the annual listings that were drawn for agricultural purposes, as in the 
Ptolemaic period, while other categories of people, such as the katoikoi, the 
inhabitants of the nome capitals and some priestly categories underwent sep
arate registrations of status, which were held at different times in different 
areas. It is likely, in addition, that Roman and Alexandrian citizens were reg
istered through separate censuses. 

To what extent the census in Egypt was similar to what we find in 
other Roman provinces is hard to say, because every province had its own 
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peculiarities, and we know virtually nothing about the way the censuses 
were taken. In Egypt, the count of the population, the assessment of the in
dividual property (that is, the land owned), and the epikrisis or examination 
for privileged status were all events closely connected to each other. The 
census and some forms of epikrisis existed from the Ptolemaic period, al
though under Augustus these institutions acquired a new purpose, that is, 
the exaction of the provincial poll tax. It is overwhelmingly likely that the 
Roman administration favoured the creation of a rigid status-system, but 
this system may have been established through different steps that were 
taken over a period of several years, and exploited status differentiations that 
existed from the Ptolemaic period. 

Neither the census nor the epikrisis were ever popular in Egypt. The reg
istrations that took place under Augustus provoked embassies to the emperor, 
petitions and revolts. The documented embassies of Alexandrians to Augustus 
might have been connected to census- and status-registrations. An embassy of 
Alexandrians requested Augustus to reintroduce the city council in the 20s 
BC; another reached Augustus in Gaul in 10/9 BC, to petition him on prob
lems concerning Alexandria and all Egypt,86 and the third and last-known 
embassy took place in AD 12, possibly a census year.87 The anachoresis or 
flight of villagers who attempted to escape the registration for taxes and com
pulsory services might have increased in the years of the census. 88 It may not 
be a coincidence that the earliest evidence of anachoresis in the Roman period 
comes from the census year AD 19/20.89 Conversely, papyri preserving invi
tations to the epikrisis of 14-year old boys indicate that its positive outcome 
was celebrated as a private festivat9° 



Chapter Eight 

The Reorganisation of Landholding 

INTRODUCTION 

From the Pharaonic period until the present day, agriculture has been at the 
centre of Egypt's economy, society, and politics. For this reason, the changes 
in the distribution and exploitation of land are likely to reflect political and 
social changes. This chapter attempts to analyse neither the legal connotations 
of the ownership of land in Roman law, nor the applicability of the situation 
in Egypt to the rest of the empire, but seeks to investigate, on the basis of the 
documents, how the organisation and exploitation of the land may have 
changed in the transition from Ptolemaic to Roman rule. 

Under the Ptolemies (and probably also before), the principal categories 
ofland were royal land (yf\(3<XmAtKi]), sacred land (Yll 'tcpci), land detained 
in some form of private ownership (Yll £v a<j)ECHol, Yll 't8tCD'ttKi], or 
K'ti]J.l<X't<X), land of the military settlers (Yll KAT]pOUXtKi], Yll K<X'tOlKtKi]), 
and gift-estates assigned by the king to his associates (8CDp£<Xt). 1 According to 
Rostovtzeff, when after the Roman conquest the land underwent major con
fiscations and an overall reclassification, the principal categories remained the 
same, except for a fundamental novelty: the introduction of Roman-style, full 
private ownership of land and its spread on a large scale. This category com
prised the land acquired by private individuals from the confiscations and the 
auctions that took place after the conquest; katoikic land, that is the land of 
Greek military settlers, which was assimilated to private land; and the large es
tates (ouotm) that were privately owned by the imperial family or by wealthy 
Alexandrians and Greeks. Rostovtzeff believed that, when Augustus pro
moted private investments in land, he aimed to create a new landowning elite, 
on which he could rely for the administration of the new province.2 
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This chapter tries to set these assumptions against the early Roman ev
idence of the most important categories of land: public and sacred land, ka
toikic land, land sold by the state to private citizens, and private estates. It also 
deals with the relationship between the estates of the Julio-Claudian period 
and their Ptolemaic precedents, by examining their internal organisation, fis
cal status, and administration. 

PUBLIC AND SACRED LAND 

The consensus is that, after 30 BC, most of the land that belonged to the old 
category of royal land or j3acnA.tKi] Yll was renamed as public land, 8ru.wota 
Yll or 8ru.t6ma E:8<i¢TJ, which mirrored the Latin terms ager publicus or agri 
publici. 3 Still, the terms j3amA.t KTJ and OT]flOOta Yll continued to be used 
side by side, with no apparent distinction. This may have been a characteris
tic of certain geographical areas, such as the Arsinoite nome. However, it is 
possible that not everything that was called j3amA.t K6~ became DT]fl6crto~: 
the survival of institutions such as the j3amA.t KO~ ypCXflflCX'tEU~, for in
stance, clearly shows that the Romans were not interested in changing names. 
As Lo Cascio recently hypothesised, the denomination 'public land' might 
have been a general heading under which the Romans grouped basi/ike ge and 
possibly other land, for instance confiscated land.4 

After the Roman conquest, state land continued to pay annually variable 
rents in kind according to the level of the Nile-flood, though the average charge 
tended to be about half of the yield, that is, up to five artabas per aroura. 5 As 
was the case in the Ptolemaic period, so under Roman rule state land was leased 
out to public farmers, the OT]fl6crtot yEwpyot, or, as some of them were still 
called under Augustus, the j3amA.t KOt yEwpyoL These farmers received from 
the state annual loans of seed, to be returned at the end of the harvest in the 
form of taxation. In the Ptolemaic period, the status of royal farmer carried cer
tain privileges, so that it was eagerly sought after. It is generally believed that 
under Roman rule the privileges of royal farmers were suppressed. However, it 
is likely that public farmers continued to have a favoured fiscal status, such as a 
reduced poll tax (which may have been collected from the community of pub
lic farmers), and the exemption from some compulsory services.6 

Since the Pharaonic period, traditional Egyptian temples were endowed 
at their foundation with landed property, called 'tEpa yil, from which they de
rived income to support the cult. In addition, some temple land was held as pri
vate land, and it seems that the tenure of temple land gave a special status or 
protection from the government. 7 In Wilcken's view, a radical change took place 
in the reign of Augustus, who drastically reduced temple property, removed it 
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from the control of the priests and partly equated it to public land. 8 This view 
was based on P.Tebt. II 302 (= WChr. 368) and BGUIV 1200. The first docu
ment reports that, in the early reign of Augustus, the prefect Petronius confis
cated temple land and returned it to the temples as a replacement for the 
crtwtcx~u;, the annual subvention the state gave to temples. The second docu
ment is a petition of2/1 BC, in which some priests declare that, before 20/19 
BC, the land of the temple of Bousiris was confiscated by the public treasury 
(8ru.t6mov), but the priests continued to administer the land on behalf of the 
state, and received 200 artabas of wheat a year as a subsidy.9 

But did Augustus really introduce reforms in order to reduce the power 
of the traditional Egyptian priests and temples? BGU IV 1198, a petition of 
the priests of Herakleopolis against the payment of laographia, cites an edict 
ofTurranius ordering a stricter control and registration of the priestly cate
gories. In my view, this edict may have been an administrative regulation 
modelled on Ptolemaic precedents, and is not sufficient to prove that 
Turranius drastically reduced the power of the priests. Indeed, soon after the 
Roman conquest in 30 BC there were general confiscations of land, among 
which there were probably also confiscations of sacred land. However, the the
ory that he set out to undermine the prosperity of the temples may be an over
simplification: as Rostovtzeff first argued and, later, Glare explained in detail, 
there was no real dichotomy between Roman state and Egyptian temples, 
which remained relatively privileged. 10 The tax rate on sacred land continued 
to be two artabas per aroura as under the Ptolemies, that is, halfWay between 
the low rates on private and katoikic land (one artaba per aroura) and the high 
rates on public land (up to five artabas per aroura). 11 

KATOIKIC LAND 

In the Ptolemaic period, katoikic land was bestowed by royal grant on a class 
of military settlers called KcX'tOlKOl 'tn:n:£t~. According to recent studies, the 
class of the katoikoi was formed in the reign of Ptolemy Euergetes II, around 
145 BC, to subsume various categories of kleruchs throughout Egypt. 12 The 
king was the real owner of the land, while the katoikos was only the tempo
rary possessor: katoikic land could not be alienated, but reverted to the king 
on the death of the soldier. If the soldier was unable to pay taxes, he could 
transfer the land, but only to another katoikos, along with the obligation to 
pay taxes on it. In origin, this transfer (called n:cxpcxx:,wprpu; or 
KCX'tCXX,WPT]<Jt~) was for one year, then it gradually extended until, under the 
later Ptolemies, it became t'u; 'tOV ad x:,p6vov.13 
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In 60 BC, a royal ordinance granted the right of inheritance of katoikic 
land not only to the soldiers but also to their wives and children. 14 Legally, a 
katoikic plot (KATlPO~) could never be sold, but only be transferred, and thus 
the Ptolemaic cessions of katoikic land never mention any price. However, a 
cession ofkatoikic land could conceal the repayment of a loan or the payment 
of back taxes. It is also possible that a form of price existed although it was 
hidden. For the cession of katoikic land the soldiers had to pay a transfer tax 
called CY'tE<j)cwo~ (crown tax). Katoikic land had to pay taxes at the standard 
rate of one artaba per aroura. 15 By the end of the Ptolemaic period katoikic 
land was alienable and inheritable, but was confined to the closed circle of the 
katoikoi, so that, as Bingen argued, it was only 'quasi-private.' 16 

It is common knowledge that in the Roman period katoikic land was 
formally and legally equated to private land. 17 In fact, under Roman rule the 
stephanos seems to disappear, while a recorded price begins to appear in sales 
of land. The earliest evidence of a recorded price in a sale of land is BGU II 
543 of 27 BC, where a certain Akousilaos declares to the authorities of the 
Arsinoite nome that he sold his ten arouras for 800 drachmas. Oddly, how
ever, the occurrences of the price ofland (ncxpcxx:,wprynK6v and, more rarely, 
'tl!-lll) remain scarce throughout the Roman period, perhaps a sign that to 
record the price of land was not a standard practice yet. 18 

In SB V 7537 of 6/5 BC, a petition to the prefect Turranius from the 
village ofKoma in Herakleopolites, a farmer claims that in 36/5 BC he sub
mitted an c'x.vcx<j)opci (possibly a declaration of property) according to which 
the plot of katoikic land which he inherited from his father was valued at 40 
drachmas per aroura, 400 drachmas in total. This document shows that a 
value-price in drachmas was calculated in the late Ptolemaic period even for 
katoikic land. In the division of property P.Tebt. II 382 (20/19 BC19) some 
katoikoi described their land as Un:cipx:,oncx~ TJj.lEtV ncx'tptKOU~ KAr]'(pou~)
however, this document is insufficient to prove that a new type of private 
ownership was introduced by the Romans, because the verb uncipx:,w indi
cated either possession or ownership. 20 

In the Ptolemaic period, katoikic land was administered through an ex
tensive bureaucracy, which included secretaries, overseers and an official 
called b npo~ Ttl crunci~Et, whose precise functions are still unclear. 21 Its 
records were deposited in a separate registry called 'tnntKOV /coytCY'tllPtOV or 
cavalry office, and KCX'tCXAOX,tcrj.lOl at Alexandria, under an official called b 
np6~ 'tOt~ KCX'tCXAOX,tCYj.lOt~ 'tTl~ A't ytmou. Under Roman rule, katoikic 
land seems to have retained its peculiarities, from the manner of acquisition 
through cession to the registration in the cavalry office and the katalochismoi. 
The surviving cessions of katoikic land have a distinctive form that changed 
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according to area and included an oath.22 In the Roman period, the formal 
layout of these contracts does not present significant changes. The ancient 
names of the first holders of kleroi of the Ptolemaic period remained attached 
to the land for centuries,23 and Roman documents continue to cite Ptolemaic 
ordinances (prostagmata and diatagmata) on katoikic land as valid legal au
thorities. 24 As far as our evidence goes, the officials in charge of the katalochis
moi have Greek names, until a certain point in the first century AD, when we 
encounter a certain Tiberi us Claudius. 25 The only visible change seems to 
have been the disappearance of the Ptolemaic official called b n:pot; 'ttl 
<JUV'tcX~£t. A substantial reorganisation ofkatoikic land may have taken place 
in the second half of the first century AD, possibly under the Flavians, when 
the katoikic contracts came to be deposited in the 13ti3At08i]KT] 
EYK'tij<J£CDV. 26 

Under Roman rule, katoikic land continued to pay public dues or 
Ka8i]KOV't<X of one artaba per aroura. 27 A tax list of the reign of Tiberi us 
shows that this was the rate of taxation for private land in general, including 
both katoikic land and land called 't8tCD'ttKi].28 In this document, the owners 
of private and katoikic land, all with Greek names, were split into two cate
gories, namely, Alexandrians and £n6mot; this suggests that katoikic and 
private land were in the hands of either Alexandrian citizens and landowners 
who were present on the ground, in the chora. 29 

According to Rowlandson, the Roman administration may have created 
some new katoikic land in addition to that existing before the conquest. This 
assumption was based on some Roman documents that referred to land 
'bought into the K<X'tOlKta.' Among these documents, PSIIV 320.1 Of of AD 

18 refers to cDVTJj.lEVTJt; Ylls 8w8£K<X 8p<XX!-LWV t'tt; 'tllV 'tWV K<X'tOtKCDV 
<JUV't<X~lV, which was interpreted as 'land previously bought from the state at 
twelve drachmas per aroura and assigned to the katoikia. '30 In my view, how
ever, the phrase 8w8£K<X 8p<XXj.lWV does not indicate the price of the land, 
but may refer to a category of people called 8w8£KcX0p<XX!-LOl, who took their 
name from the fact that they paid poll tax at the reduced rate of 12 drachmas. 
Specifically, the phrase may be translated: 'bought land of (or from) those who 
pay twelve drachmas for the syntaxis of the katoikoi.' This document thus 
seems to indicate that the land in question belonged to a class of katoikoi, the 
8w8£KcX0p<XX!-LOl, who paid a 12-drachmas poll tax called syntaxis of the ka
toikoi. 31 This text cannot be used as evidence that the Roman administration 
created new katoikic land, and the question remains open. 

It is likely that confiscations of the land of Ptolemaic soldiers took place 
after the war. However, Augustus may have let some of them keep their kleroi as 
private property, possibly by buying them back. The occurrence of a purchase 
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price of land in a document of 27 BC may suggest that in the Roman period 
katoikic land was officially recognised as private land. 32 However, one may won
der whether this evidence is really enough to prove that katoikic land was re
garded as 'freely' alienable property. Since all the buyers of katoikic kleroi 
attested in the early Roman period seem to belong to the Hellenised elites, it is 
possible that in the early Roman period katoikic land could not be sold and 
bought by just everybody, but was confined to the status circle of the katoikoi. 

Recent studies have shown that the katoikoi and their land enjoyed a 
privileged status in the Ptolemaic period. It is likely that in the Roman period 
these privileges were continued. The existence in the Arsinoite of a closed 
group of katoikoi called the 6475 Hellenes may be a testimony to this conti
nuity. The 6475 are first mentioned in a letter that the emperor Nero ad
dressed to this group (SBXII 11 012), in which he stated that the 6475 existed 
also under the earlier emperors, probably meaning all the emperors including 
Augustus. It is possible that this number of soldiers existed only 'on paper,' as 
a result from an early Roman registration, though it might have existed in the 
Ptolemaic period as well. 33 

BOUGHT LAND 

It was once believed that private ownership of land did not exist in the 
Ptolemaic period, except for a minor number of privately-owned vineyards 
and gardens (K'tTUl<X't<X), and that the category of ECDVTUlEVT] yfl or bought 
land was introduced by the Roman administration. 34 Rowlandson thought 
that 'bought land' was created in the earliest years of Roman rule, when un
cultivable land was set aside as almost unproductive of revenue (1.m;6A,oyoc;) 
and was then sold at a low price to private individuals, so that they would use 
their own capital to bring this land back into cultivation. Bought land was 
granted tax-free status (a'tEA£ta) for three years, after which it was taxed at 
the standard rate of one artaba per aroura. 35 According to Tomsin, the prac
tice of selling state land from the un6A-oyoc; through the prefect or the idios 
logos derived from the Roman agri quaestorii, public lands that the state sold 
to private citizens through the agency of the quaestor or the praetor. 36 

The earliest occurrence of ECDVT]!lEVT] yfl in the Roman period is P.Koln 
V 227 B5f of AD 12/13. P.Oxy.Hels. 9.6, 9, 11 of AD 26 refers to land bought 
in the fifteenth, forty-first, and forty-third years of Augustus, i.e. 15 BC, AD 
11 and AD 13. P.Oxy. IV 721 shows the standard procedure of purchasing 
land from the state: under Augustus some KA flpOl were confiscated, either be
cause the land was ownerless (bona caduca et vacantia) or for political reasons 
(bona damnatorum), and were assigned to the public treasury. Subsequently, 
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if they became unproductive, they were assigned to the un:6A.oyoc;, and were 
put up for sale. The price was established by the idios logos, to whom the 
prospective buyer had to submit an application. Once purchased, the posses
sion of private land meant not only liability to taxes, at the rate of one artaba 
per aroura, but also to a rent to be fixed on inspection. 37 

This procedure applied to other kinds of property too: in P.Oxy. IX 
1188 of AD 13, for instance, the idios logos confiscated and sold some wood 
from a sacred property: the potential buyer submitted an application to the 
idios logos Q. Attius Pronto, who forwarded it to the basilikos grammateus of 
the nome, with instructions to verifY details and value the wood. The corre
spondence then descended to the topogrammateus and the komogrammateus, 
who had to go to the premises and supply the information required, and to 
establish the price of the wood KCX'tcX 'tOV yvcbf.LOVCX, 'according to the gno
mon.' From the same time and place, P.Oxy. XX 2277 is an offer to purchase 
vacant land belonging to the idios logos. The officials involved are the same, 
and the price of the land is again calculated on the basis of a gnomon (11. 7, 
12), probably a conventional list of prices, not an early attestation of the 
Gnomon of the Idios Logos. 38 

It is overwhelmingly likely that Augustus increased and promoted sales of 
land to private individuals. However, it seems that private land existed from the 
Ptolemaic period and even from the Pharaonic one. In fact there is Ptolemaic 
evidence for yfl 't8tCD'tlKll and 't8t6K'tT]'tOc;,39 for land sold to private individu
als from temple estates,40 and for yfl ECDVT]flEVT], land bought from the royal ac
count or from the Ptolemaic department of the idios logos, which acted as the 
confiscator and seller of vacant land.41 In addition, P.Haun.inv. 407 of 119/118 
BC, a land-survey from the Apollonopolite nome shows that private ownership 
was not only in existence, but also the predominant form ofland tenure in the 
Apollonopolite since the Pharaonic period.42 

Also the practice of selling dry land from the state account to private in
dividuals had close Ptolemaic precedents. The technicalities of the sale of 
land, including the grant of a three- or five-year long cnEAEtCX and subse
quent KOU<)lO'tEAEtCX to those who bought unproductive land, derived from 
decrees by Euergetes II, from the 'Revenue Laws' of Ptolemy Philadelphos, 
and possibly even from pre-Ptolemaic regulations. One aspect of innovation 
was that in the Roman period the Efl<)l'l.l'tEUcrU; or hereditary lease, common 
in the Ptolemaic period, seems to have gradually been replaced by private 
ownership of land. 43 The rate of taxation on private land remained one artaba 
per aroura, as in the Ptolemaic period. In addition to taxes (Kcx8i]KOV'tCX), it 
is likely that private land paid also rents (EK<)l6ptcx). Taxes may have been 

payable to the dioikesis, rents to the idios logos. 44 
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The increase of sales of state land to private individuals in the Roman pe
riod might have generated an increase of money transactions: as the land was 
the underpinning of credit, sales of land often covered other monetary opera
tions, such as loans. A group of papyri originating in Alexandria, and belonging 
to the period roughly extending from 25 to 5 BC, preserve information about 
imperial slaves lending money, and leasing and selling plots ofland: in BGUIV 
1118 of25/24 BC, Aisopos slave of the imperial slave or freedman Eros, leases 
some land cultivated as garden on the Kanopos branch of the Nile to Tryphon 
and his wife Arsinoe, who receive from Eros (through the bank ofDionysos) a 
loan of2500 drachmas to do the necessary works. In BGUIV 1129 of 13 BC, 
Tryphon, slave of the imperial slave or freedman Simon, buys from Protarchos 
and his wife, the Alexandrian citizen Opora, some plots of land amounting to 
48 11 I 16 arouras in the Bousirite nome (i.e. the chora of Alexandria) for 1400 
drachmas; another sum had been anticipated from Tryphon to Protarchos some 
months before the transaction.45 This document suggests that sales like this 
originated from a loan: people in need of money sold their land to the state or 
to the imperial patrimonium through imperial freedmen, and some of them may 
have continued to farm and pay rent on the land even after they had sold it. In 
BGUIV 1130 of 4 BC, the Alexandrian citizen Sarapion son ofDiodoros pur
chases two arouras in the Lykopolite nome in the Thebaid from Pylaimenes, 
slave of the imperial slave Akratos. The deed of sale was drawn up in Alexandria 
and its guarantors were Pylaimenes himself and a certain C. Julius Hermias, 
who is described as the KUptOc; and DEcrn:6'tT]c; of Akratos and acts through 
Hermias the slave (rather than the son) of Priscus. Apparently, C. Julius 
Hermias was an imperial freedman who supervised the imperial slave Akratos, 
while Pylaimenes, who was the person responsible for the practicalities of the 
sale, was a vicarius. 46 

ESTATES 

The presence of imperial estates or oucricn under the Julio-Claudians is re
garded as one of the earliest examples of the spread of private ownership of 
land on a large scale. These estates were in essence the revenues from various 
types of property that the imperial family owned in Italy and in the provinces, 
including Egypt. Often an ousia consisted of parcels of land scattered in sev
eral locations, but could also be the revenues from livestock or from the man
agement of proto-industrial activities such as the textile industry or the 
production of papyrus.47 Apart from the imperial family, also prominent 
members of the Graeco-Egyptian elite owned estates, called conventionally 
'non-imperial' estates.48 The area with the greatest concentration of ousiai is 
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the Arsinoite, while they seem to have been entirely absent from Upper 
Egypt.49 Naturally, however, our knowledge of the distribution of estates has 
been shaped by the pattern of finds of the papyri, and new evidence might 
change it. 

The number of estates in Egypt increased progressively in the Julio
Claudian period, until Vespasian or Titus grouped them in a department 
called ousiakos logos, which was assimilated to public land. However, the 
precedents and the genesis of the ousiai are still problematic. The principal 
question has been whether the ousiai of the Roman period were the continu
ation of the earlier 8wp£<Xt, estates temporarily granted by the Ptolemies to 
their associates, or, as Parassoglou first argued, were purchased on the mar
ket. 50 Crawford and, later, Rathbone doubted that an open market for land 
ever functioned in Egypt, a province closely guarded by the emperor, and re
verted to the view that the ousiai were grace-and-favour estates consciously 
modelled on the Hellenistic doreai, and that they originated from the confis
cations that took place after the Roman conquest. Some estates were created 
from the former doreai of the Ptolemaic court, others from ownerless, unpro
ductive, katoikic, and sacred land. 51 It seems unlikely that members of the 
imperial household such as Maecenas, Livia or Antonia purchased their land 
from Augustus. 

The obstacle to any investigation of the precedents of the ousiai is the 
scarcity of information about the number, size and location of the Ptolemaic 
doreai from the second century BC onwards. 52 We have little evidence for the 
term 8CDp£ci in the late Ptolemaic period, and in the Roman period it occurs 
only sporadically. 53 The only element which helps to reconstruct the history of 
the doreai are their names, as they were designated over the centuries by the 
name of their first owner (e.g. 8wp£a 'tOU 8£tV0~).54 This pattern applied to 

the Roman ousiai as well, which were indicated in the documents by the term 
ousia followed by the proper name of the owner in the genitive (e.g. ouot<X 
Mm KTJVOU) or, in the case of a former owner, by n:p6't£pov followed by the gen
itive of the proper name, or by adding the suffix-t<XVTJ, a transliteration of the 
Latin suffix-ianus or-iana (e.g. ouota M<XtK11V<X'tt<Xvi]). For this reason, 
place names may be useful when trying to establish the date of the creation of 
an estate: the presence in Roman ousiai offarmsteads (E:n:dtKt<X), granaries (811-
craupot) and other buildings with Greek or Egyptian names may suggest that 
the land was exploited as an estate before the Roman occupation too. 55 

A survey of the late Ptolemaic and early Roman terminology shows that 
estates were also indicated by a number of terms other from ousia. 5G The term 
E:8ci¢11, 'fields' (close to the Latin term fundi), indicated the property of a 
Roman citizen in the Alexandrian chora in a document of 33 BC.57 Some 
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edaphe of Asklepiades in the Herakleopolite are mentioned in a petition to an 
oikonomos and a strategos of 13/12 BC.58 P.Wisc. II 52.6 of AD 32 refers to the 
edaphe of a woman called Thermoutharion, who occurs as a landowner in 
other documents too. 59 

An estate could also be designated by the term n:p6cro8oc;, 'revenue.' In 
the first century BC, there is evidence of a KEX,CDplO'flEVT] n:p6cro8oc;, a 'sep
arate account' for recording the revenues in cash from either the produce or 
the sale of the land.60 BGUVIII 1828.7f of the 50s BC refers to the former 
prosodos of'An:tKKtoc;, perhaps the transliteration of the Latin name Apicius. 
P.Ryl. II 73.12f of 33-30 BC refers to £8ci¢T] n:pocro8tKci. A prosodos of 
Harpaesis occurs in BGUIV 1197.5 of5/4 BC; aprosodosofTigellius in BGU 
VII 1669.2 assigned to the first centuries BC or AD; and a prosodos and 
K'tllO'lc; of Theon son of Theon occurs in P.Ryl. II 145.3f of AD 38.61 In PSI 
Corr. I 1150.31 of 27 BC and SB XVI 13017.21 of 24 BC the rents from im
perial estates were measured by the 'measure of the prosodos. '62 In other 
Roman documents the term prosodos clearly indicates imperial estates. 63 This 
evidence suggests that the late Ptolemaic attestations of ktesis, ktema, prosodos 
and edaphe may be the link between the Ptolemaic doreai and the Julio
Claudian ousiai. 

ACQUISITION AND CESSION 

Augustus took over and retained the land that formerly belonged to Antony 
and Cleopatra, both in Egypt and outside. 64 The earliest evidence for imperial 
property in Egypt is a document from Tebtunis, PSI Corr. I 1150 of 27 BC, a 
lease of land whose first lines (4-6) run: Eflt<J8CD<JCXV [<!>tA.6~£voc;] KCXt 
IIOO'ElDcDVlOc; Cxfl¢6't£p0l ~lOYVll'tOU 9~ n:pOEO''tcD['t]E[c; 'tllc; n:p61:£pO]V 
II£'t£V£¢t£louc; vuv1 8£ Kcx[t]crcxpoc; cx1noKpci1:op9c; [yflc; K'tA..65 The 
property was probably sacred land that the emperor took over as a part of his 
private patrimony. It is worth noting that the existing managers (n:pOEO''tcD'tEc;) 
remained in place despite the change of owner. The earliest known example of 
an estate granted by the emperor to some associates of his occurs in SB XVI 
13017 of24 BC, which mentions some land n:p61:£pov Eu8cxtflCDVoc; vuv18£ 
Mcx[y]l'lvou KCXt IICDA.twvoc;.66 The two recur in P.Coll. Youtie I 19.12 of AD 
44 as McxtKllVOU KCXt IIwA.A.[twvoc;], and may be identified with Maecenas 
and probably Vedius Pollio. 67 

Apart from the imperial family, the owners of ousiai included Roman 
and Alexandrian citizens.68 The city of Alexandria also owned estates in 
Egypt, through the institution of the ol Koc;, the patrimony of the city, which 
I shall discuss below in this chapter. It is possible that a part of the Ptolemaic 
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aristocracy was allowed to keep their properties or buy them back after the 
Roman conquest. This might be the case with the estate called 
NtK<XVCDptcwil, if it was the estate of Nikanor the son of the philosopher 
Areius of Alexandria, who may have been allowed to retain and bequeath his 
property because of his friendship with Augustus. 69 Other properties may 
have remained in the same hands during the civil wars. The estate ofFalcidius, 
documented in the Roman period, may have belonged to a partisan of 
Antony's and the estate of Gallia Polla might have belonged to a family of 
Antonian supporters.7° 

Under Augustus and Tiberius some ousiai seem to have been shared by 
two co-owners. Some examples are the estates of Eros and Charmos, Iucundus 
and Chresimus, C. Julius Athenodoros and Ti. Calpurnius Tryphon, Ti. 
Claudius Balbillus and M. Aponius Saturninus, Agrippina and Rutillius.71 

These partners were not related, nor do they seem to have been close friends 
or associates. It is commonly believed that these partnerships originated from 
the division of the Ptolemaic doreai in smaller parcels after the Roman con
quest, in order to satisfY more beneficiaries and to have more people invest
ing their private money in the cost of the necessary works. 72 However, the 
assumption that these co-owners shared an ousia may be an illusion generated 
by our misinterpretation of the documents. A reference to a farmer 'of the es
tate of x andy' may simply indicate that a farmer was working on two adja
cent or overlapping plots of land, that belonged to x and toy respectively. 

We have no evidence for the concession of an ousia, except perhaps P.Oxy 
XII 1434 of AD 107/108, a register of concessions of immunity from taxation 
on the estate of C. Julius Theon in the Oxyrhynchite. This document states that 
in 7 I 4 BC an edict of the prefect C. Turranius granted to C. Julius Theon 'the fa
ther' some pasture land 'from the account of Caesar' ('A6yor; Katcrapor:;,), and 
some dry land, on condition that he should pay the city (either Alexandria or 
Oxyrhynchus) about two talents for taxes and other charges. On the death of C. 
Julius Theon around AD 10, his son C. Julius Theon submitted an application 
(1. 13 ava¢6ptov) to the prefect Aquila in order to be granted his father's land, 
and the prefect assigned to him the estate through an edict. It may be significant 
that the family of the Julii Theones held city magistracies at Alexandria through
out the Roman period: under Augustus, C. Julius Theon was hypomne
matographos and archiereus, and another Theon was archidikastes. 73 It is possible 
that there was some connection between the tenure of city magistracies in 
Alexandria or elsewhere and the assignment of an ousia in the chora. 
Unfortunately, the evidence is too scanty to allow for further discussion. 

In the Ptolemaic period, the land given as doreai, as well as the yfl £v 
a¢£crEt, could at any time revert to the Ptolemaic king.74 Similarly, in the 
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Roman period, the imperial estates ultimately belonged to the emperor's patri
mony: the numerous changes of owners of the Julio-Claudian ousiai seem to 
support the view that estates often reverted to the emperor, who redistributed 
them to new beneficiaries.75 The aforementioned estates of Maecenas and 
Pollio reverted to the imperial patrimony on the death of their owners. Both 
Maecenas and Pollio belonged to the circle of the emperor's amici, and thus, 
their estates may be considered as 'imperial.' As Dio reports, it was almost oblig
atory for amici principis to bequeath their property to the princeps. 76 The estates 
of the prefects of Egypt, e.g. that ofPetronius, also reverted to the emperor.77 

The position of non-imperial estates, that is, of estates apparently un
connected with the imperial household, is more problematic. It is unclear 
whether these estates eventually reverted to the imperial patrimony, or 
whether they could be legally sold or bequeathed to the beneficiary's heirs; in 
addition, it is often difficult to distinguish 'non-imperial estates' from ordi
nary 'private land.'78 There are two or three examples of estates that were be
queathed from father to son. The occurrence of an olive grove 'of the children 
of Euandros' in P.Coll. Youtie I 19.13 suggests that Euandros, priest and freed
man ofTiberius, probably bequeathed his estate to his children.79 P.Oxy XII 
1434 (discussed above) refers to an estate of C. Julius Theon the elder that 
passed around AD 10 to his son, also called Theon; he may have been the 
Theon son ofTheon who appears as estate-owner in P.Ryl. II 145 of AD 38. 
P.Fay 87.1.5 of AD 155 reports that the philosopher Julius Asklepiades (who 
lived under Augustus) bequeathed his property to the city of Alexandria. In 
conclusion, it seems that estates could be either donated or bequeathed, but 
there is no evidence that they were sold on the market. 

MANAGEMENT 

Normally the owners of the imperial and non-imperial ousiai lived far away 
from their possessions, and entrusted the management of their estate to local 
officials who forwarded them the revenues. It is likely that the ousiai were 
managed in a variety of ways, depending on their origin, as the land came into 
the hands of the owners with crops, farmers and managers already in place. 80 

In the papyri these managers are called most frequently n:po£CY'tcD't£~, but also 
n:pOVOOUV't£~, dtK:OVOj.lot, <j)pOV'ttCY't<Xl, n:pOCY'tcX'tat, yp<Xj.lj.l<X't£t~, 

EKATJj.ln:'tOp£~, n:p£crj3U't£p0t, X,Etptcr't<Xt and n:payj.l<X't£maL81 These 
were superintendents in charge of one or more parcels, responsible for the 
leasing of land to various tenants, the collection of revenues, and the overall 
administration, and often had specific tasks, such as the supervision of the 
beasts of burden or of the cattle. In case of need, the local farmers of an ousia 



The Reorganisation of Landholding 109 

probably addressed the manager, not the absentee owner: this seems the case 
with P.RyL II 133, a petition to Euandros, the priest and freedman ofTiberius, 
dated AD 33, in which a villager reported damages to the irrigation system of 
some fields that Euandros was probably managing on behalf of the emperor. 

The managers of the imperial estates were most commonly called 
proestotes. 82 They probably existed since the Ptolemaic period, when the 
doreai were administered through a network of managers who were recruited 
from the slaves and freedmen of the owner or from the local population of the 
nome.83 The managers of the ousiai were often imperial slaves who reported 
to imperial freedmen and had their own slaves as vicarii. 84 In P.Oxy. II 244 of 
AD 23, Cerinthus, a slave of Antonia wife of Drusus, was in charge of her 
sheep and goats in the Oxyrhynchite. 85 In P.RyL II 166 of AD 26, a certain 
C. Julius Amarantos managed the estate of C. Julius Alexandros at 
Euhemeria. 86 In P.Ryl. II 127.26f of AD 29, Cladus, slave of Livia wife of 
Drusus Caesar, commissioned an Egyptian farmer to do some work for him 
in Euhemeria. 87 After the creation of the OUcrt<XKOc; A-6yoc; by the Flavians, 
both the local npOECJ'tcD'tEc; and the imperial slaves were replaced by imperial 
procurators who were subordinated to an £nt 1:ponoc; 0Ucrt<XK6c; at 
Alexandria. 88 

It may be difficult to distinguish owners from administrators, as the 
freedmen who managed imperial estates often acted as if they were the own
ers. 89 Parassoglou noticed that, in turn, some of the owners of imperial estates 
had typical slave names, such as Eros, Iucundus, Numerius, Charmos, 
Chresimos, Chrestos, Latinus, Onesimos, and Sokrates, and suggested that 
they may have been, rather than proper owners, slaves who were assigned an 
estate for their lifetime and then bequeathed it to the emperor-as happened 
to the ousia of Anthos, probably a slave of Germanicus, which on Anthos' 

death passed to the imperial patrimonium. Parassoglou however thought that 
the majority of these people may have been wealthy Alexandrians.90 

A survey of the evidence indicates that some of these landowners were 
indeed imperial slaves. As regards Eros and Charmos, there are numerous oc
currences of Eros in the papyri of the Augustan period, and a literary source 
informs us that under Augustus a certain C. Julius Eros was a prominent fig
ure, 'tcX £v A't yun'to;> DlOlKcDv.91 Some documents suggest that Charmos 
may have been another imperial freedman doing business in Egypt through 
his own slaves.92 Evidence on Jucundus and Chresimos suggests that they 
were imperial slaves too93: BGU IV 1137 (= WChr. 112) of 6 BC and SB 
XXII 15460 of 5 BC record the proceedings of an association for the imperial 
cult in Alexandria, whose president is an imperial slave called Primus. Among 
the participants there were the priest Jucundus and the gymnasiarch 
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Alexander.94 Chresimos is explicitly regarded as a slave of Caesar in 
P. Vind Tandem 9.19 of AD 12, where his slave Siphilos95 acts as tax collector. 
A certain Mamilius slave of Chresimos appears in O.Bodl. II 1968 of 18 BC 
from Koptos, a receipt issued by Ruphio, slave of Mamilius to a certain Asklas 
for the delivery of 22 tin vessels on the account of Mamilius, slave of 
Chresimos. The document suggests that Chresimos was an imperial freed
man, Mamilius his slave, and Ruphio was Mamilius' vicarius. 96 

BGUIV 1118 of22 BC may contain an early instance of an estate leased 
or managed by an imperial slave. In this document Aisopos, a slave of the im
perial slave Eros, leases for the third year a plot of garden-land on the Kanopos 
branch of the Nile to a certain Tryphon and his wife Arsinoe. The lessees re
ceived in turn a loan of 2500 drachmas from the public bank of Dionysos to 
perform irrigation and restoration works on that allotment. The document 
indicates (ll. Sf) that the payment of the rent was to be made either to Aisopos 
or to Eros' agents. The land in question may have belonged to Eros, who acted 
through his own vicarius. Alternatively, Eros may have been managing or tem
porarily owning some land that belonged to the imperial patrimonium, and 
that was destined to revert to it. In these documents one finds a recurring pat
tern: a prominent imperial freedman controls over a subordinate imperial 
slave, who, in turn, directs different local vicarii in different regions. This pat
tern may also be observed in other documents relating to the collection of the 
revenues, and indeed, the distribution of the imperial household in the terri
tory of the provinces deserves further investigation. 

FARMING AND TAXATION 

The imperial estates were farmed by public farmers, the 8ru..L6crtOt, OUcrtCXKOl 
or n:pocro8t KOt y£wpyot, who also cultivated public and royal land. The 
farming of the estates continued to be part of the compulsory service called 
y£wpytcx, which could involve forced assignments of land also to the neigh
bouring villages (the so-called £ml3oA-i] and En:tl..l£Ptcrl..l6c;).97 The workers 
were often accommodated in farmsteads (£n:ot KtCX), and received loans of 
state seed to be returned with the harvest in the form of rents. 98 

The farmers of ousiai are sometimes described as cmoA-ucrtl..lot 1:1lc; ... 
oucricxc;, that is, 'released' from an estate. Parassoglou argued that these farm
ers were exempted from corvees such as the irrigation works in consideration 
of having already been pressed into the compulsory farming of an estate.99 

This view was based principally on the evidence of three individuals described 
as c':moA-ucrtl..lOl and n:pciK'tOpcc; in P.Gen. II 91, a ypcx<)lij cw8pwv from 
Philadelphia of AD 50/51. 100 In my view, this evidence may indicate that 
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apolysimoi were public farmers temporarily released from the agricultural 
work in order to serve in other liturgies, e.g. as tax collectors. In P.Ryl. II 
141.5-8 of AD 37, for instance, a public farmer is acting as tax collector in 
the estate of Antonia the wife ofDrusus. The evidence for apolysimoi seems to 
end in the Flavian period, when the imperial estates were absorbed into the 
ousiakos logos. 

The position of public farmer remained unpopular both under the 
Ptolemies and under Augustus, as is shown for instance by the documents 
from the archive of lsidoros of Psophthis, a public farmer who tried to avoid 
being enrolled in the estate of Livia at Philadelphia.l 01 The first measure in 
the edict ofTiberius Julius Alexander of AD 68 dealt with the problem of the 
obligation to lease estate land (oumcxKTj fltcr8wmc;). According to Chalon, 
the edict intended to safeguard not so much the public farmers, but rather the 
upper classes from Alexandria and the Greek cities, who were often forced to 
lease a plot of land and perform all the necessary work at their expense. 
Tiberius Julius Alexander claimed that the compulsory lease was against the 
custom established by the previous prefects. However, it is possible that the 
forced lease of land never disappeared. 102 

It is still unclear whether estates paid taxes, and, if they did, to what fi
nancial department. The Ptolemaic doreai were in principle tax-free. 
Similarly, the ousiai of a reigning emperor, and probably also the estates of the 
Alexandrian citizens, enjoyed fiscal privileges, although naturally these privi
leges may have varied according to the status of the beneficiary. 
Unfortunately, our understanding of the fiscal status of estates is hindered by 
the dearth of data concerning the taxation on ousiai before the creation of the 
ousiakos logos in the late first century AD. 103 

The expression Cx't£A.flv KCXl av£vyapnnov, that is, exempt from taxes 
and requisitions, was found on a bronze tablet with reference to the livestock 
of an imperial ousia. 104 It is worth noting that a similar terminology occurs in 
a royal ordinance of 33 BC, whereby Cleopatra (and her co-ruler Caesarian) 
granted exemption from taxes to a Roman landowner and to his heirs. The 
text runs: 'we have granted tax exemption on all the land he owns in the 
chora,' and 'we have also granted that the animals used for ploughing and sow
ing as well as the beasts of burden and the ships used for the transportation of 
the wheat are likewise exempt from personal liabilities and from taxes, and 
cannot be commandeered.' 105 This document shows that under Cleopatra 
the exemption from taxes and liturgies was granted on an ad hoc basis, while 
normally the taxes on land were levied by the dioikesis and the idios logos (11. 
?f). The Roman administration may have derived from the Ptolemaic admin
istration some regulations concerning the fiscal privileges of estates. 
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There is evidence, though scarce and unclear, that at least some of the 
early imperial estates were subject to both taxes and rents: P.Lond. II 195 (pp. 
127[) refers to taxes on a vineyard of the emperor Tiberius, which was man
aged through his slaves, and P.Oxy XII 1434.16f alludes to taxes and other 
charges on the estate of]ulius Theon. We do not know the rate of taxation on 
estates before the creation of the ousiakos logos in AD 70, but thereafter ousiac 
land was taxed at five or six artabas per aroura. Perhaps this rate applied to the 
estates of the Julio-Claudian period too. It is also possible that, soon after the 
Roman conquest, taxes and rents on estates were calculated ad hoc, according 
to the type of crops sown or the productivity of the land, which was often put 
back to cultivation after a long time. 

THE DEPARTMENT IN CHARGE OF THE OUSIAI 

Under both Ptolemaic and Roman rule, the revenues of Egypt were dealt with 
by three financial departments: the 8totKT]O'l~ or public treasury administered 
public land and exacted taxes from private properties; the 'uop<X'tl Ka or sacred 
account dealt with temple land; and the l8to~ A.6yo~ was responsible for spo
radic and irregular sources of revenue, such as inheritances and confisca
tions.106 The imperial properties were under the jurisdiction of the 
patrimonium of the emperor, in Egypt called A.6yo~ Katcrapo~ and K'Upl
<XKO~ A.6yo~, until at a certain point in the first century AD, under Vespasian 
according to common opinion, the estates were grouped in a special depart
ment called OUO'l<XKO~ A.6yo~, and were assimilated to public property. 107 

Before AD 70, the overall management of the imperial properties may 
have been in the hands of a network oflocal proestotes and imperial freedmen 
and slaves, who probably referred to a central office in Alexandria. The mem
bers of the imperial family probably administered their properties through 
their own procurator, as happened in the province of Africa. 108 The creation 
of the ousiakos logos may have been connected with the introduction of the 
procurator usiacus, first attested in the second century AD. 109 After the intro
duction of the ousiakos logos and of the procurator usiacus, a web of Roman 
procurators gradually replaced the local proestotes and eklemptores who had 
managed the estates since the Ptolemaic period. 

According to Swarney, the idios logos of the Ptolemies was the 'private' ac
count of the kings, while under Roman rule it changed substantially and be
came a 'special' account that had little to do with the imperial patrimonium. 110 

However, the connection between idios logos and patrimonium may be closer 
than assumed: a passage in Strabo describes the idios logos as 'he who investigates 
ownerless property which ought to fall to Caesar.' 111 Besides, Millar, and, later, 
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Rathbone, pointed out that Augustus voluntarily took over the rights of the 
private account of the Ptolemaic kings, and that the Augustan idios logos 
acted as a confiscator of ownerless property, and as an administrator of the 
imperial patrimonium. 112 

The relationship that connected the idios logos and the imperial jiscus, 
which one expects to find in a Roman province, is more problematic. Millar 
found it odd that the private account of the emperor could legally act as the 
fiscus of a Roman province, selling properties and receiving taxes, while Brunt 
thought that, in an imperial province such as Egypt, the sphere of competence 
of the idios logos overlapped with the provincial Jiscus, because the idios logos 
represented the emperor both as an administrator of public property and as a 
private owner. According to Brunt, in the imperial provinces the distinction 
between the fiscus or patrimonial treasury and the aerarium or public treasury 
was unimportant, because the emperor used the same personnel to control 
both the revenues from taxation and the revenues from his own patrimo
nium.113 Modrzejewski went even further, hypothesising that: I) the Roman 
idios logos had taken over the functions of the Ptolemaic idios logos as the con
fiscating agent of ownerless property; 2) the idios logos in Augustan Egypt 
comprised the private patrimonium of the emperor, and overlapped with the 
provincial fiscus; 3) from the reign ofTiberius, the provincial fiscus gradually 
took over responsibilities and income that were of the public treasury, that is, 
the aerarium. 114 It is difficult to test these views on the evidence, because 
there are almost no documentary references to idios logos, patrimonium andre
lated officials under Augustus and Tiberius. 

THE OIKOS OF ALEXANDRIA 

It is common knowledge that from its foundation Alexandria owned a specific 
territory in the Delta, the so-called 'AA.£~av8p£wv xwpa or 'land of the 
Alexandrians,' which was used for gardens, fruit-trees or vineyards. 115 It is un
clear whether this land was owned collectively by the Alexandrian citizens or, 
as seems more likely, it was a special, low-tax land which the Ptolemaic king 
leased or sold to Alexandrian citizens only. Documents show that from the 
early Ptolemaic period this land enjoyed fiscal privileges, which continued at 
least until AD 68, when the edict of the prefect Tiberi us Julius Alexander con
firmed that the apxaia Yll in the 'AA.£~av8p£wv xwpa and the Menelaite 
nome should be excluded from the land survey and therefore from taxa
tion.116 The property of the Alexandrian citizens, however, was not confined 

to the topographical area of the 'AA.£~av8p£wv xwpa, that is, to the 
Delta. 117 Evidence shows that Alexandrian citizens could own or lease land in 
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other regions as well. In particular, a group of documents, all coming from the 
Roman period, refer in retrospect to a period in Egypt under the Ptolemies 
when the city of Alexandria owned land in different nomes through an insti
tution called the olKoc; n:6A-cwc; "CWV AA-£~cxv8p£wv, meaning literally the 
'household of the city of the Alexandrians.' But what was an oikos? And when 
was the oikos of Alexandria first created? 

In the Ptolemaic period the term ot Koc; indicated the household or the 
estate of a prominent individual. According to Rostovtzeff, the whole of 
Egypt was the property of the oikos of the Ptolemaic king, but there were also 
smaller oikoi of the king's principal assistants and friends of which the land 
that every farmer leased was part. 118 Rostovtzeff thought that the Roman gov
ernment inherited this structure and continued it without change. However, 
in the Roman period the term oikos recurs only in connection with the estates 
of either the imperial household or the city of Alexandria. All extant refer
ences to the oikos of Alexandria come from the Roman period, so that it was 
believed that it was created under Roman rule. 11 9 

The oikos of Alexandria was described as 'the patrimony of a city, in 
which converged donations, concessions and property bequeathed to the city,' 
and 'a corporate financial entity with landed property in the nomes.' 120 The 
last known mention of the oikos of a private individual seems to be in a late
Ptolemaic receipt from the Herakleopolite nome, BGU XIV 2368.14 of 
around 63 BC, which refers to people EK "COD olKOU 'tllc; l3rp( ), interpreted 
as the oikos of a woman, BT]<JCX(ptou). The tax-list BGUIX 1897a.63 of AD 
166 from Theadelphia refers to land olKOU Il"COA£( ) n:cx'tpoc; Bcx[.]. It was 
thought that this land belonged to the oikos of a private individual called 
Ptolemaios-which would be the only extant evidence for a private oikos in 
the Roman period. However, as Kambitsis pointed out, this fragment may be 
restored to ol KOU II 'tOAE(f.LCXtOU) n:cx'tpoc; l3cx[ <JlAt<J<JT]c; on the basis of a 
parallel document of AD 158/9 which presents this formula in full. 121 The 
Ptolemy who was known in the Roman period for being 'the father of the 
queen' can be only Cleopatra's father Ptolemy XII Auletes, to whom this 
phrase must refer. 

Other Roman documents indicate that in the Roman period the oikos of 
Alexandria owned and managed land that had been the property of Ptolemaic 
kings and queens. In P.Mil. Vogl. VI 269.29f of AD 124 the Alexandrian citizen 
Philotera daughter of Ptolemaios subleases some land near Tebtunis, which is 
described as land dtKOU "CWV AA-£~cxv8p£wv n:p6"C£pov KA-ton:a"Cpcxc; 
(3cxcrtA-1crcrTJc; a8cA-¢ilc;, that is, land formerly belonging to 'Cleopatra, the 
queen sister,' then passed to the oikos of Alexandria. 122 The 'queen sister' was 
identified with the sister of Ptolemy VI Philometor (c. 180-145 BC), or the sis-
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ter of Ptolemy VIII Euergetes II, who reigned from 145 to 116 BC, although in 
my view she may have been Cleopatra V Tryphaena, the wife and sister of 
Auletes. However, the phrase n:p6't£pov KA.con:a'tpa~ l3acrtA.tcrcr11~ a8£A.¢il~ 
could have meant 'formerly of the sister of queen Cleopatra' -Cleopatra's most 
famous sister was Arsinoe, whom Caesar brought to Rome in 46 BC and led in 
chains in his triumph after the Alexandrine war-or 'formerly of Cleopatra the 
sister of the queen,' which may have referred to the sister of an earlier queen 
called Cleopatra. 123 

In P.Fay. 88.5-7, a receipt for rent issued by a nomarch to a farmer in 
AD 204, some land near Theadelphia is described as o'l KOU n:6A£CD~ 

l3acrtA.tcrcr11~ Il'tOA£1-LCXtOU N!:ou L1wvucrou. The first editors assumed that 
the polis in question was the capital of the Arsinoite nome, although there is 
no positive evidence to support this; on the contrary the term polis with no 
further specification normally indicated Alexandria. The phrase in 1. 7 makes 
no sense, unless we supplement <a>, for n:p6't£pov, between n:6A.£CD~ and 
l3acrtA.tcrcr11~· in this way, it becomes 'land of the city, formerly belonging to 
the queen of Ptolemy Neos Dionysos.' As Gallazzi suggested, the phrase 
l3acrtA.tcrcr11~ Il'tOA£1-LCXtOU N!:ou L1wvucrou in P.Fay. 88 may have been an 
error for the regular tide l3acrtA.icrcr11~ KA.wn:a'tpa~ 'tTl~ KCXl Tpu¢atV11~ 
'tTl~ yuvatKO~ 'tOU l3acrtA.ECD~ Il'tOA£j.lCXtou N!:ou L1wvucrou, that is, 
Cleopatra Tryphaena, the wife of Ptolemy Neos Dionysos. 124 

In P.Nicole. inv. 54125 of AD 142/143, a group of people lease a plot of 
one hundred arouras near Sebennytos in the Arsinoite, and part of an aroura 
belonging to an unspecified oikos. The lessors are called j.ltcr8CD'tCXl o'l KOU 
[n:p6't£pov] I3CXcrtAECD~ Il'tOA£j.lCXtOU [vuvt OE 'tOU 't£pCD]'tcX['tOU 
'tCXj.llEl ]ou; the land in question, thus, seems to have been the former prop
erty of the oikos of a king Ptolemy (possibly Ptolemy Auletes), which passed 
to the imperial jiscus or to some other treasury, either in Rome or in 
Alexandria. 126 

BGUIV 1182 of 14/13 BC is a petition to a high official with reference 
to a five-year lease of some land near Kerkesoucha in the Arsinoite. This land 
was the property of an oikos (11. 4-5 mention dt an:o 'tOU OtKOU n:apa 'tOU 
'tOU OtKOU UIT11PE['tou]), and there is also a reference to a Ptolemaic queen 
([l3a ]q~~~crcr11~, 1. 6). Arlother interesting piece of evidence is P.Oxy. IV 807, 
an official list of sheep and goats belonging to different people in a village; 
some sheep were called 'Apcrt v611~ ¢opt KcX and were subject to a special phoros 
payable nominally to a certain Arsinoe, but in effect to the state. It is possible 
that this document referred to livestock belonging to the estate of queen 
Arsinoe the wife of Ptolemy II Philadelphos, as Grenfell and Hunt first sug
gested, although in my view this Arsinoe was not necessarily a queen (as the 
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document would have said it explicitly): she may have been a Ptolemaic 
princess, such as, for instance, Cleopatra's sister, or a private individual. 127 

In theory it is possible that these rulers donated or bequeathed their land 
to the oikos in their time, but this cannot be proved, because there is no direct 
evidence of the oikos of Alexandria in the Ptolemaic period. A temporary hy
pothesis may be that the oikos of Alexandria was created after the Roman con
quest: Augustus may have confiscated old categories of royal land 
redistributing them partly to himself and his household, partly to the city of 
Alexandria. 

Documents show that the oikos of Alexandria existed as early as under 
Augustus. P.Fay. 87 of AD 155 refers to some estates around Euhemeria that 
had belonged to the Alexandrian philosopher Julius Asklepiades, and were be
queathed by him to the OlKOt; n:6AECDt; under Augustus. The estates of]ulius 
Asklepiades recur in P.Hamb. I 36 of the second century AD, in which 
Dioskoros, the misthotes or head-lessee, subleases the estate of Julius 
Asklepiades to a local farmer, and in P.Fay. 82.15 of AD 145, where the for
mer land of Julius Asklepiades is leased to OUcrt<XKOt f.U<J8CD't<Xt and enjoys 
'tEACDVlKTJ Cx.'tEAEl<X (1. 14) or tax-free status. 128 The documents however do 
not tell us whether Julius Asklepiades bequeathed his estate to the oikos of the 
city spontaneously or whether he was obliged to do so. P.Fay. 82 also helps to 
gain a better understanding of the internal structure of the oikos: the rentals 
of the estates (in total1 talent 4000 drachmas) had to be paid first into a local 
bank in the Arsinoite and subsequently to an Alexandrian official called E:n:t 
'tcDV <J'tEflfl<hwv, who seems to have been on the staff of the gymnasiarch. It 
is thus possible that the oikos was administered by or connected with the 
Alexandrian gymnasium. 129 

Evidence shows that the land owned by the oikos of Alexandria was ou
siac land, and that it was leased to Alexandrian citizens called fll<J8CD't<Xl 
OtKOU. P.Coll. Youtie I 63 of around AD 155/6, a list oflessees and seed loans 
on land around Karanis in the Arsinoite, refers to the land of a n:6Att; (1. 
120)-probably Alexandria-along with ousiac land. BGU XVI 2663 of 9 
BC is a letter concerning the payment of rents from the lease of some E:oa¢11 
'tOU o'l KOU. In the editio princeps this phrase was translated as 'the foundations 
of the house,' but it is more likely that it indicated the 'fields of the oikos'; this 
would be the only instance of the property of the oikos in the Herakleopolite. 
Another land-tax register from the first or second century AD, the 
Hermopolite P.Strasb. I 23.4.75, mentions an OU<Jt<X dtKOU. The editio prin
ceps translated this phrase to 'treasury of the ousia,' although in my view it 
probably indicated the 'estate of the oikos,' as is suggested by other occur
rences of a similar phrase to indicate the estate of the emperor. 13° 
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The estates of the oikos were leased to misthotai oikou, head-lessees who 
may have been Alexandrian citizens themselves, and who in turn leased plots 
of land to local small-scale farmers. To these misthotai one may connect doc
uments such as the Theban ostrakon WO II 1256, dated year 35 of an un
known ruler, a receipt that Apollonios, flEf.U<J8WflEVOc; o'l KOU, issued to 
Herakleides for the rent of some land, and P.Princ. II 33 of AD 126, a loan of 
wheat for the farming of some land belonging to an unspecified oikos (11. Sf) 
according to the instructions of a certain Kalokairos. In addition one could 
connect the misthotai oikou with the people whom in AD 68 the edict of 
Tiberius Julius Alexander defended against forced fll08cO<JEtc; OU<JlCXK<Xt, 
i.e. the compulsory leases of estates. It is possible that, from the early Roman 
period, wealthy Alexandrian citizens were increasingly obliged by the Roman 
government to lease dry or abandoned land and put it to cultivation at their 
expense. 131 

It remains to be investigated whether there is evidence for other oikoi 
apart from that of Alexandria. Some documents show that some traditional 
Egyptian temples had their own oikos too. P.Mil Vogl VII 302 of AD 
152-154 refers to an OlKOc; AST]( ), resolved as OlKOc; 'AST](v&c;)· this was be
lieved to be the property of the temple of Athena nearTebtunis, however there 
are no parallels for the oikos of Athena in Egypt. In P.Mil Vogl. II 56 of AD 
151 a certain lsidoros, misthotes oikou of the neokoroi of the great god Serapis, 
issued a receipt to Ptollarion, the former gymnasiarch, who leased land of an 
oikos near Tebtunis, for an annual rent of 60 artabas of wheat. The first editor 
considered the oikos in this document as the estate of the temple ofTebtunis, 
although it may have been that of Alexandria too. An isolated document 
shows that the city of Rhodes had an oikos: P.Oxy. L 3593.27-8 and 56-7 of 
AD 238-244 is a contract of sale of slaves through a Rhodian bank, which 
was subscribed by the neokoros of the Ol KOc; 1:1lc; n6A-Ewc;. Another oikos is 
documented at Antinoe, which was founded under Hadrian and probably 
had the oikos of Alexandria as a model. 132 

In conclusion, the evidence examined shows that, at least in the Roman 
period, the city of Alexandria and its citizen community owned land not only 
in the surrounding 'AA-E~CXVOpECDV XWP<X, but also throughout Egypt. In ad
dition there were estates and lands that Alexandria owned in Egypt through the 
oikos. It seems that all the land owned by or leased to Alexandrian citizens en
joyed partial or total exemption from taxes. Such fiscal privileges seem to have 
existed throughout the Roman period. 133 It remains open when the oikos of 
Alexandria was first created. From the lack of direct references from the 
Ptolemaic period, one might argue that the oikos was a Roman innovation. At 
first sight it seems possible that Augustus introduced the oikos in Alexandria in 
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the first years after the conquest, when he confiscated old categories of royal 
and private lands and gave them to new beneficiaries: he may have given new 
land to Alexandria in order to gain the city's political support in a crucial phase 
for the empire. Alexandrian citizens may have been more willing to collaborate 
with the new regime if it increased their landed property and privileges. 

However, the group of documents mentioning the land of Ptolemaic 
kings and queens tell us that there was a major turning point when the oikos 
of Alexandria acquired the land of Ptolemy XII Auletes, and probably also of 
his wife Cleopatra Tryphaena and his daughter Arsinoe, Cleopatra VII's sis
ter. 134 These documents suggest that there was a substantial transfer of land 
from the royal family to the oikos of Alexandria, which may have taken place 
either before or after the death of Ptolemy Auletes in 51 BC, that is, either in 
the late 50s BC or possibly in 48/47 BC, when Julius Caesar came to 
Alexandria to fight the last phase of the civil war. It is possible that this 'trans
fer of property' from the account of Ptolemy Auletes to that of Alexandria 
took place on the death of Auletes in 51 BC, when Julius Caesar publicly 
opened the will of the king, of which one copy was deposited in Rome. 135 The 
creation of the oikos may have served to reward the wealthiest Alexandrian 
families in exchange of other favours, to create a city treasury that could pay 
the salaries of the city administrators, or to make up for the absence of a city 
council at Alexandria, a problem that had existed since before the Roman 
conquest, and that is the subject of a famous delegation of Alexandrians to 
Augustus. 136 The possibility that the oikos was created by Octavian after 30 
BC seems less likely because the documents describe the estates of the oikos as 
the former property of Ptolemy Auletes, which is a sign that Cleopatra had 
not yet entered the political stage. In fact, after her accession in 51 BC, all the 
royal properties must have become 'of queen Cleopatra,' and, by 30 BC, 'of 
the kings Cleopatra and Caesarian.' 

CONCLUSION 

Egypt's geophysical characteristics, and especially the role of the Nile flood in 
agriculture, made the relationship between Egypt's land and its farmers one of 
deep continuity over the centuries. The Roman conquest, however, caused a 
general expansion of the cultivated soil and probably also an improvement of 
agricultural techniques. First of all, Augustus secured to himself the control 
over the hydraulic system by using his army to clear up the canals in the years 
after 30 BC. 137 Besides, evidence shows that in the Augustan period public 
officials inspected the quality of samples of seed (8£l YJ.l<X't<X) before selecting 
the best one for sowing. 138 
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It is entirely possible that the spread of ousiai after the Roman conquest 
introduced some changes in the selection of crops. After all, this had hap
pened three centuries earlier, when the Greek conquerors promoted the cul
tivation of Mediterranean crops such as olives, wheat and wine; similarly, after 
Sicily became a Roman province in 227 BC, its production of grain was de
voted to export for consumption in Rome. 139 Rostovtzeff thought that the 
formation of ousiai brought in substantial changes in the method of exploita
tion of land. However, it has been argued that the ousiai were normally di
vided in small-scale plots farmed in the traditional manner, and that the 
Roman landowners in the chora did not really differ from their Greek or 
Egyptian predecessors. In a recent study, Kehoe hypothesised that, although 
when an ousia was created the range of crops sown was already determined, 
the spread of imperial estates may have determined gradual agricultural im
provements and large investments in capital-intensive crops such as vines-it 
remains unclear who sponsored these investments, whether the imperial pat
rimony, the beneficiaries of the estates, or the small-scale farmers who sub
leased them. 140 The major change that the spread of imperial ousiai brought 
in was that the revenues from these estates did not remain within Egypt-as 
was the case with the Ptolemaic doreai-but flowed directly into the imperial 
patrimonium; the main purpose of creating imperial ousiai may thus have 
been to extract wealth from Egypt in the most direct way, and without too 
many intermediaries. 

In the first two centuries AD, the majority of the land in Egypt contin
ued to be the property of the state: as in the Ptolemaic period, the most fer
tile land was kept as state or patrimonial property, while the unproductive 
land was put up for sale. 141 The most important novelties of the Augustan pe
riod seem to have been the official recognition ofkatoikic land as private land 
and the increase of private land in general. However, surveys of the evidence 
for katoikic land suggest that the administration of this type of land changed 
little from the Ptolemaic to the Julio-Claudian period, and that the katoikoi 
continued to enjoy the privileges attached to their land, including a discount 
on their capitation tax. It seems that, at least under Augustus and Tiberius, 
land was not freely alienable to all, but only to a restricted section of the pop
ulation, i.e. Roman and Alexandrian citizens, and persons with Greek status. 
It is likely that the Roman government took over and enhanced the existing 
status system that linked ownership ofland to a privileged fiscal status and the 
notion of Greek culture. 142 

The documents regarding the ousiai suggest that, although the structure 
and administration of these estates owed much to their Ptolemaic precedents, 
they were probably the most innovative form of landownership brought in by 
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Rome. As Kehoe argued, the estates in Egypt fulfilled the same functions as 
the estates of Roman citizens in other parts of the empire, that is, to provide 
an absentee owner with an annual revenue on which his social position de
pended. The precise legal conditions under which estates were 'owned' remain 
however obscure. It is unclear whether it is legitimate to speak of private prop
erty rather than of usufruct, and whether the estates automatically reverted to 
the emperor on the death of their owners. 143 Probably, the estates of the im
perial family generally reverted to the imperial patrimonium, while only on 
some occasions estates could be ceded as gifts or through inheritance. 144 The 
confiscation of the land of Ptolemy Auletes and his family and its redistribu
tion to the oikos of Alexandria clearly shows that some important turning 
point in the reorganisation of land may have taken place even before the for
mal conquest in 30 BC. The Alexandrian citizens seem to have owned most 
of the 'non-imperial' estates. It seems also that, by acquiring land, they also 
acquired the obligation to sow it, so that to buy or to be assigned an estate 
often meant to take up an almost-compulsory task. 145 Augustus or even some 
other Roman authority in the 50s or in the 40s BC may have promoted the 
creation of estates mainly in order to increase the area of cultivated land by 
using the capitals of the local elites. 

An aspect of innovation of the Augustan period was the concentration 
of power in the person of the emperor and in his household. Augustus took 
over the idios logos of the Ptolemaic kings, and the private account of the em
peror became gradually more important than the public one. This concentra
tion of power may be seen also from the sudden appearance in the Augustan 
period of imperial slaves and freedmen as business managers who performed 
wide-ranging transactions. These freedmen are the Egyptian counterpart of 
the vilici, actores and institores who are documented in Italy and outside from 
the late Republican period. 146 In Egypt, as in the other provinces, imperial 
slaves and freedmen not only administered the private patrimony of the em
peror, but also supervised the collection of the public dues, so that the em
peror de focto established a close control over all the revenues. 147 

Against Rostovtzeff's portrayal of the Ptolemaic state as a 'dirigiste' state, 
the most recent studies on the Ptolemaic agricultural regime have suggested that 
under the Ptolemies Egypt was not so centrally or tightly managed, but that the 
Ptolemaic control was regionally variable and not uniform throughout 
Egypt. 148 For this reason it is incorrect to say that Augustus dismantled the cen
tralised system of the Ptolemies; on the contrary, it seems that he preserved this 
system and made it even more centralised and controlled by his household. In 
conclusion, the old view that Augustus' creation of new private land went 
against the monolithic power of the Ptolemaic regime loses force: it seems clear 
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that the emperor took over lands, revenues and competences that were previ
ously royal or temple-related, and concentrated in his person more powers than 
the Ptolemaic kings ever had. 
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Chapter Nine 

Milking the Cow: Taxes and Tax 
Collection in Augustan Egypt 

INTRODUCTION 

The principal source for the study of the history of taxation in Egypt is a very 
large, continually growing number of tax receipts and tax registers preserved 
on papyri and ostraka. Such a body of material has no parallel in other 
provinces, but in spite of its size, it still cannot answer all the questions relat
ing to the fiscal system of Egypt, of which there is no up-to-date synthesis 
since Wilcken and Wallace published their works in 1912 and 1938 respec
tively. Thus many aspects of the taxation system that operated in Egypt re
main obscure, especially with regard to the earlier period of Roman rule. 

In this chapter I argue that the essential structure of the taxation system 
of Ptolemaic Egypt was taken over by Augustus, and that the technicalities of 
the annual assessment for taxes through a sophisticated system of records and 
accounting continued from the Ptolemaic into the Roman period without 
significant changes. Taxes were assessed in the office of the EKAOYt<J'tlls in 
Alexandria and in boards of EKAOYt<J't<Xl in the nome capitals, who estab
lished the amount to be exacted from each nome. The estimate of the revenue 
available was deduced from the reports periodically submitted by the strategos 
and the secretaries of the nome. The substantial change that the Roman con
quest brought in was that the total amount of taxes to be exacted from every 
province was determined every year by the emperor in Rome. The assessment 
was probably based on reports and a tax schedule or YVWJ.lWV supplied by the 
prefect. Besides, edicts of the prefect could furnish corrections or modifica
tions to the assessment of the taxes, for instance by granting exemptions or re
ductions to defined groups of people or to specific geographical areas. 1 

123 
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The first part of this chapter investigates the methods and the person
nel involved in the collection of taxes. It examines the terminology used to 
designate tax collectors, and looks at the provenance and social status of the 
officials involved. It addresses the questions whether the cities or other local 
communities had any degree of autonomy in the collection of taxes, as seems 
to have been the case in other provinces, and whether the advent of Roman 
rule introduced changes in the method of collecting taxes. 

The second part of this chapter examines the most important taxes doc
umented under Augustus; it does not aim to list all taxes known from the be
ginning of the reign of Augustus until the second century AD, but examines 
whether the Augustan documents can tell us whether the majority of the taxes 
were taken over from the Ptolemaic period or were introduced by Augustus. 
There are two major obstacles to such an analysis. First, the scarcity of late 
Ptolemaic evidence often does not allow for an adequate comparison between 
the Ptolemaic and the Roman periods. Besides, the irregular distribution of 
tax receipts, coming always from the same places within a few districts, makes 
it difficult, often impossible, to judge whether taxation was uniform through
out the province. 

THE COLLECTION OF THE TAXES IN CASH: 
TELONAI AND PRAKTORES 

The literary sources inform us that in 47 BC Julius Caesar transferred the col
lection of the regular taxes in the cities of Asia from the companies of Roman 
publicani to the civic authorities, and reduced their burden by one third.2 

Thus, Caesar, and later Augustus, deprived the companies of Roman publi
cani of the political power that they had accumulated (and often abused) in 
the Republican period. The collection of direct taxes was taken out of the con
trol of the publicani and was entrusted to officials appointed directly by the 
state, and only a minor number of publicani continued to be employed for the 
farming of indirect taxes, such as the 5% inheritance tax or the 2% sales tax. 
Furthermore, it seems that in the Augustan period the publicani who were left 
to farm the indirect taxes were controlled more closely, as imperial procura
tors were introduced to supervise the collection and prevent collusion be
tween the tax farmers and the local administrators. In some provinces, such as 
Asia and Africa, the Greek cities could also gather in the taxes themselves, by 
selling the rights of collection to native tax farmers. 3 

On the basis of these assumptions one might hypothesise that in early 
imperial Egypt too the Ptolemaic tax farmers called 't£AWVCXt were replaced 
by n:paK'tOpcc;, tax collectors appointed annually by the state. However, when 
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exactly this took place is unclear. Because of the scarcity of mentions of prak
tores in Augustan documents, it was thought that state-appointed praktores 
were brought in after the reign of Augustus, possibly during the latter half of 
the reign ofTiberius, although such an important change does not suit the 
stereotyped portrait ofTiberius as a mere conservator of Augustus's achieve
ments.4 Another problem in this theory is that, if a radical reform in the 
method of tax collection really took place under Augustus, this would have 
been mentioned by Tacitus, who on the contrary states that the collection of 
the grain and money revenues in the provinces was in the hands of companies 
of publicans as late as AD 23.5 

The question remained open until1970, when Lewis suggested that the 
Roman conquest brought about a substantial change to the taxation system 
of Egypt: under the Ptolemies the collection of taxes was performed by 
salaried functionaries, with tax farmers as mere guarantors of the collection, 
while under Roman rule tax collectorships became liturgies. Lewis thought 
that the turning point from a Ptolemaic to a Roman method of levying taxes 
was the reign of Augustus, and that the telonai who occur in Roman docu
ments were in effect acting as Roman publicani. 6 Besides, Tacitus' remark 
about the presence of publicans in AD 23 may not have referred to the situa
tion in Egypt, and thus one cannot use this passage to draw conclusions about 
Egypt. All these points of view will be tested against the documents. 

In the Ptolemaic period, the collection of the taxes was carried out 
through partnerships that bought the right to levy the royal dues for a per
centage of these revenues. Generally, there was a more prominent figure called 
CxPXWVll~, who directed the tax farmers and their partners ('t£AcDVat and 
J.lE'tOXot), and there were state-appointed officials (n:pcXK'tOp£~), who col
lected fines and arrears. 7 The contract of a tax farmer normally lasted one year, 
but was renewable; the same contractor could farm several taxes and his 
sphere of influence could extend from a single village to the entire nome. 
Ptolemaic tax farmers contracted to pay lump sums, and were also entitled to 
an b\jfWVtoV or salary in money, equivalent to 5-10% on their contract. 8 

Every month, the tax farmer and the banker reported to the dt KOV6J.lO~, and 
the copies of this monthly report were forwarded to the offices of the 
8totK11'tTJ~ and the EKAOytcni]~ at Alexandria. If there was a deficit, tax 
farmers were liable for it with their own properties, which insured the state 
against fiscal risks. Tax farmers were often supervised by higher officials, called 
E:m 't11P11't<Xt or A.oy£tnat, who could also participate directly in the collec
tion. The Ptolemies had very precise laws in matters of fiscal right (V6J.l0l 
't£ACDVlKOt), which also included instructions to tax collectors on matters of 
behaviour. The existence of-as Preaux has put it-a 'morale fermiere,' that 



126 Augustan Egypt 

is, a moral code for tax collectors, implies that the abuses in this sector were 
endemic.9 

The general trend in the early empire was to use publicani only for the levy 
of indirect taxes. For this reason, Youtie thought that in Roman Egypt too the di
rect taxes came to be collected by state-appointed praktores, while telonai were 
confined to the levy of indirect taxes, as happened to the publicani in other 
Roman provinces. 10 But is it legitimate to compare the Egyptian telonai to the 
Roman publicani?The answer is probably negative. In fact, the Egyptian telonai 
were men of influence and wealth in their own communities, but their sphere of 
activity was limited, as they normally bid for one or more taxes collected within 
the city or the village. For this reason, tax farmers in Egypt, as well as in Judaea 
and probably also in other Eastern provinces, were much less powerful than their 
Roman counterparts. The Egyptian evidence suggests that telonai could levy ei
ther direct or indirect taxes under both Ptolemaic and Roman rule, and, as 
Rostovtzeff first pointed out, that probably the large companies of Roman pub
licans never set foot in Egypt. 11 This was also due to a language problem: in order 
to collect taxes in Egypt one needed to know not only Greek, but also Egyptian. 

In the documents of the Roman period one continues to find partner
ships of tax farmers called 'tEAWVat and n:payj.lCX'tEU'tCXt, either alone or 
aided by partners (j.lE'tOXot). Under Augustus one finds telonai collecting 
both direct and indirect taxes. In SB I 4327 of 6 BC, for instance, a certain 
Asklas farms the tax on weavers; other documents show tax farmers collecting 
the bath tax, the pig tax, and the tax on sales. 12 

Other terms indicating tax farmers in the early Roman period are n:pay

j.lCX'tEUOj.lEVO~, 011j.lOCYtoJV11~, and CxCYXOAOUj.lEVO~. In P.Ryl. II 118.15, 22 of 
16/15 BC someone is described as the n:payj.lCX'tEUOj.lEVO~ of the tax on sales. 
It must be noted, however, that the term n:payj.lCX'tEUOj.lEVO~ is documented 
before the Roman conquest, especially in the expression dt 'tcX j3CX<JtAtKcX 

n:payj.lCX'tEUOj.lEVOt, indicating the official authorities in general. 13 

Evidence for the tax farmer called 011j.lO<JtcDV11~ (which is a dose trans
lation of the Latin publicanus) is first found in P.Oxy. I 44 of AD 6614, and 
there seems to be no reference to any an:at 't'll'tfl~ as such in documents of the 
reigns of Augustus and Tiberi us, although an:at 't'llcrt~ was the technical term 
indicating the collection of direct taxes both in the late Ptolemaic and in the 
early Roman period. 15 The term CxCYXOAOUj.lEVO~ designated an official who 
took up the liturgy of running an office or levying a tax. The earliest occur
rences of this term are M Chr. 183 of AD 46, with reference to the manage
ment of the ypa¢EtOV or record-office at Soknopaiou Nesos, and BGU III 
748.2.5f of AD 62, where a certain Tiberius Claudius Eurythmos has taken 
up the collection of the sales tax or EYKUKAtoV for the entire Arsinoite nome. 
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In the Ptolemaic period, we meet the term npciK'tCDp without any fur
ther specification, or with supplements such as ~EVlKcDV, I3<XO"lAlKcDV, or't8t
CD"ClKcDV. In origin, this was an executive official of the court of justice of the 
XP11!-L<X"Cl<J"C<XL After the Roman conquest, the ancient executive organs were 
not suppressed, and the praktores continued to exist for some time in the reign 
of Augustus, although they had less power and were confined to minor juridi
cal matters. It is worth noting, however, that the terms npciK'tCDp and np<XK
'tOpEL<X could indicate tax collectors and tax collection in the late Ptolemaic 
period as well. In BGUVIII 1851.5 of the first century BC, a npciK'tCDp called 
Zoilos levies "COV 'tTl~ <JUV'tci~ECD~ O""CE<j)<XVOV from a katoikos. In BGUVIII 
1867.2, of the period 64-44 BC, the term np<XK"COpEl<X indicates the round 
of tax-collection of the strategos in the nome. P.Tebt. II 345, perhaps of28 BC, 
lists payments for np<XK'tOptKci, possibly the salary of praktores. 16 In an 
Augustan document from Alexandria, a npciK'tCDp "CcDV npocr68wv receives a 
payment for cwa<j)6plOV and <J"CE<j)<XVO~ for a transfer oflanded property, and 
in a private document of 13 BC unspecified praktores received a payment of 
interest for a loan of money. 17 It seems that these were praktores of the 
Ptolemaic type, who dealt with judicial executive tasks, and had little to do 
with the actual collection of direct taxes for the Roman state. 18 

The earliest document that mentions npciK'tOpE~ collecting A-aoyp<X<j)t<X 
seems to be SBVI 9545.1.5 of AD 12. A npciK'tCDp of a tax UnEp c':m6pwv ap
pears in O.BodL II 765.3 of2 BC. 19 The evidence for npciK"COpE~ collecting di
rect taxes becomes more significant from the reign ofTiberius onwards. In the 
first century AD the mention of a npciK"CCDp was usually accompanied by an 
identification of the tax involved in the genitive case, e.g. A-aoyp<X<j)t<X~, (3<XA
<XVEU'tlKOU, XCDj.l<X'tlKOU. From the reign of Augustus comes the earliest evi
dence for the phrase npciK'tCDp c'x.pyuptKWv, that is, collector of taxes in 
money-a counterpart to this figure may be the npciK"CCDp en "ClKWV or collec
tor of taxes in grain, attested from the reign ofTrajan. 20 The earliest evidence of 
a npciK"CCDp 011!-LOO"lCDV or exactor of public dues comes from the reign of 
Tiberius. This title derived probably from the Ptolemaic tide npciK'tCDp "CcDV 
I3<XO"lAlKcDV, which is documented from the third century BC onwards.21 

Both in the Ptolemaic and in the Augustan period, tax collectors had 

assistants and helpers called UTCllPE't<Xl, XElPl<J"C<Xl or l3o1180L22 From the 
third century BC there is evidence that subordinate local officials performed 
the actual collection on behalf of tax collectors, often called A-oyEU"C<Xt; some 
documents from Philadelphia in the Arsinoite shows AOYEU"C<Xtlevying the 
poll tax and other money taxes under Augustus and Tiberi us. 23 Sharp 
thought that Rome might have introduced new officials, such as the 

E:m 't'llP'Il'ti]~, of which the earliest evidence seems to be O.Elkab 180.1 of AD 
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33/34. This was a liturgical official appointed at the level of the nome to su
pervise a variety of taxes, and occasionally engaged in the actual collection 
alongside tax farmers. 24 

The terminology indicating tax collectors also varied according to geo
graphical area. In the Arsinoite, for instance, the most common types of tax 
collector were the n:paK'tCDp and his agents, the X,Elptcncxt, but elsewhere tax 
collectors may have had different titles. In addition, in some areas, such as 
Upper Egypt, it was banks and bankers that did most of the work.25 

The principle regulating the number of praktores for each nome is un
known. Presumably it was established according to the number of taxpayers 
of the nome, on the basis of lists submitted by village officials to the strategos 
or the prefect. But when did tax collectorships become liturgical? Rostovtzeff 
thought that these offices may have been occasionally compulsory since the 
late Ptolemaic period, as there is evidence that people tended to avoid the of
fices of telones and praktor because they could not hope to make enough profit 
from that job, but often faced a deficit for which they were responsible with 
their own money. This may have been the origin of the Roman system of 
compulsory services, but there is no direct evidence to prove this.26 The ear
liest secure evidence for liturgical praktores is P.Mich. X 582 of AD 49/50, al
though, according to Thomas, some tax collectorships may have become 
compulsory services earlier in the Julio-Claudian period.27 In addition, the 
edict ofTiberius Julius Alexander of AD 68 reveals that, although the officials 
of the province had no legal right to compel contractors to submit bids, 
'tEAcDVCXl were often obliged to accept contracts against their will. 28 In P.Oxy. 
I 44 of AD 66, a strategos writes to a basilikos grammateus complaining about 
the difficulty of finding contractors for the collection of the EYKUKAlOV and 
for the management of the offices of the ayopCXVOJ.lElOV and the ypcx<j)EtOV 
at Oxyrhynchus. He says that he had been in communication with the pre
fect about this problem, and that the prefect 'replied requesting me to exam
ine the terms under which the taxes had previously been farmed, and as far as 
possible to lighten the burden of the farmers, in order to prevent the disap
pearance of those who were being pressed to bid.'29 

To sum up, the evidence for praktores collecting direct taxes appears under 
Augustus and increases from the reign of Tiberius onwards. It is likely that 
Augustus introduced new praktores for the collection of the most important di
rect taxes (e.g. the laographia), while Wilcken's hypothesis that it was Tiberius 
who reformed the method of collecting taxes after AD 23loses force. 30 But one 
should be wary of any dogmatic view. The process whereby praktores partially 
replaced telonai probably took longer than is commonly assumed and was not 
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uniform throughout Egypt. In addition, telonai and praktores may have been 
used in combination. 

THE COLLECTION OF THE GRAIN REVENUE: 
PHOROLOGOI AND SITOLOGOI 

A clear change after the Roman conquest emerges from the documents con
cerning the collection of the revenue in grain. A small group of Augustan pa
pyri refers to an official called ¢opo/c6yot;, which has been considered as the 
Greek translation of the Latin publican us, procurator or (most appropriately in 
my view) tributarius. 31 This official supervised the collection of the grain tax 
and the distribution of seed corn from the local m "COA6yot to the public 
farmers. It is worth noting that all surviving mentions of the phorologoi come 
from the Augustan period, and that, in all known cases, these officials appear 
to have been freedmen, slaves or vicarii from the household of Augustus. 32 

In BGUX\fl 2605.6 of7-5/4 BC, the imperial slave Athenian acts as 
phorologos of the graintax. 33 The same Athenian 'slave of Caesar' recurs in 
BGUX\fl 2662.4, where he is accused of harassment. An Arsinoite document 
of AD 11-15 concerning the distribution of seed grain to public farmers 
mention a certain Faustus as the vicarius of the imperial slave Priscus, who 
acted as the phorologos. The actual payments were made to two officials called 
Dionysios and Philologos, who may have been the sitologoi. The document 
mentions also an imperial freedman, Lucius Marius, who may have presided 
over the whole operation. 34 

P.Vind Tandem 9.19f of around AD 12 presents a certain Siphilos as a vic
arius of Chresimos, a phorologos and a slave of Augustus,35 while P.Oxy XLVI 
3273 (undated, but of the first century AD) shows a certain Eudaimon, slave of 
the phorologos M. Antonius Spendon, supervising the distributions of seed corn 
by liturgical sitologoi. The first two names of Spendon suggest that he may have 
been a freedman of Mark Antony's daughter Antonia, or perhaps of Antonia 
Drusi, who is documented as an estate-owner in the Oxyrhynchite. 36 Another 
document, assigned to the first century BC, lists the public sitologoi of the me
tropolis of Oxyrhynchus along with an official called Olympos, slave of Hierax. 
Probably Olympos was the local vicarius of the imperial phorologos. 37 

The term phorologos and its cognate phorologia find further parallels in 
the documents and in the literary sources. In a document of the Augustan pe
riod, the annual corn revenue from public land is called ¢opo/coy1<X 
Kaicrapot; Au'tOKpci"Copot; 8EOU LEj3<X<J"COu,38 and a passage in Philo ac
cuses the tax collectors of committing every sort of abuse 'for the sake of the 
revenue' (¢opo/coy1at; EVEK<X).39 A passage in Strabo informs us that Rome's 
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first move after the annexation of a region as a province was to send there 
ilYE!-LOV<X~ K<Xl <j)opo/c6you~.40 While the reference to ilYE!-LOV<X~ probably 
indicated provincial governors, Strabo's <j)opo/c6yot, as well as their documen
tary counterparts, may have indicated the collectors of the tributum soli. 

To sum up, from the very beginning of the Roman period, the collec
tion of the grain revenue throughout Egypt was managed by imperial officials. 
The phorologoi seem to have been imperial freedmen with their own staff of 
slaves as vicarii. The reason why the references to phorologoi seem to disappear 
so suddenly after the reign of Augustus is unknown, but the silence of the 
sources seems to be too consistent to be a mere coincidence. It is possible that 
under Tiberi us or Claudius imperial freedmen and slaves continued to be em
ployed in the collection of taxes, but were called something different, or were 
replaced by other officials under the command of imperial procuratores. 

From the Ptolemaic period, the en 'tOA6yot were the main officials re
sponsible for the collection of the grain tax, and for the annual distribution of 
seed grain to royal (or public) farmers.41 Under both Ptolemaic and Roman 
rule, the responsibility of the sitologoi extended from the single granaries (8T]
craupo1), to the villages and the toparchies of the nome, so that the sitologos 
of the nome had control over the sitologos of the toparchy and, ultimately, over 
that of the single village or granary. The sitologoi were helped by assistants and 
secretaries, and were often supervised by n:pcXK'tOpE~ CJl'tlKWV or 
<j)opo/c6yot.42 The internal relationships within the hierarchy of sitologoi and 
between the sitologoi and the public farmers are still obscure, as the adminis
trative boundaries of the granaries are unknown, and the procedure presented 
regional variations. 

The earliest sitologos-orders for the Roman period are BGU XVI 
2560-2576, dating from 8/7 to 3/2 BC; the last ones from the Ptolemaic period 
are SB V 8755-8756 of either 78 or 49/48 BC43, all from the Herakleopolite. 
The comparison of these two groups of documents shows that the basic proce
dure of distribution of seed corn remained the same in the Ptolemaic and the 
Roman periods. In the Herakleopolite, the toparch and the K<X'tacrn:opEU~ is
sued the directives and the sitologoi took written oaths (K<X8T]KOUCJ<X~ 

XEtpoypa<j)ta~) from the farmers, while elsewhere it was the strategos who issued 
the directives, together with the basilikos grammateus. 44 In the Oxyrhynchite the 
crt 'tOA6yot resided K<X'tcX 1:6n:wv or in the 1-.l T]'tp6n:o/ct~,45 and were occasionally 
called crt 'tOAOYOUV'tE~, as was the case in the Ptolemaic period. 46 At 
Oxyrhynchus, the komogrammateus or the topogrammateus could confirm that 
the farmers receiving the seed were actually farming the land they had said they 
would.47 It is possible that a Roman (Augustan or later) development was that 
the sitologoi became liturgic officials, nominated by the komogrammateus, and 
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worked in pairs for one to three years; however, many regional idiosyncrasies in 
the distribution of seed corn probably continued into the Roman period from 
earlier times. 

It is also possible that in the Roman period the former royal granaries 
were renamed as public, and were increasingly privatised, in the sense that 
they could be leased to private citizens, who ran them under the dose control 
of the state. This probably applied also to the granaries in imperial estates, 
such as those of Livia and Claudia Livilla in the Arsinoite.48 However, this 
might have happened before the Roman conquest. It has been also noticed 
that, as early as under Augustus, some private banks acted as granaries and is
sued receipts for payments in grain; since a similar procedure is found in 
Republican Rome, scholars assumed that Augustus simply imported it in 
Egypt.49 However, it is possible that mixed payments in cash and grain existed 
in banks as early as in the Ptolemaic (and possibly the pre-Ptolemaic) period. 

Further light may come from the investigation of the names of the col
lectors of taxes. The proportion of Latin names may say something about the 
presence of Roman officials who were sent to Egypt from Italy in order to take 
part in the collection of the revenues, naturally, however, with the caveat that 
Greek or Latin personal names are not as reliable an indicator of anybody's 
ethnic origin as Egyptian names are. 

The use of the Latin language in tax collection as early as under 
Augustus is witnessed by the Latin ostrakon CPL 282 of 18 BC, on which 
someone wrote acc(epi) art[abas} frum[enti ... , and by two ostraka from 
Edfu, SBXVIII 13574 and 13575, tax receipts written in Demotic and Latin 
for payments in wheat in AD 9.5° In SB I 4960 of 29 BC taxes are collected 
by Eros the slave of Hilarion, probably an imperial slave. Some documents 
show Latin-named collectors of money taxes under Augustus. In BGUXVI 
2652, from the period from 10/9 to 2 BC, a certain Antonius collects 2000 
drachmas for c'x.ptSflT]'tlKOV KCX"COtKCDv5 1 for the Herakleopolite nome, al
though the actual collection is performed by Athenodoros and Eurylochos. In 
BGUXVI 2646 of 3 BC, an official called Afinius collects cash taxes on be
half of the prefect Turranius, and a certain Damas, apparently a man of im
portance, is involved too. In BGUXVI 2626.25,51 a certain Ruphio collects 
direct imposts. BGUXVI 2670 of 14/13 BC preserves an account for taxes in 
money for the entire Herakleopolite nome, to be collected according to 
toparchy before the visit of a certain Lupus, perhaps the strategos. P.Oxy. IV 
817, a list of names and sums of money dated 10/9 BC, mentions an Anteros 
son of (or, more probably, slave of) Lucretius, possibly the tax collector. In 
O.Fay. 12.1 of 6 BC a AOYE'U"Cll~ collected a tax of 4 drachmas at 
Theadelphia, but final payments converged eventually to a certain Polio, a 
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possible transliteration of the Latin name Pollio. In BGUVII 1590a.2 of AD 
617, the cruv'ta~tj.lOV at Philadelphia is collected by a XEtptcr'tf)~ called 
Romulus. In P.Mich. V 233.5 of AD 25, a certain C. Julius Philetus is the 
katasporeu/j or supervisor of the sowing of the Arsinoite nome. In addition, 
numerous ostraka from Berenike mention Roman-named tax collectors, 
mostly imperial freedmen and slaves, among whom a certain C. Julius 
Epaphroditus seems to be the most prominent figure. 52 

These documents clearly indicate that Augustus introduced a radical 
change in the collection of taxes, namely the introduction of imperial freed
men and slaves who often came from outside Egypt. It is possible that, as 
Brunt hypothesised, under Augustus the taxes once farmed for a lump sum 
came to be farmed on a percentage basis and that this required a closer super
vision over the tax farmers. For this reason, procurators, imperial freedmen 
and slaves were introduced to direct or perform the collection of taxes. 53 The 
Egyptian evidence supports the view that the collection of taxes in the late 
Republican and early imperial period was organised according to the vilicus 
system, whereby tax farmers or imperial procurators could appoint fiscal vilici 
in charge of smaller administrative units. 54 To sum up, in Egypt Augustus left 
in place the local small-scale tax-farmers, such as the telonai, who could speak 
the Egyptian language, but established a closer control over them by introduc
ing a hierarchy of imperial freedmen, who resided in Alexandria and super
vised the collection through a system of subordinate slaves who travelled 
around the province acting as vicarii, acto res, or vilici. 55 

THE ROLE OF LOCAL COMMUNITIES IN 
THE COLLECTION OF TAXES 

It seems that in Egypt Augustus made little use of civic communities in the 
collection of the taxes, while this practice was adopted in the rest of the em
pire. Sharp hypothesised that the councils of the Greek cities of Egypt played 
a role in the collection of taxes, but that this did not apply to nome capitals 
before the Severan reform of AD 200, when town councils (130UA<Xt) were in
troduced everywhere. 56 According to Sharp, however, the Roman administra
tion in Egypt devolved the collection of taxes to local communities other than 
cities, which operated under the close control of state officials, while it 
avoided where possible the use of Roman staf£57 

The reason why it is so difficult to establish to what extent cities may 
have played a role in the collection of taxes is simply that there are almost no 
documents coming from the Greek cities of Egypt. As concerns Alexandria, 
we know that the city had an Ot KO~, that is, a corporate financial entity with 
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landed property in the nomes; but whether this institution played any role in 
the collection of Alexandrian taxes or in the handing in of the revenues to the 
Roman state is unknown.58 As regards the nome capitals, although they did 
not have j3ouA-cx1 before AD 200, they might nonetheless have had some au
tonomy in the collection of taxes, naturally under the close supervision of 
state officials. 

Both in the Ptolemaic and in the Roman periods, tax farmers could su
pervise the work oflocal intermediaries who gathered the taxes and made req
uisitions on their behalf 59 The evidence of tax receipts addressed to 
t]you!-LEVOl or n:p£crj3U't£p0l of temples, guilds and villages shows that the 
presidents of different local communities acted as intermediaries between the 
local payers and the state.60 In BGUXVI 2663 of9 BC, an EXATJ!l'IT'tCDp (tax 
farmer) coerced the president of the public farmers ofTilothis into collecting 
taxes on estate land, and in BGUIV 1197.8 of 6/5 BC two priests of the tem
ple ofBousiris petitioned the strategos Asklepiades, complaining that the pres
idents of the public farmers had not paid the cruncx~tc; for five years. 

Priests and temples were often involved in the collection of taxes, both 
in grain and in money. Priests could act as sitologoi, and temples functioned 
as granaries, and often organised the collection of taxes for Rome within their 
neighbourhoods. In P.Oxy. XII 1480 of AD 32, for instance, a priest writes to 
a prophet about the delay in some payments, and appears to have been in con
tact with the komogrammateus and the eklogistes of the nome. 61 As Brunt 
pointed out, it was not only communities organized on the pattern of Greek 
and Italian cities that could be entrusted with the collection of taxes: in Judaea 
in AD 66, for instance, it was the priestly administration of Jerusalem who 
performed this task. 62 In Egypt too, temples often acted as banks in the 
Ptolemaic and probably also in the Roman period. 

Banks played an essential role in the collection of taxes already in the 
Ptolemaic period. The bankers with their daybooks of collections assisted the 
praktores in the preparation of monthly reports to the strategos or the prefect, 
and the revenues from taxation were transferred through bills of exchange 
from the accounts of tax collectors to the state treasury in Alexandria. 63 

Bogaert's study of the family of the Theban banker Kephalos, in the period 
from the 20s BC to AD 1, has demonstrated that the Ptolemaic practice of 
leaving public bankers in their jobs for decades continued under Roman rule, 
and that in some places the office continued to be hereditary. 64 Probably most 
banks in the Julio-Claudian period continued to work in the traditional man
ner and continued to issue receipts in Demotic, as is the case with the banks 
at Thebes. 65 
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Youtie found it surprising that 'a great number of Egyptians were in the 
habit of taking a stroll down to the bank to discharge their legal obligations 
to a foreign power.'66 In fact, it is plausible that most of the times it was the 
tax collector who took a stroll down the bank after his round of collections 
from different villages.67 Under Roman rule it was normal for tax collectors 
to be escorted by soldiers and police guards, who often used violent means to 
extract revenues from recalcitrant taxpayers. Some form of police control over 
the collection of taxes probably existed in the Ptolemaic period, but under the 
Roman administration the military involvement in the collection of taxes may 
have been increased.68 The Herakleopolite BGUIV 1188 shows that in 15/14 
BC a soldier and two telonai broke into the house of a man whom they alleged 
not to have paid taxes. A <J'tCCtCDp (a transliteration of the Latin term stator) 

called Faustus appears in BGUXVI 2671.21 of the Augustan period, while in 
BGU XVI 2618.11f of 7 BC, the statores Sokrates and Elemmon69 harass a 
certain Tryphas to extract some money from him. The stator was a Roman 
military officer who could act as escort, bodyguard and letter carrier on the 
staff of the prefect of Egypt, and seems to have played a role in the prefect's 
conventus. These documents show that military officials of the Roman type 
were employed in the Herakleopolite nome as early as under Augustus. The 
involvement of the Roman army in the collection of taxes in Egypt is even 
more remarkable if we think that in this province there was a sophisticated bu
reaucracy that had performed this task for centuries. Thus the strong military 
presence in the collection of taxes goes against the supposition that Rome 
used its army to collect taxes only in the provinces that did not have an effi
cient administration.7° 

THE QUESTION OF THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEFICITS 

The problem of the use of violence and of the imprisonment for debts is linked 
to the problem of the responsibility for deficits. That people were responsible 
for debts with their private fortune, and that tax collectors guaranteed with 
their properties were accepted principles from the Ptolemaic period: as early as 
under Cleopatra, there is evidence that taxes could be gathered as collective 
taxes from the representatives of the village community, and that a village could 
be held responsible for the shortfalls of some of its members.71 However, Lewis 
assumed that, in the Ptolemaic and early Roman periods, all the responsibility 
gravitated around the person of the tax collector, and that this responsibility 
was extended to the community of taxpayers from the reign ofTrajan; this shift 
was believed to have taken place when Trajan introduced new tax collectors, 
the n:pcXK'l:OpE~ <'xpyupt KWV, and surtaxes that the communities had to pay on 
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behalf of those who could not pay (flEPWflOl c'x.n6pwv and 
cXVCXK£X,CDPTJK6"CCDV.72 However, the tax could have been introduced earlier: 
O.Bodl II 765, a Theban receipt for 5 drachmas paid un£p c'x.n6pwv in 2 BC, 
indicates that a similar tax, if not one and the same surcharge, existed as early 
as under Augustus. Another Augustan document, BGUXVI 2593.lf, appears 
to attest a npaK"CCDp c'x.p[-yuptKWV], while another npaK"CCDp c'x.py(uptKWV) 
features in O.Leid 48 of AD 29. Although this evidence is scanty, it may sug
gest that praktores of this type existed well before the reign ofTrajan. Probably, 
from the Augustan period both the collectors of taxes and the communities 
had some share of responsibility for shortfalls. 

The so-called principle of collective responsibility for deficits was certainly 
operating under Roman rule. Some passages in Philo describe vividly the col
lection of taxes in the early Roman period, and say that tax collectors tortured 
and killed those who did not pay along with their relatives, their neighbours and 
their entire village.73 Among the tortures inflicted by tax collectors, Philo refers 
specifically to <J"CpEj3ACDCH~, the rack, and it is worth noting that this term ap
pears also in an Augustan document, in connection with the npaK"CCDp 
c'x.pyuptKwv,74 which makes the testimony of Philo look more credible than it 
has been assumed. The account of Philo may have reflected the situation in 
Egypt during the reigns of Augustus or Tiberi us, but he does not say explicitly 
that the abuses he was describing were a Roman innovation. 75 Similar tortures, 
as well as the principle that the relatives of a tax-evader were responsible for his 
shortfalls, may have existed in the Ptolemaic period. 

The connection between praktores and torture and imprisonment in the 
npcxK't6p£lOV, the public prison, is documented already in the Ptolemaic pe
riod.76 In AD 68, the edict of Tiberius Julius Alexander records that a 
j30UAT]crt~ of Augustus confined the use of the npcxK't6p£lOV for debtors to 
the idios logos (b¢£1/cov't£~ El~ "COV K'UplCXKOV /c6yov).77 Augustus claimed 
that people should pay their debts from their money, rather than their bodies, 
although this principle did not apply to private debtors, who continued to be 
put in prison.78 To the existence of a prison for tax-evaders one may also con
nect the taxes called ¢u/ccxK'tpOv c'x.n6pwv or flEPWflO~ npcxK'tOptou, and 
possibly also the later evidence for a tax called npcxK'tOptK6v, which was once 
interpreted as the charge for late payment or for the cost of collecting taxes.79 

Youtie deplored the lack of documentary evidence for abuses on the part 
of tax collectors in the Roman period. 80 Recent publications make up for this. 
In BGUXVI 2640 of 10 BC, someone complains that a tax collector (logeutes) 
has harassed a farmer to make him pay taxes. BGUXVI 2604 of 6 BC is ape
tition against a violent attack to a man and his cargo in Alexandria by two indi
viduals (possibly slaves) called Chrysippos and Skaliphos. In BGUXVI 2643 of 
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9/8 BC somebody complains that a certain Skolops has not allowed the farm
ers to work, while in BGUXVI 2618.11 of7 BC Tryphas writes to Athenodoros 
that two military officers are harassing him daily, and his slaves are dying in 
prison as a result of his debts. That the officials were considered responsible for 
the debts is dearly demonstrated by BGUXVI 2639 of 10/9 BC, where the ko

mogrammateus who was in charge in the year of the deficit was imprisoned to
gether with the tax-defaulters. 81 A passage in Philo also informs us that in case 
of tax-default, Egyptians could be beaten by whips, while Alexandrian citizens 
had the special privilege of being beaten by a flat implement. This recalls the 
Roman tendency to inflict different punishments according to status, but 
nonetheless it may have derived from an earlier Ptolemaic regulation. 82 

THE METHOD OF THE COLLECTION OF TAXES 

The evidence surveyed suggests that the method used for the collection of di
rect taxes under Roman rule underwent some changes under Augustus, al
though tax-farming continued to be employed for the collection of indirect and 
occasionally also direct taxes.83 In Egypt, the collection was entrusted to small
scale tax-farmers, who were appointed by the strategos or other state officials. 
Unlike in other Roman provinces, in Egypt there is no evidence for corporate 
companies of publicans at any time. The earliest evidence of praktores taking 
over the collection of the direct taxes comes from the Augustan period. 
However, the process by which state-appointed praktores replaced tax farmers 
must have been a gradual one. 84 Tacitus' remark that in AD 23 some compa
nies of Roman equites were farming the tributes does not indicate that all the 
tributes were farmed to publicans, but, rather, only that some were. In addition, 
as Brunt pointed out, we do not know whether Tacitus referred to Egypt, and 
to what extent he knew the arrangements that were enacted there. 85 

In Egypt, the difference between state-appointed tax collectors and tax 
farmers was less significant than in other provinces, as both praktores and 
telonai were under the dose control of state officials, mainly the strategos and 
his staff 86 For this reason it is probably correct to say that Egypt substantially 
differed from some provinces, although to consider 'the rest of the empire' as 
something homogeneous may be misleading, because we have no evidence 
that the collection of the revenues was performed in a single, uniform way in 
all the other provinces except Egypt; on the contrary, it seems that in Eastern 
provinces such as Judaea there were small-scale tax farmers very similar to the 
Egyptian telonai. 87 

The method of collecting taxes seems never to have been totally uniform 
throughout Egypt. It is possible that the nome-level officials were quite flexible 
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in their choice of the personnel to be employed in the collection of taxes. 88 The 
documents show that in Roman Egypt state officials and tax farmers coexisted, 
and that tax farmers could collect not only indirect but also direct taxes. It is also 
possible that some tax collectorships that were originally entrusted to praktores 
were subleased to local companies of telonai, as seems the case of P.Fay. 34 of AD 
161, in which the 130TJ80t ycwpywv from a village near Theadelphia sublet the 
collection of direct taxes to a tax farmer. 89 Methods of collection and personnel 
may have also changed according to the type of taxes involved. It is possible that 
Augustus and Tiberius introduced new tax collectors to supervise new or rev
enue-raising taxes (such as the poll tax), and left the existing officials to collect 
taxes of minor importance. 

The dearth of early evidence for city offices has led some to the conclu
sion that in Egypt, differently from other provinces, the collection of taxes was 
hardly ever devolved to the cities, but was carried out by either state-ap
pointed officials or private contractors.90 Probably, the responsibility for col
lection of taxes on land and people was delegated to the propertied elites 
within local communities, as it was indispensable to Rome to obtain the col
laboration of local representatives, not least because they could speak the 
Egyptian language. It is however possible that the Greek cities and the nome 
capitals had some degree of autonomy in the collection of taxes, even before 
the introduction of city councils under Septimius Severus.91 

The occurrences of Roman names in documents relating to tax collec
tion reveals that the presence of Roman officials was significant from the early 
reign of Augustus.92 In the years after the conquest, Augustus created a sort 
of civil service of imperial freedmen and slaves, who supervised and directed 
the collection and the delivery of the revenues in grain and cash. Such a net
work presented the clear advantage to the emperor of guaranteeing a close 
control over the revenues. The bank accounts of the imperial slaves covered 
the risk of deficits and probably facilitated the transfer of cash and grain rev
enues from local banks and granaries to the central administration.93 Tax 
farmers and imperial officials could provide cash or convert payment in kind 
into cash, when not all the people may have had access to cash.94 

It remains open whether the principle of collective responsibility for 
deficits was introduced by Rome. It seems that the principle according to which 
individual families had a degree of responsibility on behalf of their defaulting 
members was not entirely new, but existed from the Ptolemaic period and de
rived from Greek law.95 Philo's description of the abuses that accompanied tax 
collection under the first emperors is probably less exaggerated than modern 
scholars assumed. However, Philo does not say that these abuses had begun 
under Roman rule; they could have existed for centuries. 96 The edict ofTiberius 
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Julius Alexander informs us that Augustus ordered that private debts should be 
paid out of the goods not executed upon the person, and a later source relates 
that the emperor Tiberius told his prefect Aemilius Rectus, 'I want my sheep 
shorn, not flayed,' when he sent to Rome more revenue than was due.97 But not 
even Tiberius' 'philanthropic' words sound totally new: a similar philosophy of 
administration may be found in the codes of instructions that the Ptolemaic 
kings gave to their bureaucracy.98 

THE TAXATION SYSTEM OF EGYPT AS A ROMAN 
PROVINCE: THE POLL TAX 

In Republican Rome, the fiscal value of a province was estimated on the basis 
of its annual revenue in cash. In essence this revenue derived from direct and 
indirect taxes. Direct taxes were levied on all the population, indirect taxes ap
plied only to some goods or services. In the Republican period and under 
Augustus, all taxes could be called vectigalia, while the term stipendium de
signed the direct taxes levied in the provinces of the Roman people. During 
the early Roman period (perhaps as early as the Augustan period), the term 
vectigal came to indicate only indirect taxes, while direct taxes were called trib
utum, either capitis (capitation tax) or soli (land tax).99 

One of the most important Roman innovations in Egypt was the intro
duction of tributum capitis in the form of an annual poll tax called A.aoypa¢1a, 
which was levied on adult males, including slaves, aged 14 to 62 or 65, except 
for Roman and Alexandrian citizens and their slaves, some holders of official 
posts, and some categories of Egyptian priests. 100 The provincial poll tax and its 
prerequisite, the provincial census, seem to have had no precedents under the 
Roman Republic, and it seems that Augustus first introduced them, both in 
Egypt and in the other provinces. Often, the census and poll tax were the first 
two measures that followed the Roman annexation of a foreign country, and 
thus carried a strong connotation of subjection to Rome. 101 

Under the Ptolemies (and probably from the Persian period102), the 
most important capitation tax was the salt tax or aA.tKi], which was levied on 
men and women at the rate of about 1.5 silver drachmas for men, 1 drachma 
for women, plus a collateral obol tax levied on men only. Under Augustus the 
UAlKTJ was not suppressed, but was restricted to males and its rate was set at 
4 obols per year. 103 P.Tebt. II 482 documents the payment for salt tax in 11 
BC along with a tax levied on katoikoi, and BGUXIII 2291 of c. 5 BC shows 
that the 4 obols for salt tax were paid along with the capitation tax called 
<JUV'tcX~lj.lOV. In sum, the halike seems to have continued as a minor tax into 
the Roman period. 104 
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The earliest Roman receipts for poll tax come from soon after the con
quest of 30 BC: some Greek and Demotic ostraka refer to the tax called syntaxis 
as early as the very first years of Augustus. 105 There are in addition some receipts 
for laographia on Demotic-Greek ostraka from Apollonopolis Magna (SBXVIII 
13565-13573) dated to the first years of reign of an unnamed ruler, possibly 
Augustus. 106 

The receipts for poll tax show that both the method of collection and 
the rate of the poll tax varied from region to region. The basic rate of the lao
graphia of the Egyptian people in Middle Egypt seems to have been 16 drach
mas (24 drachmas in the Thebaid), and a lower rate, perhaps half the standard 
one, applied to the privileged classes, such as the metropolitai and the katoikoi. 
107 An exceptionally high poll tax seems to have been levied in the Arsinoite, 
where the basic rate was 40 drachmas and the privileged rate 20. In this nome 
the poll tax was collected together with the salt tax and other dues and extras 
as a combined annual charge called sunta/ cimon, normally totalling 44 drach
mas and 6 chalkoi or 45 drachmas 2 obols per year. 108 

The reason for the presence of different rates of tax in different nomes 
is still unknown. Rathbone suggested that a higher poll tax was set on the 
Thebaid as a form of penalty for the revolt against Rome in 29 BC. However, 
a counter-argument may be that the Arsinoite, which did not rebel against 
Rome, paid a higher rate. 109 In my view, the variation in the rates of the 
Egyptian poll tax must have had a different origin. From the time of the 
Persian occupation, the assessment of the poll tax was determined by the agri
cultural productivity of the land in different areas of Egypt; thus it is possible 
that over the centuries the Arsinoite was taxed at a higher rate because it was 
the most productive region. 110 At first sight it seems implausible that Rome 
imposed the poll tax, the most universal of the taxes, at different rates in dif
ferent areas within the same province, but it is indeed possible that Rome im
posed taxes in accordance with the productivity of a region, as happened 
under the Ptolemies. 

The interpretation of the documents may have been distorted also by 
the practice of combining different taxes in one payment, by lumping the poll 
tax with other capitation charges such as the salt tax, the dike tax or trade 
taxes. In fact, tax receipts often indicated only the total amount to be paid, 
without specifYing each tax it consisted of 111 Another misleading element 
may be the practice of splitting payments into monthly instalments. In the 
Oxyrhynchite, for instance, the 12 drachmas for laographia were paid in two 
instalments of 8 and 4 drachmas, while in the Arsinoite the annual levy of 44 
drachmas could be paid through monthly instalments of at least 4 drachmas 
each, or, as in P.Fay. 45 of AD 9/10, in three instalments of 28, 12 and 4 
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drachmas plus additional chalkoi and obols. The figures in tax receipts are al
ways multiples of four, because the means of payment was the silver 
tetradrachm. This may lead us to regard one instalment of a given tax as its 
entire amount. 112 

In the Roman period, regional variations also emerge from the evidence 
of privileged classes that paid the laographia at different rates in different 
nomes. At Hermopolis there was a class called metropolitai oktadrachmoi, who 
paid 8 drachmas; at Oxyrhynchus there were metropolitai dodekadrachmoi, 
who paid 12 drachmas, and there seem to have been different rates of poll tax 
in different neighbourhoods of the same city. 113 These varying privileges are 
difficult to understand, if we postulate that it was Rome that first introduced 
them: one would expect Roman provincial measures at least to be uniform 
throughout a province. Still, it is possible that Augustus imposed different lev
els of poll tax according to social status in different regions and cities. In BGU 
IV 1198.7-9 of 615 BC, a petition to the prefect against the payment of cap
itation taxes, the priests of Bousiris claim that they had enjoyed exemption 
from laographia with no interruption 'from before and in the times of the 
queen as well' until the twenty-fifth year of Augustus. 

The term A.aoypa<j)ta occurs in some documents of the Ptolemaic pe
riod as well. In these documents, however, A.aoypa<j)ta indicated a registra
tion of people rather than the poll tax paid by the Egyptians, as the term came 
to designate the poll tax only under Augustus. 114 A reference to revenues in 
cash EX A.aoypa<j)tac; may be found in P.Ryl. IV 667 fr. 4 of the second cen
tury BC. It is more difficult to establish what was the exact significance of the 
term in P.Tebt. I 103, 121 and 189, all belonging to the first century BCJ 15 

The question whether before the Roman conquest the term could indicate the 
poll tax as well, not only the census, remains open. 

In the Arsinoite nome the poll tax was collected as a combined charge 
called CJUV'tcX~lflOV. 116 The earliest known instance of CJUV'tcX~lflOV is BGUVII 
1590a of AD 6/7, where this tax is collected by a certain Romulus, and BGUXIII 
2291 of around 5 BC. The poll tax could also be referred to as E1llK£<j)cXAlOV, 
'head tax,' or A.citKll CJUV't<X~tc;, assignment on the A.aot, i.e. the Egyptians as 
well. This terminology, of dear Ptolemaic origin, seems to have been peculiar to 

the Arsinoite, but one cannot exclude the possibility that it was used elsewhere 
too. The earliest known evidence for E1llK£<j)ciAlOV seems to be P.Tebt. III/1 
701.186 of211/10 BC117, while the term CJUV't<X~tc;, 'assessment on the indi
vidual,' originally indicated a registration of people, and subsequently acquired 
the sense of'capitation tax based on a registration of people.' 118 

The significance of the term CJUV't<X~tc; is still unclear. The tax called 
CJUV't<X~tc; may have been connected in some way to the Ptolemaic official 
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known as b npbc; 'tfl <JUV'tcX~El, whose precise functions are unknown, except 
that he collected taxes from the katoikoi. 119 The term <JUV't<X~tc; also indicated 
the annual contribution that, both in the Ptolemaic and in the Roman period, 
the state gave to Egyptian temples, and in some documents it had the general 
sense of salary or unspecified contribution. In P.Grenf I 45 and 46 of 19 and 18 
BC, a public farmer from the Arsinoite stated that he had paid the <JUV't<X~tc;, 
which here may have been either the poll tax, or some other fixed charge levied 
on public farmers. 120 A late Ptolemaic document refers to 'A.cxoypa¢t<X K<X't' 
av8p<X of those paying the <JUV't<X~tc;', which was interpreted as 'the listing of 
taxpayers liable to the syntaxis.' 121 Payments for <JUV't<X~tc; are also recorded on 
ostraka from Karanis which You tie assigned to the very early years of the reign 
of Augustus. 122 

To sum up, Augustus may have taken over various capitation charges 
that existed in the Ptolemaic period, and perhaps introduced different rates 
according to wealth and social status. If Augustus had introduced laographia, 
syntaxis and syntaximon, he would probably have established a fairly uniform 
terminology and rate throughout the province. On the contrary, the existence 
of regional variations may indicate that traditional bureaucratic practices were 
continued from the Ptolemaic period. The most plausible view is that 
Augustus took over and unified different Ptolemaic capitation taxes, which 
now fulfilled the new function of Roman provincial poll tax. 

OTHER DIRECT TAXES 

In this section I take into consideration the most important direct taxes docu
mented in the reign of Augustus. The aim is not to list all taxes known in 
Roman Egypt, but to find out whether the late Ptolemaic and Augustan docu
ments can tell us anything about when these taxes were first introduced. I shall 
begin by investigating the documents of the Augustan period that refer to the 
most important direct taxes besides the poll tax: the XWJ.l<X'ttK6v or dike tax, 
the J.lEPlO"J.lOc; an6pwv or tax 'on behalf of the poor,' and the apt8!l11'tlKOV 
K<X'"COlKCDV or tax on the numbering or registration of the katoikoi. 

After the poll tax, the most important of the direct taxes seems to have 
been the XCDJ.l<X'ttK6v or dike tax, which was levied from the reign of Augustus 
on all Egyptian males including priests at the annual rate of 6 drachmas 4 
obols, 123 and which seems to have played a central role in the Augustan reorga
nization of the irrigation system. 124 A survey of the receipts shows that it was 
often paid together with the laographia, the bath tax, and other capitation taxes, 
and that its rate remained 6 drachmas 4 obols throughout the Roman period. 
However, in special cases, such as works and repairs to the embankments, the 
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rate could be altered, even doubled, as seems the case of SB XVI 12632 of AD 
35 (P.Princ. I 11 + P.Corn. 21 V) from Philadelphia, although this document 
may deal with the combination of two payments. 125 

It was argued whether the X,CDflCX"'ClK6v was the cash equivalent of the 
five-day corvee at the canals called n£v8i]fl£poc;. 126 Foraboschi suggested that 
the penthemeros that was introduced later than the reign of Augustus as a re
placement of the payment of chomatikon: the penthemeros may have been a 
way of extracting labour from those who could not afford to pay the tax in 
cash. 127 This hypothesis is supported by the fact that, while the chomatikon is 
documented from the Augustan period, the earliest evidence of penthemeros 

comes from the early 40s AD. It is possible that the five-day corvee was intro
duced in the very first years of the reign of Claudius. 

The flcptcrfloc; cm6pwv or impost 'on behalf of the poor' was a surtax 
levied on all the population to compensate for taxes not paid by those with
out a poros, that is, the poor. It was commonly assumed that this surtax was 
introduced during the reign ofTrajan, 128 but the evidence of O.Bodl. II 765, 
a receipt issued by the bank of Kephalos at Thebes in 2 BC for a payment of 
5 drachmas un£p cm6pwv, shows that some tax on behalf of the poor was al
ready in place under Augustus. The rate attested in this document is consis
tent with the known rates of 4 to 7 drachmas that is found in later receipts. 
The dearth of attestations of this tax in the Augustan period has suggested 
that it may have tacitly been incorporated with the payment for poll tax. In 
addition, it is possible that the mentions of different capitation taxes or 
flEptcrflOtlevied on behalf of the poor (cm6pwv), the weak (cw8£vwv) and 
the fugitive (CxVCXK£X,CDP11K6'tCDV) were local variants that indicated in essence 
one and the same tax. 129 

According to the standard view, the introduction of these surtaxes went 
together with the introduction by Trajan of new tax collectors, the 
npcXK'tOpcc; apyuptKcDV; it was believed that, thereafter, the responsibility for 
deficits shifted from the person of the tax collector to the community of tax
payers.130 However, the early evidence for these surtaxes (and also for 
npciK'tOp£c; apyuptKcDV) suggests that, from the reign of Augustus, both tax 
collectors and communities were responsible for shortfalls: communities were 
liable to the surtax 'on behalf of the poor,' and tax collectors risked having 
their property confiscated. 

The tax called apt8fl11'tlKOV KCX'tOlKCDV was collected per capita from 
the owners ofkatoikic land, probably to provide revenue for the maintenance 
of the katoikic records, and may have served as a tax on the ownership of ka
toikic land as well. 131 This tax is documented from the Augustan period until 
the end of the second century AD, but the rates that we can see in the receipts 
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vary. The two most commonly attested figures are 16 drachmas 11/2 obols 
and 28 drachmas 3 obols, but one may also find receipts for instalments of 
16, 18 or 20 drachmas. Generally, when one encounters payments smaller 
than these, it is likely that arrears were involved, while larger sums may reflect 
payments for more than one person or holding. The largest payment made by 
a single person for arithmetikon is 44 drachmas 4 obols 4 chalkoi in P.Col. V 
1 b 54. Daniel and Sijpesteijn interpreted this as a double payment-of 16 
and 28 drachmas-for two holdings. This rate is strikingly similar to that of 
the syntaximon that was levied in the Arsinoite. 132 

The earliest published evidence for the arithmetikon may be BGUXVI 
2613.5 of 15/14 BC, a letter in which the dioiketes Seleukos complains to 
Athenodoros about the rude ways of his agents in the levy of the arithmetikon. 
However, the term arithmetikon has no further specification and might indi
cate a tax on the official numbering of property items, such as sheep and 
goats. 133 In BGUXVI 2652 (probably dating from the period 10/9 to 2 BC), 
Athenodoros writes to Eurylochos asking him to give the tax collector 
Antonius the 2000 drachmas for the arithmetikon katoikon of the 
Herakleopolite nome. 134 The earliest instance of the tax, the The ban ostrakon 
O.Ashm. I 24 of 9 BC, records the payment for arithmetikon katoikon by the 
owner of a plot of katoikic land of 14 1/2 arouras. The fact that the measures 
of the land were recorded raises the question whether this tax was originally 
calculated on the area of the land and subsequently became a fixed charge, but 
at present the question remains open. 

It seems clear that the arithmetikon had some connection with the num
bering of the katoikoi and the possession of katoikic land. The possessors of 
katoikic land enjoyed privileged status in the Ptolemaic period, and contin
ued to enjoy this status under Roman rule. There is evidence that a capitation 
tax on the katoikoi was levied in the Ptolemaic period: P. Tebt. I 119.31, for in
stance, records payments in kind for the EntK£¢ciA-cxtOv of the katoikoi 
around 103 BC. It is thus possible that the tax 'for the numbering of the ka
toikoi' was a capitation tax. Augustus may have continued to levy this tax, 
which may have been reformed under Tiberius or Claudius, when the last 
generation of Ptolemaic soldiers disappeared, or when the ownership ofkatoi
kic land was dissociated from the status of katoikos. 

TAXES ON STATE MONOPOLIES: BATHS, OILS, 
BEER AND PAPYRUS 

The Roman administration took over the monopolies once controlled by the 
Ptolemaic kings, such as the access to public baths and the production and 
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consumption of oils, beer and papyrus. These were partly leased out to private 
individuals, while taxes on the commodities most in demand were levied on 
individual consumers. !35 

According to Wallace, public baths were established in the Ptolemaic pe
riod for the Graeco-Macedonian elite in connection with the gymnasium, espe
cially in Lower Egypt. There were also baths owned by or leased to private 
individuals, which paid to the Ptolemaic government a licence fee of one third, 
called j3a/cavEtov, ¢6po~ j3a/cavdou or 'tpt 1:11 j3a/cavdou. The Roman ad
ministration kept up the existing public baths and also built new ones, and 
probably continued the Ptolemaic bath taxes. A survey of the earliest evidence 
shows that taxes on baths were levied from the very beginning of the Roman pe
riod. Wallace thought that from the Augustan period there were three different 
imposts on baths: a capitation tax imposed on all, whether they used a bath or 
not, an entrance fee to public baths, and the one-third rent for the lease of a bath 
by private individuals. 136 The earliest published bath-tax receipt is O.Edfou III 
388 (AD 28), which refers to the payment of 1 drachma 1 obol for j3a/ca() at 
Apollonopolis Magna, in Augustus' first year. 137 Two interesting pieces of evi
dence are O.Strasb. 262 and 263 of AD 26-29, two receipts that carry the 
phrase un:£p j3<XA<XVE(tou) ot'tou MaK(£1:)6vwv) 138; it is unclear whether 
these documents indicate that there was a bath called 'of the Macedonians,' or 
whether one person was paying the bath-tax (here in grain) on behalf of a com
munity of Macedonian soldiers. In some Demotic ostraka from Denderah we 
find amounts of 40 drachmas, which may represent collective payments. 139 

There is no agreement as regards the rate of this tax. It seems that a first 
instalment of 1 drachma 1 obol was often paid together with poll tax, and a 
second instalment of 41/2 drachmas was paid with the dike-tax; with addi
tional charges the total amounted to about 7 drachmas 5 obols and 1 or 2 
chalkoi. This rate seems to have been fairly stable throughout the Roman pe
riod. It is worth noting that on some occasions the bath tax was paid in kind, 
e.g. when paid to the granaries of a temple. 140 

This evidence suggests that in the Roman period the Ptolemaic taxes on 
baths were continued. Probably the lessees of state baths continued to pay 
rents for the management of these baths, this time to the Roman state rather 
than to the king. In addition to this, the individuals who attended the baths 
paid a fixed entrance fee. In my view, it is hard to prove that under Augustus 
the bath tax became a capitation tax. On the contrary, the fact that bath-tax 
receipts often refer to the geographical location of the bath (e.g. 'the bath of 
Euhemeria' in O.Fay. 2-4 of 23 BC, 3 BC and AD 24) suggests that this tax 
was connected with the entrance to a specific bath, or was levied on some cat
egories of the population, and was not paid by all. 
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Another Ptolemaic monopoly was the right to brew beer, which was 
controlled by the state, but could be leased to private companies or temples. 
Beer brewers paid the state a licence fee or a tax on the concessions called 
¢6poc; ~'\YC01WlWV or ¢6poc; ~1YCT]pcic;, while the people who consumed beer 
paid ~ 1YCT]p<X or "CEAOc; ~ 1YCT]pcic;. The monopoly of brewing beer was taken 
over by the Roman administration, and the right to brew beer was leased to 
contractors by En:t "CT]pT]"CCXl, as was the case with other trades of the Roman 
period. Under Roman rule, there is evidence that a tax called ~U"CT]pa was 
levied per head (KCX"C' av8pa), but the details of the assessment of this tax are 
undear. 141 The amount of this tax cannot be determined with certainty; some 
third-century AD documents record payments of 4 and 8 drachmas. 142 

Among the earliest Roman evidence there are some ostraka from Karanis that 
Youtie assigned to the Augustan period, such as O.Mich. I 362 = SB XIV 
11445, a receipt dated to the first year of Augustus. 143 

In Wallace's view the ~ 1YCT]pcX was not a consumer tax, but a capitation tax 
that was imposed under Roman rule, when the state monopoly of beer-brewing 
declined, in order to extract taxation from the private production of beer, with
out the need for assessing the single amounts produced or consumed in one 
family. 144 This theory is confuted by attestations of this tax in the second and 
first centuries BC. It is likely that the beer tax was a consumer tax levied on men, 
depending on the amount of beer one consumed, so that each consumer was re
sponsible for paying the tax he owed; the tax may have been calculated on the 
basis of the brewer's or the seller's record with the names and the quantities 
sold. 145 According to Foraboschi, the beer tax was not a capitation tax, but a tax 
imposed on every beer-brewer or beer-seller and his staff, which normally con
sisted of members of his family; the expression kat'andra must be intended as 
viritim, that is, 'imposed on every beer-producer.' 146 

The most important of the Ptolemaic monopolies was the production 
and sale of various seed-oils that were used both as aliment and as com
bustible. Oddly, this seems to have been the only one to disappear in the tran
sition to Roman rule, despite the fact that oil remained a very important 
commodity in the Roman period too. Both in the Ptolemaic and in the 
Roman periods there are erratic occurrences of taxes of unclear nature called 
EAat KTJ or £1811 EAat Ka. 147 A document from Soknopaiou Nesos of around 
AD 14 states that since the 43rd year of Augustus no tax had been paid on 
lamp oil. One might hypothesise that the oil tax was present during the reign 
of Augustus, and was suspended in his last year or at the beginning of the 
reign ofTiberius; but this remains just a guess. 148 

The exaction of taxes on oils was probably connected with the property 
and exploitation of oil presses (£A.moupyEta). One may suppose that, in the 
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Ptolemaic period, in every village there was a state-owned oil press, from 
which the state collected a rent. In the Roman period, these oil presses were 
probably taken over by the public treasury or by the imperial patrimonium, as 
there is evidence that oil presses were often within imperial estates. From 
WChr. 176 (= Sel.Pap. II 280) we know that the oil press in the former estate 
of Narcissus paid a rent of 200 drachmas (monthly or yearly, depending on 
the produce) plus a certain amount of oil, while in P.Ryl. II 128 of around AD 
30, Hatres, the oil maker in the estate of Gaius Julius Athenodoros and 
Tiberi us Calpurnius Tryphon at Euhemeria, reports to the chief of the police 
that a female worker had ran away, and had stolen, among other things, forty 
drachmas that he had put aside to pay the rent for the oil press. 149 

The importance of papyrus for official use throughout the empire made 
it one of the most important cash crops of Egypt. A passage in Strabo illumi
nates us on the organisation of the production of papyrus under Roman rule. 
He remarks that 'they do not allow the byblus to grow in many places, and 
because of the scarcity they set a higher price on it and thus increase the rev
enues, though they injure the common use of the plant.'15° It is unclear 
whom Strabo is referring to as 'they' -the Egyptian administrators before the 
Roman conquest, the Roman administrators, or both. 

A tax called X<XP'tT]p<i was farmed in the Ptolemaic period, and there is 
evidence of this tax as well as of payments for 'tl!l i] X <ip'tOU or X ap'tcDV under 
Roman rule too. 151 The term xap'tT]p<i seems to have designated a capitation 
tax on the use of papyrus, a licence to manufacture or sell papyrus, and also 
the revenues from the papyrus industry in generaP52 After the Roman con
quest, this proto-industry was taken over by the state, and, as is the case with 
olive yards and oil presses, it seems that a great part of the papyrus marshes 
were in imperial estates that belonged to the imperial patrimonium. It seems 
also that in the second century AD the revenues from chartera did not go to 
the public treasury or OlOlKT]crtc;, but to the patrimonial account or 
oucnaKoc; A.6yoc;. This supports the view that, before then, the profits from 
the papyrus industry were managed by the imperial patrimony. 153 

The imperial estates leased the rights of exploitation of their resources 
to local people for an annual rent. This is the case in P.Mil. I 6 of AD 26, a 
letter of Harthotes son of Marres to Aphrodisios son of Zoilos, EXA TJJ.l'IT'tCDp 
or manager of the papyrus marsh in the estate of Livia and the children of 
Germanicus near Theadelphia in the Arsinoite. In this letter, Harthotes asks 
for the concession to gather papyrus and reeds, weave mats and sell them 
around the villages of the nome, and promises to pay the licence fee in three 
instalments during the summer of the following year. In a lease of a papyrus 
marsh of 14/13 BC, BGUIV 1180, the lessees acknowledge the receipt of a 
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loan of 200 drachmas, which they promise to return through instalments of 
1 drachma a day and a portion of their daily harvest of papyrus stalks over a 
six-month period. These 200 drachmas may have been equal to the rent for 
one or more months, which the lessees may not have been able to pay. 

BGUIV 1121 154 of 5 BC is a three-year lease of a papyrus marsh in the 
Arsinoite nome from an Alexandrian woman and her son to two people, 
Hierax and Papos, for a rent of 5000 drachmas a year. This rent is payable in 
monthly instalments of 250 drachmas over the six months from Thoth to 
Mecheir (September to February), and of 583 drachmas 2 obols over the 
richer period of the harvest, from Phamenoth to Mesore (March to August). 
The contract also obliged the lessees not to exceed the fixed wage used for 
hired workers. According to Lewis, this document proves that the owners of 
papyrus marshes formed a sort of cartel to protect their profits and to keep 
down labour costs; he suggested that Strabo referred to this kind of cartel 
when he mentioned the strategy of producing less papyrus in order to keep 
prices up. 155 Indeed, it seems that the price of papyrus and the wages of work
ers were not random, but derived from a precise policy that governed the 
whole industry. However, it was probably an official authority, rather than the 
owners of papyrus crops, who established these regulations. 

TRADE TAXES 

In this section I look at trade taxes or X£tpwv<i~w,, which were believed to be 
Roman in origin rather than Ptolemaic. It seems that, rather than taxes set at a 
percentage of the profits or of the gross income, they were capitation taxes levied 
on all persons engaged in industry. The levy of these taxes was made easier by 
the existence since the Ptolemaic period of trade guilds, which the Roman ad
ministration continued. 156 Under Augustus and Tiberius we find scattered al
lusions to taxes on various trades, e.g. builders, wool workers, barbers and 
others, 157 and it was even argued that Caligula's introduction of the tax on pros
titutes in Italy around AD 40 was copied from an Egyptian counterpart. 158 

The best documented trade was that of weavers, as weaving was one of 
the most important industries and markets of the chora, and the Egyptian 
linen and cotton were exported to all the Mediterranean. The Egyptian tex
tiles were important for the state as they provided, among other things, the 
supply of uniforms for the army. 

Before the Roman conquest, Cleopatra's textile factories were managed by 
a Roman senator, Q. Ovinius. 159 There is evidence that in the Augustan period 
Roman-named and Latin-speaking people, possibly also slaves and freedmen 
from the entourage of the emperor, were involved in the textile industry. The 
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earliest known evidence for the tax on weavers (called X,Etpwva~tOV yEp81wv, 
"'CEAOc; yEp81wv or more commonly yEp8t<XK6v) comes from the Augustan pe
riod; in addition, ChLA XLIII 1241 d 3 from Oxyrhynchus has an obscure ref
erence to a O""'C<X"'Cflp yEp81wv in the years between 29 and 2 BC.160 This 
document, in Greek with a Latin subscription, records the monthly accounts and 
expenses of a weaver called Gaius Valerius Niger; among these, 5112 drachmas 
and 40 drachmas were paid for O""'C<X"'Cflp yEp81wv, and eventually the figures 
were converted into OT]VcXplOt xpucrdt, an expression that probably indicated 
the aurei. Another interesting text is P.Oxy IV 737 of the Augustan period, an 
account of wages paid on different days to weavers (textores), hired labourers (con

ductz) and a magister. The document was written in Latin and, oddly, was dated 
according to the Roman calendar. 161 Some tax receipts from the archive of the 
Oxyrhynchite weaver Tryphon, extending from AD 8 to 66, show annual pay
ments for yEp8t<XK6v at 28 drachmas and three obols, which were split in four 
instalments and paid together with other capitation taxes (i.e., the poll tax, the 
pig tax and the dike tax). 162 It is worth noting that these taxes added together 
give a total of about 45 drachmas per year, which is equivalent to the combina
tion of poll taxes known as syntaximon in the Arsinoite nome. As Brunt hypoth
esised, the tributum capitis may have embraced trade taxes as well. 163 

To sum up, under Augustus there was a reorganisation of the textile in
dustry; trade taxes, which existed in the Ptolemaic and even the Persian periods, 
were probably taken over by Augustus. The extant evidence however does not 
say what was the annual rate of the tax on weavers, and whether it was uniform 
throughout Egypt. It is also unclear whether all persons engaged in the same 
trade paid the same rate of trade tax, or whether there were different rates within 
the same trade, according to the age or the gender of the workers. 

INDIRECT TAXES: THE SALES TAX 

The most important of the indirect taxes was the sales tax or EYKUKAlOV. In the 
Ptolemaic period the term EYKUKAlOV indicated a tax of varying rate payable to 

the state as a percentage on contracts and market transactions. This tax was con
tinued under Roman rule, when the EYKUKAlOV was levied ad valorem on sales, 
manumissions of slaves, donations and mortgages and was collected at the rate 
of 5 or 10% on the price of the goods. However, the term enkyklion could also 
designate a tax between 11/2 obol and 2 drachmas, levied every year on small 
purchases, which could be paid together with the capitation taxes. 164 

In addition to this, the enkyklion may have encompassed all those receipts 
that do not specifY the name of the tax for which they were issued, but present 
the term "'CEAOc; followed by the name of the commodity subject to taxation. 
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Normally there was no need to specifY the amount of the tax, because it was 
implicit that it was a fixed percentage on the price paid. 165 The collection of 
the sales tax was farmed to publicans, who were probably working in close 
contact with the ccyop<XV6f.tOc;. 166 

Both in the Ptolemaic and in the Roman period, the sales tax was levied 
on the sale of land and house property, 167 and a "CEAOc; t'tc; 'tcX c'x.v8pcow8cx 
was levied on the sale of slaves, which took place before the agoranomos and 
the tax farmer. 168 The enkyklion was levied from sales of animals too. 169 One 
may also connect with the enkyklion some evidence for a 5% tax called 
El KO<J"CTJ on!:A-oc; El KO<J'tcDv. 17° 

Some receipts of the Roman period preserve the mention of a tax of one
quarter (25%), the "CEAOc; 'tllc; "CE'tcXp'tT]c;, which may have continued an earlier 
Ptolemaic tax on trades or customs dues, 171 and of a 2% tax called 
IT£V"CT]K00"CTJ, levied on purchases made on the public market, perhaps identi
cal with the enkyklion. 172 In 0. Theb. 91 of the first century AD, a tax farmer 
called Germanos and his colleagues receive the 2% tax on a donkey, probably 
an internal customs tax or duty that was collected at the boundaries of the 
nomes. It is possible that in the Augustan period, the toll of 1% and 2% (called 
p K<Xl V) could be split in two separate payments, of which one was the sales tax. 
The earliest known attestation of the tax p K<Xl v is in a custom-house register 
from Philadelphia, P.Thomas 3 of uncertain date, either in 132 BC or in AD 9. 
P. van Minnen has supplied the name of the tax p K<Xl v in a document of AD 
24/25. From this evidence one may deduce that the charges p K<Xl v were ag
gregated by the time of Augustus. This may have an innovation of Augustus, al
though the tax may have been in place from before. 173 

THE STEPHANOS 

This section investigates whether the Roman conquest affected in any way the 
levy of a tax called <J"CE<)lavoc; (possibly equivalent to <J"C£<)l<XVtK6v), that is, 
crown tax. 174 In Ptolemaic Egypt as well as in other Hellenistic kingdoms this 
was a cash offering for the donation of a golden crown to the ruler on his ac
cession; this seems to have been commuted into a money payment under the 
later Ptolemies. 175 In the Ptolemaic period the stephanos was a tax levied on 
transfers and inheritances of katoikic land. In BGU IV 1123, for instance, 
three people pay 1000 drachmas for the stephanos levied on a plot of 1084 
arouras which they inherited from their parents. In the Ptolemaic period the 
payment of a stephanos was obligatory for a holder of katoikic land at the mo
ment he took possession of a plot, and also for the heritage of a lease of land; 
m the Roman period this tax may have become the "CEA-oc; 
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KCX"CCXAOX,l<J!lcDV.176 In a late Ptolemaic document, BGU VIII 1851, the 
stephanos was a tax on land collected by a praktor; this is the case in BGUIV 
1123 too, which is likely to be late Ptolemaic rather than Augustan, as was 
previously assumed. 177 

The earliest extant receipts for an annual crown-tax date from the reign 
of Claudius. The situation before then is unclear. 178 It seems that Augustus 
refused offerings and donations of crowns, and granted the provinces full or 
partial remission from the crown tax; Augustus claims in the Res Gestae that 
he refused a golden crown of 350,000 pounds offered to him by the 35 urban 
tribes for the triumph of 29 BC, and other sources report that he refused var
ious offers of crowns, except some offerings from the Iberians. 179 A papyrus 
of the Augustan period, P.Fouad I 46 of 23/22 BC, alludes to contributions 
for a donation of a real crown, as it records the payment of 900 drachmas to 
goldsmiths for a gold crown of ten minae (c. 240-270 g). 180 The evidence is 
insufficient to prove the existence of the stephanos tax under Augustus, al
though on special occasions (especially early after the conquest) he may have 
accepted some donations of real crowns. It seems likely that Augustus abol
ished the late Ptolemaic stephanos that was levied on transfers of katoikic land, 
probably because katoikic land was equated to private land and began to be 
sold for a price. 181 

TAXES ON ANIMALS 

This section takes into consideration the evidence concerning taxes on animals 
in order to verifY the common view that, although a control over the ownership 
of animals existed from the Ptolemaic period, the control over all kinds of prop
erty was made stricter under Augustus. 182 In the Roman period, property re
turns of sheep and goats (an:oypcx<j)cxt n:pol3a"CCDV KCXt cit yci3v) were submitted 
all over Egypt. Under Augustus, these declarations were submitted at the begin
ning of Mecheir (especially during the five days corresponding to January 
26-30), while from the reign of Claudius onwards they were required twice a 
year. The purpose of these returns was to keep control over the number of pri
vately owned animals in order to impose the tax called in the declarations the 
Kcx9f1Kov "CEAO~. This tax has been identified with the pasture tax or £vv6!ltoV, 
which probably existed since the Ptolemaic period. 183 It has been discussed 
whether these taxes were rents, licence taxes or property taxes. It was commonly 
assumed that the £vv6!ltoV was the equivalent of the Roman scriptura, the tax 
on sheep and goats pasturing on state land. 184 El Abbadi introduced a further 
distinction between the <j)6po~ n:po13<X'twv, a rent on state-owned flocks, the 

<j)6po~ VO!lcDV, a rent on pastures leased for the grazing of privately-owned 

of of 
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sheep, and the £vv6!llOV or "'CEAOc; EVVO!llOU, a tax on the property of sheep 
and goats, which were normally pasturing on state land. 185 

Taxes on cattle called ennomion and phoros probaton existed as early as 
the third century BC. 186 The earliest Roman evidence for the ennomion comes 
from the declarations for sheep and goats edited as BGUX\fl 2578-2587, 
from the years 14/13 BC (except for 2586, which is of 5 BC). In a farm ac
count of 8 BC, 720 drachmas were paid for ennomion and 60 drachmas for 
arithmetikon, probably a surcharge for the official numbering of sheep and 
goats. 187 P.Oxy. II 244 of AD 23188 is a request made by Cerinthus, a slave of 
Antonia the wife ofDrusus and a manager of her flocks, to transfer the sheep 
and goats from the Oxyrhynchite nome to the neighbouring Kynopolite. This 
document suggests that the authorities of the nome had to be informed of 
every movement of any flocks, even those belonging to an imperial estate; this 
was probably due to the existence of a tax on the transfer of cattle. 189 

Augustus seems to have introduced a tax on the ownership of donkeys. 
P.Oxy. XII 1457 of 4/3 BC is a registration for donkeys addressed to the farm
ers of the e(cadraxmi/a, the annual six-drachmas tax also known as "'CEAOc; 
ovwv.190 Evidence for this tax is also found in two ostraka from Apollonopolis 
Magna, O.Edfou III 397 and 398 of AD 4. Later evidence suggests that the 
name of this tax remained exadrachmia and its rate 5 drachmas 1 obol 
throughout the Roman period. 191 However, donkeys owned as property were 
registered since the Ptolemaic period, and this registration was probably di
rected to levy some property tax at that time too. 

In the Ptolemaic period, there is evidence that tax farmers collected 
the Ul KTJ or tax on pigs, a property tax assessed on the basis of declarations 
for the ownership of pigs. Unfortunately there are no published receipts of 
this tax either in the late Ptolemaic or in the Augustan periods. According 
to Wallace, in the Roman period the pig tax was no longer a property tax 
based on the number of pigs which one owned, but became a !-LEPlCY!l6c; or 
capitation tax collected along with laographia. 192 Youtie doubted that the 
pig tax was paid by all in the Roman period, as it was not always levied on 
the whole population of a village, 193 while Bogaert reverted to the view that 
the pig tax under Augustus was, rather than a tax on pigs as in the Ptolemaic 
period, a !-LEPlCY!l6c; assessed on the entire population. 194 

The nature of the pig tax is still unclear. The earliest Roman attestation of 
UtKTJ is in an unpublished papyrus from Oxyrhynchus dated 20 BC, and its rate 
seems to have remained stable at 1 drachma 1 obol under Tiberi us and until the 
second century AD. 195 It is attractive to hypothesise that both in the Ptolemaic 
and in the Roman period, the hyike was a property tax that was assessed on the 
number of animals owned, as was the case with other taxes on animals. It is per-
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haps not coincidental that the tax-register (of the second or third century AD196) 

P.Oxy XXIV 2414.13-15 associates the pig tax with other licence or property 
taxes on animals, such as the tax on donkeys and the tax on sheep and goats, sep
arately from the capitation taxes. The Ptolemaic and Roman evidence of prop
erty returns for pigs lends further support to the view that the pig tax was a tax 
on the property of the animals. 197 

In conclusion, it seems that Augustus took over and continued some 
taxes on animals such as those on sheep and goats or on pigs, while it is pos
sible that he introduced radical changes concerning the tax on donkeys, pos
sibly in connection with some reform of the transport system. 

TAXES ON PRIESTS AND TEMPLES 

This section investigates the possible changes in the taxation involving priests 
and temples. It was once believed that Augustus introduced strong limitations 
on the privileges of the priests, while recently Glare argued that the stereo
typed model of the antagonism between Roman state and Egyptian temples 
is outdated. 198 The Ptolemies had developed a system of CYUV'tcX~El~, govern
ment subventions either in money or in kind, which were granted to the tem
ples for the maintenance of the priests. 199 Under Roman rule these 
subventions were continued, although, in Wallace's view, they became an in
strument of control, rather than support, over the temples and their property. 
Documents in which priests acknowledged or requested the CYUV'tCX~l~ may 
be found from around 13/12 BC, and throughout the Roman period. 

Under Roman rule (as was probably the case before) the priestly syntaxis 
was mostly in kind. The grain used for these payments often came from the 
land of the temples themselves, or from neighbouring estates.200 In BGUIV 
1197 of 12/11 BC, the priests of Bousiris complain about the failure to re
ceive the annual syntaxis of 150 artabas of wheat, which was normally made 
out of the revenue of a certain Harpaesis. In BGUIV 1200 from 2/1 BC, the 
temple syntaxis consisted of 100 artabas from the confiscated estate of the 
temple and 100 artabas from the estate of a man of importance called 
Asklepiades. It thus seems that on some occasions for a temple the grant of 
syntaxis was alternative to the possession of land, and that the syntaxis was 
drawn from private estates that were connected with a specific cult. Still, it is 
possible that there was no uniform rule valid for all temples in the 
province. 201 

In the Ptolemaic period, the priests paid a tax called £mcr'tCX'tlK6v to 
fund overseers of temples called £mcr'ta'tm 'tEpou or 'tEpwv. Wallace thought 
that after the Roman conquest the epistatai were abolished, but the epistatikon 
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continued to be collected.202 Augustus did not suppress the main elements of 
the financial administration of Egyptian temples: the £mcr'ta'tat 'tWV 'uopwv 
are found often with the slightly different name of£n:tcr'ta'tat 't£p£wv, super
intendents of the priests, until27 BC203 and the En:t<J't<X'tlKOV continued to 
be paid either by the temple community or by individual priests.204 In spite of 
the continuation of the tax called epistatikon, however, the evidence for epis
tatai of priests or temples ceases after 27 BC. 

Another tax connected with priesthood was the El<JKpl'tlKOV, i.e. the fee 
for the assumption of a priestly rank, and the 't£A£<J'tl KOV for the advancement 
in the hierarchy. 205 The Roman administration may have limited the size of the 
Egyptian priesthoods through a stricter process of admission to priesthood, but 
the basic regulations probably derived from the Ptolemaic period. Other taxes 
on priests were the TC£V't£<)luA.ta, apparently a tax on the five tribes of priests, 
and 't£p<X'tl Ka, on which we do not know anything precise. 206 

To sum up, it seems that the Roman government tended to adopt the 
existing cult regulations and continued most of the taxes connected with 
priests of traditional Egyptian temples. An important piece of evidence in this 
respect is an official memorandum of the first century AD found in the 
precinct of the temple of Soknebtunis at Tebtunis, and which refers to a dis
pute between pastophoroi and hiereis. The dispute was resolved by decisions of 
the prefects Scapula, Aquila, Pedo and Magius Maximus, who acted accord
ing to the 'sacred law Semnouthi,' a traditional Egyptian book of sacred laws. 
This clearly indicates that the Roman administration was not imposing alien 
religious prescriptions, but tended to enforce the existing ones. 207 

LAND TAXES IN CASH 

In the Ptolemaic period (but probably as early as the Persian period), taxes 
in money were assessed on land producing crops other than grain, such as 
vineyards, palm trees and market gardens.208 In this section I take into con
sideration the hypothesis that in the Roman period these taxes changed, as 
they came to be calculated on the area rather than the produce of the land. 
Wallace thought that, while in the Ptolemaic period the term Y£Wfl£'tpta 
designated a fixed charge of 1/2 artaba per aroura that covered the cost of 
surveying the land, under Augustus the geometria was a new tax on vine
yards, palm groves and gardens, also calculated on the aroura. He suggested 
that the Roman geometria was not levied annually, but every five years, and 
that this was connected with the introduction of the lustrum, the five-year 
period at the end of which the administration took a general revision of the 

property and taxation. However, no positive evidence supports the view 
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that the lustrum was present in early Roman Egypt, and furthermore, it 
seems clear that the geometria continued to exist from the Ptolemaic to the 
Roman period with no break.209 This may apply to taxes on palm trees or 
vineyards that are documented since the Augustan period. 210 

Another land tax was the c'x:rr6f.LOtp<X, which in the Ptolemaic period was 
the portion (normally of one-sixth) of the produce of vineyards and garden land 
which was annually dedicated to temples. This tax was present in Egypt as early 
as the Persian domination and possibly even earlier.211 In the Roman period, it 
was a tax of 10 silver drachmas per aroura for vineyards and 5 drachmas per 
aroura for gardens, and was collected also on ousiac and revenue land. It was be
lieved that in the Roman period the apomoira became a fixed charge calculated 
on the aroura, but this may have been an earlier Ptolemaic development. 212 

CONCLUSION 

The second part of this chapter has addressed the question whether the taxa
tion system of the Ptolemies was taken over and continued by Augustus, or 
whether it underwent substantial changes. A survey of the tax receipts sug
gests that the basis of the taxation system did not undergo radical changes. 
Many taxes existing under Augustus may have been continuations of 
Ptolemaic taxes, and even what seems to be a Roman innovation often derived 
from the Ptolemaic or even the Persian taxation systems. It seems implausible 
that Augustus altered radically the fiscal system, as it seems unlikely that as 
early as 30 or 29 BC Augustus could introduce a wholesale reform of the tax
ation system and apply it at once throughout Egypt. 

Some changes however did take place. As concerns the poll tax, it seems 
clear that Augustus took over different capitation taxes that were levied in the 
Ptolemaic period at different rates from different categories of people, and that 
were based on the enumeration of the people belonging to such categories (e.g. 
katoikoi and laoz). The substantial change was a change in scope, as under Roman 
rule the old capitation taxes became something new, that is, the provincial poll 
tax. The chomatikon and the merismos aporon seem to have been introduced 
under Roman rule, while the arithmetikon katoikon was taken over from the 
Ptolemaic period. The taxes on beer, baths, oils and papyrus derived from 
Ptolemaic precedents, although naturally these industries were now controlled 
by the Roman state. Augustus also continued trade taxes, while the textile indus
try seems to have been closely controlled by managers with Roman citizenship. 
The taxes on priests and temples present the highest degree of continuity. 

The extant tax receipts attest a great stability in tax rates from Augustus 
to end of the second century AD. This stability, however, should not be taken 
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as the proof that all these rates were first established under Augustus. Often it 
is difficult to determine the amount due for one year of a tax, because the fig
ures in the extant receipts vary, and payments were itemised or cumulated. 
The rate of the taxes varied according to geographical areas, probably accord
ing to the different productivity of different regions. 213 It is hard to establish 
whether it was Rome that influenced Egypt or vice versa, and the analogies 
between Egypt and other Eastern provinces may have derived from their com
mon Hellenistic background.214 In any case, a comparison with the taxation 
system of Persian Egypt shows that the essential structure of the taxation sys
tem as well as the system of weights and measures that were adopted under 
Roman rule were Persian in origin. 21 5 

It is likely that the imposition of new taxes by Augustus provoked the 
negative reaction of the people in Alexandria and discontent throughout 
Egypt. The evidence for this in the papyri is scarce. It seems that also under 
Augustus and Tiberius people often fled from their villages in order to avoid 
taxation and compulsory services, but this phenomenon had been a charac
teristic of Egypt at all times. 

It has also been suggested that the revolt of the Thebaid in 29 BC broke 
out because of the new taxes imposed by Rome. 216 This assumption was based 
on the passage in Strabo (XVII 1.53 (819)) that reported that soon after the 
Roman conquest, a revolt broke out in Heroonpolis in the Delta and the 
Thebaid because of some <)l6pot, and was suppressed by the intervention of 
the legions commanded by the prefect Cornelius Gallus. The reliability of this 
passage has never been discussed. However, the fact that Strabo identifies the 
cause of the revolt in the <)l6pot does not prove in itself that such <)l6pot had 
been introduced for the first time by Octavian: they could be existing taxes 
that the Roman administration extended to a wider range of people. The 
causes of the rebellion of 29 BC, thus, may have been not only economical 
but also political. 
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Chapter Ten 

The Coinage and the Monetary 
Circulation from Cleopatra to Tiberius 

INTRODUCTION 

To win the battle of Actium meant to Octavian to take over the richest of the 
allied kingdoms as a Roman province. Suetonius reports that, after 30 BC, the 
sudden surge of wealth brought from Egypt caused a great inflation of the 
prices in Rome. The revenue of Cleopatra's father Ptolemy Auletes amounted 
to 6000 talents according to Diodorus, 12500 talents according to Strabo, 
and the income of Augustus at the beginning of his reign was estimated at 75 
million drachmas, but the real figure was likely to be even higher. 1 

Ptolemaic Egypt differed substantially from other allied kingdoms of 
Rome, because it had a closed system of currency, whereby coins from the rest 
of the empire did not normally circulate inside Egypt, and Alexandrian coins 
were not valid outside. This closed system was continued after Egypt became 
a province of the Roman empire: the mainstream imperial currency was not 
used in Egypt, while the silver and bronze coins minted in Alexandria did not 
circulate outside of the province. The exchange of persons and freight be
tween Egypt and other parts of the empire was closely controlled too.2 

Another characteristic of Egypt was the presence of different metal stan
dards used as units of reckoning. These were the silver standard, represented 
by the silver tetradrachm, rare and overvalued, and the bronze standard, 
which was expressed in copper drachmas, and which was the money used in 
everyday life. In the late Ptolemaic period above all, the ratio between the sil
ver and the bronze standards was not fixed, and this caused instability of 
prices and high inflation. 

This chapter does not aim to analyse archaeological and metrological is
sues in detail, nor to give an exhaustive treatment of the problem of coin finds 
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in Egypt from the point of view of the numismatist, but attempts to compare 
the Egyptian coinage and currency under Augustus with the situation under 
the later Ptolemies, in order to find out what innovations Augustus brought 
in, and to what extent he continued earlier practices. 3 Since the principal use 
of cash was to pay taxes, an understanding of the way monetary transactions 
worked may throw light on the changes that the fiscal system underwent 
under Roman rule. The coinage was also the means through which a ruler 
propagated his official iconography and tide, and thus a survey of the official 
series of Augustus may help to understand how the emperor related himself 
to Cleopatra and to the Ptolemaic dynasty in general. 

CLEOPATRA'S REFORM AND AUGUSTUS' SERIES 

Under the later Ptolemies, and especially under Auletes, Egypt seems to have 
gone through economic difficulties. It suffered, for instance, a disastrous outflow 
of money as early as 55 BC, when Auletes bought his throne back from the 
Roman senate for ten thousand talents.4 Towards the end of her reign, around 
42 BC, Cleopatra attempted to give stability to prices and keep inflation under 
control through a monetary reform, which established a fixed ratio of 1 :480 be
tween the two standards that were used to reckon all monetary transactions.5 
These standards were the Ptolemaic silver tetradrachm, which was rare and over
valued, and the copper drachma that was used in everyday life. 6 The ratio was 
calculated not on the intrinsic value of the metals, but on the nominal exchange 
relationship between the two standards. Cleopatra's reform was essentially a po
litical operation. Unfortunately, neither the historical sources nor the documents 
mention this reform explicitly. Simply, after 42 BC we begin to find bronze 
pieces bearing the mark of their value in copper drachmas: the bronzes marked 
with II were worth 80 copper drachmas, and those bearing M, 40. Cleopatra 
also continued minting the traditional Ptolemaic silver tetradrachms? 

After the Roman conquest, the Alexandrian mint stopped producing sil
ver coinage, perhaps because of the sudden outflow of wealth from Egypt that 
followed the war. 8 In the years between 30 and 27 BC, Octavian introduced a 
first series of bronzes that continued Cleopatra's coinage. On the obverse they 
had value marks II and M, the bare head of Octavian styled as Katcrapo~ 
AmoKpa'topo~ and 8EOU 'Ytou, and on the reverse the Ptolemaic eagle.9 In 
his first series, therefore, Octavian explicitly inserted himself in the Ptolemaic 
tradition, and took over Cleopatra's monetary reform. 10 It is also worth noting 
that on the Egyptian coinage of the Augustan period there are no references ei
ther to Actium or to any important historical event, in contrast with what one 
finds on the contemporary coinages of other provinces. 11 
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From the so-called 'second' series on, the emperor was styled 
L:£j3CXO"'t6~, the marks of value disappeared and the coinage no longer fol
lowed Cleopatra's model. The chronological boundaries of this series are how
ever problematic, as the denominations were diverse, and no dating elements 
appear on the coins. According to Milne, it was struck after 19 BC, while RPC 
suggests the earlier date of 27 BC, when Octavian took the title 
Augustus/ Sebastos. This series depicted the bare head of Augustus with the leg
end L:EBAL:TOL: on the obverse, and the legend KAIL:AP on the reverse, 
where the Ptolemaic symbols were replaced by Roman-style sacrificial imple
ments. Two varieties of a smaller denomination carried the symbol K, which 
may have been either a date or a mark of value in bronze drachmas. 12 There 
was also a palaeographical change, as the sigma took the lunate form 'c' that 
was used in the papyri. 

RPC identified the third series of Augustus with a group of coins bear
ing the date 'year 28th' L:EBAL:TOY KAIL:APOL:, that is, 3/2 BC. The 
fourth series (belonging to the last years BC and the first years AD) was de
voted to Gaius Caesar, the grandson of Augustus. The fifth series was marked 
with the legend IIATHP IIATPMOL:, from the title of pater patriae that 
Augustus acquired in 2 BC; this series probably covered the period from 1 to 
5 AD. The sixth series, the first systematically dated, extended to the years AD 
9-12, and had as distinctive elements the inscription EY8HNIA, 'abun
dance,' and symbols such as the oak wreath and the Victory. From AD 9/10 
to 12, Augustus's coinage was minted jointly with that of Livia, while after 12 
we have no more evidence of Augustan coins. 

From the last decade BC, the documentary references to high figures in 
copper drachmas, which expressed the bronze standard, die out. Probably, 
after the Augustan period Ptolemaic copper drachmas fell out of circulation, 
although there is evidence that the practice of counting in copper drachmas 
was still present in the first century AD, especially in documents connected 
with old categories of land. l3 

Tiberius' earliest series extended from AD 14 to 20 and bore the inscrip
tion TIBEPIOY accompanied by Egyptian symbols, such as the hippopotamus, 
the crocodile, the ear of corn and the eagle. A new era began in AD 19/20, when 
the mint of Alexandria started to strike a tetradrachm of real silver again. Its in
trinsic value came close to that of the silver tetradrachm of Cleopatra (hence the 
hypothesis that it was over-struck on issues ofCleopatra's) 14, and was also close 
to the intrinsic value of the Roman denarius. 15 This new series was engraved 
with the radiate head of Augustus and the inscription 8EOL: L:EBAL:TOL:. 
Clearly, Tiberius wanted to show his devotion to his predecessor, in order to 
stress his own position as the Neos Sebastos. 
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The coinage of Cleopatra continued to circulate together with the im
perial currency, until the reign of Nero, around AD 57/8, when it was taken 
out of circulation and replaced by a new currency. Thereafter, any trace of the 
coinage that was valid under Cleopatra, Augustus and Tiberius decreases dra
matically from both the written documentation and the hoards. 16 This was 
about twenty-five years after the minting of a new tetradrachm under 
Tiberi us, and more than eighty years after the formal conquest of Egypt. 

PTOLEMAIC AND AUGUSTAN SILVER 

In order to refer to the official coinage, the Augustan papyri use the terms 8p<XX,
fl<Xl, c'x.pyup1ou 8p<XX,fl<Xl or c'x.pyup1ou ll'tOAEfl<XlKOU V6flt<Jfl<X. It seems odd 
that under Augustus the money was still called 'Ptolemaic,' since it would be 
more natural if it referred to the emperor. There are references to Ptolemaic sil
ver before 30 BC as well. In the Ptolemaic period, c'x.pyup1ou En:t<JllflOU or 
c'x.pyup1ou ll'tOAEfl<XlKOU V6flt<Jfl<X were fixed formulas indicating that the 
contract required the use of real silver coinage, because often the bronze standard 
was a notional standard that covered a transaction in kind. 17 In SBXVIII 13219 
of AD 15, the banker C. Julius Zosimus issues a receipt for ten drachmas of 
Ptolemaic silver for the inheritance left by C. Maecenas Gratus to Quintus Zenas 
son of Quintus. Although the money is called 'Ptolemaic,' it seems likely that the 
inheritance in a Roman-style will was expressed in the coinage that circulated in 
the Roman period. This supports the view that Cleopatra's silver tetradrachm 
and Augustus' reformed silver tetradrachm were both known as 'Ptolemaic silver 
drachmas.' In other words, under Augustus people continued to designate his of
ficial currency in the same way as under Cleopatra, that is, ll'tOAEfl<XlKOU 
c'x.pyup1ou 8p<XX,fl<XL1 8 According to Christiansen, the full denomination was 
probably c'x.pyup1ou TC<XA<XtOU ll'tOAEfl<XlKOU vofl'Wfl<X'tOc;. 19 

From the reign of Tiberius one begins to find the phrase c'x.pyup1ou 
ll'tOAEfl<XlKOU K<Xt LEI3<X<J'tOU, that is, 'Ptolemaic and Augustan silver.' One 
may wonder why Tiberius might have wanted to call his currency 'Augustan.' 
The full formula was c'x.pyup1ou LEI3<X<J'tOU VOfll<Jfl<X'toc;, which Christiansen 
succesfully translated as 'the emperor's silver coins.'20 The most plausible expla
nation is that this currency corresponded to the new series of silver tetradrachms 
thatTiberius introduced in AD 19/20. The common designation of this coinage 
as 'Augustan' or 'imperial' money may have been due to the fact that the coins 
bore the inscription 8EOL LEBALT0L.21 Under Tiberius 'Ptolemaic and 
Augustan silver' were used together in payments as interchangeable currencies. 
In P.Oxy. XLIX 3484.6 of AD 27-33 and in P.Vindob. L 135 of AD 27 (= SB 
XVI 12609) we find that dracmas augustas et ptolemaic as were added up together, 
as if they were one and the same currency.22 
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The documentary references to 'Ptolemaic silver,' that is, of the coinage of 
Cleopatra and Augustus, disappear after the reign of Claudius. It is likely that it 
was Nero who took the earlier, Ptolemaic silver coins out of circulation, when he 
initiated a new silver currency. However, isolated references to the 'old Ptolemaic 
silver' may be found as late as the third century AD.23 It is possible that, in times 
of crisis or depreciation, coins of Ptolemaic times were requested.24 

PROSDIAGRAFO/MENA AND PROSMETROU/MENA 

Under the Ptolemies, tax farmers and royal banks levied a range of surcharges 
(from 2 to 20%) to cover the costs of collection, transport expenses or the 
salary of the officials, and, if taxes were assessed in silver, for the conversion of 
copper into silver. The practice of levying surcharges on public and private 
cash payments to cover various costs continued in the Roman period, when 
all surcharges were grouped under the name of n:pocr8taypa<j)6J.lEV<X, P3 wt 

in Demotic Egyptian. These terms existed in the Ptolemaic period, but only 
under Roman rule did they acquire the technical significance of a fixed charge 
of one sixteenth (6.25%), equal to one and half obol per tetradrachm. The 
earliest evidence for this rate comes from the reign of Tiberi us, but it was 
thought that it was first introduced under Augustus. 25 

The documentary references to prosdiagraphomena show that they were 
an added charge in cash that was levied along with direct or indirect taxes in 
cash. They thus had a public, administrative usage, and do not seem to occur 
in private transactions such as loans.26 What was the purpose of the prosdia
graphomena has been a vexed question. One hypothesis was that the prosdia
graphomena were a fee for the transport of the coinage;27 however, this theory 
loses force if one considers that both in Ptolemaic and in Roman Egypt funds 
were transferred from an account to another through bills of exchange, rather 
than by transporting great amounts of coins. Another view was that, insofar 
as taxes were paid in silver tetradrachms, there was no obligation to pay pros
diagraphomena, while when a taxpayer had accumulated bronze obols from 
his daily wages, he had to pay a supplement in order to convert them to the 
silver standard required for tax payments.28 However, this view is contra
dicted by the documentary evidence that prosdiagraphomena were levied not 
only on payments in bronze coins, but also on the silver tetradrachm. 

According to Gara, the prosdiagraphomena were a Roman invention that 
served to make up for the difference between the old Ptolemaic currency and 
the reformed tetradrachm of Augustus. In fact, under Augustus the silver 
tetradrachm was exchanged for 28 or 29 obols instead of the traditional 24. 
In addition, the introduction of a supplementary fee served to establish a fixed 
ratio between the Egyptian coinage and the imperial currency, because it 
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equated the Egyptian tetradrachm to the Roman denarius. 29 This was in order 
to improve trade and monetary circulation, and to facilitate the levy of the 
provincial poll tax, which, although paid in provincial currency, was assessed 
by the central administration in denarii. This theory is supported by some 
metrological data. The pieces of bronze struck in Egypt by Augustus, for in
stance, were similar in weight to the Roman official types: pieces worth 1 1/2 
obols were equivalent to 1 Roman as (1 0 grams), a piece worth 3/4 obol was 
equivalent to 6 chalkoi or a semis (5 grams), and a 3 chalkoi-piece could be 
compared to the quadrans. 30 

In a recent study, Maresch suggested that the prosdiagraphomena had no 
relationship to the exchange between the tetradrachm and the denarius, but 
served simply to relate different currencies within Egypt, by establishing a fixed 
ratio between the nominal and the real value of the silver tetradrachm. 
According to Maresch, the prosdiagraphomena were analogous to the Ptolemaic 
<'xA,A,a:yi], a supplementary fee connected with the internal exchange between 
official silver standard and the bronze and copper coinage.31 In introducing 
prosdiagraphomena, Augustus was taking on Cleopatra's attempt to stabilise the 
relationship between different currencies under a unique standard, the silver 
tetradrachm.32 Maresch thought it likely that a stable currency was reached only 
gradually, in the course of the first century AD (the official ratio became 1: 300 
only in the second century AD), while under Augustus the tetradrachm fluctu
ated between 1: 450 and 1: 350 copper drachmas. 33 

According to both Gara and Maresch, the prosdiagraphomena were in
troduced around 11 I 10 BC, which is also the date of their earliest attestation, 
in the receipt for adaeratio of corn O.Strasb. 48. However, Gara thought that 
the imposition of supplementary 'artificially created' exchange fees was not 
totally alien from the Ptolemaic background, because the introduction of an 
overvalued silver tetradrachm under Augustus resembled a similar operation 
effected by Ptolemy II Philadelphos. 34 A survey of the documents may mod
ifY this view. In a receipt of 25 BC we find the term P3 wt, that is, the 
Demotic name of prosdiagraphomena. 35 In addition the term prosdiagraphom
ena possibly occurs in a banker's receipt of 112 BC.36 Augustus may have in
troduced this surcharge after 27 BC, but it is possible that he took over and 
reformed an older Ptolemaic practice. 

The equivalent of prosdiagraphomena in transactions in kind were the ad
ditional charges called n:pOO"J.lE'tpO'l)J.lEVCX. It was long believed that they were in
troduced by Augustus, and that their earliest evidence was the aforementioned 
O.Strasb. 48 of 11/10 BC.37 However, we find references to n:pOO"J.lE'tpOUJ.lEVCX 

in a document of 18 BC, and in Ptolemaic documents as well.38 Novel aspects 
introduced under Roman rule may be that prosmetroumena and prosdiagraphom-
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ena came to unifY a number of older Ptolemaic imposts, which were now calcu
lated as a percentage on the total sum to be paid. 

From the Ptolemaic period, the prosmetroumena were connected with 
the Kci8apcru; of grain, that is, the process of sifting the grain from extra ma
terial that altered its weight. It was thus levied when payments required dean 
grain (nupoc; K<X8<Xp6c;). In the Roman period too, the prosmetroumena were 
an added charge to payments in nupoc; K<X8<Xp6c;, which was adopted as the 
unique standard for fiscal purposes. 

Throughout the Roman period, both prosdiagraphomena and pros

metroumena were connected with the terms punap6c; and K<X8<Xp6c;, which 
respectively meant 'gross' or 'net,' that is, inclusive or exclusive of additional 
charges, and could refer to either grain or money. It was believed that the use 
of the terms punap6c; and K<X8<Xp6c; in connection with grain existed since 
the Ptolemaic period, but that its application to money was an Augustan de
velopment. 39 This view, based on the fact that the earliest occurrences of 
punap6v and K<X8<Xpov apyuptOv, pun<Xp<Xt and K<X8<Xp<Xt Dp<XXJl<Xl, and 
of K<XS<XpOt bj30AOl come from the Augustan period, still stands. There is also 
an occurrence ofX,<XAKOc; punap6c; in a text dated 'year 6,' which the first ed
itors assigned to the years 60-30 BC.40 

Gara thought that prosdiagraphomena served to equate all internal cur
rencies to the only official standard, and this to the Roman denarius. 41 The 
problem with this theory is that there is no positive proof that one Egyptian 
tetradrachm was equal to one denarius from the outset, as the earliest secure 
evidence of a formal exchange rate between the two currencies comes from the 
Flavian period.42 Walker and the authors of RPC hypothesised that the offi
cial exchange rate between the Egyptian tetradrachm and the denarius was es
tablished at the beginning of the reign of Claudius.43 

It is worth noting that some Egyptian documents from the reigns of 
Augustus and Tiberius preserve accounts in Roman money, e.g. in aurei, denarii 

and asses. P.Oxy IV 737, of some time between 27 and 8 BC, preserves the ac
counts of another weaver, with payments in asses, which the editors regarded as 
the Latin expression of the obols. 44 It is true, however, that these accounts may 
have been drawn up in Italy and later brought to Egypt, as papyrus was used as 
a writing material throughout the empire.45 In SB XVI 12609 of AD 27, the 
soldier L. Caecilius Secundus expects a salary of 200 drachmas, but reckons in 
asses, which probably expressed the obols.46 The earliest known reference to the 
aureus, the gold coin that was equivalent to 25 silver denarii occurs in the Greek 
and Latin accounts of the weaver C. Valerius Niger, which refer to some 
DT]V<XplCDV XPU<JcDV and to 100 apyupiou 8p<XX,!l<XL47 These documents do 
not contradict the assumption that Egypt had a dosed currency. On the con-
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trary, they support the view that in Egypt the imperial currency was used as a 
unit of reckoning, not only for taxes, but also for the pay of the soldiers and for 
private or semi-private payments that involved Roman citizens.48 

A Palmyrene tax-list of the Hadrianic period known as the 'Palmyrene 
Tariff' quotes a measure by Germanicus that established that most (if not all) 
taxes in the province had to be assessed in the Roman imperial currency. This 
document suggests that the exchange rate between provincial currencies and 
the denarius was fixed by the time of Germanicus' journey to the East in AD 
17-19.49 In Egypt, an informal agreement about the exchange rate between 
the tetradrachm and the denarius must have existed from the reign of 
Augustus. In fact, without a clear conversion rate between Egyptian and im
perial currency, it would have been difficult to pay the Roman soldiers serv
ing in Egypt and to assess taxes. 50 An interesting parallel is Sicily, a Roman 
province since 227 BC, where the assimilation to the Roman monetary sys
tem did not prevent bronzes of local character from continuing to be pro
duced, so that the Sicilian system was simply made compatible with the 
Roman one.5 1 A similar development probably took place in Egypt and in 
other provinces, where the local currencies, weights and measures were notre
placed, but only adapted to the imperial system through the establishment of 
clear ratios. 

THE FORM OF PAYMENTS: CASH AND KIND 

The scope of the monetary reforms of Cleopatra and Augustus may be better 
appreciated by looking at the way in which payments were actually made. The 
accepted consensus is that, under the later Ptolemies, the use of cash had de
creased to the point that often financial transactions were paid in grain even 
when they were calculated on the bronze standard.52 Itwas believed that this re
turn to transactions in kind was due to the absence of small change, because 
during the sixty years before the reign of Cleopatra the Alexandrian mint had 
produced only silver coinage, which was too overvalued to be used in day-to
day payments. For these reasons, in 42 BC Cleopatra attempted to put cash 
back into circulation by establishing a fixed internal exchange rate between the 
silver standard, used for calculations, and the bronze standard, used for actual 
payments. 

Augustus continued Cleopatra's efforts to foster the circulation of cash 
by introducing new tetradrachms of billon and smaller bronze pieces. 
Augustus' tetradrachm at 28/9 obols was used for the capitation taxes that 
were paid on a universal scale. The annual twelve drachmas for laographia 
were split into two instalments of eight and four drachmas, that is, two and 
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one tetradrachm.53 In addition, it seems that Augustus coined bronze pieces 
ad hoc for the payment of specific taxes: he introduced, for instance, a bronze 
coin worth 1 112 obols, equivalent to the rate of prosdiagraphomena that was 
levied on one silver tetradrachm. 54 

An important factor in the diffusion of cash was the so-called adaeratio, 
that is, the practice of converting payments that were originally in kind into 
cash. It was long believed that Augustus first applied the adaeratio to taxation 
in kind, as in the Roman period we begin to find receipts issued un:£p 'tq.tfl~ 
n:upou, 'for the price of wheat.' The general purpose of adaeratio seems to 
have been to speed up the payments in goods that were difficult to transport 
and collect. Probably, the conversion into cash resulted in a discount on the 
price, which made the adaeratio convenient to the payer.55 Under Augustus, 
the adaeratio was applied not only to taxes and arrears, but also to the pay
ments for compulsory services and corvees, such as the irrigation works, or the 
requisitions of goods for the maintenance of the army. 56 

The phrase 'tl!lll n:upou occurs in Ptolemaic documents, but it is un
clear whether it could have anything to do with adaeratio; there is however 
Ptolemaic evidence that arrears in kind could be repaid by converting each 
artaba into its cash equivalent; thus, the practice of adaeratio may have been 
in existence before the Roman conquest, and Augustus may have taken over 
and increased it. 57 The receipts for 'tlJ.l<Xl, however, must be taken with cau
tion, as in some cases they may have represented simply contracts of credit, 
where the money was anticipated on the condition that it would be repaid in 
kind at the time of the harvest; in sum, it was a sort ofloan on the future pro
duce of the land. 5S In the Augustan period, however, there probably was great 
flexibility in the means of payment of taxes. It is likely that in some cases taxes 
assessed in cash were still paid in kind, especially when paid as a lump sum by 
the representatives of the communities of farmers or villagers. 

It is possible that Augustus introduced some new regulations concerning 
the rate of interest in private contracts of loan. The fact that article 105 of the 
Gnomon of the Idios Logos prescribed that the customary rate of interest in the 
payment of debts had to be 12% was interpreted as the indication that Augustus 
reduced the rate of interest from 24% (cited in the documents as 't6KCDV 
8t8p<iXJ.lWV), to 12%, which remained the legal rate of interest throughout the 
Roman period.59 This theory however presents some problems: in the first 
place, we cannot assume that everything that the Gnomon says refers to 
Augustus' initiative, and secondly, under Augustus the interest on loans in kind 
remained at 50% as in the Ptolemaic period, and an interest of 24% was still 
paid in some cases, e.g. on overdue debts. 60 Other deviations from the legal rate 
of interest as established by the Gnomon were the Ptolemaic practices of giving 
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mixed credit in kind and cash, or credit with no interest (a'tOKoc;).61 It seems 
thus that in the reign of Augustus Egyptian traditions and Roman norms coex
isted, and that even later, despite the existence of precise Roman norms, some 
Egyptian traditions prevailed de focto. 

Continuity seems to emerge from the evidence of a group of 
Alexandrian papyri of the Augustan period, which refer to an official 
8tciypcq.tflCX as the valid legal source for the rate of interest. The term 
8tciypCXflflCX sounds Ptolemaic, and thus it was assumed that it was a 
Ptolemaic regulation that was still in use under Augustus. This, however, can
not be proved, and it could be and Augustan measure as well. 62 

Article 106 of the Gnomon safeguarded the fairness of the exchange rate 
between silver and bronze prescribing that v[6 ]flWflCX TCAEOV ou[[K]] 
'tcrx;uct OUK £~ov KEpflCX'tt~EtV, that is: 'exchanging currency for bronze at 
more than the official rate is not allowed.' Although we do not know exactly 
when this regulation was made, it is possible that this was part of the measure 
that Augustus took when he established the price of the tetradrachm at 28/29 
obols. However, one cannot exclude the possibility that there were earlier 
Ptolemaic regulations which defined the exchange rates from silver into 
bronze for internal circulation. 63 

BANKS 

It was believed that in the Ptolemaic period banking was a royal monopoly, 
and that the Roman conquest brought about the demise of Ptolemaic state 
banks and the rise of private banks. 64 This view is contradicted by the fact that 
private banks existed also under the Ptolemies, especially at local level. 65 In 
addition, from the Ptolemaic period both private and state banks could be 
called after the name of the banker, usually in the genitive. 66 Probably, the 
Roman state simply exercised a closer control over both public banks and 
banks leased by the government to private citizens. 67 

A development of the Augustan period was that the 'royal' banks were 
named 'public'; the earliest known public bank is that of Areios in the 
Herakleopolite in 25 BC. 68 It is also likely that, although some exchange banks 
or KOAAUj3t<J'tlKCXl 1:pcin£~cxt existed since the Ptolemaic period, under 
Augustus money changing became a necessity for all those paying taxes, as taxes 
were assessed and exacted in cash, and thus the number of KOAAUj3t<J'tlKCXl 
1:pcin£~CXt increased. 69 Besides, evidence shows that in the Roman period, and 
probably also before, banks were entitled to perform operations in kind as 
well. 70 In conclusion, it is possible that new banks were created by the Roman 
administration in the Egyptian chora and in marginal areas, where cash was re-
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quired for, and confined to, the payment of taxes;l1 however, it is inevitable 
that, since in Egypt banks had been playing a central role in the collection of 
taxes for centuries, the Roman conquest did not bring about sudden changes, 
but allowed the existing traditions to continue. 

CONCLUSION 

The information gathered from the literary sources, the coins and the papyri 
suggests that under the later Ptolemies, and especially under Ptolemy Auletes, 
the currency in Egypt was too complex to meet the needs of real life, inflation 
was high, the prices unstable, and the economy in decline. For these reasons, 
around 42 BC Cleopatra attempted to change this state of affairs through a 
reform, of which we know nothing but for indirect references in the numis
matic evidence. 

After the Roman conquest, Egypt continued to have its own closed cur
rency system.72 Between 30 and 27 BC, Octavian took over Cleopatra's 
coinage and completed her reform by unifYing the currencies under a new and 
unique official standard, the silver tetradrachm worth 29 obols; our ignorance 
of Cleopatra's reforms is however a major obstacle to understanding Augustus' 
reforms. By introducing a fixed exchange-fee for the conversion from the 
Ptolemaic currency into the reformed silver standard, Augustus managed to 
achieve the two main objectives of Cleopatra's reform, i.e., the stabilisation of 
the internal currency, and the increase of the amount of coinage used in daily 
transactions. The prosdiagraphomena also served to unifY various small ex
change fees that descended from the Ptolemaic period. 

In the Augustan period, and until AD 19/20, the coinages of Cleopatra 
and Augustus were assimilated to one and the same currency, and were used 
interchangeably. The fact that the currency under Augustus was still called 
'Ptolemaic' shows that Augustus was not interested in changing names. A sub
stantial change took place in AD 19/20, when the mint of Alexandria reverted 
to the production of the tetradrachm of real silver, the so-called 'Augustan' sil
ver, which circulated alongside the coinage of Cleopatra and Augustus. It is 
likely that, by this time, a fixed ratio between the denarius and the Egyptian 
tetradrachm was established. 73 This was exactly fifty years after the fall of the 
city in 30 BC.74 Another change took place around AD 57/8, when Nero 
took out of circulation both the Ptolemaic and the Augustan coinage, and in
troduced a new currencyJS 

Coinage acquired a special power under Augustus, when it began to 
reach all the social classes, from the urban Hellenised elites down to the 
Egyptian farmers in the chora. Die counts seem to show that the output of 



168 Augustan Egypt 

Alexandria made the Egyptian tetradrachm by far the largest provincial silver 
coinage. New bronze issues were also introduced, in order to supply small 
change for day-to-day transactions. The wide range of Augustan denomina
tions and designs are unparalleled both in the Ptolemaic period and under 
Augustus' successors.76 

It is likely that under Augustus the practice of the adaeratio and the use 
of money in general were increased by the exaction of capitation taxes in cash 
on a large scale.77 Hopkins observed that under the Roman empire many 
provincial taxes and rents in kind were exacted or commuted into money, be
cause taxation in kind was difficult to transfer, and most expenditure in Rome 
was in cash; 78 this may have applied to Egypt too. 

Probably, the province of Egypt was vital to the rest of the empire not 
only for its grain, but also for its annual outflow of cash in the form of taxa
tion.79 One may wonder how funds were transferred from Egypt to Italy, 
since the Egyptian currency had no value outside the province, and therefore 
the outcome of taxation could not be sent to Italy as it was. According to 
Walker, the tetradrachms that were accumulated from tax collection were 
transported to Rome and then melted down to extract silver; alternatively, 
they could have been melted down in Alexandria and then refined in Rome. 80 

This seems however too difficult and expensive to be feasible. If money was 
exported, it would have been impossible for the government to return several 
millions drachmas a year to the Egyptian taxpayers, so that they could con
tinue to pay taxes. 

It is possible that the revenues from Egypt were transferred through 
other channels. According to van Minnen, traders played a decisive role in 
carrying back Egyptian money from Italy to Egypt.81 In my view, however, 
the conversion of the local currency to the imperial one took place within the 
boundaries of the province rather than through massive shipments of coins or 
gold. In fact, most tax transactions between Rome and the provinces were 
probably made through bills of exchange in banks. The guarantors of these 
transactions may have been the supervisors of the collection of the revenues, 
i.e., the governing bodies of Alexandria and the Greek cities, the equestrian 
procurators or the emperor's slaves and freedmen, who could rely on their 
huge bank accounts both in Rome and at Alexandria. 82 



Chapter Eleven 

Conclusion 

The present book aimed to examine and, where possible, challenge the old 
commonplace that Rome took over the existing administrative fiscal and eco
nomic structures in newly annexed provinces with no significant change. The 
purpose of the work was to survey the documents of the period from the 60s 
BC to the 40s AD in order to verifY the hypothesis that after the fall of 
Alexandria in 30 BC not everything remained unchanged, but Egypt acquired 
all the characteristics of a full Roman province. The documents from Egypt are 
a unique source, which we lack in any other area of the Mediterranean; they 
help to gain a better understanding of the ways in which Rome created a 
province, and show where the local traditions were continued with no signifi
cant change, and in what areas the impact of Roman rule left a visible mark. 

When approaching the documents of the Augustan period, the first im
pression is one of strong continuity with the past. At first sight, in fact, the 
documents seem to confirm the view that after a foreign kingdom was an
nexed as a province Rome did not modifY its essential structure, but only im
posed an administrative and legal organisation that facilitated control by the 
central government in Rome, and ultimately by the emperor himself In this 
respect, Egypt was neither isolated nor substantially different from other re
gions; as Rostovtzeff saw, Egypt had land and taxation systems similar to those 
of other former Hellenistic kingdoms, which Rome tended to continue, after 
these kingdoms were turned into provinces. 1 

The documents suggest that Augustus continued not only Ptolemaic 
but also pre-Ptolemaic traditions. The later Roman evidence of Coptic and 
Demotic documents indicates that the Egyptian language, culture and reli
gion continued on an unofficial level over centuries of foreign rule. Glare's 
study of the impact of the Roman conquest on the life of the traditional 
Egyptian temples has challenged the old view that there was a dichotomy be
tween the Roman state and the Egyptian temples, and convincingly argued 
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that the Roman emperors and prefects allowed Egyptian priests and temples 
to retain their ancestral privileges, and used them as intermediaries not only 
in religious affairs, but also in the financial and fiscal administration of the 
province. Furthermore, it is striking that some institutions that were in use in 
Roman Egypt-such as, for instance, the system of weights and measures
had been first introduced during the Persian domination in the fifth century 
BC. Persian institutions survived also in other countries in Asia Minor that 
had been part of the old Persian empire, such as Armenia, Persia and Pisidia. 
It thus seems that Egypt was not as idiosyncratic as scholars used to believe, 
and that even Egypt's most original aspects may have good parallels in other 
regions of the Near East. 

By looking at all these aspects of continuity, one might believe that the 
novelties that the Roman conquest brought to Egypt were as superficial as the 
earlier generation of scholars believed, and that Egypt's cultural and geograph
ical peculiarities and, above all, its role as a major source of grain for 
Alexandria and Rome made the relationship between farmers, land and taxes 
immutable over the centuries. 2 The archaeological evidence of the early 
Roman period, such as the reliefs on the temple of Kalabsha (Talmis) show
ing Augustus and Tiberi us in the Pharaonic attire, has lent further support to 
the view that the Roman emperors wanted to present themselves as the legit
imate successors of the Ptolemies and even of the Pharaohs. 3 One should take 
into account, however, that these monuments represented the image that the 
emperors wanted to propagate on the official level, and therefore should not 
be taken literally. 

The documents examined in this book profoundly contradict the 
stereotyped vision of Egypt as the country of the unchanging continuity, and 
suggest that the Augustan period was a decisive turning point in various re
spects. Chapter two has shown that the possibility of having Egypt incorpo
rated into the Roman empire was a matter of public debate as early as in the 
80s BC, when king Ptolemy Alexander designated Rome as the legitimate heir 
of Egypt and Cyprus, although Egypt was not annexed eventually. Twenty 
years later, under Ptolemy XII Auletes, Egypt lost its independence for good: 
Gabinius' military campaign in 55 BC and the appointment ofRabirius as the 
finance minister of Egypt clearly show that by the 50s BC Egypt was con
trolled by Rome from both the economic and the military points of view. 
Julius Caesar's military campaign of 48/47 BC and his liaison with Cleopatra 
further support the view that in the 40s and 30s BC Egypt was part of the 
Roman political agenda to a much larger extent than the definition of'Roman 
protectorate' might suggest. The fact that Cleopatra called her son Ptolemy 
Kaisar is significant, and shows the extent to which Egypt depended on 
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Roman politics even before the official date for its formal annexation as a 
Roman province, the fall of Alexandria on 8 Mesore or 1 August 30 BC. 

Chapter three has argued that after the conquest Egypt underwent a 
strong militarization, although a considerable number of soldiers and veter
ans had been settled on Egyptian land even earlier, by Gabinius in the 50s and 
by Julius Caesar in the 40s BC. The analysis of the documents has lent fur
ther support to the testimony of Strabo, who reports that in the 20s BC Egypt 
was garrisoned by three Roman legions, three cohorts and three bodies of 
Macedonian cavalrymen; in fact, the references to Macedonian cavalrymen in 
land contracts of the Augustan period suggest that they may have been 
Cleopatra's soldiers, who may have been still in active service under Augustus. 
It thus seems that in 30 BC Octavian neither disarmed nor expelled the 
Ptolemaic military bodies that had survived the war, but took them over as 
auxiliaries of the Roman army. The documents also show that Graeco
Egyptians were often recruited into the Roman army or into the fleet, and 
that a number of Graeco-Egyptians recruited as Roman soldiers were em
ployed in police and civil tasks throughout Egypt from soon after the con
quest. To provincials, a military career in the Roman army was attractive as it 
constituted a relatively easy way to obtain Roman citizenship, and, conse
quently, to achieve social, economic and legal privileges. 

Chapter four has suggested that the Roman conquest brought to the ad
ministration of Egypt some fundamental changes. As was the case of other Near 
Eastern provinces, however, Rome did not modifY significantly the territorial 
divisions of Egypt in nomes, epistrategiai and so forth, and, especially from the 
level of the nome downwards, Augustus retained the existing bureaucracy with 
no major changes. Greek continued to be the official language of administra
tion, while the most commonly spoken language throughout the Roman period 
continued to be Demotic Egyptian, as one may deduce from the revival of the 
Egyptian language in the genesis of the Coptic language. A more radical change 
involved the higher administrative offices, which were taken up by Roman 
equestrian officials similar to those documented in other imperial provinces; 
such equestrian officials often came from outside Egypt and were chosen by the 
emperor in person. From very early after the conquest, in addition, a large num
ber of freedmen and slaves, often imported from Italy or from the Greek-speak
ing provinces, were the ones actually in charge of the day-to-day financial 
running of the resources of the province; they appear in the documents in the 
capacity of, among other things, estate managers, tax collectors, bankers, and 
priests of the imperial cult. 

Besides this administrative superstructure there was an infrastructure of 
town- and village- governments, which Rome entrusted to officials from the 
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Alexandrian or the local aristocracy. The Greek c1t1es of Egypt, i.e., 
Alexandria, Naukratis and Ptolemais Euergetis, seem to have continued ad
ministering themselves through their own Greek-style institutions, such as 
the city council (boule) or the popular assembly (demos). Only Alexandria was 
deprived of its city council, probably at some stage in the late Ptolemaic pe
riod, and had to wait until AD 200 to have it back. 

As regards the internal administration of the nomes, Augustus basically 
continued all the traditional offices, although these posts were often filled by 
Roman or Alexandrian officials chosen by the emperor in person or selected 
at local level among the wealthiest. Some of the strategoi who had been in 
power under Cleopatra continued to serve in their post under Augustus, and 
even bequeathed it to their sons, although from a certain point onwards (in 
the Augustan period) the post of strategos seems to have been monopolised by 
Alexandrian citizens only. Roman army officers also seem to have taken over 
posts in the local police-system from the reign of Tiberius at the latest. 
Overall, it is difficult to make generalisations that may be valid for the 
province of Egypt as a whole, as the basis for such statements is evidence that 
survived by chance in heterogeneous contexts. In fact it seems that, although 
Rome may have brought a higher degree of uniformity in institutions, differ
ent regions within Egypt maintained their own bureaucratic traditions under 
Roman rule as well. 

Chapter five has shown that the Greek and Egyptian legal systems that 
co-existed in Ptolemaic Egypt survived under Roman rule. Most contracts 
were drawn in the Graeco-Egyptian way, and on some occasions the edicts of 
Ptolemaic kings were even cited as a valid legal authority as late as in the sec
ond century AD. In spite of this, there is evidence that Roman law was pres
ent in the public and private sphere from the Augustan period, and Roman 
law seems to have been used not only by the minority of Roman citizens who 
had settled in Egypt, but also by Greek-Egyptians, and well before AD 200, 
when Caracalla's Constitutio Antoniniana extended Roman citizenship to all 
the free population of the empire. It is inevitable that Roman law played an 
important role in the process of transformation of Egypt from a Hellenistic 
kingdom into a Roman province. Besides, the Roman conquest brought a 
clear change in the administration of justice, which was now entrusted to the 
prefect, the iuridicus and their annual court of assize, the conventus. The com
mon form oflitigation continued to be the petition to the official authorities 
requesting the summons of the opponent. The Greek-style law courts at 
Alexandria, and probably also in the other Greek cities, continued to function 
for some time under Augustus, until they fell into disuse at a certain point 
during his reign or in that ofTiberius. 
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Chapter six has suggested that the Augustan period marked the begin
ning of the process of municipalisation, whereby the Greek population of the 
nomes came to be concentrated in the nome metropoleis, which were gradu
ally turned into Graeco-Roman poleis with buildings and institutions of the 
Graeco-Roman type. A corollary of this process was the emergence of com
pulsory public offices, the liturgies, through which the self-sponsored elites 
were entrusted the administration of the cities and of the surrounding nomes. 
Both municipalisation and liturgies were aspects of one and the same long
term process, whose roots went back to the liturgical magistracies in the Greek 
cities of Ptolemaic Egypt. The liturgical system began to expand under 
Augustus, when it was applied to tax collectorships, and became fully devel
oped in the second or third centuries AD, when it became the method of re
cruitment of the bureaucracy on all levels of administration. 

Chapter seven has tried to suggest that one of the most important changes 
that followed the annexation of a foreign kingdom as a province of the Roman 
empire was the introduction of the census of the population and of the tribu
tum, a poll tax in cash levied on all; in Roman Egypt both institutions could be 
indicated by the term laographia. From Augustus onwards, the numbering of 
the population, the assessment of the individual property, the examination for 
privileged status (epikrisis) and the payment of different levels of poll tax accord
ing to one's personal status were events closely connected to each other. 
Although capitation taxes and forms of census and epikrisis existed from the 
Ptolemaic period, under Augustus these institutions acquired a new purpose, 
that is, the exaction of the provincial poll tax and the delivery of the provincial 
revenues to Rome. Augustus probably exploited the status-differentiations that 
he found in Ptolemaic Egypt in order to create an even more rigid social system 
in which privilege depended on the individual wealth and on the pretence of 
Greek cultural habits. This system aimed to promote the social advancement of 
the Hellenised class, that is, of the urban and privileged section of the popula
tion, while it exploited the native Egyptian population as low-cost agricultural 
manpower; in this respect it is interesting that in the examinations for status in 
the reign of Augustus, many people ofGraeco-Egyptian origin were reclassified 
and may have been downgraded to the rank of Egyptians. 

Chapter eight has shown that Rome promoted a major reorganisation of 
the land in Egypt, not only after the conquest, when Augustus confiscated the 
estates of the supporters of Cleopatra and created imperial ousiai, but even from 
the late 50s or the 40s BC, when much of the property ofPtolemy Auletes seems 
to have been transferred to the Alexandrian citizen community or the oikos of 
Alexandria. The imperial ousiai derived consciously from the gift-estates that 
the Ptolemies used to give to their associates (doreaz); however, two substantial 



174 Augustan Egypt 

differences were that most owners of the ousiai were members of the imperial 
household, and that the revenues from the ousiai did not remain in Egypt-as 
was the case with the Ptolemaic doreai-but flew directly into the patrimonium 
of the emperor at Rome. In Egypt Augustus' reorganisation of the land cate
gories aimed also to widen the amount of cultivated land subject to taxes and 
rents, to the point that often the assignment of an estate carried the obligation 
to cultivate it, becoming thus a sort of compulsory service that the wealthiest 
had to take up. It is also possible that Augustus introduced technical improve
ments to agriculture, by making the irrigation system more efficient or by de
veloping new cash-raising crops such as wine. 

The evidence has contradicted the long-established view that Augustus 
introduced private ownership of land in Egypt ex abrupto, as there is evidence 
that private land existed from the Ptolemaic period; besides, it seems that in 
sales of land the Roman administration took over and continued the existing 
Ptolemaic practices with only slight modifications. The contracts and offices of 
katoikic land also present many aspects of continuity with the Ptolemaic pe
riod; besides, it seems that, for some time in the first century AD and possibly 
until the Flavian period, the ownership of katoikic land still required the pos
session of the status of katoikos. This means that under Augustus katoikic land 
did not become 'freely alienable' as was once believed, but continued to be held 
by a closed circle of people with Greek status. It thus seems that, in effect, 
under Augustus and Tiberius only a restricted section of the population, con
sisting of Romans, Alexandrians and Greeks, owned land as private property. 
A deeper reorganisation of the land may have been Vespasian's undertaking. 

Chapter nine has shown that most Ptolemaic taxes were taken over and 
continued, although the methods of their levy changed. The majority of tax 
collectorships continued to be in the hands of tax farmers, but under 
Augustus one sees also new figures of state-appointed tax collectors, the prak
tores, who were introduced to collect the laographia and other capitation taxes. 
However, the process by which state-appointed praktores replaced tax farmers 
must have been a gradual one. It is possible that Augustus appointed new tax 
collectors to supervise either newly introduced or revenue-raising taxes such 
as the poll tax, while the existing officials were left to collect taxes of minor 
importance. A radical novelty was Augustus' use of his own freedmen and 
slaves to supervise both tax collection and grain distributions: some docu
ments show imperial slaves in the function of supervisors of the grain tax or 
phorologoi, an office that, oddly, seems to disappear under Tiberi us. 

At local level tax collection was performed by the local representatives of 
the communities of taxpayers, e.g. villages, guilds of workers or temples; the 
help of such intermediaries was indispensable to Rome, not least because they 
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could speak the Egyptian language. It is also possible that the Greek cities and 
the metropoleis of the nomes were granted some degree of autonomy in the 
collection of taxes even before, around AD 200, Septimius Severus intro
duced city councils (boulai) in every nome capital. The documents also show 
that from very early after the conquest the collection of taxes was enforced by 
officers of the Roman army (e.g. soldiers, centurions, and statores) in a larger 
degree than one might expect in a province that had a sophisticated, cen
turies-old bureaucracy. 

Under Roman rule the structure of the taxation system remained sub
stantially the same as in the Ptolemaic period. Augustus however did intro
duce a number of new taxes: in the first place he reformed radically the most 
important capitation tax, the poll tax, he introduced the dike tax and surtaxes 
that would make up for tax-evaders. It also seems that Augustus incorporated 
in his patrimony all the revenues coming from the proto-industries of oil- and 
beer-making, access to baths and the manufacture of papyrus, which were 
once the monopoly of the kings. In this respect, it is striking that the centres 
of production of such proto-industries were often part of estates under the 
control of the imperial household. On the other hand, the taxes upon tradi
tional Egyptian priests and temples seem to have been taken over from the 
Ptolemaic period with no apparent change. An interesting phenomenon is 
that, under Roman rule, the rate of the taxes was not uniform throughout 
Egypt, but varied according to geographical regions depending on their agri
cultural productivity. Although modern scholars may find this difficult to ac
cept, in ancient times the level of taxation was often adjusted so that the richer 
areas paid higher taxes; in Egypt this was common practice from the 
Ptolemaic and even the Persian periods. 

Chapter ten has argued that under Roman rule Egypt continued to have 
a closed system, in which the imperial currency (the aureus, the denarius and so 
forth) did not circulate; vice versa, the Egyptian silver tetradrachm could not 
circulate outside the province. Continuity also emerges from the fact that the 
currency of Egypt continued to be the silver tetradrachm of the Ptolemies; and 
that Octavian's first series of coins (of the years around 30-27 BC) closely imi
tated the coinage of Cleopatra both in iconography and in metrology. Even 
Augustus's attempts to unifY the internal circulation of currency by connecting 
all the existing standards (i.e., bronze and copper) with the silver tetradrachm 
may be seen as the continuation of the reforms Cleopatra had begun in 42 BC. 
Such reforms aimed to unifY the metal standards used to reckon with those used 
to pay, in order to stabilise the prices, and to increase the amount of coinage that 
was used in the everyday transactions of the majority. It was under either 
Augustus or Tiberi us, probably, that an official exchange rate of 1:1 between the 
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Egyptian tetradrachm and the Roman denarius was established. The most strik
ing aspect in the currency of Augustan Egypt is that the Ptolemaic currency con
tinued to circulate alongside the currency minted by Augustus, and that until 
AD 20 Ptolemaic and Augustan coins were used interchangeably, and were both 
called 'Ptolemaic drachmas' or 'Ptolemaic silver.' 

It seems clear, in sum, that the annexation of Egypt was of vital impor
tance to the rest of the empire, not only because of the need for its rich har
vests of grain, but also because of the huge revenues in cash that were raised 
from that province. It is unclear how the revenues from taxation in Egypt 
reached the imperial treasuries in Rome, since Egypt's currency was a closed 
system. It is likely that the cash revenue collected from taxpayers was trans
ferred through bills of exchange from the banks of the local communities to 
Alexandrian and eventually to Roman banks. Such transfers of money were 
often supervised by imperial agents, freedmen or slaves, who could act as 
guarantors, as they had huge patrimonies in banks both in Italy and in the 
provmces. 

The individual chapters of this book have suggested that Egypt was an
nexed as a full Roman province since the date of its formal conquest, 30 BC, 
and that Egypt was one of the most important provinces for several reasons, 
first of all its immense wealth and the presence of Alexandria, whose eco
nomic, political and strategic importance almost surpassed that of Rome. 
Even from an ideological perspective, in addition, the threat that the conquest 
of Egypt was indispensable for Rome's material and moral survival proved to 
be the most effective points of propaganda of Octavian, and the stimulus for 
his rise to power. 

The Roman conquest should be regarded as a turning point in the his
tory of Egypt: the Augustan period linked two different worlds, the world of 
Hellenistic kingdoms and the newly-born world of Roman provinces and em
perors. The elements of the old Ptolemaic administration, which the Roman 
government continued, played a new role in the larger context of the empire: 
even if Egypt had been exploited for centuries through a system of leases and 
exactions in grain, and although the social discrimination between the Greek 
and Egyptian population had existed long before the Roman conquest, as 
long as Ptolemaic rule lasted this was confined to the boundaries of the coun
try. In fact, the Ptolemaic king had no other resource than Egypt, and thus 
had some interest in guaranteeing the survival of its inhabitants, while under 
Roman rule Egypt was a province among others, a cow to be milked or a sheep 
to be shorn. 

What the documentary sources do not tell us explicitly is how painful 
this process was for the majority of the population, and what the majority 
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thought about becoming part of the empire. Indeed, the Roman conquest 
brought development and wealth, but these advantages were accessible to are
stricted section of the population. Cities became organised according to a 
Roman-imperial model, that is, with buildings and institutions of the Graeco
Roman type, and this was a stimulus for the creation of a new form of soci
ety, which was both imposed on and adopted by the native population. 
Indeed, Roman rule improved the life of the provincial elites, who were now 
able to join a broad cultural and political system covering the whole 
Mediterranean basin; but nevertheless, the majority of the Egyptian popula
tion remained excluded from all this. 4 

In conclusion, the documents examined in the course of this work sug
gest that we cannot describe Augustan Egypt through the stereotyped di
chotomies of continuity versus change, centralisation versus local autonomy, 
Ptolemaic 'dirigisme' versus Roman liberal policy. Such binary categories are 
oversimplifications of a more complex reality, as in Egypt contradictory as
pects co-existed. Egypt was annexed as a province of the Roman people, but 
was also a province of the emperor with some sort of special status, as emerges 
from the fact that Roman citizens of high status were kept away from it. It was 
governed by a provincial administration and by an equestrian governor, but 
was in the hands of powerful freedmen and slaves from Augustus's household. 
It paid hundreds of millions of drachmas to Rome in money taxes, but had a 
closed currency that could not circulate in the rest of the empire. Even as con
cerned religion, in Egypt ancestral Egyptian gods, Greek deities and the dei
fied Roman emperor were often worshipped in the same shrine. All these 
contradictions, some of which continued to exist over the Roman period and 
the following centuries, cannot, and probably should not, be resolved. 
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Appendix 1 

The Fasti of the Prefects of Egypt under 
Augustus and Tiberius 

After the fall of Alexandria in 30 BC, Octavian claimed in a speech in Greek 
that he had spared the city for his admiration for Alexander the Great, and for 
the sake of his teacher and friend, the Alexandrian philosopher Areius. 
According to the literary sources, Octavian was keen to make Areius the first 
prefect of Egypt, but the philosopher rejected the offer and eventually took 
up another post in Sicily. 1 The historical reliability of this anecdote is doubt
ful, as there are no parallel examples of people turning down a post offered by 
an emperor, least of all by Augustus. In my view, it is possible that this anec
dote was created to justify Octavian's removal of Areius (who may have been 
popular at Alexandria) and the imposition as prefect of Cornelius Gallus, a 
Roman eques and a friend of Octavian's. 

The fosti of the Augustan prefects still present many gaps. In the first 
place, the chronology of Cornelius Gallus, Aelius Gallus and Publius 
Petronius is controversial. Cornelius Gallus is believed to have taken the pre
fecture after fighting with Octavian at Alexandria in 30 BC, and to have held 
it until his suicide around 26 BC, Aelius Gallus from around 26 to 24 BC, P. 
Petronius from around 24 to around 22 BC. Cornelius Gallus (c. 69/68-26 
BC) was a Gaul from Narbonensis, acquainted with Cicero and a friend of 
Asinius Pollio, with whom he probably acted as triumvir agris dividendis in 
Cisalpine Gaul during the confiscations after Philippi. He was honoured by 
Virgil in the tenth Eclogue (and, according to Servius, originally also in the 
fourth Georgie) and was himself an elegiac poet.2 To Gallus most probably be
long the verses that were found on the earliest known Latin papyrus from 
Egypt, P.Qasr !brim, found on the site of ancient Primis in Egyptian Nubia, 
on the frontier with Ethiopia, a site that was briefly occupied by a Roman gar
rison under the prefect Petronius. 3 
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The years of the prefecture of Gallus were occupied by military actions. 
The first was the suppression of a revolt that broke out in the Thebaid in 29 
BC. The deed was recorded in a trilingual inscription in Greek, Latin, and 
Hieroglyphic Egyptian from Philae, OGIS II 654 of 15 April 29 BC, accord
ing to which Gallus was able to quell the revolt in fifteen days and two bat
tles, and conquer five cities. In another inscription on the base of an obelisk 
originally in the forum of Alexandria, Gallus appears as praefoctus fobrum. This 
tide is puzzling, and may be explained, rather than in the context of the pre
fecture of Egypt, as an older post that Gallus held before 30 BC. After his dis
grace, exile and suicide around 26 BC, Gallus seems to have been condemned 
to damnatio memoriae. Possibly this was the reason why the stone with his in
scription at Philae was broken in two pieces and the obelisk removed.4 

Aelius Gallus took up the prefecture around 26 BC and held it for about 
two years, until25/24 BC. He was a prominent amicus principis, perhaps one 
and the same as M. Gallus whom Galen and other medical authors refer to as 
Augustus's personal physician.5 As Strabo records, his major exploit was his 
military campaign against Arabia in 25/24 BC, which ended up in disaster.6 

Strabo was himself a witness to the events he described, as he was on the staff 
of Aelius Gallus, with whom he sailed up the Nile to explore the territory of 
Upper Egypt before the campaign against Arabia? P.Oxy. XXXVII 2820, an 
anonymous historical narrative of preparations for a military campaign after 
Cleopatra's death, might have referred to the preparations for this expedition; 
the question is still open. 8 We do not know anything about Aelius Gallus after 
the disaster of Arabia; it is likely that he was removed from his post and spent 
the rest of his life at Rome. 9 

Aelius Gallus' successor was Petronius, who was in office by 25/24 BC, 
when he sent shipments of grain to king Herod to aid Judaea during a 
famine. 10 To Petronius belongs the earliest known prefectural edict, a frag
ment dated 22 BC and dealing with farmers and their property. 11 Soon after 
Petronius took office an expedition to Ethiopia was led, allegedly to suppress 
an Ethiopian attack on the Thebaid. Petronius defeated the Ethiopians and 
sacked the capital Napata, leaving garrisons before withdrawing from there. 
Two years later, the Ethiopians attacked these garrisons, and Petronius re
turned, defeated the Ethiopian queen Candace, and ordered her to send am
bassadors to Augustus at Samos. 12 P.Tebt. II 302 (= WChr. 368) of AD 71/72 
informs us that Petronius introduced changes in the administration of sacred 
land. Strabo reports that during a public appearance in Alexandria the prefect 
was almost stoned by the mob. l3 

From Petronius, who is last attested in 21 BC, until P. Rubrius 
Barbarus, who is first documented in 15/14 BC, there is a gap, which some 
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recently published documents might help to fill. P. Wash. Univ. II 106 of 13 
January 18 BC, a letter from a certain Dionysia to her brother Panechotes, 
mentions a high official called Pedo, who was about to sail up the Nile in 
order to judge Dionysia in court. This Pedo may possibly be identified with 
the Pedo who is later documented as prefect. 14 However, it is possible that 
the future prefect Pedo was at this time among the high officials who accom
panied the prefect in the conventus. It is also possible, though less likely, that 
Pedo was connected with the poet Albinovanus Pedo who was on the staff of 
Germanicus in AD 15. 15 

BGUIV 1138 of 19/18 BC (= MChr. 100) is a petition from a certain 
Nikanor to an official possibly called Lucius and addressed as "COV nanwv 
O'CD'tllPCX KCXl CW"ClA ru.tmopcx (1. 19)' the formula normally used for prefects. 
Nikanor complained for receiving unjust treatment from a judge, Kasios (that 
is, Cassius) whom Lucius had appointed. 16 

An enigmatic piece of evidence is SB XX 14085, an official list of court
sentenced people for murder in various villages of the Arsinoite. The second 
column of this document begins with the date (Year 18) and the phrase E:n:t 
"COU cx1nou KopvT](A-1ou). 17 Cornelius might have been the strategos or some 
other official who dealt with justice; there is also a slight possibility that he 
may have been the prefect. The dating of this document is uncertain; the eigh
teenth year may have been in the reign of Augustus, that is 13/12 BC, or of 
Tiberius, that is AD 31132. 

The earliest known attestation for Rubrius Barbarus was thought to be 
in 13/12 BC. 18 He also appears as Bcxp] j3apou "COU TJYE!l6voc; as early as 
15/14 BC in BGUX\fl 2595.2f, a circular letter from Dorion, a royal secre
tary, which announced to the "COn:oypCX!l!lCX"CEtc; of the nome an inspection of 
the accounts. Of Rubrius Barbarus we know that he was a native of Casinum, 
where he dedicated an inscription to the emperor in 23 BC. 19 He is men
tioned in two other inscriptions, OGIS II 656, the base of an obelisk erected 
in Alexandria, and II 657, a dedicatory inscription to Augustus from the tem
ple at Philae, and he might have been one and the same as the Rubrius men
tioned in the Acta Alexandrinorum. 20 It is worth noting that an unnamed 
official is addressed as O'CD"Cijp KCXt CxV'tlA llll'IT"CCDp in a fragmentary petition 
of 14/13 BC, which was published (as a description) as BGUIV 1182. 

BGUXVI 2558 of 12 BC may be an edict of a prefect, because it be
gins with the technical verb A-!:ytt. The edict is concerned with agricultural 
matters and contains a threat to punish those who abandon their work in the 
fields. The name of the authority who issued the edict is lost, apart from the 
ending ]oKA-oc;, which might have been Ilp ]6KA-oc;, that is, the translitera
tion of the Latin name Proculus. 21 The document refers to Barbarus too, as 
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the former prefect in 12 BC. In another document, BGUXVI 2631, an offi
cial named Gallus was expected to make a n:apacr'tacn~ at Memphis in 9 BC, 
and clothes were being requisitioned for him. Although the term 
n:apacr'tacrt~ may have indicated an inspection by an official, it is conceiv
able that this Gallus was a prefect on his conventus, as the date in March falls 
in the time-span that was allotted for the conventus at Memphis every year. 

The prefect C. (Julius?) Turranius was in office from about 7 to 4/3 BC, 
as is demonstrated by BGUX\fl 2605.1 and 2646.32. Before then we know 
nothing about Turranius' career, except that he, as many Augustan prefects, 
was an amicus Caesaris. 22 Turranius recurs in two inscriptions, IGRR 1295, 
composed in elegiac couplets by a poet called Catilius, probably in 7 BC, and 
IGRR 1109, erected by the former epistrategos Q. Corvius Flaccus in 4 BC, 
each dedicated to the prefect and the emperor with other members of the im
perial family. 

Most references to Turranius in the papyri concern his reforms, which 
restricted the number of the privileged categories of priests and increased their 
liability to taxes and corvees. In BGUIV 1198, the priests oflsis at Bousiris 
in the Herakleopolite complained that they had to pay the A-aoypa<)lta, 
which they had never paid before, inclusive of four years of arrears. P.Oxy. XII 
1434 mentions an edict ofTurranius that conceded to C. Julius Theon23 some 
land confiscated from the land sacred to Isis; BGUIV 1197 is another peti
tion of priests to the prefect concerning the state subvention to temples called 
O"UV'tCX~l~, and BGUIV 1199 is the copy of a letter ofTurranius ordering an 
E:n:tKplcrt~ of priests. After his prefecture in Egypt, Turranius was nominated 
praefoctus annonae in AD 14, and maintained this position, possibly with 
some interruptions, until AD 48.24 

After Turranius, and from c. 2/1 BC to c. AD 3, the prefect was a cer
tain C. Octavius. We know nothing of his career before his prefecture. 
Octavius appears in three inscriptions dedicated to the emperor, IGRR 1117 
(AD 3), 1163 (AD 1), and the undated 1322. He is also the addressee of BGU 
IV 1200 (2/1 BC), a petition from priests who asked to receive some arrears 
of state funding. 25 

After Octavius the list of the prefects becomes confused again. The most 
important piece of evidence for this period, PSIX 1149.13 = SBXVI 12531, 
mentions four prefects in a row, i.e. Scapula, Aquila, Pedo, and Magius 
Maximus, as those who gave authority to the n:acr'to<)l6pot of a temple over 
some lesser priests. From this document it was deduced that Scapula, Aquila, 
Pedo and Maximus were prefects in succession.26 However, it is also possible 
that the writer did not follow the chronological order, and that he selected the 
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prefects who had taken steps towards the problem in question, without men
tioning other prefects who might have governed in the meantime. 

P. Ostorius Scapula, prefect between AD 3 and 10, may have been re
lated to the Q. Ostorius Scapula whom Dio reports as praetorian prefect in 2 
BC. P. Ostorius Scapula is the recipient of petitions in the archive oflsidoros 
of Psophthis. He was from the family of the Ostorii Scapulae from 
Amiternum, had connections with the Sallustii Crispi and became very close 
to Augustus. Scapula is also mentioned in an undated inscription from 
Narmouthis, SBV 8083, which contains a dedication to the emperor. 27 

C. Julius Aquila is attested only in texts concerning his role as prefect in 
AD 10/11, e.g. IGRR I 1055 and 1056, two bilingual inscriptions that com
memorate the building of a canal from Schedia to Alexandria under Augustus. 
P.Oxy XII 1434.12 tells us that Aquila had granted to C. Julius Theon the per
mission to inherit the paternal ousia around AD 10/11. It is worth noting that 
Dio refers to a certain Aquila as a freedman used by Maecenas to train people 
in Latin (and possibly Greek) shorthand writing. It is not impossible that the 
prefect Aquila began his career as a freedman in Augustus' household. 28 

A passage in Philo (Place. 7 4) reports that Magi us Maxim us was prefect 
twice, the second time in AD 14/15.29 According to Philo, soon after he be
came prefect, Magius Maximus published directives (EV'tOACXl) to replace the 
ethnarch of the Jews, who had died under Aquila. 30 Maximus is also ad
dressed in some petitions dated to AD 14/15. Magius Maximus is also quoted 
in the edict ofVergilius Capito about the restrictions to the requisitions for 
the travel of public officials in the chora. 

An passage in Dio reports that, after the round of tax-collection of AD 
15, Tiberius rebuked the prefect of Egypt Aemilius Rectus, saying that he 
wanted his sheep to be shorn, not skinned alive. 31 The dates of the prefecture 
of L. Aemilius Rectus are controversial, as he appears to have been prefect 
under Claudius, not under Tiberi us. For this reason it was believed that there 
were two Aemilii Recti, father and son, who both attained the prefecture. 
However, the most plausible view is that Dio's reference to Aemilius Rectus 
and Tiberi us was anachronistic. 32 

In another passage, Dio reports that a prefect called L. Seius Strabo was 
sent to Egypt in AD 15.33 Seius Strabo was an Etruscan from Volsinii who 
ranked among the amici of both Augustus and Tiberi us (Seius' mother was a 
sister of Maecenas' wife Terentia). Under Augustus, Seius Strabo had been 
prefect of the praetorium, first alone and then in association with his son 
Sejanus, who continued as the only praetorian prefect after AD 15. On Seius 
Strabo' death Tiberi us inherited all or part of his property. 34 
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C. Galerius, probably a native of Ariminum, seems to have been prefect 
for sixteen years, from AD 16 to AD 31. This view was based on a passage 
where Seneca said that he had spent some time in Egypt with his uncle, who 
had been prefect of Egypt for sixteen years and had died during a sea voyage. 
Seneca's uncle was identified with Galerius because of a passage inDio (LVII 
19.6) that said that Galerius had also died on a ship. However, as Rea first 
pointed out, this identification is likely to be a mistake. In fact, Galerius' 16-
year-prefecture would be exceptional, given that the normal term of office was 
roughly three years, and furthermore, the only secure documentary evidence 
for Galer ius as prefect comes from AD 22/23.35 According to Rea the figure 
of sixteen years might have originated from a scribal error in the manuscript 
tradition of section 19.6 of Seneca's Consolatio ad Helviam, that misinter
preted the number VI or VII as XVL· Rea thought it more likely that after 
Magius Maximus, last documented in AD 14/15, L. Seius Strabo was prefect 
for six or seven years, and that he was the uncle of Seneca, while Galerius be
came prefect only later, around AD 22. Subsequently, Corbier challenged this 
view by arguing that the term avunculus that Seneca used may have indicated 
a male relative in general, not specifically his uncle. 36 On this basis, one could 
suggest that Seneca's avunculus was Junius Gallio, a friend of Tiberi us and 
Ovid who adopted Novatus, the eldest son of Seneca the Elder,37 although 
unfortunately there is no Egyptian evidence to confirm this. 

In AD 19 Germanicus visited Egypt, but the details and the reason of 
this visit remain obscure. It is also unclear who the prefect was at that time. 
In his edict against honours and requisitions in his favour, Germanicus re
quested the population to abide by his schedule of prices for requisitions and 
urged the people to refer to a certain Baebius, whom he called 'his friend and 
secretary.' 38 A certain Baebius Juncinus is documented as tribunus militum in 
AD 63 in P.Fouad21.7, while another Baebius Juncinus was prefect of Egypt 
in AD 212.39 It is possible that the Baebius who accompanied Germanicus 
came from the same family as the later prefect Baebius Juncinus; Germanicus' 
friend may have been, if not the prefect, a person of authority around AD 19. 
Naturally, however, this remains in the realm of speculation. 

P.Oxy. LV 3807 reports that the imperial freedman Hiberus was acting 
as prefect around AD 26-28. This document is important because it proves 
that even a freedman could achieve this post. Some connected Hiberus with 
the M. Antonius Hiberus who appears in several inscriptions, and in turn 
with the freedman of Antonia the wife of the elder Drusus; however Rea hy
pothesised that he was a P. Flavius.40 The literary sources for this period are 
particularly obscure. Dio calls Hiberus Kaisareios, that is, an imperial freed
man or slave, and states that he became prefect after Vitrasius Pollio, in AD 
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32. This information is contradictory, as Vitrasius Pollio is attested under 
Gaius.41 Both Vitrasius Pollio and Hiberus died in office after a short prefec
ture, as Galerius did; it is thus possible that Dio confused the deaths of two 
prefects, Galerius and Hiberus, with the later prefecture ofVitrasius Pollio. 

Between Galerius (prefect in AD 23) and Hiberus (prefect in AD 
26-28) there might be room for another prefect. It is remarkable that in the 
manuscript tradition of Philo the name Hiberus was confused with that of 
Severus42; thus it is worth considering whether in Tiberius' reign there was 
any official of importance called Severus, who may justifY the error, and who 
may have been prefect. A certain Severus appears in P.Oxy. II 291.6 of AD 
25/26 as a superior of the strategos Chaereas, and a L. Septimius Severus oc
curs in some documents of the first century AD as the former owner of the 
ouota LEOUT]ptavl'l in the Arsinoite. When this Severus acquired this ousia 

is unknown; however, the concession must have taken place some time before 
AD 37, when it had already passed through the hands of Gallia Polla and of 
M. Antonius Pallas in succession.43 Although the evidence is scanty, it is pos
sible to hypothesise that before Hiberus, around the years 25/26, the prefect 
was L. Septimius Severus, an ancestor of the emperor Septimius Severus. 
Philo or his sources may have confused the names of Severus and Hiberus be
cause of their similar spellings (and, probably, also their pronunciation) in 
spoken Greek, and because one followed the other in the fosti of the prefects 
of Egypt. 

Immediately after Hiberus, from AD 33 to AD 38, the prefect of Egypt 
was the infamous A. Avillius Flaccus, whose wrongdoings are vividly por
trayed by Philo in his In Placcum. 44 Flaccus was born and brought up in 
Rome, and was close to the imperial family from his childhood: he was a 
friend of Augustus' grandsons Gaius and Lucius, Agrippa Postumus, and 
Tiberius (Place. 2, 158). According to Philo, Flaccus was a man of extraordi
nary intelligence; when he was sent to Egypt, he learned so quickly the struc
ture of the Egyptian administration that he instructed his advisors, rather 
than being taught by them (Place. 4). Philo portrays him leading the army and 
other military forces and going out every day with his entourage (Place. 163). 
After the accession of Gaius in AD 37, however, Flaccus' prefecture seems to 
have degenerated. In these years took place the prosecutions against the 
Alexandrian Jews, the riots at Alexandria, and the trial against the Alexandrian 
leader Lampon, who later became, with a certain lsidoros, Flaccus' main ac
cuser. 45 Flaccus' career ended in disgrace: he was arrested, and died in exile 
(Place. 54-96). 

The documents record various measures introduced by Flaccus. The 
edict ofTiberius Julius Alexander of AD 68 cites the suppression by Flaccus 
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of old fiscal privileges on certain categories of land. 46 The fragmentary edict 
WChr. 13 of AD 34/35 contains the prohibition by Flaccus to bear arms, 
with a circular letter that instructed each strategos to publish the text, while 
WChr. 414 commemorates a visit (or more probably an inspection) ofFlaccus 
to Thebes on 9 August AD 34. Flaccus recurs in OGIS II 661, an honorary 
inscription to Tiberius, and in IGRR I 1290 C9, the inscription on the 
Nilometer at Elephantine, a column marked with the levels of the Nile in dif
ferent seasons. 

In conclusion, the fosti of the prefects of Egypt under Augustus and 
Tiberius may be summarised as follows: 

30-27/26 BC 
27/26-24 BC 
24-22 BC 
18 BC 

15/14-12 BC 
12/11-8 BC? 

7-4/3 BC 
2/1 BC-AD 3 
AD 3-? 
AD 10/11-? 

AD 14/15-? 
AD 15-18? 
AD 19 
AD 22/23 
AD 25/26 

AD 26-28? 
AD 33-38 

Documented prefect 

Caius Cornelius Gallus 
Lucius? Aelius Gallus 
Publius Petronius 

Rubrius Barbarus 

Caius (Julius?) Turranius 
Publius Octavius 
Publius Ostorius Scapula 
Caius Julius Aquila 

Magius Maximus 
Lucius Seius Strabo 

Caius Galerius 

Hiberus 
Aulus Avillius Flaccus 

Possible prefect 

Pedo? 
Lucius? 
Cornelius? 

Proculus? 
Gallus? 

Pedo 

Baebius? 

(L. Septimius) 
Severus? 

Date47
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trategos in AD 1; cf. Chapter 4. 

9. Cf. Cic. Pro Rabirio 22, 39f. 
10. Cf. Caes. BCIII 108; Braund 1984, 136f. 
11. Cf. the pseudo-Caesarian Bellum Alexandrinum; Heinen 1966, 146f; see also van't 

Dack 1983a, 20f; 1983b, 77-82. A full discussion of the evidence and chronology of 
Caesar's visit to Egypt is given by Geraci 1983, 25-36. 

12. Jos. CAp. II 37 and A] XIV 188; BJII 488 refers to Kaisar ho protos. Scholars have 
hypothesised that Josephus confused Caesar with Augustus; a summary of the debate 
may be found in Geraci 1983, 27f. Recently, Pucci Ben Zeev 1998, 6-9, 359-368 
has reconsidered the authenticity of the documents quoted by Josephus and has sug
gested that Josephus referred to Julius Caesar. On Caesar's policy towards the Jews, 
see Pucci Ben Zeev 1998,45-51,415-419. 

13. Bell Alex. 3: Atque haec principes in consiliis contionibusque agitabant: populum 

Romanum paulatim in consuetudinem eius regni occupandi venire. Paucis annis ante A. 

Gabinium cum exercitu foisse in Aegypto; Pompeium se ex fog a eodem recepisse; Caesarem 
venisse cum copiis, neque morte Pompei quicquam proftctum quominus apud se Caesar 

commoraretur. Quem si non expulissent, futuram ex regno provinciam. Loeb trans!. 
14. Suet. Div. jul. 35.1: veritus provinciam focere, ne quando que violentiorem praesidem 

nacta novarum rerum materia esset; 'fearing that if he made a province of it, it might 
one day under a headstrong governor be a source of revolution' trans!. Loeb. Geraci 
1983, 25 suggested that this passage referred to the policy of Octavian, rather than 
the situation in 47 BC. However, it is possible that the allusion to a praeses referred 
to the disorders that took place in the 50s BC, when Rabirius Postumus was dioiketes, 

or in 47 BC, when Caesar's freedman Ruphio was lefi: at Alexandria to supervise the 
legions that were lefi: there. 

15. Cf. Suet. Div. jul 76.3. On the Caesarian 'new order' of Egypt, see Heinen 1966, 
142-146. Geraci 1983, 26f has pointed out the similarity to the practice, common 
under Augustus, of entrusting important offices to freedmen. 

16. A Demotic stele from the Serapeum of Memphis indicates the exact date of birth of 
Caesarian to 23 Pauni of the fifth year of Cleopatra, that is, 23 June 47 BC; see 
Heinen 1969, 182-184 and Geraci 1983, 36f. 

17. See Geraci 1983, 51-54. 
18. According to Maehler 1983, 1-16, the reigns of Auletes and above all Cleopatra did 

not coincide with a phase of decline, but, on the contrary, the quality of artistic crafts
manship was particularly high, the society that commissioned such works was flour
ishing, and the high Egyptian classes embraced Greek culture. Thompson 1994a, 323 
reverted to the view that under Cleopatra Egypt underwent a economic crisis. 

19. On the meeting between Herod and Antony, the acquaintance between Cleopatra 
and Herod, and their meeting in 33 BC in Judaea, we have the colourful account by 
Josephus inA] XV 74-79 and 96-100. 
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20. Cf. Geraci 1983, 83-119. According to Plut. Ant. 81.5, it was the philosopher Areius 
who advised Octavian to kill Caesarian; but this may have been Octavian's propa
ganda. According to the literary sources, Caesarian's teacher Rhodon and Antillus's 
teacher Theodoros betrayed and handed over their pupils to Octavian. On the death 
of Caesarian, cf. Plut. Ant. 81.1-4, 82.1, 87.1; Suet. Aug. 17.5. According to Orosi us 
VI 19.20, Canidius was killed because of his loyalty to Antony, while Ovinius (PPV 
12777) was accused of degrading the senatorial class because he was the manager of 
Cleopatra's textile industry. 

21. A search for the occurrences of the name Sbebis in the DDBDP shows that they 
mostly come from the first century AD. On Latin-named kleros-holders, see Pruneti 
1975 and Canducci 1990 and 1991. On Caesar's German troops, and on the role of 
Suebi as auxiliary forces, see Saddington 1982, 7, 41, 94, and 115. Cf. Chapter 3. 

22. In P.Oxy. II 276.9f = CP] II 422 of AD 77, as the name Brabirius is not attested any
where else, the accepted reading EKCl:'tOV1:apxiac; Bpa:J3tpiou may be emended to 
EKa·ronapxiac; J3' Pa:J3tpiou, which may have indicated the 'centuria no. 2 of 
Rabirius' and might be the earliest example of a numbered centuria. However, this 
reading must be taken with caution as there are no known parallels of numbered cen

turiae in the first century AD. 
23. Cf. the occurrence of the name Gabinius in BGU IV 1103.33 (c. 13 BC, from 

Alexandria) and Ouentidis (the transliteration ofVentidius) in P.Wash. II 106.10 (18 
BC). P. Ventidius, consul in 43 BC, was a general of Antony's, whom Augustus put 
to death in 28 BC; cf. Syme 1989, 3, 27 and 33 n. 6. 

24. On this document see van Minnen 2000b, 2001, and Zimmermann 2002. 
25. Cf. BL 8, 60. 
26. = C.Ptol.Sklav. 239. According to BL 8, 60 Harpage may have been a proper name. 

Cf. also BL 11, 33. 
27. The verb apnat;(J) occurs in BGUVIII 1800.2 dated to the second year (probably) 

of Cleopatra (51/50 BC). This is a fragment of an official document referring to an 
individual as apnao-ana ano :cooivl J3ao-tA.t~cJ?v n ... In II. Sf there is a reference 
to 'tWV A.omwv J3amA.tKcDV napaoomv, which might have indicated the royal rev
enues (rather than the patrimony of Auletes). 

28. Octavian's edict: BGUII 628 verso II= WChr. 462 = CPL 103 = Daris 1964, no. 100 
= CIL XVI app. no. 10 = ChLA X 416 with bibliography. On this document, see also 
Chapter 6. On Roman soldiers in Egypt before 30 BC, see Chapter 3. 

29. On Octavian's grant of citizenship to Seleucos nauarchas ofRhosos, see FIRA2 val. I 
no. 55, pp. 31 Off. In the first part of the edict Octavian says that he was imperator for 
the fourth time (1. 2); as this tide was conferred on to him in 40 BC, the edict could 
be dated around 36 BC. 

30. Mackie 1983, 336, 350-355. 
31. Cf. Chapter 3. 
32. For further details on the 'diaspora of Alexandrian scholars,' see Van't Dack 1983c, 

401-405, who cited the historian Timagenes of Alexandria, and a certain Philoxenos 
from Alexandria, according to Fraser 1972, 690 n. 266, 'the earliest Alexandrian 
grammarian to have taught in Rome.' 

33. Oros. VI 19.20; PPV 12777. 
34. On the prohibition on senators and prominent equites from entering Egypt, see Tac. 

Ann. II 59 (see below for the full quotation) and Dio LI 17.2. See also Strabo II 3.5. 
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Some norms on the control of people and freights arriving and leaving from 
Alexandria are preserved in articles 64-69 of the Gnomon of the Idios Logos. See 
Riccobono 1950, 203-210. For further literature see Geraci 1983, 146 n. 710. 

35. C£ Suet. Aug. 93; Geraci 1983, 15f. 
36. Jos. B]II 25 and 81; A]XVII 229 and 301. 
37. On the counsellors of Augustus, see Geraci 1983, 111. 
38. The testimony of Tacitus Ann. II 59 concerns mainly the prohibition on senators 

entering Egypt without permission and the 'isolation' of Egypt, but nonetheless 
refers to it as a province: Nam Augustus, inter alia dominationis arcana, vetitis nisi 

permissu ingredi senatoribus aut equitibus Roman is inlustribus, seposuit Aegyptum, ne 
fome urgeret Italiam quisquis eam provinciam claustraque terrae ac maris quamvis 
levi praesidio adversum ingentis exercitus insedisset; 
Tac. Hist. I 11: Aegyptum copiasque, qui bus coerceretur, iam inde a divo Augusto eq
uites Romani obtinent loco regum: ita visum expedire, provinciam aditu difficilem, 
annonae focundam, superstitione ac lascivia discordem et mobilem, insciam legum, ig
nara magistratuum, domi retinere; 'Egypt, with the troops to keep it in order, has 
been managed from the time of the deified Augustus by Roman knights in place 
of their former kings. It had seemed wise to keep thus under the direct control of 
the imperial house a province which is difficult of access, productive of great har
vests, but given to civil strife and sudden disturbances because of the fanaticism 
and superstition of its inhabitants, ignorant as they are of laws and unacquainted 
with civil magistrates' trans!. Loeb. For an analysis of this passage, see Geraci 
1983, 20. Suet. Aug. 18.2 stated that Aegyptum in provinciae formam redactam ut 
foraciorem habilioremque annonae urbicae redderet, fossas omnis, in quas Nilus exaes
tuat, oblimatas long a vetustate militari opere deters it; 'he reduced Egypt to the form 
of a province, and then to make it more fruitful and better adapted to supply the 
city with grain, he set his soldiers at work cleaning out all the canals into which 
the Nile overflows, which in the course of many years had become choked with 
mud' trans!. Loeb. 
Strabo XVII 1.12 (797) stated that Egypt !::rrapxia BE vuv E0'ti. This statement 
comes immediately after the narration of the destruction of Antony and Cleopatra 
in 30 BC. As I pointed out earlier, Strabo represents the most detailed source on 
Augustan Egypt, and is especially valuable as he had visited Egypt in the mid-20s 
BC as a part of the diplomatic/intellectual entourage of the prefect Aelius Gallus. 

39. Dio LI17 1-4, LIII 12.7 and 13.2, not contradicted by Strabo XVII 3.25. 
40. C£ (contra) Geraci 1983, 19 and 135. 
41. C£ Parassoglou 1978, 3. 
42. On the introduction by Octavian of the era of the Kaisaros kratesis, see Chapter 4. 
43. On the friendship between Cornelius Gallus and Octavian, see Geraci 1983, 166, 

175. 
44. C£ the description of the honours given to Octavian after the capture of Egypt and 

his triumph inDio LI 19-21. 
45. On imperial estates and patrimonium, see Chapter 8. 
46. The inscription on the obelisk of Cornelius Gallus (commonly referred to as the 

'Vatican obelisk,' now in St. Peter's square at Rome), AE 1964, 255 = AE 1968, 53, 
was dated to 30 BC (?)by Bastianini 1975, 267. Cf. Geraci 1985, 166£ 
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47. CIL III 14147-5 = ILS 8995 = OGIS II 654 = SB V 8894 = Ehrenberg and Jones 
19552, 21 = lPhilae 128. On the Egyptian text and the iconography of Cornelius 
Gallus in this stele, see Bresciani 1989. 

48. See Dig. 1.17.1; 40.2.21; Tac. Ann. XII 60; Geraci 1983, 163; Bowman 1996,681. 
De Martino 1974/1975, 850 thought that the law mentioned by Ulpian might have 
been, rather than a comitiallaw, an imperial constitution, but left the question open. 

49. Augustus' official propaganda used general terms to describe his power: iuravit in mea 
verba tota Italia sponte sua . .. iuraverunt in eadem verba provinciae (Res Gestae 25.3f) 
and potitus rerum omnium (c£ Res Gestae 34.13ff). 

50. The passage runs: -rr,v apxilv anacrav ... -ra bnA.a -roue; v611ouc; -ra £8vYJ, oux 
bncoc; EKElVCX ocra !lOl D!lElt; EJtECY'rpE\jfCX'rE, Cx,A,A,a KCXl ocra au-roc; !lE'r<i 
-rau8'u11'iv npocrEK'rYJCYcX!lYJV. De Martino 197411975, 119-122 defended the relia
bility of this passage. 

51. Millar 1984, 38. 
52. When king Bacchus ofMauretania died in 33 BC, Octavian annexed Mauretania as 

a Roman province, although his position was far from secure; cf. Mackie 1983, 336, 
350-355. 

53. On the constitutional status of Egypt see the reflections by De Martino 1974/1975, 
853-857. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE 

1. See Bingen 1983, Tomsin 1964. 
2. C£ Lesquier 1911, 31-43. On the organisation of the Ptolemaic katoikoi in num

bered hipparchies, see Armoni 2001. 
3. On the evolution of the Ptolemaic fleet, see Van't Dack 1988, 3 n. 11, 22-32. 
4. On the Ptolemaic royal bodyguard of machairophoroi, see Aubert 1987, 129 n. 11. 

The tide 'Macedonians' applied to soldiers because of their fighting methods rather 
than their real ethnic origin; see Saddington 1982, 131 f, 166. 

5. C£ Lesquier 1911, 22, 31-34, 78, 215. P.Bad. II 14 (first century BC) shows some 
katoikoi in active service. 

6. Saddington 1982, 24 pointed out that 'the Romans felt it advisable on occasion to 
strengthen an allied king by stationing Roman forces, both legionary and auxiliary, 
under his control in his kingdom,' and quoted the examples of the Roman soldiers 
at Alexandria and in Mauretania and of the Antonian assistance to Herod. On the 
Gabiniani see also Heinen 1966, 48-52. 

7. C£ Caes. BCII 1-4; Fraser 1972, 130f and van't Dack 1983a, 19-30. 
8. C£ Heinen 1966, 146, Geraci 1983, 25-27. 
9. The first known instance of an ala named after its commander is the ala Patrui, in 

an inscription of 44-30 BC from Apulia, c£ Speidel 1984, 111-113. 
10. Speidel1984, 101-108; Birley 1988,368-384. 
11. C£ Mason 1974,85. 
12. See BGUVIII 1763.10, 1786.4, 1831.7, 1850.10, and the unpublished P.13730, quoted 

bySchubart inBGUVIII, p. 128 n. 4. C£ Foraboschi 1971,277, PreisigkeNB, 356£ Av 
!::no\xwv Sadalou is attested in the Oxyrhynchite in the third and fourth centuries AD: 
see Calderini and Daris 1988, 234 and Pruneti 1981, 160. Ricketts 1992, 278 n. 19 
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wondered whether Latin names should be regarded as evidence of the Roman presence 
or only as an indication of status. On Antony's allies at Actium, see Saddington 1982, 21£ 

13. C£ Shatzman 1991, 209. On the meaning of the designation OTCAt'rat and its possi-
ble identification with Roman auxiliaries, see Saddington 1982, 49£ 

14. On king Sadalas ofThrace, see Mitchell 1993, 62. 
15. On units named after their commanders, see Birley 1988. 
16. On Deiotarus, see Caes. Bell.Alex. 34.4, Cic. Phil. 11.33. OnJuba, see Caes. Bell.Afr. 

48.1, App. BCII 96, Caes BCII 40.1. 
17. C£ Jos. A]XN 410. According to Plur. Ant. 71.1, in 30 BC, when Herod swore al

legiance to Octavian he had 'rcXY!l<X'r<X and cmEtpat. In 4 BC, Archelaus suppressed 
the rioters after Herod's death sending a tribune and a cohort, c£ Shatzman 1991, 
205-207. Indeed, it is possible that Josephus referred anachronistically to the termi
nology of his own day, although his source for books XV to XVII of the jewish 
Antiquities was Nicolaus of Damascus, a contemporary of Herod, who was thus likely 
to have used technical terms of the Augustan period. Cf. also Saddington 1982, 
48-50. 

18. C£ Van't Dack 1983a, 27f; 1983b, 85£ 
19. Lutatius Crispus: Inscr.Cret. N 215c. Gaios: SBVIII 9815 = SEGXXX 509 (55 BC). 
20. = CP]I 140. 
21. IPhilae I 63. Centurions: Rufus, Demetrios, Niger, Valerius, Labeo, Terentius, 

Nikanor, Baronas. Ricketts 1980, 107 thought it likely that C. Julius Papius was a 
prefect in charge of a Roman garrison in the region. 

22. See BGUII 628 = CPL 103 = ChLA X 416 of unknown date, probably between 40 
and31 BC. 

23. A full list of the military contingents present in Roman Egypt may be found in Alston 
1995, Appendix 1 pp. 163-191. 

24. See Strabo XVII 1.12 (797) (Loeb translation). 
25. Jos. BJI 397; A]XV 217. Galatians are mentioned again in BJI 437. 
26. See Strabo XVI 4. 23 (780); Jos. A] XV 317. 
27. Josephus A] XV 307 reports, for instance, that in the 20s BC, the prefect Petronius 

assisted Herod with provisions of Egyptian grain. C£ also A] XX 51 f, and Geraci 
1994,283£ 

28. Native Egyptians continued to be recruited into the Roman army after the last gen
eration of Ptolemaic soldiers disappeared; see for instance the case of L. Pompeius 
Niger, a legionary soldier who was called Neilos before enlistment in the legio XXII 
Deiotariana under Tiberi us; on Niger, see the recent discussion and survey of the ear
lier literature by Rathbone 2001. On the functions of district centurions, see Alston 
1995, 86£ On centurions see also Bagnall1977, 68; 1997, 506 and Chapter 4. On 
Roman soldiers in quarries see OGISII 660, = IKoptos 41 = CIG 4716 = SBV 8580. 

29. See Suet. Aug. 18.2 militari opere detersit and the chronological indication in Strabo 
XVII 1.3 (787) ETCl youv 'rcDV rcpo IlE'rpOOvlOU xp6voov. 

30. SB XVI 12312 = BGUXVI 2590 is a sworn declaration of workers on the canals in 
25 BC; BGUXVI 2602 of 14/13 BC is a petition to Athenodoros the epistates and 
dioiketes of the Herakleopolite, against a certain Eros, from the entourage of the strat
egos Lupus, who is forcing people to work at the canals. On the use of soldiers and 
veterans in public works, see Bonneau 1993, 138f and Alston 1995, 79-81. 
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31. Cf. CP]III 457a. On the KCD!lOypa~-tJ.W.'tEuc; Kat 'tOn:oypa~-t!la'tEUc; see Chapter 4. 
32. On the levy of Roman auxiliaries from the local armies of allied kingdoms or subdued 

tribes, see Saddington 1982, 140f. 
33. On Itureans, see Daris 1988, 757; Jos. BJI 327f andA]XIV 447, 452f. 
34. Cf. BGUVIII 1749.8, 12 = Sel.Pap. II 393; 1750.4, [5] mentions a body of 408 

WXXl!lOl E>T](3at0l n:En<ipoupm who garrisoned the Herakleopolite in 64/63 BC. 
P.Oxy. XXXVII 2820.19-22 informs us that some ~-taXt~-tci:na'tOl from Thebes were 
summoned on the death of Cleopatra for a military expedition. 

35. See Daris 1988, 755. 
36. Cf. BL 3, 190. 
37. For a summary of the literature on Pompeius Niger, see Rathbone 2001. 
38. See Tac. Ann. IV 5.6, van't Dack 1977, 100-103. 
39. See Plut. Ant. 64.1 and Oros. VI 19.16. 
40. P.Oxy. XXXVII 2820.3-5 reports that '(he) forged a more than adequate quantity of 

weapons'; 5-16 'he refitted Cleopatra's fleet, which had been neglected after her death, 
and (he) stationed garrisons at the entrances of the country and he prepared everything 
needed for war'; 18-27 'esteeming the Egyptians of the Thebaid to be better fighters than 
the others, he first encouraged them to volunteer for the expedition, but when they did 
not come forward ( ... ).'The identification of the protagonist of this passage is prob
lematic; it was usually identified with a Roman prefect, either Cornelius Gallus or Aelius 
Gallus. SeeTreu 1973, 221-233; Lewis 1995, 183-195; Geraci 1983,168 and 170f. 

41. Cf. article 55 of the Gnomon of the Idios Logos, BGU V 1210.142-5, £av 
A:tyum[w]c; Aa9oov 0'tpa'tEU0T]'ta[t E]V AEYcDVl, an:oA.u9[Etc; Et]c; 'tO 
A:tyumt9[V] 't<iy~-ta an:OKa9t0'ta't[at]. b~-toiooc; 81:: Kat o't El}: ['tOU] EpE'tlK9U 
an:[OA]U9EnEc; an:OKa9t0'taV'tat n:AT]V !lOVCDV 'tc\)[v] ~K MT]0lVcDV [0]'):6AOU. 
Some commentary may be found in Riccobono 1951, 190-194. Cf. also the so-called 
archive ofTaesion/Thaesis, i.e. the correspondence of Apollinaris, enrolled in the fleet 
ofMisenum, and his mother at Karanis, in P.Mich. VIII 490 and 491 of the late sec
ond century AD. These documents have been rediscussed by Rowlandson 1998, 
133-138. 

42. On the numerus salaratorum peregrinorum, see Daris 1988, 765 and Bagnall1977, 72. 
43. On the possible equivalence of the terms arithmos and numerus (clausus) of soldiers, 

see Montevecchi 1970, 21 (with reference to SB XII 11012); Canducci 1990, 226f 
and Montevecchi 1997, 724f. For further discussion on the origin of this numerus, 

see Chapter 7. 
44. Some examples of Ptolemaic '100-arouras men' may be found in PP I 567 =IV 8774; 

IV 8712; '80-arouras men' in PP II 2218 VIII add., and '50-arouras men' in PP IV 
9048, andBGUVIII 1749-1750. 

45. See Van't Dack 1977, 89f n. 6; 1983b, 84. 
46. According to the editors, 'we should not expect a club of fellow-soldiers (not veterans) 

all bearing Greek names still in existence then.' See BL 4, 74 for the correction of the 
reading ]1:uxiac; to KAT]]pouxiac; in I. 3. 'Fellow-soldiers' occur in BGUVIII 1830.1 
of 52/51 BC, SBV7787 + BL 3, 194; 4, 82, 7, 197 (42 BC), andiPhilae63 of32 BC. 
Augustus probably continued the Ptolemaic guild-norms; see de Cenival 1972, 196 
with reference to article 81 of the Gnomon of the Idios Logos. Philo, Flacc. 4 repons that, 
under the prefecture of Avillius Flaccus, synodoi and hetairiai were forbidden. 
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47. See SEC XLV 2095. On the Ptolemaic semeiophoros (or semeophoros or semeaphoros) 
see PP II pp. 64f and PPVIII p. 155. On the Roman signifor, see Speidel1984, 112 
and 329-332. 

48. See SEGXLI 1669. 
49. According to Lajtar 1992, 215, the term !::n6mm simply indicated that cavalrymen 

were living in the same topos (either a village, a town or a toparchy). On katoikoi called 
entopioi as opposed to Alexandrians, see the commentary to P.Lond. II 192.95 (pp. 
222-225) of the first century AD, perhaps from the reign of Tiberi us. 

50. C£ Bernand 1991, 53-55. According to Mason 1974, 56, the Greek term ilarchos or 
ilarches may have corresponded to the Latin sevir equitum, praefectus alae, or decurio, 
and the Greek term lAT] indicated the Roman ala, but also the cohors (equitata). 
Mason 1974, 57 pointed out that the denomination 'trr1n::'ic; was used not only for 
auxiliary cavalry alae, but also for equites of the Roman army. 

51. Nielsen and Worp 2001, 135ff no. 16 note 6 (with reference to P.Tebt. I 54.2f) read 
!::rrav8pcov which they translated as 'manly.' However, the reading !::rr' cw8poov and 
the older theory that this phrase indicated a sphere of command 'over men' seem 
more plausible. 

52. Dating: see BL 3, 242 and BL Konkordanz 260. 
53. According to van't Dack 1983b, 84 these were fictive tides that survived 'une dizaine 

d'annees ou plus' after the Roman conquest. In P.Berl.Moller 11 = SB IV 7348, a pri
vate letter of AD 33, we meet Greek-named soldiers in a military camp. 

54. SB XVI 12751 (dated to the years AD 1-10), see BL 9, 291; Daris 1983, 134f, 
Montevecchi 1997, 724. 

55. Peregrini who entered the Roman army took a Roman name (although they were 
granted Roman citizenship only after discharge, that is, after the honesta missio); see 
Clarysse 1985, 60 with reference to BGUII 423 = WChr. 480 of the second century 
AD, a letter from Apion, an Egyptian soldier who had taken the name Antonius 
Maximus on entering the Roman fleet of Misenum. The case of Pompei us Niger is 
an earlier example of a Roman legionary from an Egyptian family background; c£ 
Whitehorne 1988, 445-450; Rathbone 2001. 

56. A certain Gaius Classicus son of Aristokles occurs in the Arsinoite nome in P.Koln I 
54 of 4 BC. On the cohors II Classica see Speidel 1984, 1 02f; Saddington 1982, 142. 
The tribus Fabia is attested also in BGU IV 1083.14 = ChLA X 426 (dated AD 
32-38). 

57. C£ article Ill of the Gnomon of the Idios Logos, and exceptions in Lewis 1982, 
143-148. On the Egyptian application of the law that forbade soldiers to own 
provincial land, see Lewis 1995, 306-314. 

58. C£ P.Koln V 227.B2 and B5 n. C£ BL 10, 89£ 
59. Strabo XVII 1.12 (797) and XVII 1.54 (820). 
60. See Speidel1992, 134 'the horsemen in an Egyptian ala . .. pawned a silver-inlaid 

helmet and a silver and ivory dagger scabbard.' One may wonder whether these 
'fancy' arms were bequeathed from one generation of katoikoi to another. On the 
local production of weapons for the Roman army, see Speidel 1984, 329-332, with 
reference to Stud. Pal. XXII 92 = P.Freib. IV 66 of the second or the third century AD, 
a receipt for palm-wood shafts by Flavius Silvanus, semeaphoros of the prefect's horse
guards from the elders of the village of Soknopaios. Naturally one must be cautious 
in dealing with this document, as it is much later than the period examined. 
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61. See Philo Place. 86-96. 
62. For the lex Julia, see Dig. 48.6.1. For some examples from other provinces see Brunt 

1990, 257-266. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR 

1. See Lewis 1995, 138-149 and 298-305; Bowman and Rathbone 1992. 
2. See Bowman 1996, 351. 
3. See for instance Lewis 1970 and 1984 (= 1995); Geraci 1983; Bowman and 

Rathbone 1992. 
4. Modrzejewski 1982; Bowman 1996, 348f. 
5. For some chronological problems relating to the fasti of the prefects of Egypt under 

Augustus and Tiberi us, see Appendix 1. 
6. Strabo XVII 112 (797f) £rcapxia 8E vuv EG'tt, ¢6pouc; !lEV 'rEAOUcra a~wA6youc;, 

UTCO crco¢p6vcov 8E av8poov 8tOlKOWEVT] 'rcDV TCE!lTCO!lEVCOV £mipxcov ad: 0 !lEV 
o:Ov TCE!l¢8Etc; -ri]v -rwv l3am/ci:cov EXEl -rci~tv. 

7. See for instance the freedman Hiberus, who was prefect around AD 26-28. A parallel 
example from outside Egypt may be Felix, the son of a freedman, who was procurator 
ofJudaea under Claudius. On the social status of the governors of provinces of the em
peror or of the populus Romanus, see Bowman 1996, 369fT able 2. 

8. Fraser 1972, 96-98. 
9. I report the translation by Fraser 1972, 96. According to Fraser 1972, 97£ the 

prominence that Strabo assigned to the nykterinos strategos was perhaps due to 'his 
acquaintance with the Roman praefictus vigilum, the commander of the vigiles, who 
was probably modelled on the Alexandrian institution.' 

10. According to Fraser 1972, 97, this change was perhaps connected with the abolition 
ofthe Alexandrian boule, which possibly took place in the reign of Euergetes II. Fraser 
quoted two first century BC officials, Chrysermus 'cruyyEvf]c;, E~TJYT]'rf]c;, in charge 
of the medical corps, and president of the Mouseion,' mentioned in IDelos 1525 = 

OGIS 104, and Lykarion, described in SB I 2100 as 'honorary apxt yi:pcov, dioiketes, 
exegetes, commander of the city, and gymnasiarch' (cf. Fraser 1972, n. 16 p. 177). 

11. Strabo XVII 1.13 (798). 
12. See Geraci 1989, 189. 
13. Geraci 1983, 162f suggested that the new dating system was probably obligatory in 

deeds deposited in public offices. 
14. As P.Oxy. XII 1453 indicates, the era of the Kaisaros kratesis started on 1 August (or 

8 Mesore) 30 BC, so that the end of the first year was due on 7 Mesore 29 BC, while 
the Egyptian year started traditionally on 1 Thoth (= 29 August). This discrepancy 
must have caused confusion, and the date soon reverted to 1 Thoth. This did not af
fect the date of the festival for the victory over Antony, which remained on 8 Mesore. 
The change in the dating system is recorded also by Dio LVII 19.6. Further discus
sion of the documents and bibliography may be found in Geraci 1983, 158-163, to 
which add Skeat 1993, 2000 and 2001 and Hagedorn 1994. 

15. Some examples from the reign of Cleopatra are BGUVIII 1757.8 and SBV7609.22; 
under Augustus, see for instance BGUXVI 2590 I 18, II 16 of25 BC. A similar omis
sion occurs in P.Harrauer 33, from the reign of Tiberi us, Gaius, or Claudius. 



196 Notes to Chapter Four 

16. In 9 BC, the proconsul of Asia imposed a new calendar beginning on Augustus' birth
day. See Ehrenberg and Jones 1955 2 no. 98. 

17. On the introduction ofhemerai sebastai, see Snyder 1938, 231£ Some bibliography 
may be found in Geraci 1983, 187 n. 904 to which add P.Wisc. I p. 92. A list of 
hemerai sebastai may be found in P.Col. VIII p. 88, to which one may add the 
Augustan P.Oxy. II 387 verso (descr.) and ChLA XLIII 1241d.2 = P.Vindob. L 1d, 
from some time between 29 and 2 BC. 

18. C£ BL 2.1, 21 on the possible reference to Tiberi us rather than Augustus in this doc
ument. 

19. On Augustus' reforms of the calendar in Egypt and Asia, see Scott 1931, 224-226. 
On the hypothesis that Sextilis was renamed Augustus around 27 BC, see Scott 1931, 
226f; on the evidence for this change around 5-2 BC, see also Hagedorn 1994, 214 
n. 12. 

20. C£ Mitchell1993, 241. 
21. Strabo XVII 1.54 (820) says that Candace, the queen of the Ethiopians, captured 

these statues and was negotiating their return, when Aelius Gallus attacked the 
Ethiopian capital Napata. 

22. Dig. 1.17.1; 40.2.21; Tac. Ann. XII 60; see Chapter 1. 
23. Some passages in the ancient sources were misleadingly interpreted as evidence that 

the prefect was a sort of viceroy (against these views see Geraci 1983, 19f, 134f,); on 
the contrary the sources state only that the prefect occupied the place that was once 
of the king: see Tac. Hist. I 11 Aegyptum copiasque, quibus coerceretur, iam inde a divo 

Augusto equites Romani obtinent loco regum; Strabo XVII 1.12 (797) 'tTJV 'tOU l3amA.i:cot; 
EXEl 'ta~tv; Amm. Marc. XXII 16.6 Aegyptus ipsa, quae iam inde uti Romano imperio 

iuncta est, regia iure regitur a praeftctis. The Nile taboo is recorded by Pliny NHV 57: 
cum crescit, reges aut praefectos navigare eo nefas iudicatum est. 

24. Philo, Flacc. 1-4. Place. 105 also reports that provincial governors had to render an 
account of their term of office directly to the emperor. 

25. C£ Bastianini 197 4, 27 4 and 1980, 77; on Alexander's procuratorship in Judaea see 
Schiirer 1973-87, I, 456-458. 

26. According to Hanson 1982, 251, in the early Roman period the two highest posts of 
the equestrian career, the prefecture of the praetorium and the prefecture of Egypt, 
could be regarded as equivalent in rank, and it was towards the end of the first cen
tury AD that they became fixed-possibly it was the proximity to power and to the per
son of the emperor at Rome that eventually made the prefect of the praetorium the 
most important equestrian post. 

27. Brunt 1990,226£ 
28. Brunt 1990, 222f; Montevecchi 1988a, 469; Philo Place. 3. 
29. On the conventus see Foti Talamanca 197 4. On the jurisdiction of the prefect see De 

Martino 1974-1975, 863 and Galsterer 1996, 411-413. 
30. Bowman 1996, 691£ 
31. Wilcken 1908, 369-371 pointed out that OtKmo8oo1a was a general term that could 

refer to the action of 'Rechtgeben' either in the conventus or in local law courts. 
Similarly, the verb OtKCI.lOOO'tEtV was not a technical term of the conventus, but could 
refer to the judicial power of other officials, such as the dioiketes, the epistrategos, or the 
strategos. Strabo III 3.4.20 (167) uses the verb with reference to the conventus of the gov
ernor of Spain. 
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32. In other Greek-speaking provinces, the conventus could be designated by the term 
ayopa, the Greek equivalent of forum. Wilcken 1908, 372 regarded the expression 
ayopc£iOt ... Kat av8una'tOt in Acts 19.38 as a close parallel to 8ta/coytcr~ot Kat 
t]y£~6v£c; in P.Flor. I 61.47 = M.Chr. 80 of AD 85. 

33. See Foti Talamanca 1974, 6-8; Lewis 1981, 120. 
34. On the handling of petitions and the procedure of litigation in the conventus, see 

Lewis 1981, 122-126. 
35. Foti Talamanca 1979, 21f noted the resemblance between the Ptolemaic summons 

8ta npoypa~~a1:oc;, found for instance in SB V 7609 (48/47 BC) and 7610 (51 
BC), and the evocatio edictis and cognitio extra ordinem of the Roman Republic. On 
the continuity of the Ptolemaic term napayy£/cia, 'notification' or 'communica
tion,' analogous to the litis denuntiatio or evocatio of the Roman process, see Foti 
Talamanca 1974, 88; 1979, 79-81; Galsterer 1996, 411-413. On the lack of evi
dence for the coguitio extra ordinem in the first century AD, see Frier 1996, 976. 

36. C£ Foti Talamanca 1974, 96. The documents from the archive ofSatabous were re
published and commented on by Messeri Savorelli in CPR XV, to which add P.Lond. 

II 276 pp. 148f(AD 15), SB I 5239.2-4 (AD 14), 5240.8 (AD 17), X 10308.2-4 
(AD 11). A possible reference to the conventus may be found in P.Tebt. II 289 of 15 
February AD 23, where the strategos of the Arsinoite nome writes to the toparch of 
Tebtunis ordering him to present a report of payments, and threatening to send him 
to the prefect for trial. 

37. P.Oxy. II 294 = P.Olsson No. 17; for discussion see Foti Talamanca 1974, 126f. 
38. Its dating to 13 January and the fact that the conventus is placed in the near future 

roughly corresponds to the date of the conventus for the Thebaid, from late January 
to mid-April; c£ Lewis 1981, 120. 

39. IGRR I 1109 = SB I 982. See Foti Talamanca 1974, 101-105 with reference to 
Wilcken 1908, 384. 

40. P.Fay. 22 verso is described very briefly in the introduction to P.Fay. 22. 
41. C£ BL 11, 35 on the dating. 
42. O.Bodl. II 972, WO 1372; see Foti Talamanca 1974, 108f, 114£ 
43. C£ also the term ano8Tj~ia that in P.Graux. II 9.17f (AD 33) indicates a visit of an 

official called Dionysios with a centurion called Sextillius. 
44. In the Ptolemaic period, the term 8tKat086't£t;, 'dispenser of justice,' occurs only 

once as an epithet of the strategos, in the petition BGUVIII 1846.9 (51-49 BC). It is 
possible that the dikaiodosia was one of the competences of the Ptolemaic strategos, 
although presently this cannot be proved. 

45. See Kupiszewski 195311954; De Martino 1974-1975, 817; Geraci 1989, 87. See also 
Elia 1990, 189 and Thomas 1981, 13. 

46. On this inscription see Thomas 1981, 53; FotiTalamanca 1974, 101-105; Elia 1990, 189. 
47. CIL XI 6011 = ILS 2691 hie cum I mitteretur a Ti(berio) Caes(are) Aug(usto) I in 

Aegypt(um) ad iur(is)dict(ionem) etc. C£ Pflaum 1960 I 17 n. 4 and Elia 1990, 190£ 
48. C£AE1966no.472;AE1914no.128. 
49. According to Swarney 1970a, 67 and 121, the change in the titulature of the idios 

logos took place in the second century AD. 
50. C£ BL 8, 273. 
51. The earliest known instance of a beneficiarius is SB XN 11953.11 (first century BC) 

from Qasr Ibrim; c£ Weinstein and Turner 1976, 125f. A beneficiarius was a soldier 
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seconded from service to special duties on the staff of commanders, such as the prae
foctus castrorum, or the praefoctus Aegypti. C£ Lesquier 1911, 117 n. 4; Fink 1971 no. 
9 2m n., and 51 II IS an. Another bene(ficiarius) may be read with some difficulty in 
a fragmentary line of PSIXIII 1307 II 18.19 (= CPL 108, ChLA XXV786; cf. BL 8, 
409; 11, 251), of uncertain date, but possibly of AD 64. On the functions of benefi
ciarii see Dise 1995, 72-85. 

52. I shall not go through the references to individuals 'in charge of the Em 1:porrf],' as the 
term !::m 1:porrf] may have been used in the general sense of 'management,' rather than 
in the specific one of 'procuratorship.' 

53. Swarney 1970a, 127flisted the known idiologoi in the Ptolemaic and in the Roman 
periods: Kastor in OGIS I 188 of 89 BC; Noumenios in BGUVIII 1782 of 63/62 
BC; Hephaistion in BGUVIII 1772, 1756, 1757, SB V 7455 of 61160 and 52/51 
BC; Q. Attius Fronto in P.Oxy. IX 1188 and XX 2277 of AD 13; C. Seppius Rufus 
in AD 14-16, in P.Oxy. IV 721 and in the archive of Satabous (c£ above); M.Verg. 
M.£ Gallus Lusius in CIL X 4862 from the reign ofTiberius. An interesting case is 
Norbanus Ptolemaeus, a Roman citizen of Graeco-Egyptian origin, who acted as 
both iuridicus and idios logos in AD 63 (P.Fouad I 21). 

54. According to Swarney 1970a, 59, the idios logos may have acquired these areas of com
petence in the Flavian period; see also Stead 1981, 415. See further Chapter 8. 

55. See articles 1-121 of the Gnomon in BGUV 1210, dated to the second century AD; 
articles 35-41 in P.Oxy. XLII 3014, dated (on palaeographical basis) to the first cen
tury AD. Cf. Riccobono 1950; Swarney 1970a, 119-122; 1970b, 455-460; Thomas 
1981, 13 and n. 17; Bowman 1976, 163f; Meleze-Modrzejewski 1970,327. 

56. Articles 1-70 concern ownerless property and the rights of Alexandrian and Roman 
citizens; articles 71-97 deal with regulations on Egyptian priesthood; articles 98-135 
are a miscellany of commercial and administrative regulations. This however was a se
lection, by no means exhaustive, from a larger body of regulations. 

57. As was suggested by Rathbone 1993, 100£ 
58. The preamble of the Gnomon says: 'A summary of the gnomon which the deified 

Augustus delivered to the administration of the idios logos and of the additions made 
from time to time by emperors or senate or prefects or idioi logoi of the time ... ' C£ 
Riccobono 1950, 77-95. Dio LIII 15.4 reports that Augustus began to issue instruc
tions to his appointees and proconsuls in 27 BC. Evidence for Augustus' legislation 
on individual status is preserved in the third Cyrene Edict, according to which gain
ing Roman citizenship would not in itself affect a man's obligations to his home com
munity, and in the bronze tablet from Banasa in Morocco, referring to the 
registration of the names of people granted Roman citizenship from Augustus on
wards. These documents have been discussed by Millar 1984, 49f and 19922, 642. 

59. In P.Tebt. III/I p. 72, Rostovtzeff suggested that the original form of the Gnomon 
was similar to Ptolemaic hypomnemata, such asP. Tebt. III! 1 703 of the third century 
BC, an extract of the regulations that was sent probably by a dioiketes to an 
oikonomos, with advice on agriculture and irrigation, royal revenues and monopo
lies, official correspondence and instructions of general character. The tone of this 
document is colloquial and personal, the style and expressions very similar to those 
found in the Gnomon. 

60. C£ Rathbone 1993, 99-110. 
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Gl. BGUVIII 17G4, 17G8 (G4-44 BC) are official letters of a strategos to a dioiketes; in 
BGU VIII 175G (59/8 BC), 1772 (57 /G BC) and 1757 (52/1 BC) a certain 
Hephaistion was both dioiketes and idios logos. 

G2. On Rabirius Postumus, see Chapter 2. See also Cicero's Pro Rabirio Postumo, and 
Bowman 2001, 13. 

G3. Thomas 1981, 13 and n. 1G; Lewis 1970, G = 1995, 141; on the Roman dioiketes, 
see Hagedorn 1985, 188. 

G4. The document was studied by Pflaum 1983, 123£ The reference to tribuni militum 

(1. 8 XtAtapxcov) is a restored reading; see Haensch 1997b, 223£ On this document 
see BL 3, GO; 5, 32. 

G5. Apophthegm. Aug. 4 (p. 207) PIR2 E 8G; Bowersock 1965, 40 hypothesised that Eros 
was the idios logos, not the dioiketes. Another C. Julius Eros is attested in Augustan 
Alexandria, see Bowman 2001, no. 8. In any case, Eros was one of the most common 
servile names, as Parassoglou 1978, 24 n. GO pointed out. On the dioiketes as private 
manager, see Hagedorn 1985, 189f, while the dioiketai mentioned by Strabo XVII 3. 
25 (840), £c; 1:ac; Kaicrapoc; £napxiac; t]yqt6vac; Kat 8tatKT]'t<ic; Ka'icrap 
TCE!lTCEt, must have had the general meaning of 'financial administrators.' 

GG. WO I, pp. 492, 498. Hagedorn 1985, 188 n. GO. 
G7. Akousilaos appears in P.Tebt. II 4G2, 408, 409, 410 (= P.Olsson nos. 12-14), and 289 

(= WChr. 2GG, SelPap. II 419). The archive of Athenodoros includes roughly BGU 

XVI2G00-2GG8. 
G8. On the career of Athenodoros see BGUXVI, p. 81. In BGUXVI 2G39 of 10/9 BC, 

two taxpayers in arrears and a komogrammateus were put in prison for tax default, and 
Athenodoros as dioiketes was requested to send his policemen to bring the miscreant 
to his court for trial. In 7 BC, Herakleides wrote to Athenodoros about problems 
with beer-brewers over the payment of some dues (2G08). In 9 BC, Pappas wrote to 
Athenodoros about the requisitions to be made for the arrival (1. 5 n;apacr'tC:WlV) at 
Memphis of a certain Gallus (2G31). In G BC, Philotas wrote to the dioiketes 

Soterichos a letter of recommendation in favour of a farmer, asking him to collect the 
rental fees from some shepherds (2G54). A letter of 3 BC requested the dioiketes 

Athenodoros to write to the prefect Turranius concerning payments and policemen 
(2G4G). Athenodoros might have been the epistates addressed in BGU XVI 2GOO (al
though there is no direct reference to him in the text). 

G9. C£ BGUXVI 2GOG, 2G08, 2G37, 2G4G, and 2G54. In 2G54 the address on the back 
is 8t6KT]c; LCD'tT]PtXCDt, in 2G4G 8t6KT]c; 'A9T]V08cilpcot. The disagreement between 
8t6KT]t; and the proper name in the dative disappears if one considers the c; in 8t6KT]t; 
as an abbreviation stroke that should be resolved as 8ta(t)KT]('tT\). However, this re
mains hypothetical, as I have not been able to see the original papyri. 

70. Another Tyrannus appears as an advocate in the fragmentary legal proceedings in 
P.Ryl. II 270 (descr.) of the first century AD. 

71. Some literature on letters of recommendation may be found in BGU XVI pp. 81£ 
Greek and Latin letters of recommendation share identical modes of expression, for
mulas and set phrases, which may or may not have developed independently of each 
other; c£ Cotton 1981, 4-G. C£ P.Col VIII 211 of AD 10, a letter of recommenda
tion to the dioiketes Asklepiades asking that Isidoros be undisturbed. Another letter 
of recommendation in favour oflsidoros was published by Nielsen and Warp 2001. 
On the archive oflsidoros ofPsophthis see Hanson 1997. 
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72. On the Ptolemaic oikonomos, see Rostovtzeff in the introduction to P.Tebt. III/1 703 
and Preaux 1939, 71, 287. 

73. = WChr. 58= CP]II 151. 
74. = P.Olsson 4. 
75. Strabo XVII 1.12 (797f) trans!. Loeb. 
76. See Swiderek 1970, 157-159. On dispensatores, see Boulvert 1970, 429f. The 

oikonomos is mentioned also in the edict of Tiberius Julius Alexander, OGIS II 
669.22. In his commentary to the edict, Chalon 1964, 127 n. 19 hypothesised that 
it was the direct continuation of the Ptolemaic oikonomos. On the possible equiva
lence of the terms oikonomos and vilicus, see Mason 1974, 71 and Chapter 8. 

77. Thomas 1982, 12. 
78. Thomas 1982, 102, 111f, 179-181 pointed out that most of the evidence comes 

from the period AD 110-210. 
79. Thomas 1982, 141, 180-182. The prominent position of the epistrategos may be seen 

from the example ofTiberius Julius Alexander, who, before becoming prefect, had 
been epistrategos in AD 42 ( OGIS II 663.4f). 

80. On the urrOKEl!lEVOV !::mcr'tpa'tTJYOU, see Thomas 1982, Appendix I pp. 219-221, 
P.Lund. IV pp. 38-42, and Wallace 1938a, 333, 490 n. 302, who suggested that this 
and other hypokeimena were introduced under Roman rule. 

81. The length of term of office is not exceptional, as the Ptolemaic tradition of long 
terms of office continued into the Augustan period; see Thomas 1982, 14 n. 23. 
O.Strasb. 776 from Elephantine preserves an oath by the fortune of Ptolemaios 
rrpOW'tcD'tOc; 'h~-tci3v" in the first century AD; SB V 7951 of AD 2 mentions 
Ptolemaios the 'arabarch'; the Ptolemaios attested as the epistrategos of the Thebaid 
might have had the post of arabarch too; cf. Thomas 1982, 193. 

82. Thomas 1982, 212 rejected the reading [A]EUK[t(fl] in BGUN 1138.1; cf. BL 8, 
41f. A certain Ischyrion is mentioned in the document, but none of these names is 
definitely connected with the epistrategos. 

83. Unfortunately the dating of this document is unknown. 
84. Cf. Thomas 1982, 193 no. 4. 
85. SB III 7256.11-13. Cf. Thomas 1982, 185. 
86. Cf. Thomas 1981, 193 no. 6. 
87. Thomas 1982, 187 suggested the second century AD as a possible dating. Cf. SEG 

XXXN 1582. 
88. Cf. Thomas 1982, 82. In the introduction to P.Oxy. XLVI 3273, Rea suggested that 

Q. Sanquinius ... inius Maximus may have been related to the senatorial family of 
the Sanquinii listed in PIR2 S 133-136. A Quintus Sanquinius Maximus was consul 
suffectus and died before AD 47 as a legate of Lower Germany; the epistrategos might 
have been an adopted son of Q. Sanquinius Maxim us, and the fragmentary name 
might have been his original nomen. On this document, see BL 7, 158. 

89. Cf. Lewis 1995, 141; Thomas 1982, 13-15 and passim. 
90. P.Tebt. II 302 = WChr. 368. The seven names that gave the name to the region were: 

Arsinoite, Kynopolite, Oxyrhynchite, Herakleopolite, Aphroditopolite, Memphite and 
perhaps Letopolite; see Thomas 1982, 15. On the history of the administrative divisions 
of Egypt, see WO I, pp. 423-427 and Thomas 1970, 465-469. Possible precedents for 
a tripartite division of Egypt may be BGUVIII 1730.1-5 of 50/49 BC, which refers to 
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a division in the names around Memphis, the Thebaid and Alexandria; and Strabo 
XVII 1.24 (804) and 1.3 (787), who also seems to refer to a tripartite division. 

91. C£ Thomas 1982, 32£ It is worth noting that some papyri of the first and second 
centuries AD speak of Oxyrhynchus as 'a city of the Thebaid,' while by that time 
Oxyrhynchus was certainly part of the Heptanomia. Most probably this reflected an 
old geographical division between Lower Egypt and the Thebaid. See Thomas 1982, 
17n.10. 

92. Calabi 1952, 406£ The archidikastes existed from the third century BC; see Fraser 
1972, 113. 

93. This tide seems to occur in SBXIV 11411.1f (= P.Ashm. I 23, possibly of84 BC) and 
BGUIII 1001.1, possibly of the Augustan period (where, however, most of the tide 
is restored); see BL 1, 86f; 7, 17. 

94. = M Chr. 66. An unnamed archidikastes is mentioned in P.Oxy. XXVII 2471 of 
around AD 50. 

95. = MChr. 299; see BL 1, 320; 2.2, 94; 7, 129 on dating. 
96. Respectively, in BGUII 455 and P.Mert. III 104. C£ also a reference to Sarapion in 

P.Oxy. II 260 = MChr. 74.11-12. 
97. Calabi 1952, 409£ 
98. BGUIV 1111, 1155 and 1108. 
99. Calabi 1952, 418-424. However, the idea of an Augustan reform remains specula

tive, due to the lack of evidence for the Ptolemaic period. C£ Fraser 1972, 113 and 
n. 173. 

100. C£ BL 1, 86f; 7, 17. 
101. Calabi 1952,422£ Taubenschlag 19552,489 n. 63; Foti Talamanca 1984, 129£ 132£ 

157 n. 91. Fraser 1972, 113 hypothesised for Alexandria a 'skeleton of a jurisdiction 
by royal courts in the field of private law within the city.' 

102. Schubart 1913, 59 remarked that all the documents addressed to Protarchos come 
from two quarters of Alexandria, namely 'Beta' and 'Delta'; naturally, this could be a 
pure coincidence. 

103. The tide !::rrt 'tOU Kpt'tl]ptou is found in the Ptolemaic period too, c£ P.Tebt. I 7 = 

C. Ord.Ptol. 61 of 114 BC. Schubart 1913, 40 thought it more likely that the term 
auA.T, referred to the royal court rather than to a court in general. It is also possible 
that the au A, f] in question was located in the complex of the gymnasium; on the gym
nasium as administrative centre, see Burkhalter 1992. 

104. Protarchos might have been connected to the M. Sulpicius Protarchus son of Lysias 
who appears in BGUIV 1059 (Bowman 2001, no. 35) or to the Protarchos who was 
dioiketes of Egypt in 51/50 BC; c£ BGUVIII 1759, 1760, 1761, 1766. 

105. Schubart 1913, 57-60. 
106. Fraser 1972, 97 suggested that he might have been the priest of the civic cult of 

'Alexander the Founder.' 
107. Fraser 1972, 97 suggested that the Roman institution of the curator minorum bor

rowed some features from the Egyptian exegetes. 

108. As he was a leading magistrate, the exegetes also participated in the embassies to the 
emperor, as in the embassy in P.Oxy. XXV 2435 verso. The second-century evidence 
for officials 'in charge of the euthenia' has been discussed by Sharp 1998. 

109. On the dating see BL 11, 25. 
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110. This individual appears in SBV 8010; cf Delia 1991, 102£ On the exegetes see Kraut 
1984; Alston 2002, 188; P.Hamb. N nos. 268-283. 

111. Possibly the prefect; see the Appendix. A certain Cornelius appears also in BGU IV 
1158 = M. Chr. 234 of 9 BC from Alexandria. 

112. Some occurrences of the exegetes in the early Roman period are: P.Ryl. II 118.2 (16115 
BC), SBXX 14085.4 (12 BC or AD 32); BGUX.VI 2671 (21-5 BC); P.Oslo II 26.15 
(5/4 BC) and P.Ryl. II 94 (= Sel.Pap. II 255) from the reign ofTiberius, an applica
tion for bail for five weavers addressed to the assistant of the exegetes. P.Mich. V 232 
(= SB V 7568, of AD 36) mentions the exegetes Chaeremon; P.Hamb. IV 272.6 (AD 
41-68) mentions a strategos and exegetes. Cf Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 122. 

113. On the hypomnematographos see Rostovtzeff's commentary to P.Tebt. III/1 703, pp. 
69f; P.Oxy. XII pp. 28-30; Braunert 1964,349-352, Whitehorne 1987; Delia 1991, 
80, 104-5 and 154-6. 

114. Atleast by AD 58 (P.Oxy. XLIX 3463). 
115. For documentation on this family see P.Theon. pp. 1-16 and P.Oxy. XLIV 3197 in

troduction, P.Oxy. LXVI 4531 introd. Cf Whitehorne 1987, 102-109, 124. 
116. Parassoglou 197 4a, 32-34; Stead 1981, 412. The original tide was 'archiereus of the 

gods Augusti and of the great Serapeion and in charge of the temples of Alexandria 
and all Egypt'; cf SB XII 11236.5f (AD 120). 

117. Stead 1981, 411. Swarney 1970b, 456f rejected the view that the idios logos may have 
functioned as high priest in the first century AD or later, and thought that it was the 
prefect who controlled priestly and temple life in terms of cult and financial admin
istration. 

118. In P.Oxy. XII 1434.9-11, C. Julius Theon is said to have been archiereus and hypom
nematographos in Alexandria around 10 BC. P.Mert. I 11 and P.Ryl. II 149, both of 
AD 39/40 and from the Arsinoite nome, refer to a C. Julius Asklas who was strategos 
and archiereus of the emperor Gaius, while an inscription of around AD 55 presents 
Ti. Claudius Balbillus as the 'archiereus of the temples of Augustus and his altars and 
sacred groves, all that are in Alexandria and all Egypt.' On this inscription, see Pflaum 
1960 I 34; Smallwood 1967, 261a; Millar 19922, 77, 86; and Rigsby 1985, 279. 

119. BGUN 1137 = WChr. 112. Cf Brashear 1993, 13. 
120. Dunand 1983, 50£ 
121. Glare 1993. 
122. On high priesthoods in other provinces of the East, see Rigsby 1985, 284 n. 20; on 

the difference between Ptolemaic ruler cult and imperial cult, see Dunand 1983. 
123. Glare 1993. 
124. Stead 1981,416£ 
125. Glare 1993. 
126. Cf the reference to an archeion or record-office of the Jews in BGUN 1151 = CP] 

II 143, a contract concerning an inheritance of 13 BC. 
127. Cf Philo Place. 74, Strabo ap. Jos. A] XIV 117, A] XIX 280-285. Cf Bowman and 

Rathbone 1992, 117f; CP] II, pp. 4£ On the ethnarch of the Jewish community at 
Alexandria, see Ben Zeev 1998, 302£ On Augustus' policy as the continuation of 
Caesar's policy towards local legal and religious traditions, see Ben Zeev 1998, 116, 
253. 

128. On the nomarch in the Ptolemaic period, see Thomas 1978, 187-194. 
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129. See Bagnall1976, 3-5 and Criscuolo 1978, 62 n. 4. 
130. On the evolution of the office of the strategos in relation to military kleruchs, see 

Bengtson 1952, III 15ff, 24ff. 
131. According to Samuel1966, 222, nomarchs and toparchs may have fulfilled similar 

functions, so that sometimes both nomarch and toparch were present, sometimes nei
ther. In addition, someone may have been called nomarch although his district may 
have had another designation, as the 'nomarchies' were not fixed administrative dis
tricts. The association of oikonomos and to parch is found as early as in the third cen
tury BC, see for instance P.Hib. II 240. According to Strabo XVII 1. 54 (820), the 
rebels in the Thebaid in 29 BC claimed that they had been 'wronged by the no
marchs'; possibly in this case the term simply indicated the 'authorities of the nome.' 

132. On liturgies, see Chapter 6. 
133. Hohlwein 1969, 92f, 103-126. On the judicial functions of the strategos, see Witt 1977. 
134. O.Medin.Habu Dem. 125, of around 1 BC. C£ Ricketts 1992, 280 nn. 28 and 29. 
135. C£ Mooren 1975, nos. 137 and 138 pp. 125-129; Bastianini and Whitehorne 1987, 

llO. 
136. lPhilae II 128, the trilingual stele commemorating Cornelius Gallus' victory over the 

rebellion, recorded the capture of the chiefs of the rebel cities, the centres of the ac
tivity of Kallimachos. C£ Strabo XVII 1.53 (819), Ricketts 1983, 100-102. 

137. SBV7951. 
138. P.Lond. II 256e (p. 96) = WChr. 344. 
139. = P.Olsson no. 15; White 1986, no. 78. 
140. Bengtson 1952, 253; Oertel 1965, 385f; Hohlwein 1969, 135. The tide of 

0TpaTTlY6t; Kat !::n:t 'tcDV n:pocr6ocov may be found in the Augustan period in: BGU 
IV ll88; BGUIV ll89; !.Cairo dem. 31093, BGUXVI 2586,2601, and 2662. 
There is only one post-Augustan reference, in P.Oxy. II 260 = M.Chr. 74 (AD 59). 

141. SB V 7787 =!.Fay. I 13.35; cf. Ricketts 1983, 84. Alston 2002, 200f analysed the di
achronic development of the official titulature in the inscriptions from the temple of 
Tentyra. Around AD 24, a strategos was still called by the Ptolemaic tide of n:Ev
TaKOO"t<ipoupot; (P.Lond. III 604 B 1. 240 p. 83). The general consensus is that this 
was a fossilised tide, without any official validity. 

142. C£ P.Ryl. II 149, 152, and P.Merton II 62. 
143. On Chaireas, see P.Oxy. II 244 (= ChLA III 206), 245 (= Sel.Pap. II 322), 291, 350, 

351 (= SBXII 10795), 353 (= CP]III 482). 
144. On Dionysodoros, see Parassoglou 1978, 19 and n. 29. 
145. The term of office of the Ptolemaic strategos could extend to twenty-five years; see 

Hohlwein 1969, 135. This is the case of the Ombite nome, where the same strategos 
is documented from 78 to 53 BC. The letter of Claudius to the Alexandrians in AD 
41 and the edict ofTiberius Julius Alexander of AD 68 refer to a three-year institu
tional term for strategia: see P.Lond. VI 1912.62ff (= CP] II 153) and OGIS II 
669.34ff. On the term of office of the strategos, see Chalon 1964, 181f and 
Whitehorne 1988b, GOO£ 

146. = P.Lond. II 256e p. 96. 
147. Tryphon appears in P.Col VIII 211.5, C. Julius Gratus occurs in the archive of 

Isidoros ofPsophthis at Philadelphia, which was discussed by Hanson 1997. C£ also 
Whitehorne 1981, 421-427; and Hohlwein 1969, 42f. 
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148. In BGU XIV 2369 of 57 BC, Paniskos is strategos and Heliodoros basilikos gramma
teus; in PP I 258 of 50/49 BC, Heliodoros has taken up the strategia. 

149. Whitehorne 1988, 602. On the basilikos grammateus c£ Kruse 2002. 
150. On the t]you!lEVOt; of the strategos, see P.Oxy. II 294.19f (AD 22); P.Lond II 256 p. 

96; Hohlwein 1969, 60£ 
151. C£ Strassi 1997, 20f n. 46, 40f£ 
152. On 1:6rrm and toparchies see WO I, pp. 428f£ The existence of'village' secretaries in 

the nome !lYJ'tporr6/cnc; is only an apparent contradiction, and derives from the 
Ptolemaic period, when outside the Greek cities there were nome capitals which must 
have been quite large, but did not have 'city' status; see Criscuolo 1978, 32 nn. 1-8. 

153. See Criscuolo 1978, 51£ In the late Ptolemaic BGUVIII 1859, the topogrammateus and 
the komogrammateus inspect some land for building purposes; in BGUVIII 1805 (64-44 
BC) the topogrammateus deals with the permission to build houses. In BGUXVI 2599 
of the Augustan period, three farmers petition the basilikos grammateus Theon because 
of irregularities in the survey and evaluation of their property on the part of Zenon, pos
sibly the topogrammateus, in collusion with another official, probably the komogramma
teus (to be read in 1. 14). In the seed corn documents published in BGUXVI (2560, 
2561, 2563, 2565, 2570, 2572 of8/7, 6/5 or 3/2 BC), the toparch and katasporeus order 
the sitologoi to measure out to the public farmers the annual state loan of seed grain, ac
cording to the topographical indications of the plots given by the komogrammateus of 
each village. In BGUXVI 2596 of 13/12 BC, the topogrammateis kai komogrammateis 
draw up a summary seed repon for the basilikos grammateus. Topo- and komogrammateis 
were also involved in the operations necessary to the sale of state land to private individ
uals through the agency of the idios logos (see for instance P.Oxy. IX 1188 and XX2277 
of AD 13). The komogrammateus could be held responsible for shonfalls, as is shown in 
BGUXVI 2639 of 10/9 BC, where he was imprisoned with two defaulting taxpayers. 
On the involvement of these officials in the handling of census returns, declarations of 
binh, death etc., see Chapter 7. 

154. In the Augustan period we also find the expression b rrap<i referred to other officials, 
such as the strategos or the basilikos grammateus, see Criscuolo 1978, 9lf; Oates 
1995a, 114£ 

155. The association of the tides 'tOITOYP<X!l!lCX'tE1Jt; KCI.t KCD!lOYP<X!l!lCI.'tEUt; is docu
mented as early as the second century BC: see for instance P.Tebt. I 26 (cf. WChr. 
330), 27 (c£ WChr. 331), 72, III/2 902 and 903, UPZ I 110 (c£ CP] I 132), 
P.Tor.Choach. 12.4, and O.]oach. 13.8 (= SB III 6924). For early attestations in the 
Roman period, see P.Oxy. II 251, 252 and 254 of AD 19/20. As concerns the dura
tion of the term of office, Menches was the komogrammateus of Kerkeosiris for at 
least nine years from 120 to 111 BC, and Kallias served as topogrammateus and ko
mogrammateus of Ombos for at least twenty years in the early first century BC. Cf. 
Criscuolo 1978, 26f. 

156. See P.Mich. X 580.1-2 comm. (AD 19/20). 
157. C£ PUG I 12 (c£ BL 7, 24); P.Oxy. LXV 4478 and P.Oxy. XLIX 3510 = C.P.Gr. II 

15; see BL 8, 271. 
158. Tomsin 1952, 124f. 
159. It appears that they were linked in some way to the group of the village 

Eucr;cfU.tOVEt;, but the documents are too scarce to establish a precise relationship 
between the two; c£ Tomsin 1952, 524; on EU<JX,iU.LOVEt;, see Lewis 1993. 
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160. Tomsin 1952, 99, 124£ 469f. 
161. The earliest occurrences of npEcrf3U'tEpot come from the Ptolemaic period. 

P.Zen.Pestman 38.13 of 253 BC refers to the land of the npmJ3u1:EpOt. In UPZ II 
157.2.21 (242/241 BC) we find npEcrf3U'tEpot guarding the canals; in P.Tebt. I 13 V.5 
npmJ3u1:EpOl of the farmers (cf. P.Tebt. IV 1140 and BL 11, 284); in P.Miinch. III 
49.2 = P.Polit.Iud. 20.2, cf. also 6.12 and 19.1 (second century BC, Herakleopolis) 
np£crj31YC£pot of the Jews. Tomsin 1952, 126 thought that earliest occurrence of the 
designation npEcrf3U'tEpOt 1:ijc; KcD!lT]t; was BGUVIII 1829.7 of the late Ptolemaic 
period. However, P.Enteux. 22.14 of218 BC and P.Amh. II 30.23f (W.Chr. 9) of the 
second century BC mention npEcrf3U'tEpot EK 1:ijc; KcD!lT]t;. On the relationship be
tween ljyoU!lEVOt and 1CpEcrf3U'tEpOl, seeTomsin 1952,516,523-526. 

162. Cf. Bagnall1977, 68; Lewis 1995, 302. 
163. Cf. the centurion in P.Oslo II 30.2 of 20 BC; see Bagnall 1997, 506 and Chapter 3. 

On imperial quarries, see Cockle 1996. 
164. Cf. some Ptolemaic ETCtO"'tcX'tat ql'lJACXKt 'tcDV in P.Petr. III 128.1,2 and 130 (third 

century BC); BGUVI 1252.33 (second century BC); an £mcr'tcX'tT]t; Kat apxupu
AaKhT]c; in P.Mich. XV 688.1 (second or first century BC), BGUVIII 1854.20 of 
45/44 BC, and SB XVI 12524 of 17 BC. Cf. also the apxupu/caKi 'tT]t; in P.Heid. II 
217 of 2 BC, and SB XIV 11264 of 6 BC, an order of transfer of two arrested peo
ple which was addressed from Artemidoros to the apxupu/caKi 'tT]t; of an Arsinoite 
village. Artemidoros might have been the same as the apxuStKacrTf]c; who is docu
mented in the years 15-5 BC. 

165. Athenodoros appears as epistates in BGUXVI 2600.10, 2602.2, 2606.1, 2613.2f 
(15/14 BC), 2637.14 (3/2 BC), 2657.2, 25. From around 14/13 BC he was also 
dioiketes (BGU XVI 2602 passim), and he held this post until at least 3 BC (BGU 
XVI 2646.44). 

166. A certain Heras appears in BGUXVI 2613.2f. 
167. Cordus: P.Lond. II 354.9 pp. 163-5, CPR XV 15.11 of4 BC (cf. BL 9, 130); C. Julius 

(Pholos?): SB XVIII 13087.1f of 4 BC (cf. BL 9, 297). Perhaps he was a relative to 
the C. Julius Pholos attested in AD 39/40 at Euhemeria. Q. Pacillius Euxinus: 
P.Princ. II 23.1. Alkibiades: cf. SBVI 9150, Nielsen and Warp 2000, 173-176; the 
date to the late fifth century AD is probably a misprint; in fact, the document explic
itly refers to a date in AD 5 (II. 12, 16). 

168. Sarapion: P.Ryl. II 125, 127, 128, P. Lond. III 895 pp. 129f, SB XX 15182; cf. also 
P.Tebt. II 476 (descr.) of AD 30 from Tebtunis. Athenodoros: P.Ryl. II 130, 132. 
Errius Priscus: P. Ryl. II 134, 136, 137, 139, and 140. Athenodoros: P.Ryl. II 145. C. 
Julius Pholos: P.Lond. III 1218 pp. 130f, P.Ryl. II 148, 150, 151, and SBXIV 11275. 
Ti. Claudius Philoxenos: P.Ryl. II 152. 

169. An archephodos called Theon features in BGUIV 1060.33 from Alexandria, in 14 
BC; ephodoi are the addressees of the order to arrest SB XVIII 138 54 of the first cen
tury BC (cf. BL 9, 306). 

170. BGUXVI 2646.18f (3 BC) refers to the machairophoroi of the dioiketes and to soldiers 
of the prefect; BGUXVI 2671.25 refers to the machairophoroi of the epistrategos Teiron 
(i.e. Tiro?); machairophoroi were involved in the tax collection in BGUXVI 2603.12, 16; 
2639.9f (10/9 BC), while in BGUXVI 2656.10£ a machairophoros carried an order con
cerning a delivery of oil. On the supervision of the transport of grain, a liturgy by the 
reign ofTrajan, see Sijpesteijn 1993, 128. 
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171. Cf. BL 8, 43. 
172. On machairophoroi see P.Vind. Worp 12.10 n., pp. 123f; a comparison with lictores or 

apparitoreswas made by Aubert 1987, 127 n. 6, 129-131. 
173. Cf. CPR XV passim; SB X 10308 (AD 11), SB I 5238, 5239, 5954 (AD 15). 
174. The centurions Caius Passer (P.Oxy. XIX 2234, AD 31; see BL 10, 247), C. Trebius 

Justus (P.Ryl. II 141, AD 37); and Q. Fabius Fabullus (PSI XIII 1356, of the first cen
tury AD) appear as the addressees of petitions. 

175. Imperial freedmen and slaves were present not only in Egypt, but also in other impe
rial provinces. On the question whether freedmen might have had procuratorial ju
risdiction, and on the interpretation ofTac. Ann. XII 60, see Millar 1964a, 180-187 
and 1965, 362-367; Brunt 1990, 163-187; and Boulvert 1970,374-419. 

176. Bowman 1996, 351f. 
177. Syria and Judaea had an administrative system based on toparchies, Thrace on strate

gies. This system continued in Judaea after the Roman annexation in AD 6, see 
Schiirer 1973-87, II, 190-196; Criscuolo 1978, 62 n.4; Cotton 1999, 81-89. 

178. According to Ricketts 1983, 99f, the declaration of fidelity to Octavian of the tem
ple lamplighters of Oxyrhynchus (P.Oxy. XII 1453 of 30 BC) may be compared with 
other oaths Octavian also in Italy, to secure his power at different stages of his prin
cipate. 

179. Oates 1995a, 115. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER FIVE 

1. Lintott 1993, 56. 
2. For a full discussion of this document, see Birks, Rodger and Richardson 1984. 
3. Cf. Lintott 1993, 156-158. 
4. Cf. Lintott 1993, 155-158. 
5. Arjava 1996, 264f. 
6. On the edicts of the provincial governors, see De Martino 197411975, 819-821; on the 

characteristic features of the edicts of the prefects of Egypt, see De Martino 197 4/1975, 
861-863 and Katzoff 1982. The most recent collection of edicts of the prefects of Egypt 
is Purpura 1992. On the official handling of petitions see Haensch 1994. 

7. According to Meleze-Modrzejewski 1970, 338-340, 346, article 29 of the Gnomon 

indicates that the Roman laws on marriage and manumission were applied also in 
Egypt; on these laws see Riccobono 1950, 24f, 86-89. Articles 22, 23 and 24 of the 
Gnomon were regarded by Meleze-Modrzejewski 1970, 338 n. 135 as the applica
tion of Roman (post-Augustan) senatus consulta. On the contrary, Rathbone 1993, 
101 thought that the majority of the norms in the Gnomon concerning marriage de
rived from the Ptolemaic period. 

8. Cf. Taubenschlag 1955, 36-55. For the theory that Roman law was a superficial 
phenomenon until the end of the Byzantine period, see Wolff 197 4, 104. 

9. Cf. Meleze-Modrzejewski 1970, 344, 367. 
10. For a discussion of these documents see Amelotti 2001; see also C. OrdPtol. pp. 

269-272. 
11. Cf. Lewis 1970, 6 = 1995, 141; 1984, 1083 = 1995, 304; Bowman and Rathbone 

1992. On the introduction of Roman law as a gradual process see Bowman 1996, 
693. 
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12. See Meleze-Modrzejewski 1970, 326; on the inferior status of Egyptians, see Jos. C. 
Ap. II 4.41; Pliny Ep. X 6 [22]; Tac. Hist. I 11. 

13. See Amelotti 2001 and Migliardi Zingale 2001. 
14. P.Lond. VI 1912.58f = CP]II 153. 
15. Some references to royal ordinances in katoikic cessions of the Roman period are: PSI 

X 1118 (AD 25/26); P.Ryl. II 159 and PSI VIII 897; with reference to a forced lease 
ofland inP.Giss. I 4.9fofAD 118 (= WChr. 351 + BL 6, 42). 

16. P.Mil. Vogl. II 81.7, republished as P.Kron. 1. 
17. C£ SBVI 9016.14£ 
18. C£ P.Vind.Tandem 1; Migliardi Zingale 2001, 507 n. 44. C£ also the ordinances of 

Ptolemy Philadelphos about military matters in C.Ord.Ptol. 5-10. 
19. As pointed out in the first edition of part of this document in P.Vind. Worp 2. Further 

discussion and bibliography may be found in the introduction to P.Wash. Univ. II 77. 
20. Dig. N 9.3 and XIX 2.15.1. Similar formulas may be found in BGUN 1050, 1059, 

1098, and 1184 of the Augustan period. Cf. P.Koln III 147 introduction. On con
tracts of misthoprasia, see Rathbone (forthcoming). 

21. See Meleze-Modrzejewski 1970, 330£ 
22. See, above all, the evidence of a 'Demotic Legal Code' in P.Oxy. XLVI 3285 of the 

second half of the second century AD. On the survival or the demise of Demotic doc
uments see Lewis 1995, 351-356 and 2001, 179-181. A list of Greek subscriptions 
to Demotic contracts is given by Messeri and Pintaudi in P.Harrauer 32 (a contract 
for sale of a house at Soknopaiou Nesos of8 BC). For some discussion of the evidence 
of Demotic tax-receipts under Augustus, see Tait 2001. 

23. See Meleze-Modzejewski 1970, 336. 
24. OGISII669.15£ 
25. C£ Chalon 1964, 115-119 on the execution of debts, and 137-143 on protopraxia. 
26. The technical phrase in Greek is KCX'tcX 'tcX PCOJ.lCI.lCOV £8T], in P.Freib. II 8.4f = SB 

III 6291 (AD 143). 
27. C£ Arjava 1996, 118£ 
28. Arjava 1996, 167. 
29. C£ Arjava 1996, 118-121, 184£ 
30. A possible reconstruction of the events may be that Vibidius ordered his slave Ruphio 

to take all legal precautions in order to block Haemon, who had run away with some 
documents. On the juridicial personaliry of slaves, see Aubert 1994, 43-45 and n. 21. 

31. Bagnall 1976, 7; Bowman 1976, 163 and 1996, 693. On the judicial powers of the 
strategos, see Witt 1977. 

32. See Fraser 1972, 113. On laokritai and chrematistai in the Ptolemaic period, see 
Meleze-Modrzejewski 1970; Aly 1995, 1lff, 30f£ On the Alexandrian tribunals see 
Chapter 4. 

33. C£ Lewis 1970, 6 = 1995, 141; 1984, 1083 = 1995, 304; Bowman 1996, 692£ 
34. On the functioning and the evidence of the prefect's conventus see Chapter 4. 
35. Calabi 1952,419. 
36. Foti Talamanca 1979, 10f suggested that the laokritai may have disappeared in the late 

Ptolemaic period, as there is no direct evidence for them after the second century BC. 
37. Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 117 n. 58. 
38. Coles 1966, 9. 
39. C£ Dio LV7.6, Coles 1966, 10 n. 2. 
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40. However, according to Coles 1966, 13 and 19, there is no good evidence for Greek 
shorthand writing before the end of the first century AD. The papyrological refer
ences to notarii, shorthand writers, are post-Augustan only. 

41. = MChr. 79 = Sel.Pap. II 257 = C.P.Gr. I 19. 
42. Cf. Bowman 1996, 692f. 
43. SB XX 14085. The document lists people condemned in different years tnt 'tOU 

a'lnou Kopvrm(A.iou) (cf.ll. I.8, ILl, 5, 7). On the possibility that Cornelius might 
have been the prefect, see Appendix 1. 

44. See Galsterer 1996, 412f. 
45. Cf. Arjava 1996, 191. 
46. The technical phrase is dialogismos kai dikaiodosia, on which see Chapter 47. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER SIX 

1. See Mitchell1993, 98. 
2. On the origin of the process of municipalisation and its full development after the 

reforms by Diocletian see Jones 1983, 316, 327, 336f, 341f. 
3. Mitchell1993, 80. 
4. Bagnall1976, 7f, Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 119f. 
5. PSIX 1160 = CP]II 150 dating probably from the 20s BC, on which see Delia 

1991, 115-124. On this problem see also Dio LI 17 .12. The lack of boule is men
tioned in Claudius' letter to the Alexandrians, P.Lond. VI 1912 = CP] II 153 (AD 
41). See Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 118f. 

6. On the prohibition to senators and prominent equites from entering Egypt, see Tac. 
Ann. II 59; Dio LI 17 .2. Delia 1991, 69 suggested that Augustus, rather than Nero, 
may have renamed some Alexandrian tribes and demes, although the Ptolemaic or
ganization in tribes and demes was continued after 30 BC. 

7. On the process of municipalisation in Italy, see De Martino 197 4-1975, Chapter 
XXVII p. 703; for the provinces, see Ch. XXVIII p. 745. 

8. Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 121; on village gymnasia see Zucker 1930/31. 
9. See P.Lond. II, pp. 163-165. 

10. At Oxyrhynchus, the register of temple expenditures in P.Oxy. VIII 1143.3f mentions 
offerings to the prefect and to one or more gymnasiarchs in the Augustan period (cf. 
BL 9, 183). A gymnasiarch called Ptollas is mentioned in P.Amst. I 89.8 of AD 3 (+ 
BL 8, 8); another gymnasiarch occurs in P.Oxy. LXVII 4582, a petition ofbeekepers 
of AD 16; but there is no reason to suppose that he was gymnasiarch in a village rather 
than in the metropolis, as gymnasiarchs could travel from the metropolis to the villages 
to perform various tasks. 

11. On the archive ofisidoros, see Hanson 1984 and 1997,417-421. 
12. Hagedorn forthcoming. 
13. Philoxenos: WChr. 176 (60-64 AD); Papiskos: P.Oxy. II 246 = WChr. 247 (AD 66); 

see Bastianini and Whitehorne 1987, 88. On the Alexandrian kosmetes, see Delia 
1991, 101. 

14. On Gaius Julius Asklas see P.Ryl. II 149.4 and P.Mert. I 11.2-4. Cf. Fraser 1972, 97 
and nn. 31f. On the exegetes see also Chapter 4. 

15. In P.Ryl. II 118.2 (16/15 BC), a certain Ischyrion writes a petition to the exegetes 
Asklepiades, with reference to some land near a village in the Arsinoite nome. In SB 
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XX 14085 ii.4, of either 12 BC or AD 32, a certain Arnmonios is defined as former 
exegetes, possibly of the Arsinoite nome; a certain Dionysios is exegetes at 
Oxyrhynchus in P.Oslo II 26.15f of 5/4 BC; in P.Ryl. II 94 of the reign ofTiberius, 
the president of the guild of the weavers of Euhemeria in the Arsinoite nome ad
dresses a petition to Heron, the cheiristes of the exegetes Sotas. It is however not guar
anteed that in this case (nor in the previous ones), the exegetes was in the village where 
the petition was written, and indeed, he might have travelled to the village although 
he resided at Ptolemais Euergetis. 

16. P. Rainer SN 172; Hagedorn forthcoming. However, Alexandrian officials used to take 
up state offices in the chora from the Ptolemaic period. See Fraser 1972, 96£ 

17. On the agoranomos at Alexandria, Oxyrhynchus and in Greek cities outside Egypt, c£ 
Delia 1991, 100; Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 123; Alston 2002, 190£ 

18. See the results of a search for agoranomos in the DDBDP. A college of agoranomoi in 
Alexandria is mentioned in the sales of slaves BGU IV 1128 of 14 BC and BGU IV 
1114 of5/4 BC. 

19. The ayopav6~oc; is often called ~vT]~o)V, but it is unclear whether the ~VT]~CDVElOV 
and the ayopavq.tEtOV were one and the same office. See Raschke 1974, 349-354; 
Alston 2002, 191. 

20. C£ Hagedornforthcoming. 
21. On the classification of the people according to social status see Chapter 7. 
22. Cotton 1999, 82-89 compared the Judaean system, based on toparchies and capital 

villages called ~T]'tpOKCD~tat, with the Egyptian system of names and metropoleis. 
The capital villages of the Judaean toparchy had an independent administration, 
complete with komogrammateis, agoranomoi, judicial courts, and Roman centurions, 
and behaved like the Greek poleis or the metropoleis of Egypt. It was only under 
Severus that the Judaean ~T]'tpOKCD~tat (like the Egyptian metropoleis) were granted 
the official status of poleis. 

23. On the classical origin of liturgies and the facets of the term, see Lewis 1960 and 
1965. 

24. See Oertel19652, 2f; Bagnall1971, 356-362; Lewis 1995, 143; Thomas 1983,39. 
25. C£ Lewis 1997. 
26. Thomas 1983, 39 with reference to Wilcken 1912, 340£ 
27. Thomas 1983, 35-41. 
28. Lewis 1960, 175-184; 1965, 227-230. 
29. Thomas 1983, 36. 
30. C£ P.Cair.Zenon II 59042 introd. (257 BC), III 59323.16 (250/49 BC), and P.Tebt. 

I 5.178-181 (= C.Ord.Ptol. 53). 
31. Ptolemy III Euergetes' laws, P.Tebt. I 5.178ff (= C. Ord.Ptol. 53), defend the right of 

the strategos to press the katoikoi into 'private' liturgies, t'tc; AEl 'tOUpyEtac; 't81ac;. 
C. Ord.Ptol. 54.17f concerns the right of the katoikoi not to be pressed into liturgies 
other than the 'katoikic' ones: Kat !::n:£1 'ttVEt; E~T](09£VT]0K6't£t;) ~i] 

~£'tai3£1311(K6'tac;) he; 1:i]v Ka('tOtKtav) ~i] n:Epwn:ao-9at t'tc; !::1:i':pac; 
A£noupy1ac; n:A.i]v 'tcDV KCX('tOtKtKcDV). For a survey of the Ptolemaic liturgies, see 
Taubenschlag 19552, 614-616. According to Oertel 19652, 58, these were excep
tional measures. 

32. The late-Ptolemaic evidence for compulsory services is doubtful, and according to 
Oertel 19652, 58, these were exceptional measures, not permanent posts. BGUX 
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1932.3 of the late second century BC mentions A£t 'tOUpyoi in Herakleopolis; here 
the term means probably 'workers.' BGUIV 1190.5-7 of the first century BC cites 
some people -rae; xpEiac; JC<XPEXO!lEVOUt; EV 'AA.E~av8pEiat, <JH<XPXOU!lEVOUt; 8£ 
£nt -rou 'HpaKAEOJCOAt'rOU; the same expression is referred to soldiers in BGUVIII 

1747.11. CPRVI 77 Fr. B26 mentions noA.ntK<:ilv A,n-roupyioov. BGUVIII 1774.1 
of the first century BC is addressed to -rotc; £nt XPElcDV 'rE'r<XY!lEVOlt;, although this 
probably indicated 'the authorities' in general. BGUXIV 2421.3 and 2422.7 of the 
first century BC mention the term xpEia in a military context. P.Oxy. IV 792 (descr.) 
of the first century BC, and possibly of the Augustan period, mentions payments to 
A£1 'tOUpyoi, which may have indicated workers in general. 

33. Thomas 1982, 100 n. 40; 1983, 37. Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 116f, however, 
pointed out that there is no evidence for popular election (i.e. election by the demos) 

of ciry magistrates in the Ptolemaic period, and that the long terms of office of the 
Ptolemaic officials tell against the theory of the popular election. 

34. Oertel19652, 61; Thomas 1983, 37; Lewis 1972, 61f and 1982. According to Lewis, 
the earliest certain example ofliturgic arche seems to be P.Ryl. II 77 of AD 192 (cf. 
Sel.Pap. II 241; BL 2.2, 113), a record of proceedings from Hermopolis; however, ac
cording to Jones 1983, 320f and n. 30 p. 482, at this date candidature for office was, 
at least in form, voluntary. The latter view seems unlikely to me; however, the ques
tion is still open. On archai see also Jones 1983, 317f. 

35. Philo Place. 131, trans!. Loeb; cf. Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 116. 
36. Lewis 1982, 51. 
37. See Hohlwein 1969, 12-19. According to Lewis 1982, 84, the strategos was a key fig

ure in the control of liturgies in villages, metropoleis and nome. On the strategia, see 
also Whitehorne 1981, Bastianini 1972, Forzano 1997, and Chapter 4. 

38. Cf. Lewis 1982, 64. 
39. On this document see also BL 8, 49. 
40. See Thomas 1983, 38. 
41. OGISII 669.34; see Chalon 1964, 165-170. 
42. See Thomas 1983, 38. 
43. BGUII 628 verso II= WChr. 462; CPL 103; Daris 1964, no. 100; CILXVI app. no. 

10 = ChLAX416. 

44. The incipit of ChLA X 416 reads; [.J cum Manius Valens ueteram;ts ex: [ }ter recitassent 

partem edirti hoc quod inft.a scriptum est . .. This document was discussed by Millar 
1983, 85. 

45. Cf. ChLA X 416.10f optimo iure oNimaq[u}e legis (iue,s romani ~int immunes ,st;tnto 

libe~i,s[unto mi}litiae 71J1f7Jeribusque publicis /!f[ngend}i uocat[i}o (= uacatio); ll. 19-22 
ne[que} magistr[at}us ce~e[ros} neque laegatum [n}rque procuratorem [ne}que en:zptorem 

.tfri}butorum esse place neq(ue) [}in domo eorum divqtendi em[a}ndiq(ue) · causamque 

[ab} ea quem detuci pl;tce. See Millar 1992, 85; Lewis 1982, 91f. BGUI 180 (= WChr. 

396, Sel.Pap. II 285; cf. BL 9, 17) of AD 172 is a petition of a veteran from Karanis 
mentioning a period of five years after discharge in which veterans were free from 
liturgy. The technical term used here is cwanaumc;, the equivalent of the Latin va

catio. SB XIV 11346.20f is a fragmentary edict from the reign of Claudius that men
tions a]TCOAUO!lEVCDV a-rpau[oo-roov . . . ]v A,noup[y]iav. On the veterans' 
exemption from liturgies for five years, see Lesquier 1918, 338. 

edirti 



Notes to Chapter Six 211 

46. According to Augustus' third Cyrene Edict: 'if any in the Cyrenaic province have been 
honoured with (Roman) citizenship, they by my order are none the less to perform 
public services as Hellenes with <their patrimonies> and their persons (AEt'toupyEtV 
<XP1l!lacrt Kab crcbwxu, II. 57 f), except those to whom by law or serratus consul
tum upon the decision of my father or upon my decision immunity has been granted 
along with citizenship. Even these to whom immunity has been granted are without 
obligation (to the cities) on that property which they rightfully held at that time; on 
subsequent acquisitions they are to pay the going rate'; translation by Oliver and 
Clinton 1989, no. 10 p. 47; for literature on the Cyrene Edicts of Augustus, see 
Oliver and Clinton 1989, 40f. 

47. On the liturgy of guardianship, see Lewis 1982 s.v. !::n:hpon:oc; (&.<(JT]Al Kcov). 
48. PSI X 1160.11-14 = CP] II 150 111l1:E EU8E1:6c; 'ttc; oov <(JEDYTlt 1:Tjv n:a'tpU5oc; 

Un:T]pEcrtav. The dating of this document is uncertain; it was assigned to the 20s BC 
because the emperor is called simply 'Caesar'. On this document see further bibliog
raphy and corrections in BL Konkordanz 235; BL 8, 408; 9, 320; 11, 250. 

49. See Chalon 1964, 167 and Thomas 1983, 39. 
50. See Chapter 9. 
51. The term praktoreia is documented from the Ptolemaic period. The earliest evidence 

of this term in the Roman period seems to be P.IFAO II 2.6 (a letter of Sarapion to 
Athenodoros of 14 BC; this document might possibly be connected with the archive 
of Athenodoros that was published in BGUXVI). The first indication of compulsory 
praktoreia is the petition to Ti. Claudius Balbillus from some n:paK'tOpEc; 
A.aoypa¢1ac; who claim to Ktv8uvEu£tv, and 8t'acr9i:vnav n:poA.tn:Etv 'tTJV n:paK
'tOpEiav· SB IV 7462.13, 15 (AD 55/56). According to Lewis, 1982, 44£ the first se
cure attestation of liturgic praktoreia is in PSI I 56 of AD 106. 

52. C£ II. 24-26 !::av cru 9i:A.nc; E[tcr]EA9EtV Etc; n:paK'tOp(Eiav) cruv Xatpi:q. 
Etcri:A.enc;, Et 8£ !l[f]] yE, cru A,aJ3nc; 'tOn:apxiav Kat 'tEAEcrac; EtCYEA9E. On this 
document, see further comments by Rathbone 1991b, 205; see BL 9, 205; 10, 155. 

53. In I. 19 the writer orders to find a ]amav6c;, 'iva !lll apyfl; the verb apyEtV was the 
opposite ofAEt'toupyEtV. C£ Rea's commentary to II. 24f and II. 37-42. 

54. This document was discussed byThomas 1983, 39; c£ BL 7, 114; 8. 216. On 're
leased farmers', see Chapter 8. 

55. C£ Chapter 7. 
56. P.Oxy. XLVI 3273 of uncertain date (cf. pl. 2). Thomas 1980, 316f thought it likely 

that the sitologia was already a liturgy at this time. On the role of the epistrategos in 
the Augustan period, see Chapter 4. 

57. The person liable to liturgy is described as Eun:opoc; Kat EU9E'tOUV'tOc; Etc; 'tTJV 
XPEiav; the other as a9E'toc; Kat n:[E]vtxp6c;. See Lewis 1986, 125-127; c£ Thomas 
1983, 39. The term a9E'tEtV is used with general meaning in SBV 8974 Fr. 3 2.31 
(first century BC); the status of 6.9hT]crtV Kat aKupcocnv is mentioned in P.Mil I 
7.24 (AD 38) and P.Erl. 59.13 (first century BC). 

58. See the expressions n:pocrayyEA!la 'tcDV en 'tOA6ycov and ava8i:8EK'tat 'AKoucnA.ac; 
inPSIVIII 968.9f and 17f of the first century BC. An early list of sitologoi is preserved 
in P.Oxy. N 833 (descr.) of around AD 1. From later evidence we know that the 
names of the liturgists and their financial standing were listed alphabetically in regis
ters called 8tacr'tpcOJ.lCI.'W.; see Wilcken 1912, 90-93, Hohlwein 1969, 137£ 
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59. Cf. II. 24f: 1:(\> an:o8nx8Tl00!.lEVCOl Tijt; KcO!.lllt; Ol]!.lOolCO 0l'tOA6yco. The verb 
cmo8EiKV'll!.lt belongs to the vocabulary ofliturgy; see Lewis 1982, 59. On this doc
ument (to be republished in SBXXIV) see BL 3, 256; 5, 9; 6, 9; 11, 14. 

60. P.Strasb. VIII 762, and BL 8, 431. 
61. On sitologoi and phorologoi see Chapter 9. See also the group of documents from the 

Arsinoite mentioning the public sitologos Akousilaos: P.Lond. II 256 D5 (pp. 97f) of 
AD 11112, P.Vind. Tandem 9.2.12 (AD 11/12), P.Wash. Univ. I 50 2 20 (first century 
BC), SBVI 9223.6 (2 BC). In SBVI 9050 1.21 (first/second century AD) two broth
ers serving as sitologoi ask that one of them is exempted from this liturgy. 

62. Neither Zosimos nor Ptolemaios are listed in Bastianini and Whitehorne 1987. The 
reading MEV<EA>m::1 'tl]V in II. Sf is uncertain, and could be turned into Mt:v¢E1 'tl]V 
or, perhaps, to a completely different word that defined the position of Ptolemaios. 
On assistants and substitutes to liturgists, see Lewis 1982, 109. See also P.Oxy. 
XXXVI 2769 (AD 242), an agreement concerning substitution in sitologia. On in
terim strategoi see Eliassen-De Kat 1979, 116-123, esp. 121, with reference to SB I 
5238 of AD 12, where a certain Diophantos replaces Dionysodoros, strategos of the 
Arsinoite. This may be one of the earliest known pieces of evidence concerning the 
substitution of a strategos. 

63. Lewis 1982, 109 n. 86. The Un:T]pEcrta 0'tpa'tl]Yl KTJ is cited by Lewis 1982, 50 as 
first attested as a liturgy in AD 133/134. The verb indicating the action of taking 
up an office here is ~.tE8t0'tl]!.ll, later KCX8t0'tTU.U (per se not evidence of liturgy, 
according to Lewis 1982, 61). A full treatment of hyperetai may be found in Strassi 
1996. 

64. Lewis 1995, 114 pointed out that, naturally, there could have been exceptions to this 
rule. 

65. OGIS I 179.9f (Arsinoite, 95/94 BC) mentioned 'tcDV un:acrxoA.O'll!.lEVCOV EV 'ttl 
OtKOVO!.llCXt. 

66. See Lewis 1982, 32. 
67. See Strassi 1996, 40-47 on the hyperetai of the strategos. The earliest secure items of 

evidence that the hyperetes of the strategos was liturgical are the oaths of incoming hy
peretai in P.Oxy. I 82 and P.Oxy. XXXVI 2764 of the third century AD. 

68. See Thomas 1983, 39 with reference to Wilcken 1912, 340f. 
69. Cf. Chapter 9. 
70. See Thomas 1983, 37 with reference to Wilcken 1912, 277f, and Poethke 1969, 

30-34. 
71. On the communal responsibility of the villagers, see BGUVIII 1779.17ff (51/50 

BC; cf. BL 11, 28f); 1815.17ff (61/60 BC); on the village and guild solidarity in 
the Ptolemaic period, see Preaux 1939, 509-514 and Chapter 9. Wallace 1938a, 
20-22 thought that epibole and epimerismos were all introduced under Roman rule, 
while Preaux 1939, 508 showed that the epibole, that is, the compulsory assignment 
ofland to the villagers, existed from the Ptolemaic period ( cf. P. Tebt. III 734 of 141 
BC; cf. P.Tebt. III/2 1004). The epithema, an additional assignment ofland to pub
lic farmers, occurs in P.Tebt. II 576 R of 14/13 BC (cf. Wallace 1938a, 26; BL 9, 
357). 

72. The earliest penthemeros certificate seems to be the Arsinoite P.Bon. 31 of AD 44/45. 
On these documents, see Sijpesteijn 1964; Foraboschi 1970, 123-130; Sijpesteijn 
1986a and 1986b; Hagedorn 1988a, 201ff.; Abd-El Ghany 1990, 107f. 
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73. Wallace 1938a, 140f. See for instance BGUIV 1198.17-20 (5/4 BC), where the 
priests of Herakleopolis state to have paid the laographia and the chomatikon. See 
Chapter 9. 

74. WO I pp. 336ff. However, Preaux 1939, 398 rejected the idea that chomatikon was a 
compensation for work, as it is impossible to prove it, and Wallace 1938a, 140-143 
and 421 n. 38 remarked that this liturgy had different characteristics in different areas 
of Egypt. Furthermore, it is likely that, as Glare suggested in 1993, the payment of 
chomatikon instead of the actual dike work was confined to privileged categories of 
people. 

75. Foraboschi 1970. See Chapter 9. 
76. SB XVI 12312 = BGUXVI 2590. 
77. = CP]III 457a. 
78. Cf. Lewis 1982, 133 B. 
79. Cf. BL 8, 42. 
80. P.Mich. V 349. 
81. Lewis 1982, 74-76. Thomas 1983, 36. 
82. Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 11 Of. 
83. SB V 7530.16f of either 38 or 16/15 BC (see BL 8, 328) preserves the earliest known 

occurrence of the term aporoi. The expression !::v arr6pou; l;ryt:fpoo rr6pov could in
dicate that the writer was about to make a search in an official list, although Schubart 
considered it as a metaphor, in the sense of 'I shall find a way in a difficult situation'. 
Schubart convincingly interpreted the expression OUK EXWV E'tEpov rr6pov 1:ijc; 
1:0'\noov arrE[pyaoiac;] in BGUVIII 1856.8f of the first century BC in the same 
metaphorical way. 

84. P.Ryl. II 118.10 K<X'tcX <fJUA<XKTJV ou8i:va <iAAOV rr6pov EXOJ.!EV; in line 7 J.!TJ 
't0XUOV't£t; is also similar to the technical term a08Y]VEtV, which is found later in 
liturgical contexts. 

85. P.Oxy. II 252.10f(= WChr. 215); 253.19. Cf. also P.Oxy. II 251.22 of AD 44. Cf. BL 
6, 96; 7, 129. 

86. On official archives in Egypt see Cockle 1984, Burkhalter 1990. Rostovtzeff 19942, 
133f, 192. WO I p. 507 connected the poros with the occurrences of the verb 
urrapxnv, 'to belong'. However, this verb appears to have indicated private property 
ofland and of immovable goods in the Ptolemaic period too. Cf. Chapter 7 on the 
census. 

87. The earliest mention of £U8£'t0t; occurs in the Boule-Papyrus PSIX 1160.13f (= CP] 
II 153): J.!l'j't£ £U8£'t6t; 'tlt; wv <jJEUYYJt 'tTJV 1:ijc; rra1:pi8oc; UITY]pwiav. See also the 
expression £Urr6pou Kat EU8£'tOUV'tOt; [t'tc; 1:i]]v XPEtav in P.Oxy. XLVI 3273.6f of 
the early Roman period. The Boule-Papyrus also contains the expression 
rrpoxnpii;E'tat 'tOUt; !::m 'tY]OEiouc;, which was later technical terminology relating to 
liturgies. The term av£m 'tijOEtOt occurs in the Postumus-papyrus published by 
Balconi 1993 and 1994, which was assigned to the 50s BC. The designation 
£UOXf]l..tOV£~ was an unofficial one, according to Lewis 1993, 1 06f. 

88. BGUVIII 1773.13 (59/58 BC) refers to physical weakness, 000J.!<X'ttKi] ao8i:vna, 
but in 1833.9 (51/50 BC) this term could mean 'financial exhaustion'; 1835.9f(after 
51/50 BC) refers to financial ao8i:vnav; 1850.16 (48-46 BC) mentions the confis
cation of a katoikic kleros because of ao8i:vna, which probably means the inability 
to pay the taxes on the land. In PSIX 1160.6 one of the tasks of the Alexandrian boule 
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should beo-uvt:mo-xuav 1:o'ic; c'w8t:vofut. P.Graux. I 2.11fofAD 55/56(= SBV7462 
= SeLPap. II 281), a petition to the prefect Ti. Claudius Balbillus by six poll-tax collec
tors, reports that DlCX 'tOVtO KtVDUVEUElV T]~ac; 81 CW8EVElCXV TCpOAlTCElV 'ti]V rcpaK
'tOpElCXV 'for this reason there is a danger that we may abandon our duties as collectors 
because of impoverishment' (I report the translation by Hanson 1988, 275). 

89. The second earliest instance is P.Corn. I 24 of AD 56, cited by Thomas 1983, 39 n.42. 
90. See P.Oxy. II 252 and 253 passim, and P. Mich. X 580. 
91. On this tax, see Chapter 9. Lewis reported the mention of anachoresis in the census 

declaration BGUII 447 of AD 175, although he did not make a connection between 
the anachoresis and the census. 

92. Thomas 1983, 36 n. 6 with reference to P.Tebt. II 302.13 (= WChr. 368) of the first 
century. 

93. See BGUIV 1198.8f 'tcDV 'tijc; (3a0tAl00l]c; xp6voov ~i:xptc; K'tA. 12 ayvi]ac; KCXl 
euo-iac;, 1199.5 1:ac; /cnoupyiac; rcapa8t:xo~i:vouc;, 1200.12f o-unt:/cou~i:vac; 
AEt'tOUpyiac; Ka't' E'toc;, 1201.7fAEt'tOUpyEiac; KCXl euo-Eiac;. On this document 
see BL 1, 444. 

94. A discussion of this document may be found in Glare 1993. 
95. On the archive of documents concerning Harthotes son of Marres, see Casanova 

197 5; se also Bagnall 1991. 
96. = SB III 7174. According to Lewis 1978, 140f, the presence of an oath is not by it-

self a sufficient indication of liturgy; on oaths, see also Lewis 1982, 86f n. 17. 
97. Glare 1993. 
98. Thomas 1983, 35 n. 3 
99. Mitchell1976, 122; Lintott 1993, 94. 

100. SeeTaubenschlag 19552, 622f. 
101. SB I 3294 = SelPap. II 211; Lewis 1982, 11. 
102. BGUII 628 vII= WChr. 462 = CPL 103 = CIL XVI app. no. 10, II. 21f = ChLA X 

416. Requisitions for rcapouo-ia of officials are found both in Ptolemaic and in early 
Roman Egypt: in either 96-94 or 63-61 BC, P.Tebt. I 121.95 mentions the 
rcapouo-ia of a certain Dionysodoros, and 253 (descr.) of military officials. BGU 

XVI 2631.5 (9 BC) cites the rcapao-1:amc; of Gallus, possibly a prefect; WChr. 413.3 
(AD 19) ofGermanicus; WChr. 414.4 and O.Bodl. II 972.4 (both of AD 34) of the 
prefect Flaccus. BGUVIII 1747.19 and 1762.4f(64/63 BC and c. 58 BC) cite req
uisitions for the £m8Tj~ta of a strategos and other officials from Alexandria. On req
uisitions for rcapouo-ia in the Ptolemaic period, see Preaux 1939, 392 n. 2. 

103. BGUVIII 1747 and 1748 (64/63 BC) mention the delivery of barley to the horses 
of the cavalry; BGUVIII 17 49 of the same date cites the salary and the corn supply 
to the rct:v'tapoupm. 

104. BGUXVI 2644.4ha] TCAOlCX arcav'ta EVyEyapEU'tat UTCO 'tijc; At:yEoovoc;; 11 dt 
TCAElOVEc; TC?9 .. 'tCX[t l 'ti]V 'tWi]V 'tijt AEYEcD]I~. 

105. The earliest receipt for ~ovo8w~ia is P.Wisc. I 26 of AD 19. See also SB I 1441.2 
(of uncertain date). See Chapter 9. 

106. On adaeratio, cf. Chapter 10. 
107. A supply of cloaks is mentioned in P.Oxy. II 293 (AD 27) = P.Olsson 19; see also P.Iand. 

VI 104.4 (AD 15-36). In SB XII 10793 (AD 18) cloaks are sold by two individuals 
called OUE0't(tapwt); SB XX 15189 (AD 24/25) is a list of payment for Arsinoite 
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cloaks; P.Oxy. X 1281 (AD 21) = CP]II 414 refers to the purchase of one hundred 
linen clothes; BGUXVI 2631.5 (9 BC) refers to a requisition of cloaks for the advent 
of Gallus. On Ptolemaic requisitions of clothes, and Ptolemaic estates as centres of 
production of textiles for official use, see Preaux 1939, 105 and 107. 

108. Philo, Flacc. 92f. On the local supply of weapons to the Roman army, see Speidel 
1981 and Chapter 3. 

109. The edict of Seius Strabo was issued under Tiberi us but quoted mandata of Augustus; 
see Mitchell1976. Cf. P.Tebt. II 564 (descr.), a list of donkey owners of AD 18/19, 
and SB I 3294 = SelPap. II 211, the edict of Germanicus that ordered that transport 
animals should be requisitioned according to 'his schedule' (1. 20 8taypa¢T]). 
Requisitions of transport were characteristic of Egypt from the Ptolemaic period, and 
probably also before; see Preaux 1939, 144. 

110. Cf. Aubert 1994, 385. 
111. See Millar 1983, 84; cf. SB I 4226 and Parassoglou 1978, 57f, P.Bingen 45.13-15 and 

Chapter 8. On the social classification of the population in Roman Egypt, see 
Chapter 7. 

112. According to Bowman 2000, 184, the urbanisation of Egypt took Ptolemaic 
Alexandria as the model. 

113. See Lewis 1982, 188. 
114. See Brunt 1990, 328. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER SEVEN 

1. The earliest aA.tKT] receipt seems to be O.Berol. P6550 of 15 May 263 BC; the ear
liest date in census registers, 251/250 BC. 

2. Thompson 1997b, 249. 
3. The provincial poll tax has no precedents under the Republic, except for ad hoc cap

itation taxes occasionally sanctioned by the senate: see Rathbone 1993, 95 n. 43. 
4. Cf. Bagnall and Frier 1994, 30. 
5. On halike, see Thompson 1997b, 245-249; on laographia, see Bagnall and Frier 

1994, 27; see also Rathbone 1993, 90-92, 96f. 
6. Italy was exempted from tributum since 168 BC, see Rathbone 1993, 94. On the 

Republican census, see Nicolet 1980, 60-73. 
7. The self-definition as cX'tE)GVOc;, without crafi:, 't8tcD'tl]c; or apy6c; in census declara

tions may have indicated that the individual did not have a specific, tax-exempt oc
cupation, or an occupation in general; Bagnall and Frier 1994, 24 suggested that 
these individuals may have been estate-owners. 

8. Bagnall and Frier 1994, 29. On the Italian census figures under Augustus, see Brunt 
1987, 113-120. In Josephus, B] II 385, king Agrippa II of Judaea estimated the 
population of Egypt (excluding Alexandria) to 7.5 million people from the total 
amount of poll tax collected; on the reliability of this figure see Rathbone 1990, who 
regards the figure of 4-5 million as more likely. 

9. The term Kf]vcroc; is used to indicate the poll tax in the Gospels, see for instance 
Mark 12.14, Matthew 22.17, and Luke 20.22. See Tcherikover 1950, 200 n. 48. 

10. For a discussion of the professiones referred to in the Tabula Heracleensis, see Nicolet 
1980, 61 ff. These were initially believed to be census declarations, although it seems 



216 Notes to Chapter Seven 

more likely that they were connected to corn-dole distributions; see Crawford and 
Cloud 1996, 358f£ 

11. The data could be arranged either according to household (Ka-r' dtKiav), or to occu
pation (Ka-r' 1:8voc;); the household listings grouped all the members of a family in 
the same fiscal category, while the occupational registers served to raise different trade 
taxes. Perhaps this double registration resulted in a stricter control through cross
checks. See Thompson 1997b, 251£ 

12. Thompson 1994b, 67-83. 
13. This was first suggested by Wallace 1938b, 430f, 441f. The Roman rule probably in

creased the practice of gluing together the declarations on registers called -r6110t crvy
KOA) .. i]crt!lOt, which were in turn used for the preparation of tax lists. See Bagnall, 
Frier and Rutherford 1997. On tomoi see Clarysse 2003. 

14. In the Ptolemaic period Demotic was the spoken language of the majority of the pop
ulation, including local officials, in the villages of the chora. See Thompson 1994b, 
73£ 

15. There are also declarations of Roman citizens written in Greek, see Kaimio 1979, 
149£ The earliest known census declaration in Latin is the declaration of the le
gionary veteran Pompeius Niger in AD 47/48 PSIXI 1183 = CPL 170 = ChLAXXV 
785; this document has been republished and extensively discussed by Rathbone 
2001. 

16. On the form of the Roman returns see Hombert and Preaux 1952, 101f; Bagnall and 
Frier 1994, 20-26. Cf. Ulpian De censibus, Dig. 1.9.12, and Brunt 1990, 330£ 

17. The earliest attestation of this oath is P.Oxy.Hels. 10.19-24, which was submitted for 
the census of AD 33/34; on this document, see BL 8, 272; 10, 157; 11, 174. 

18. The census edict is first quoted in a declaration of AD 89; see Bagnall and Frier 1994, 
11. It is possible that, besides the prefect, other high officials such as the dikaiodotes 

were involved in the organisation of the census. See Chapter 4. Tac. Ann. I 31.2 and 
33.1 reports that Germanicus supervised a census in Germany in 14 AD; in AD 19 
he visited Egypt, but the precise reason why he was there is still unknown. C£ 
Montevecchi 1976, 73£ 

19. See Bagnall and Frier 1994, 19. 
20. Bagnall and Frier 1994, 19f. See Chapter 4. 
21. A Ka-ra;\..oyEtOV acr-roov, that is, a record-office with lists of the Alexandrian citizens, 

is documented in P.Flor. III 383.62 of AD 232; see Delia 1991, 18. 
22. The villages were grouped into districts (-r6rrat), which constituted a tax collector's 

round, and in turn the -r6rrat were grouped in toparchies; see Thompson 1997b, 253. 
23. This would explain the evidence of groups of declarations coming from villages and 

clustered around a very narrow scope of time (one or a few days); see Bagnall and 
Frier 1994, 17f. The practice of collecting returns Ka-r' <'i!l¢o8ov may have influ
enced the recensus populi that Caesar took around 46 BC in Rome, and which, ac
cording to Suet. Div.jul. 41.3, he conducted nee more nee loco solito, but uicatim per 

dominos insularum. The expression uicatim resembles the practice Ka-r' <'i!l¢o8ov, 
which Caesar may have seen in Egypt in 48/47 BC. Caesar's recensus might indeed 
have been a corn-dole distribution rather than a proper census of people; however, 
this does not invalidate the comparison. Further discussion on the recensus may be 
found in Wiseman 1969, 62; Crawford and Cloud 1996, 360f; LoCascio 1997, 13, 
53n.174. 
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24. For an example of separate listing ofhiera ethne, men and women, see P.Petr. III 59 
(a) 4 p. 174 (see BL 1, 383; 8, 280; 9, 210; 10, 161) of uncertain date, possibly of the 
second century BC. 

25. C£ BL 8, 242. 
26. This may also explain why the census declarations did not fail to report the elders, 

and often exaggerated their age to 70. C£ Bagnall and Frier 1994, 107£ On age
rounding and other evidence of bias in the Egyptian census returns, see Scheidel 
1996b. 

27. However, Rathbone 1993, 93 took into consideration the possibility that 'quasi-eth
nic' distinctions existed from the late Ptolemaic period. 

28. La'da 1994, 183-189. 
29. SB IV 7337 = C.Ord.Ptol. 75-76 (41 BC) from Herakleopolis. For discussion, see 

Bingen 1995 (see also SEGXL 2088). On this document see also Delia 1991, 30£ In 
the letter of the emperor Claudius to the Alexandrians of AD 41, P.Lond. VI 
1912.57-59 (= CP]II 153 = Sel.Pap. II 212), Claudius referred to earlier measures 
concerning the rights of the Alexandrians by Augustus and, before him, by the 
apxa'im (3amAEtc;, i.e. the Ptolemies. However, Rathbone 1993, 96 and n. 46 
thought that this decision was not simply a continuation of Ptolemaic norms, but 'a 
Roman decision with Roman precedents.' 

30. C£ Dio LI, 16, 4, Plut. Ant. 80, 1-3, and see Geraci 1983, 127. 
31. On Augustus and Alexandrian demes and tribes, see Delia 1991,63-70 and 135-141 

passim. 
32. PSIXI 1183 = CPL 170 = ChLAX.X.V785. 
33. C£ Nicolet 1980, 69-73. For some literary references to minute listings of the prop

erty of Roman citizens, see Brunt 1990, 328, 336. To the declaration for property 
may be connected some papyri preserving lists of precious objects, such as the inven
tory of vessels and clothes BGUXVI 2669, of the Augustan period, and BGUIII 781, 
possibly of the first/second century AD; the document was republished and discussed 
by Oliver and Shelton 1979 (on the dating BL 8, 33f; 10, 16). 

34. The reason for this, as is commonly believed, was that the Egyptian people normally 
leased the land but did not own it; see Rathbone 1993, 98. 

35. The lists of people and their financial standing served for the extraction of compul
sory services; see Rathbone 1993, 96; 2001 and Chapter 6 on liturgies. 

36. Montevecchi 1975, 230 cited the epikrisis of the gymnasia! class at Hermopolis and 
the apographe of property in AD 63; the apographe of property and the epikrisis of the 
group of the metropolitai of the Arsinoite nome ordered by the prefect Mettius Rufus 
in AD 89/90. 

37. P.Oxy. IV 826 = C.P.Gr. II 1. Scheidel1999, 67-70 rejected Wilcken's earlier hypoth
esis that half of the rate of laographia was levied on the persons who had died within 
the first six months of the year; Scheidel thought that there was no compulsion to no
tifY deaths, but that to do so was in the interest of the people; see also Casarico 1985, 
17-22. An updated review of the bibliography on this issue may be found in the in
troduction to P.Oxy. LXV 4478-4480. 

38. The earliest Egyptian birth declaration seems to be P.Tebt. II 299 of AD 50 (on which 
cf. BL 11, 278) or, if the phrase arcoypa¢1'] KCD!lOYP<X!l!l<X'rECDV in I. 35 means 'noti
fication of birth,' P.Oxy. II 288, dated AD 25, but referring to AD 11/12 ( + SB X 
10220). On declarations ofbirth as declarations of status, see Lewis 1997,23. In Italy 
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the birth registration of Roman citizens was instituted by the lex Aelia Sentia in AD 
4: see Brunt 19872, 114; Nicolet 1980, 65. 

39. Bagnall1991, and Bagnall and Frier 1994, 2-5. 
40. Bagnall and Frier 1994, 2-5. 
41. Brunt 1990, 330 and 345£ King Herod held censuses every seven years according to 

Schalit 1969, 273-77, on the basis of some passages in Josephus saying that Herod 
remitted one-third or one-fourth of the taxes, and that the Jewish people had to take 
an official oath declaring loyalry to Caesar and to the king; cf Jos. A]XV 365, A]XVl 
64, A] XVII 42, but this remains hypothetical. 

42. Luke II 2-4; see also Acts V 37 and Jos. A]XVli 355. 
43. Dio LIII 22.5. On the census of AD 47/48 see also Rathbone 2001. Another empire

wide census was taken by Vespasian in AD 73/7 4; see Brunt 1990, 330. 
44. See Brunt 1990, 330. 
45. Cf Mace. III 2, 28-30; 4,14; 6,38; 7,22; Wallace 1938b. In the third book of the 

Maccabees, which is commonly assigned to the late Ptolemaic period, the term 'Aao
ypa¢ia is associated to arcoypa¢1'] (32) and to dtKE"nKT] 8ta8rpu; (27), which was 
translated to 'servile status,' by Passoni Dell'Acqua 1997, 790. In WO I pp. 245f, 
Wilcken hypothesised that these passages had nothing to do with the contemporary 
situation in Egypt. On the Ptolemaic evidence for laographia, see Chapter 9. 

46. See Preaux 1939, 380-387. 
47. The debate about the 14-year cycle is summarised by Bagnall and Frier 1994, 2, 27. 
48. See the introduction to P.Oxy. II 254. 
49. Some early laographia receipts are the Theban O.Bodl. II 407 (23 BC), O.Strasb. 38 

(22/21 BC) and O.Ashm.Shelton 6 (21120 BC). P.Fay. 43 is a receipt for a 12-drach
mas tax dated Year 2 of an unnamed ruler, perhaps 28 BC. Cf Rathbone 1993, 88 n. 
20; Wallace 1938a, 97, 116. 

50. P.Mil. I 3 + P.Col. inv. 8, published by Bagnall1991 = SBXX. 14440 (+ BL 11, 230). 
51. The dating of P.Oxy. II 254 is however uncertain (cf. BL 6, 96; 10, 138; 11, 143). In 

the introduction to P.Mich. X 578, Browne assigned it to AD 19/20, because the of
ficials addressed, Euthychides and Theon, are documented as 'tOrcoypal-q.ta'tElt; Kat 
KCOJ.WYPCX!.l!.lCX'tElt; in AD 19/20 by P.Oxy. II 252 (= WChr. 215), and because they 
generally remained in office for not more than five years. However, this last assump
tion is not proved, and on the contrary, there is evidence that these officials often 
served for decades, as was the case under Ptolemaic rule. Cf Chapter 4. 

52. P.Koln V 227. 
53. Cf Bagnall 1991; Bagnall and Frier 1994, 2-5. 
54. Bagnall and Frier 1994, 2. One may also connect to the census P.Grenf I 45 and 46 

(= WChr. 200 A and B), two declarations issued in 19 and 18 BC by a royal farmer 
from the Arsinoite. The purpose of these texts is however uncertain, as they may be, 
rather than census declarations, the annual self-declarations of public farmers, simi
lar to the subscriptio aratorum that was required in Republican Sicily to exact the 
land tax in kind; cf Brunt 1990, 330. 

55. There were provincial censuses in Gaul and perhaps Spain in 27 BC: see Dio LIII 
22.5 and Brunt 1990, 330. The annexations of Judaea by Augustus, of Cappadocia 
by Tiberi us, and of Dacia by Trajan were followed by censuses. All these were impe
rial provinces. See Brunt 1990, 330. 
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56. P.Ben.Mus. 1; Papapolychroniou 2000 assigned the document to either 25 BC or AD 
19. The dating has been corrected by Cowey 2001, 178 to 'year 5 Phamenoth 20.' 
The tide of b npoc; 1:T]t A,aoypa¢1<;< is not paralleled elsewhere, although it sounds 
Ptolemaic, and resembles the Ptolemaic official called b npoc; 1:T]t cnJV'tcX~Et. In the 
Roman period, there is also some evidence for an official called b npoc; 'tlll 
EntKpt0El, such as, for instance, SB XIV 11270 (AD 96-98), which was addressed 
'to the one in charge of the epikrisis of some amphoda of the metropolis.' 

57. SBXVIII 13219.15 footnote =APF5 (1909), 380 n. 28. 
58. On this type of declaration c£ Brunt 1990, 330. 
59. Montevecchi 1976, 73f. 
60. On this problem, see Bagnall and Frier 1994, 8 Table 1.2. 
61. Wallace 1938a, 104 first drew attention to the high costs of the census operation, es

pecially if returns were issued in multiple copies. 
62. The journey of the documents (now published in BGU IV) from an office in 

Alexandria to a cartonnage-maker in Herakleopolis was described by Schubart 1913, 
45£ On literacy and cartonnage-making see Thompson 1994, 71. 

63. Continuity in the bureaucratic practice from the 'times of the queen' is explicitly 
mentioned in BGUIV 1198.7-9 (5/4 BC); see Rathbone 1993, 94 n. 41, 96. Even 
if we assume that Augustus imposed a model of census drawing from the Republican 
tradition, it would have also been based on personal attendance and on oral declara
tions. 

64. Many documents connected either with the early census or with taxation come from 
the Serapeum of Oxyrhynchus: P.Oxy. II 254 (prob. AD 19/20); P.Oxy. IV 832 
(descr.) of 16115 BC, P.Oxy. LXIV 4440, and, probably, also other documents de
scribed in P.Oxy. IV; see Montserrat, Fantoni and Robinson 1994, 12. P.Tebt. II 554 
of the end of the first century BC is a list of persons under the heading 'Street of the 
Shepherds: Those Paying the Collection' (dt 'tEAOUV'tEt; 1:T]v A.oydav); this docu
ment was connected with a temple, according to Wallace 1938a, 244. 

65. It is unclear to what extent Greeks and Egyptians were two clearly identifiable ethnic 
groups, especially after three centuries of Ptolemaic rule and immigration. According 
to Montevecchi 1997, 720, in the Oxyrhynchite prevailed the Cyreneans, while in 
the Arsinoite and the Herakleopolite the land was mostly in the hands ofMacedonian 
katoikoi. C£ also Geraci 1983, 185£ On the legal status of Egyptians and of peregrini 
see also Chapter 5. 

66. C£ Chapter 8. 
67. C£ Canducci 1990 and 1991; Montevecchi 1997, 724f; Lewis 1999, 91; 

Montevecchi 1999, 92. Montevecchi's view was based on the lack of references to 
Augustus in Nero's letter to the 6475 (SB XII 11012), and on the lack of references 
to the 6475 in P.Koln V 227 of AD 12. Cf. Chapter 3. We also know of a tax called 
apt8~Y]'ttKOV K<X'tOtKCDV, 'for the numbering of the katoikoi'; c£ Chapter 9. 

68. Makedones are documented in the Roman period in: BGU IV 1132 (= CP]II 142) of 
14 BC; BGUIV 1052.36 (= Sel.Pap. I 3) of 14/13 BC; a Macedonian woman called 
Laodike features in BGUIV 1059.3 of the Augustan period; hipparchoi in P.Oxy. II 
277 of 19 BC; a Macedonian landowner ofkatoikic land in SB XVI 12524.2 of the 
first century BC; Akousilaos son of Maron in P.Tebt II 382.17, 36; Macedonian ka
toikoi in SBXIV 11274.4 of4 BC and CPRI 224.3f(= WChr. 111) of AD 6; katoikoi 
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in P.Koln V 227 B of AD 12/13; further references to Macedonians in P.Mich. V 
259.3, 21 of AD 33,267-268.1 ofAD41/42, 273.1 of AD 46, and303.1 of the first 
century AD. See Montevecchi 1985, 339-353 and 1997, 724 n. 23. 

69. On this document, see Brashear 1992. 
70. Cf. SEGXlV 2088. 
71. On this document see BL 8, 512. 
72. OGIS II 709 = SB V 8328; see Montevecchi 1975, 229 and 1985, 340. 
73. Montevecchi 1975. 
7 4. The metropolitai 8oo8£Ka8paX!lOt are documented above all in the Oxyrhynchite 

nome, while in the Hermopolite and in the Herakleopolite we find OK1:a8pax!lot 
and 8£Ka8pax!lot. See Wallace 1938a, 110, 118, 403f n. 78; Brashear 1992, 42f. 

75. Cf. Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 121. 
76. A list of members of the gymnasium in AD 4/5 is cited inP.Oxy. II 257.37f(= WChr. 

147); P.Oxy. X 1266.10-12; XII 1452.54; XVII 2186.4; XLVI 3276.16 and 
3283.14f; and PSIV 457.10. At Oxyrhynchus, another registration took place in AD 
56-59, while at Hermopolis Magna and at Ptolemais Euergetis general registrations 
seem to have taken place in AD 53/54 and 63/64; cf. Montevecchi 1975, 229-231; 
Nelson 1979, 26-35. 

77. Cf. BGUVI 1256.27-29 = Sel.Pap. II 275 (second century BC) and WChr. I 3.22 
(246 BC). On the reduction on or exemption from laographia for certain categories 
of priests, see Otto 1908 II, 247ff, who assumed that these exemptions began in the 
Roman period. 

78. P.Hib. II 197.22, 29, 44f. 
79. See Montevecchi 1975, 227-232. 
80. In CPR XV 6.3f of AD 14, for instance, in order to solve a controversy over some 

land, the idios logos Seppi us Rufus decreed that the status of this land should be de
cided through an epikrisis. The document reports that the land in question was of an 
apxal:oc; A.aapxT]c;. On the meaning of the term apxal:oc; with reference to 
Ptolemaic military officials, see Falivene forthcoming. On the land of military settlers 
that was confiscated by the Ptolemaic idios logos, see Vandorpe 2000, 175. 

81. Montevecchi 1997, 723; BGU IV 1199.1 ani ypa¢ov !::mcr1:oA.Tjc;, i.e. copy of a 
circular letter. See Katzoff 1980, 810 n. 7. The first two columns of the papyrus are 
the petitions against the laographia, which were published as BGU IV 1197 and 
1198; the copy of the edict was attached as the third column. Apart from this, there 
is no surviving prefectural edict, official order or correspondence concerning the 
census; see Bagnall and Frier 1994, 26. Its date in the month of Ilauvt (June), too, 
would agree with the period when the census edict was issued; see Montevecchi 
1976, 73f. 

82. Hombert and Preaux 1952, 48f and Bussi 2003, 148. 
83. The consensus was that the expression K<X1:' dtKtav anoypa¢1'] first occurred in the 

reign of Nero: see Montevecchi 1976, 74 n. 8. It is possible, however, that it was used 
earlier too. 

84. Cf. Hombert and Preaux 1952, 124-127. Traditional Egyptian priests and temples 
feature in: P.Oxy. II 254 (AD 19), Duttenhofer 1997, 55-60 no. 1 (Augustan?); met
ropolitai in P.Oxy. II 288 of AD 25 +II 314 of AD 11/12 (= SB X 10220); a priest 
and royal farmer in SBXX 14440 of AD 12 (+ BL 11, 230); fugitives in P.Oxy. II 252 
(WChr. 215) and253 of AD 19/20, and251 of AD 44. 
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85. Montevecchi 1975, 228, 231; Oates 1975, 116f. 
86. Cf. the Boule-Papyrus PSI X 1160 = CP] 150 (of uncertain date, probably Augustan) 

and P.Oxy. XLII 3020, on which see Millar 1966, 163 and BL 7, 155; 9, 198f. 
87. Philo, Flacc. 105. In P.Oxy. XXV 2435 V of AD 12/13, the speaker was a certain 

Alexander, perhaps C. Julius Alexander the brother of Philo. These delegations had 
representatives of both the Greek and the Jewish communities in Alexandria. On the 
delegations to Augustus, see Millar 1966, 163 and Meleze Modrzejewski 19952, 133. 

88. In the census of Roman citizens of AD 4 Augustus did not compel the poorer citizens 
or those living abroad to enrol, 8£tcrac; ~1'1 VEoYCEptcroom 1:1 1:apax8i:v1:Ec;· Dio LV 
13.4, Wiseman 1969, 60. 

89. P.Oxy. II 252 and 253, and P.Mich. X 580 (all of AD 19/20). However, the flight of 
people from their villages and work that is called anachoresis was a centuries-old phe
nomenon in Egypt. On the connection berween the census, the anachoresis, the indi
vidual poros and the starting date of liturgies, see Chapter 6. 

90. See Perpillou-Thomas 1993, 27 with reference to P.Oxy. VI 926 (= WChr. 486) and 
P.Oxy. XXXVI 2792, both of the third century AD. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER EIGHT 

1. Rostovtzeff19942, 107f. 
2. Rostovtzeff SEHRE2, 267-269. 
3. See Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 111. According to Rowlandson 1996, 40, to des

ignate some land as bl]~Ocrta rather than l3acrtAlKi] was relatively arbitrary, while 
according to Rostovtzeff 19942, 164f, the replacement of the term basilikos with the 
term demosios is a post-Augustan development. 

4. LoCascio 2000, 124f. 
5. Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 112. This system of taxation was similar to the treat

ment of agri publici in Sicily, and of royal land in other former Hellenistic kingdoms. 
On tax rates, see Rowlandson 1987, 292; on the productivity of the land in the first 
two centuries AD, see Foraboschi 1972, 38-51. 

6. On the fiscal advantages of royal farmers in the Ptolemaic period, see Rowlandson 
1996, 96 n. 77 with reference to Rowlandson 1985; see also P.Tebt. N 1103 introd. 
(p. 39). 

7. Manning 1999,91,99-102. 
8. On confiscations of sacred land in the late Ptolemaic and Roman periods, see 

Wilcken 1912, 300ff; Rowlandson 1996, 30; 61f. Dio LI 5.5 and 17.6, andJos.Aj 
XV 90f refer to some confiscations of temple property by Cleopatra. 

9. Cf. P.Tebt. II 302.5-7, 17f of AD 71/2 (cf. BL 8, 491); BGUIV 1200.5-10. 
10. See a fuller discussion of this problem in Glare 1993. 
11. On sacred land, see Rowlandson 1996, 61f; on tax-rates, see ead. 1987, 292; the av

erage produce was between 10 and 12 artabs per aroura. 
12. According to Oates 1995b, 155f, there is evidence for katoikoi in the Hermopolite, 

Herakleopolite, Arsinoite, Oxyrhynchite and Panopolite names and around Thebes, 
but nothing excludes their existence in other areas as well; according to Oates, the 
terms katoikos and kleruch by the late Ptolemaic period indicated one and the same 
class, while earlier, Rostovtzeff 19942, 108f thought that KCX'l:OlKlKi] and KAEp
OUXlKi] yfi were two separate though very similar categories. 
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13. See for instance the late Ptolemaic cessions of katoikic land BGUVIII 1731-1735, 
1739, 1740, and P.Oxy. XIV 1635. On the evolution of the katoikic right, see Preaux 
1939, 472-477. 

14. See SB VIII 9790 (first century BC), the petition of Rhodokleia, daughter of a ka
toikos, who claimed her right to inherit her father's land in the Herakleopolite. 

15. On the stephanos tax, see Chapter 9. On the possible existence of hidden money 
transactions in cessions of katoikic land in the Ptolemaic period, see Oates 1995b, 
155. 

16. Bingen 1983, 4f; see also Oates 1995b, 155£ Some late-Ptolemaic cessions are: BGU 
VIII 1731 (68 BC), 1732-1734, BGUVIII 1850 of the first century BC, P.Oxy. LV 
3777 (57 BC) and P.Oxy. XIV 1635, of the period 44-30 BC. BGUIV 1060.13f 
refers to privately owned katoikic land in 22 BC. 

17. C£ Rowlandson 1996,43£ 
18. BGUII 543.11-13 8t<i 'CO cXTCEO"XYJKEVat ~E 'rTJV 'rOD KAT]pou u~Y]v apyuptou 

8paxwxc; bK-raKocr1ac;. According to Oertel 19652, 6 the address -rotc; £v -rcilt 
'ApcrtvohY]t £ret XPYJcDV 'rE-ray~£vmc; rc<icrt is a typically Ptolemaic formula that 
survives in some Augustan contracts, pace Tomsin 1964a, 82£ The term para
choretikon is first documented in the Oxyrhynchite nome in 4 BC (see P.Mich. 
XVIII 784 introduction and 3n.); the term possibly occurs also in the Alexandrian 
BGUIV 1127.6 (18 BC) and possibly in 1129.35 = M.Chr. 254 = CP]II 145 (13 
BC). On the recording of the price ofkatoikic land, see Rupprecht 1984, 370. 

19. C£ BL 5, 147. 
20. According to Rupprecht 1984, 371 n. 50, the term urc<ipXElV is 'ein indiffirenter 

Begriff, der sowohl Besitz wie auch Eigentum bezeichnen kann.' C£ WB s.v. On this doc
ument and on the problem of private ownership of katoikic land, see Rostovtzeff 
19942, 108£ 

21. The meaning of the term syntaxis is unclear: Wilcken thought that this official was in 
charge of fiscal impositions on katoikoi, while Grenfell and Hunt thought that he su
perintended the assignment ofland to the katoikoi; c£ Geraci 1981, 269. 

22. On the form ofkatoikic contracts in the Ptolemaic period, see Oates 1995b. 
23. On the names of kleroi in the Oxyrhynchite see Zucker 1964, 101-1 06; Uebel1968; 

Pruneti 1975, 159-204. 
24. Oates 1995b, 160. Some early Roman cessions are: P.Oxy. II 366 (descr.) = P.Dubl. 3 

(AD 14/15), PSI IV 320 (AD 18) + P.Mich. XVIII784; PSIX 1118 (AD 25/26). See 
also the formula cXKOAOU8coc; -rotc; TCEpl 'rOU'rCOV rcpOO"'rE'rCXY~EVOlt; Kat 
£rcw-raA,~£vmc; in PSIX 1118.12f (AD 25-37), P.Ryl. II 159.16f (AD 31132) and 
PSI VIII 897.7lf (AD 93), which might have referred to ordinances of either the 
Ptolemies or Roman prefects; on the relics of Ptolemaic law in the Roman period see 
Chapter 5. 

25. There are references to the cavalry office called hippikon in documents of both the 
Ptolemaic and the Roman periods: BGUVIII 1731-17 40 (first century BC); P.Dubl. 
I 3 Fr. 1.2.5 (AD 14115), PSIX 1118.3 (AD 25-37), P.Ryl. II 159.6 (AD 31132), 
P.Oxy. XXXIV 2725.20f(AD 71); PSIVIII 897 passim (AD 93). We know the names 
of some officials in charge of the katalochismoi: the earliest attested is Eudaimon in 
73 BC (P.Oxy. XLIX3482.6); Heliodoros in 61/60 or 57/56 BC (BGUVIII 1772.8); 
Alexandros, of the 'first friends' of the king, in 44-30 BC (P.Oxy. XIV 1635.5); 
Perdikkas in Nielsen and Warp 2001, no. 16 pp. 134fll. 7f(first century BC or AD); 



Notes to Chapter Eight 223 

Heliodoros and Eirenaios in AD 14115 (P.Dubl. 3 Fr. 1.2.8); Theon in AD 18 (PSI 
IV 320.8; c£ P.Mich. XVIII 784); Zenon in AD 25-37 (PSI X 1118.4); Tiberius 
Claudius cmxo/coqtEVO'll -roue; KCX'rCXAOXtcr~ouc; -rijc; A'tyurnou in the late first 
century AD in P.Oxy. II 344 (descr.). The official in charge of the katalochismoi seems 
to have supervised the entire province, see P.Col. VIII 223 introduction, and P.Laur. 
IV1531n. 

26. The most common view is that the (3t(3/cta9i]KT] !::yK-ri]crECOV was introduced in the 
mid-first century AD; see Rupprecht 1984, 375; Rowlandson 1996, 47. 

27. See Rowlandson 1996, 41f, 53f; Wallace 1938a, 13f. Whether or not there was a 
tax called ~ovap-ra(31a that was levied on katoikic land since the Ptolemaic pe
riod is unknown, as the occurrences of the term ~ovap-ra(31a in BGU XIV 
2441.124, 133 and 2446.56 from the first century BC, and in BGUXVI 2559.8 
of AD 1-9, and the term ~ov<ip-ra(3oc; in P.Oxy.Hels. 9.12 of AD 26 (cf. BL 9, 
205) are the result of modern resolutions of abbreviations and symbols, and must 
be taken with caution. 

28. C£ P.Lond. II 192.83-85 (pp. 222f). 
29. The term entopioi may be equivalent to the Latin term inquilini; see some epigraph

ical evidence from Africa concerning inquilini in Crawford 1976, 48. 
30. See Rowlandson 1996, 46£ PSI IV 320 was republished along with the adjoining 

lower half of the papyrus as P.Mich. XVIII 784, which mentions a parachoretikon (1. 
3) for the cession of the land in question. Later evidence ofland 'bought into the ka
toikia' may be found in PSI XIII 1328 of AD 201, P.Oxy. II 270.24f, 346 and LII 
3690.7. 

31. The definition OCOOEK<iOpax~ot is documented in the Oxyrhynchite nome with 
reference to metropolitai, not katoikoi; in the Hermopolite we find bK-r<iopax~m 
and OCOOEK<iOpax~ot; see Wallace 1938a, 110, 118, n. 78 p. 403f, and below, 
Chapter 7. 

32. BGUII 543. 
33. On katoikic land in the Ptolemaic period, see Oates 1995b. On the 6475 Hellenes, 

see Canducci 1990 and 1991, and Montevecchi 1997. Nero's letter to the 6475 
Hellenes of the Arsinoite referred to earlier regulations by the emperors before him 
(dt rcpo £~ou au-roKp<i-ropEc;); Montevecchi 1970 and 1999 thought that the lack 
of reference to Augustus indicates that Nero referred to Tiberius and Claudius, while 
Lewis 1999 suggested that it was Augustus who first introduced the 6475. In my 
view, Nero referred to all past emperors including Augustus. On this document, see 
also Chapter 7. 

34. See Rowlandson 1996, 28f, 176f. 
35. See Rowlandson 1996, 48f. 
36. See Tomsin 1964a, 86. 
37. See Rowlandson 1996, 53. 
38. BGU IV 1118.45, a lease of a garden in Alexandria of 22 BC, refers to the price as 

-ri]v rcpoc; -rov yvcb~ova 'rt~ i]v; Swarney 1970a, 51 f connected this gnomon with the 
Gnomon of the Idios Logos. 

39. On the (unclear) difference between the rwo, see Rowlandson 1996, 41-43. C£ the 
occurrence of yij 'tot6K'rT]'rOt; in BGUXIV 2437 and 2440, land registers from the 
first-century-BC-Herakleopolite. C£ also the 'private fields' of Harpokrates and 
Herieus in O.Bodl. II 1783 of the first century BC. 



224 Notes to Chapter Eight 

40. According to Manning 1999, 90 and 100f, within the temple estate, land was bought 
and sold by private individuals, men as well as women, with no restriction of time, 
and temples derived incomes from sales of plots. 

41. BGUXlV 2441.30, 72, 259 (first century BC Herakleopolite) refers to land 'bought,' 
arro ErrtKCI.'tC1.(3CI.AA0!1EVCOV (i.e. from confiscated land of debtors, see LSJ s.v.) and 
urroA.6you; BGU XIV 2449.43 (first century BC) refers to land bought from the 
royal account or (3amA.tK6v. P.Koln V 227 B 5 (AD 12/13) and P.Mich. V 259.25 
(AD 33) mention land bought!::~ urroA.6you. State auctions existed in the Ptolemaic 
period too, although it is often difficult to establish whether the land was sold or 
leased: often both lessors of royal land and owners of yfi !::v a¢i:crn were in effect 
lessors for a long time, who paid EK¢6pta, and whose land eventually went back to 
the king. In any case, Ptolemaic evidence of verbs such as Kupu::unv or 0Ecrrr61;nv 
indicate that a form of private ownership did exist. On the idios logos and the sale of 
vacant land, see Swarney 1970a, 49-57. 

42. C£ Christensen 2002. 
43. See Tomsin 1964a, 87£ The emphyteusis is documented from the second century BC: 

c£ P.Tebt. I 5.12 (= C.Ord.Ptol. 53). Some mentions of ateleia (and cognate expres
sions) before the reign of Augustus are BGUIV 1185.23 of 61/60 BC (= C.Ord.Ptol. 
71); BGUXIV 2433.108 (first century BC); and P.Bingen 45.5, 10, 14 (33 BC). 
Rostovtzeff 19942, 160, 180, pointed out that the model of sale ofland from the state 
treasury and the concession of a three-year ateleia had close Ptolemaic precedents. 

44. See Rowlandson 1996, 53f. 
45. = MChr. 254 = CP]II 145. 
46. Biezunska-Malowist 1984, 302 hypothesised that the buyer was about to move from 

Alexandria to the Lykopolite; however, it is more likely that he subleased the land and 
had the revenues sent to him in Alexandria. 

47. The term ousia was known in the Ptolemaic period too, when it was used in the gen
eral sense of 'substance,' that is, properry; see for instance BGUVIII 1730.13 of 
50/49 BC. 

48. According to Parassoglou 1978, 11, an estate was imperial if it carried the name of an 
emperor or of a member of the imperial family, or was later shown to be part of the 
ousiakos logos. Crawford 1976, 40 thought that the estates belonging to members of 
the imperial family should be excluded from the definition of 'imperial estates' 
proper, except when they became part of the emperor's patrimony by inheritance. 

49. Possibly because in that region temple properry was predominant, according to 
Crawford 1976, 37. 

50. See Parassoglou 1978, 5-9; he admitted, however, that Augustus might have given 
some parcels ofland to his associates as a reward for their support in the war. 

51. See Crawford 1976, 40-43; Rathbone 1993, 102ff, 109f; Kehoe 1992, 16£ Dio LI 
5.4f reports that Cleopatra punished her enemies in the administration by confiscat
ing their possessions; c£ also Dio LI 17.6f on confiscations by Cleopatra before, and 
by Octavian after Actium. 

52. Some bibliography on Ptolemaic doreai may be found in Parassoglou 1978, 4f n.7. 
The beneficiaries and farmers of the known Ptolemaic doreai are listed in PP IV, 
169ff, and in Rostovtzeff 19942, 67£ who recorded the doreai of: Kallixeinos, possi
bly the historian Kallixe(i)nos of Rhodes (c£ SB XX 15150 = P.Lille I 19.9 = WChr. 
164), Chrysermos (P.Magd. II 28.185ff), and the synoikia of Artemidoros (P.Petr. III 
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73.5-7). See also the reference to a 'former dorea of Artemidoros' in P.Oxy. II 280.9f 
of AD 88/9. A dorea ofKomanos with an epoikion ofKiton is mentioned in the sec
ond century AD, in the Hermopolite land survey P.Ryl. II 207 A 4. 

53. See Lewis 1995, 303. From the second century AD, the term dorea seems to indicate 
prevalently an imperial donation in general: cf BGUI 74.5 (AD 167), P.Wurzb. 9.28 
(AD 161-169), MChr. 373.28 (AD 119). 

54. On the continuity in the names of doreai, see the occurrences of a dorea of a certain 
Agathokles (provided that they all referred to one and the same person) in BGUVI 
1415.2 (206 BC), 0. Wilb. 2.3f (206 BC) and possibly in O.Strasb. 294.4f (first cen
tury BC?). 

55. Naturally, however, this criterion should not be taken as a rule, as it does not follow 
that the settlements in a Roman ousia should have a Roman rather than a Greek 
name. 

56. See Parassoglou 1978, 10. 
57. P.Bingen 45.6f; cf The Roman citizen involved was Publius Canidius according to van 

Minnen 2000b, Quintus Cascellius according to Zimmermann 2002. There are two 
other possible readings of the nomen of this individual. The first is Kapt~[ioo ]l, that is 
Publius Carisius (PIR2 C 422), the governor of Hispania Ulterior from 27 to 22 BC, 
whom Dio LN 5.1 accused of cruelty and luxury; cf Syme 1986, 43£ The second pos
sible reading is Ka]lly[ioo]t, that is L. Caninius Gallus, consul in 37 BC, a friend of 
Propertius and the husband of Antony's cousin; cf Syme 1986, 308 n. 69. It is entirely 
possible that, as a relative and ally of Antony, Caninius was granted an estate in Egypt in 
the 30s BC. The image of the papyrus may be seen at the following address: 
http://millennium.arts. kuleuven. ac. be!lhpc!collections_images/045 _Bingen.jpg 

58. BGUXVI 2601. The property of a certain Asklepiades in the Herakleopolite recurs 
in the archive of Athenodoros published in BGUXVI. The name Asklepiades occurs 
in connection with other estates too. A man of importance called Asklepiades appears 
in BGUIV 1200. According to Parassoglou 1978, 12 n. 36, the Julius Asklepiades 
whose estate was given to Antonia the daughter of Claudius (BGUIX 1893.93f and 
Hagedorn 1999, 216) was different from the philosopher who lefi: his property to the 
city of Alexandria in P.Fay. 87 and P.Hamb. I 36. 

59. P.Ryl. II 146 of AD 39 and P.Ryl. II 132 of AD 47. In these documents 
Thermoutharion is described as A'uKapioovoc;, which has been interpreted as 'daugh
ter of' Lykarion'. In BGUN 1053 = MChr. 105 (13 BC) C. Julius Philios lends 
money to Lykarion and his wife E;)~CQ'tapiou (ll. Sf). The name Theotarion is unpar
alleled, and may be a wrong reading of the name 8EpJ.WU8apiou. This 
Thermoutharion might have been Lykarion's wife, although it is possible that 
Lykarion had a wife and a daughter both called Thermoutharion. 

60. BGUXN 2438 and 2439 passim. Cf P.Tebt. I p. 570. Rostovtzeff 19942, 69f first 
suggested that prosodos land and the land set aside in the KEXWPlCY!lEVT] np6cro8oc; 
were connected with doreai, or with ousiai in the Roman period. For a survey of the 
documents on prosodos land see Armoni 2000, 234-236. 

61. Tigellius might have been connected with the soldier M. Tigellius Ialysos, who occurs 
in BGU IV 1168 of 14/13 BC; cf Bowman 2001, no. 15. On the estate of the 
Theones see P. Theon. Appendix c. 

62. It was a common feature of ousiai to use their special measures; see Parassoglou 1978, 
55£ 
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63. See for instance the prosodos of Livia in SB XVI 12835.3 of AD 5/6. On Eros and 
Charmos, see P.Lond. II 195.17 (pp. 127f; c£ P.Ryl. II p. 255). The phrases £80:¢11 
rcpocro8tKa and rcpocro8tK6c; y£oopy6c; refer to an imperial estate in P.Ryl. II 142.4f, 
14f of AD 37. In the prosodos of Livia at Philadelphia, the public farmer Isidoros of 
Psophthis was obliged by the strategos Tryphon to take up the compulsory service of 
yEoopyia oucrtaKi] Kat rcpocro8tKi]. It is worth noting that, while from the end of 
the second century BC the strategos was also £ret 'tcDV rcpocr68oov, i.e., in charge of the 
revenues, in the archive oflsidoros Tryphon is called £ret 1:fic; rcpocr68ou, in charge of 
'the revenue'. It is possible that here the strategos also acted as the manager of the es
tate of Livia; this would explain why he insisted personally on pressing Isidoros to 
farm that land. On Isidoros, see Hanson 1984 and 1997. On the tide cr1:pa1:T]y6c; 
Kat £m 'tcDV rcpocr68oov, see Chapter 4. 

64. Some balsam plantations near Jericho, described by Pliny as agri regii, were presented 
by Antony to Cleopatra, who leased them to Herod (Jos. BJI 361). On Cleopatra's 
death they probably fell to Octavian as booty and were retained as his private prop
erty; perhaps they were returned to Herod in 30 BC; cf. Jos. BJI 396 andA]XV 217. 
Some copper mines at Cyprus, which had been restored to Cleopatra by Antony, be
came Augustus' private property when Cyprus became a province in 12 BC; Augustus 
gave a share of these to Herod; c£ Jos. A] XVI 128. See LoCascio 2000, 112f n. 44. 

65. PSI Corr. I 1150 = SB XN 11933.4-6. Petenephies, a known landowner of sacred 
land, possibly a priest, is documented at Kerkeosiris during the period roughly from 
120 to 110 BC; see Messeri in PSI Corr. I, pp. 40-49, and Parassoglou 1978, 100. 

66. C£ Sijpesteijn 1983, 135-139. No Eudaimon is known elsewhere, except forb rcpoc; 
'tOte; Ka'taAOXWJ.!Otc; in P.Oxy. XLIX 3482.5f (73 BC). Another Eudaimon had a 
pUJ.!T] named after him in Alexandria, see BGUIV 1117.8 (13 BC) = MChr. 107. 

67. C£ P.Coll. Youtie I pp. 176£ Asinius Pollio the elder, born in 76/75 BC, cos. 40 BC, 
died in AD 6, c£ PIR2 A 1241; cf. Suet. Aug. 43.2. On Asinius Pollio the younger, 
born in 10 BC, cos. AD 23, c£ PIR2 A 1242. See also Capponi 2002. 

68. See Parassoglou 1978, 65-68. 
69. Rowlandson 1996, 55 n. 87 identified the landowner called Nikanor with the 

Nikanor appearing in Suet. Aug. 89.1, who might have been the son of Areius; 
Parassoglou 1978, 65 regarded this estate as non-imperial. 

70. On the estate ofFalcidius, see P.Ryl. II 138 (AD 34), SEHRE2 , 269 and Parassoglou 
1978,45,77. On Antonia as heir of Antony' property, see Dio LI 15.7, SEHRE2 671 
n.19 and Parassoglou 1978, 70f; on Gallia Palla, see Suet. Tib. 6.3, and Parassoglou 
1978, 81. 

71. See Parassoglou 1978, s. v. 
72. C£ Tomsin 1957, 213, 219£ 
73. C£ Sijpesteijn 1976 = P.Theon. Appendix C. 
74. Rostovtzeff19942, 68£ 
75. See Rowlandson 1996, 56£ Rostovtzeff 19942, 209f thought that, as in the Ptolemaic 

period, the Roman state considered itself as the ultimate owner of all the land. 
76. According to Dio LV 7.5, with few exceptions, Augustus inherited the property of his 

friends. 
77. It is likely that the ousia of the prefect Petroni us (or of the Petronii, soldiers) became 

eventually the property of the emperor. This ousia is documented by BGUII 650.1-3 
(= WChr. 365) of AD 46/47 as the property of Claudius, and by SB VI 9224 (= 
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P.Gen. II 91.24) of AD 50/51. The Petroni an ousia was inherited by Salvi us Otho 
(probably the future emperor Otho); see Messeri and Pintaudi 2000, 199 n. 1. 

78. Parassoglou 1978, 67 excluded from the list of owners of ousiai a number oflandown
ers, which he considered owners of 'private land', including: Theanous daughter of 
Alexandros in P.Ryl. IV 600 (8 BC), Tigellius in BGUVII 1669; Euandros son of 
Ptolemaios in P.Ryl. II 132, 133, 166 (AD 26-33); Julius Athenodoros and 
Calpurnius Tryphon in P.Ryl. II 128 (c. 30), L. Terentius in P.Mich. V 232 (AD 36), 
perhaps connected with the imperial freedman mentioned in BGUIV 1141.27 of 13 
BC, and in ChLA XLII 1239.4 (first century BC or AD), Theon son of Theon in 
P.Ryl. II 145 (AD 38) andAsklepiades son ofPtolemaios in P.Ryl II 167 (AD 39). It 
is however hard to agree with this distinction, since there is no secure evidence that 
can prove once for all whether these properties were 'non-imperial estates' or 'private 
lands'. 

79. Euandros son ofPtolemaios is cited as owner of an estate in the Arsinoite in P.Ryl. II 
132 and 166 (AD 26-33); P.Ryl. II 133 is a petition from a farmer to Euandros in 
person. It is very likely, although not guaranteed, that the two Euandroi were one and 
the same person. 

80. See Kehoe 1992, 37. 
81. See Parassoglou 1978, 52f. Normally, the manager was a local, as in the cases of 

Aphrodisios son of Zoilos, eklemptor of the papyrus-marsh of Julia Sebaste and the 
children of Germanicus in P.Mil I 6.1-3 of AD 26; or Herakleides son oflsidoros in 
the estate ofTi. Claudius Balbillus and M. Aponius Saturninus in P.Mich. V 312.5£, 
50 of AD 34. In BGUVII 1669.1, 4 a certain Korkodeilos was the secretary to the 
proestos of the former estate ofTigellius, and reported to a certain Amyntas, possibly 
an imperial slave. This pattern is found also in other provinces of the Greek East. 
According to Crawford 1976, 51, the term EKATUlJC1:Cop was equivalent to conductor, 
JCPCXY!lCX'tEvtf]c; to actor and dt KOV6!loc; to vi ficus in Asia but to dispensator in Egypt. 
This terminology more or less agrees with that of the imperial estates and their man
agers in Galatia; see Levick 1967, 224f. According to Aubert 1994, 32f, in the Greek
speaking part of the Roman empire the term institor/ praepositus was equivalent to 
1CpOE0'tcDt;, vi ficus could be translated to 8101 KT]'tf]c; but was generally rendered by 
dtKOV6!loc; (which could also indicate a dispensator), actor was equal to npay!la
'tE'Inf]c;, and procurator and tutor to ¢povucnf]c; and £ni 1:ponoc; respectively. These 
business managers moved freely throughout the empire; for this reason, it is unlikely 
that the terms by which they were designated changed radically from one province to 
another. 

82. In P.Ryl. II 138.2-5 (AD 34) Sotas son of Maron is the proestos of the estate of the 
children ofTiberius and Livia Drusi Caesaris; in P.Oslo III 123.3-6 (AD 22) a certain 
Dionysius is the proestos of an epoikion in the ousia of Antonia Drusi; in SB VI 
9150.2-5 (AD 5) Kallistratos son ofKallistratos is the proestos of the beasts of burden 
of the ousia of Livia and the children of Germanicus. See further references in 
Parassoglou 1978, 53 n. 16. 

83. The late Ptolemaic BGUVIII 1821.4f and VIII 1831.9f (cf. PP IV 10085) refer to 
the estate ofHierax, run by a n:pOE<J'tT]KcO<;; in BGU 1831.10 [ .. l. 'tTJ:C9'\l may be 
restored to [t8tO]~'ti]:C9'\l· BGUVIII 1833 (cf. PPIV 10096) is a petition to the strat
egos Seleukos from a widow asking for the remission of her husband's debts towards 
the npocnchT]c; Bion, who was probably managing the patrimonial property of the 
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strategos. See also the Augustan PSI Corr. I 1150.4-6 = SB XII 11933.4-6, where two 
proestotes continued to manage the land of Petenephies when, after the Roman con
quest, it became the estate of the emperor; cf. Capponi 2002, 184 n. 34. 

84. According to Biezunska-Maowist 1984, 304, the oikonomoi were never manumitted 
because they had a prominent financial position and a high degree of responsibility 
in the administration, and could thus become dangerously powerful. On oikonomoi, 
see Chapter 4. 

85. = ChLA III 206 = CPL 175. 
86. = CP] II 420 a. 
87. C£ PIR2 C 7 44. The ed. pr. regarded KA.a8oc; as a variant ofK/cau8wc;, although the 

name Cladus is attested. 
88. C£ Parassoglou 1978, 84£ 
89. In P.Oxy. II 244 (= ChLA III 206 = CPL 175), Cerinthus, slave of Antonia, called her 

sheep and goats in the Oxyrhynchite a EXCD EV <'ucoypa(¢11); this was translated by 
Grenfell and Hunt to 'which I have in the register'. In P.Ryl II 152.11 of AD 42, the man
ager of the estate ofThermoutharion says ac; EXCD vo~ac; £v £A.atcilvt 8Ep~ou8ap'tou 
K'tA. However, the verb EXElV does not necessarily imply private ownership. 

90. C£ Parassoglou 1978, 18f n. 24, 52. 
91. On Eros see Plut. Apophthegm. Aug. 4.207 B; Bowersock 1965, 40, PIR2 E 86, 

Treggiari 1969, 191; Bowman 2001, no. 8. In SB I 4960 (29 BC) we find Eros slave 
ofHilarion (possibly another imperial slave). An imperial slave called Eros appears in 
BGUIV 1118 passim (22 BC); C. Julius Eros in BGUIV 1125.17 (13 BC); c£ also 
BGUIV 1141 and BGUIV 1168 (11110 BC). A freedman called Gaius Eros issues a 
receipt for repayment of 3000 drachmas in BGUXI 2047.7 (Ptolemais Euergetis, AD 
8). This man may be attested also in PUG II 61.2, which refers to a bank of Ilpco( ) 
(Kat) Ep() in the early first century AD in Ptolemaic Euergetis. In BGU IV 1184 
(Alexandria 30 BC-AD 14), refers to Eros slave of Lucius Lucceius. Parassoglou 1978, 
24 n. 60 cautioned that Eros was one of the commonest slave names. 

92. A certain Pleinis son of, or, more probably, slave of Charmos occurs in 0. Cam b. 51.7 
of AD 8 and O.Cair. 89.5 of AD 9. In BGUIV 1037.10 of AD 48, a certain Charmos 
features as the owner of a house in Karanis. 

93. See Tomsin 1957, 221 and Parassoglou 1978, 24. On the estate of Iucundus and 
Chresimos, c£ P.Ryl II 207.5, 17; BGUIX 1894.93ff. 

94. C£ Brashear 1993, 12£ 
95. Possibly a wrong reading of the name Diphilos. C£ Chapter 6. 
96. In 1. 4, the edition presents the reading Ma~t/c('tou) XPTl0l~(ouc;), which should be 

corrected, in my view, to Ma~tA(tou) XpT]0l~(ou). Chresimos is attested as an impe
rial slave in P.Vind. Tandem 9. The document is about a certain Mamilius Chresimus, 
where Chresimus is an abbreviated cognomen, according to De Romanis 1996, 257£ 

97. On the forced lease of land to neighbouring villagers, see Johnson 1952, 61ff and 
Poethke 1969, 24f£ 

98. See Parassoglou 1978, 54-56. See P.Ryl. II 140.5-7 (AD 36). 
99. The earliest evidence of an apolysimos comes from the estate of Livia and Germanicus: 

cf. P.Lond. II 445.7 (pp. 166f) of AD 14/15. On apolysimoi, see Martin 1950, 
146-149; Chalon 1964, 106ff; Parassoglou 1978, 57£ 60-63 esp. 62 n. 73. On the 
tax-free status of imperial ousiai, see Rostovtzeff 19942, 142f n. 67. 
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100. = SBVI 9224. Maron the son ofPylades yqo[vcilt;] rrpaK[1:oop] A.aoypa¢'w.t; (1. 7) and 
[<':wa]8[E]8[o]~[i:v]ot; Ett; YECDpytav of the former estate of Maecenas; Horion son of 
Petosiris, <'moA.1xn~ot; of the former estate of Maecenas, rrpaK'tCDp A.aoypa¢iat; in the 
tenth year of Claudius, and <'moA.1xn~ot; yEoopy6t;; and Demetrios son of Isidoros, 
c':moA1xn~ot; of the former estate of Petronius and rrpaK['tCDp] A.aoypa¢'tat; in the 
tenth year of Claudius. In P.Mich. X 582.11[, there is another reference to Horion, who 
one year later refused to undertake the tax collection although he was not an apolysimos, 
and that his name was not in the register of the exempt people (leukoma); c£ P.Mich. X 
p. 15. 

101. There was no obligation to compulsory farming outside one's own nome of residence, 
as Isidoros claimed. Cf. Hanson 1997, 413, 421. 

102. OGIS II 669.10-15 1:Tjv 'tcDV rrpo1:i:poov !::rrapxoov CX:twvwv ouvi]9Etav. See Chalon 
1964, 104-109. 

103. See Parassoglou 1978, 57ff; Rowlandson 1996, 56£ Further evidence for ateleia in 
connection with imperial estates is found in P.Mich. IX 560.8-10 (AD 46), where 
Livia's estate at Karanis is said to have tax-free status, and P.Oxy. XXXVIII 2837.9f = 
C.P.Gr. II 7 (AD 50), the notification of death of a farmer EV Tfj a'tEAl<;i- (i.e. apolysi
mos?) of the estate of Tiberi us. It is worth noting that this notification was addressed 
to Herakleides, the eklemptor or manager of the estate. 

104. P.Gen. II 91 (AD 50/51); cf. Parassoglou 1978, 57£ 
105. P.Bingen 45.6Hrr[tKE]XCDPi]Ka~EV 8£ Kat cDV EXEl Ka;;c!- 'tTJV xoopq.y !::8a¢cl3v 

IT<XV'tCDV a;;[EAEt]q_[v K'tA. and ll.l4f avi:rra<(la Kat a'tEAll Kat avEvyapEU'ta 
dvat K'tA. I have reported the translation by Van Minnen 2000b, 34. 

106. See Parassoglou 1978, 27. 
107. One of the reasons for the creation of the ousiakos logos may have been the increased 

number of estates and properties of the imperial patrimonium at the end of the Julio
Claudian dynasty. The presence ofVespasian and Titus at Alexandria in AD 70 may 
have been the occasion for a reorganisation of the province of Egypt. 

108. Livia, for instance, had her own procurator, a post held for some time by Sex. Afranius 
Burrus; cf. ILS 1321, CILX 7489. See Crawford 1976,39. 

109. See Parassoglou 1978, 84f. 
llO. Swarney 1970a, 71-73. 
lll. Srrabo XVII 1.12 (797) b rrpooayopEu6~Evot; 'i8wt; A.6yot;, ot; 1:oov &.8mrr61:oov 

Kat 1:oov £tt; Kaioapa rrimEtv b¢EtA.6noov !::~E'taoTT]t; !::au. 
112. See Millar 19922, 159; Rathbone 1993, 101, 105-110. 
113. Brunt 1990, 148, 16lf with reference to Millar 1963. 
114. See Meleze-Modrzejewski 1990 IV, pp. 91-125, esp. 95f and 113. 
ll5. Meleze-Modrzejewski 1979, 163-188; c£ Harden and Purcell 2000, 223. On the 

topographical location of the Alexandreon chora see Jones 1983, 304 and 475 n. 11. 
116. The so-called 'Amnesty Decrees' of Ptolemy Euergetes II (P.Tebt. I 5.93-98 = 

C. Ord.Ptol. 53) granted tax exemption to this territory in 118 BC, and other royal 
decrees addressed Alexandrian citizens who resided in the chora as a privileged class: 
see SB VI 8993 II (175/4 BC) = C.Ptol.Sklav. 8; see also C. Ord.Ptol. 76, the edict of 
Cleopatra VII and Caesarian that was addressed to 'those from the city who farm in 
the Prosopite and the Boubastite' (cf. BL 10, 46); as concerns the edict ofTiberius 
Julius Alexander see OGIS II 669.59-61, and Chalon 1964, 230-3. 
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117. Although according to Rowlandson 1996, 107 the majority of the lands of the 
Alexandrians were concentrated in that area. 

118. Rostovtzeff, SEHHW, 269, 325, 1197, 1309. Some instances of the term oikia occur 
inP.Tebt. I 40 (117 BC) or BGUVIII 1833 (51/50 BC). 

119. Cities began to acquire estates much later according to Rowlandson 1996, 68. 
120. See Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 117. 
121. P.Graux.inv. 2009, presented by Kambitsis 1988, p. 51. 
122. This oikos is probably one and the same as the oikos mentioned in P.Mil. Vogl. VI 296, 

from the same time and place. 
123. See Heinen 1966, 142 and Whitehorne 1994 Table 2 p. 213 for a stemma of the later 

Ptolemies. 
124. P.Mil. Vogl. VI 269.30n. 
125. Nicole 1906, 225f transcribed only a part of the document. Some suggestions for 

restoration may be found in P.Mil. Vogl. VI p. 26 n. 1. 
126. In the papyri the phrase 'tEpdna'tOV 't<X!ltEtOV normally indicates the imperial fiscus; 

cf. Millar 1963, 29. 
127. P.Oxy. IV 807 = SB X 10534 on which see Swarney 1968. The DDBDP dates it to 

the period 30 BC- AD 68. 
128. Some Em 'tl]pl]'t<Xt (managers) of the possessions of an oikos are attested in P.Mil. Vogl. II 

56.1-10. The philosopher Julius Asklepiades who left his property to Alexandria in P.Fay. 
87 and P.Hamb. I 36 may have been one and the same as the Asklepiades of Mendes 
mentioned by Suet. Aug. 94.4; see RE II 1627 no. 26 and PIIfl A 1199. A man of im
portance called Asklepiades occurs in BGUN 1197.1, N 1200.14 (where he is said to 
have gone to Italy), and XVI (passim), all of the Augustan period, and in the 
Herakleopolite archive so-called 'of Isidora and Asklepiades' in BGU N 1203-9 (= 
Olsson nos. 1-7) from the early reign of Augustus. The incipit of the letter of Claudius 
to the Alexandrians P.Lond VI 1912.17 = CP]II 153 records Julius Asklepiades among 
the names of the Alexandrian presbeis; he may have been the son of the philosopher 
Asklepiades documented under Augustus. Julius Asklepiades 'the younger' may have 
been the owner of the estate that was given to Antonia the daughter of Claudius in BGU 
IX 1893; see Parassoglou 1978, 12 n. 36; on Antonia see Hagedorn 1999, 216. 

129. P.Fay. 82 = Sel.Pap. II 269. The Em 1:cilv O"'tE!lWX'tCDV is documented in CIG 4705, 
11. 4-6, in AD 232/3. The term O"'tE!l!l<X may have been equivalent to the Latin ordo 
or fomilia. On the role of the gymnasium in the administration of Egypt see 
Burkltalter 1992. 

130. An ouma olKou Kaicrapoc; recurs in P.Lips. 96.1.3 of the second or third century 
AD, possibly from the Hermopolite, while P.Oxy. XLII 3047.5 of AD 245 refers to 
land of the oikos ofVespasian and Titus. 

131. C£ OGIS II 669.10-15. On misthotai as wealthy head-lessees, see Chalon 1964, 
104f, and Rowlandson 1996, 81. 

132. PSI V 449.6 refers to land in the Oxyrhynchite that belonged to an OtKoc; 'tcDV 
'Antvoi:cov some time in the fourth century AD. 

133. P.Ryl. II 216 (cf. col. VII) of the late second or early third century AD shows 
Alexandrian citizens paying lower tax rate on vineyards and gardens in the Mendesian 
nome than others. On Alexandrians as privileged landowners see Parassoglou 1978, 
27-29; see Rowlandson 1996, 104-117, 182-3 266-7 and 269 n. 188 on 
Alexandrian and Antinoite citizens who owned estates in the Oxyrhynchite nome. 
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134. Cf. Whitehorne 1994, 182, 185. 
135. See Caes. BCIII 108, Dio XLII 44.2. See also Caes. BellA/ex. 3. On Auletes' will and 

royal wills in general see Braund 1984, 136-7 and Chapter III.1. On the relationship 
berween Auletes and Pompey, and on the role of Caesar in the recognition of Auletes 
as a king, see Heinen 1966, 9-1 0 and 144 n. 3. 

136. See the so-called Boule Papyrus, PSIX 1160 (= CP]II 150), on which see the editions 
by Norsa and Vitelli 1930 and 1932, and the discussion in Delia 1991, Chapter V 

137. Suet. Aug. 18; Strabo XVII 1.3 (787); see Garnsey 1999, 14. 
138. See Casanova 1995. 
139. On Sicily, see Andorlini and Marcone 1999, 330-335; on Egypt, see Rostovtzeff 

SEHRE2, 269f; on the balance of crops and their relationship with the payment of 
taxes and rents, see Rowlandson 1996, 236-239. 

140. According to Kehoe 1992, 40-42, normally the owners of ousiai provided for just 
enough investment that their small-scale tenants could produce a sufficient harvest, 
so that owners could count on a secure income for each parcel of land; however, he 
hypothesised that some owners might have invested in viticulture in their estates. 
Sharp 1998 thought it unlikely that in the Augustan period the patterns of produc
tion and distribution of food changed dramatically. 

141. According to Rowlandson 1996, 29f: 'the advantage to the state of retaining large 
quantities of land in public ownership lay not so much in the relative insecurity of 
tenure possessed by its tenants, but in the fact that the land produced a much higher 
revenue per aroura than was customarily charged on private land.' 

142. Manning 1999, 101 talked in terms of 'effective private ownership of real property' 
in Ptolemaic Egypt. On the pretence of Greek education on the part of the Graeco
Egyptian privileged classes, see Turner 1984, 148. 

143. As Kehoe 1992, 16 pointed out, when dealing with estates, the terms 'owner' and 
'beneficiary' may be misleading. 

144. Cf. Kehoe 1992, 36. 
145. Rostovtzeff19942, 56£ 105, 120f, 132, 160. 
146. Aubert suggested that the vilicus system originated in the context of the management 

of agricultural estates and was then applied to other areas of private and public ad
ministration. However, Aubert warned that the papyrological evidence shows no uni
versal standardised patterns, and that it is hard to match them with the institutions 
of Roman private law. Cf. Aubert 1994, 35-38, 414f. 

147. Ofi:en the imperial slaves were entrusted temporary offices in one province and then 
were transferred to another. It is difficult to collect the material on imperial slaves and 
freedmen, as the nomenclature is not always clear: in the papyri of the early imperial 
period (until the reign ofTiberius) slaves are designed as (slave) 'of Caesar' (proper 
name+ Kaisaros); or from their function (e.g. oikonomos). Imperial freedmen may also 
lurk in the number of Roman citizens bearing an imperial gentilicium and a Greek 
cognomen, e.g. C. Julius Eros; in such cases it is impossible to establish whether we are 
dealing with Roman citizens, imperial freedmen, or provincials who obtained Roman 
citizenship. In addition, we do not know whether Graeco-Egyptians who obtained 
Alexandrian citizenship changed their name thereafter. See Biezunska-Malowist 
1984,297. 

148. Manning 1999, 84, 101. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER NINE 

1. Some items of evidence for the continuity of the office of the EKAOytO''tllt; in the 
Roman period are P.Oxy. XII 1480.12, 15 = P.Olsson 22 (AD 32); P.Oxy. XLII 
3061.17, 19 (first century AD), SEX 10741.10 =PUG II 64 (second/third century 
AD). On the assessment of taxes, see Wallace 1938a, 294-296. 

2. App. BCV 4; Dio XLII 6. Brunt 1990, 380 thought that 'the change was easy, be
cause pactiones (i.e. bargains whereby the cities collected the money on behalf of the 
publicans) already existed'; the publicans had become mere guarantors of the collec
tion, and this made it easier for Caesar to suppress them. 

3. See Brunt 1990, 380, 386. 
4. See Wilcken 1912, 212f. 
5. Tac. Ann. IV 6.3 ftumenta et pecuniae vectigales . .. societatibus equitum Romanorum 

agitabantur. 
6. See Lewis 1970, 7 = 1995, 142; Bagnall1991a, 9. 
7. Literally, however, a 'tEAcDVT]t; was a 'tax-buyer' rather than a 'tax-farmer,' as his con

tract was a cbv1l not a !lt0'8CDO'tt;, that is, a sale not a lease; see Youtie 1973, 561. On 
tax farming in Egypt, see the summary by Brunt 1990, 422ff. 

8. See Brunt 1990, 423. 
9. See Preaux 1939, 457; on the surplus from tax farming, see Brunt 1990, 424. 

10. Youtie 1973, 554-578. 
11. See Youtie 1973, 560-573, with reference to Rostovtzeff 1902, 480-482. 
12. On these taxes, see Chapter 9. Mason 1974, 92 translated 'tEAcDVT]c; to publicanus. I 

report here some early Roman attestations of'tEAcDVat' SB I 4519.1 (AD 19) con
cerning the bath tax; SB XIV 11635.2 (AD 24) that refers to a 'tEACDVElOV; SB XVI 
12495.1.6 (first century AD); O.Bodl. II 653 (AD 14) that mentions a 'tEAcDVT]c; 
called Petemenophis son of Psenerymis; O.Cair. 84.1,3 (AD 6/7) that refers to 
Chesthotes, farmer of the tax on weavers. O.Deiss. 34.3 (AD 35) refers to colleagues 
or !-!E'tOXOt 'tEAcDVat. O.Deiss. 74 (6 BC/AD I) and O.Leid. 44.1 (AD 12/13) = SB 
X 10338 refer to a tax farmer called Ammonios, who in the second document levies 
the 2% tax. O.Leid. 45 = SB X 10423 (AD 15) refers to farmers of the bath tax. In 
0. Petr. 119.1 (AD 14) and in WO II 15 51 (AD 34) a certain Asklas farms the 
weavers-tax at Thebes-perhaps he was one and the same as the Asklas who features in 
SB I 4327 (cf. SB II, p. 462). In O.Petr. 213 (AD 18) there are !-!E'tOXOt 'tEAcDVat. In 
0. Theb. 91.1 (= O.Bodl. I 170, first century AD), a certain Germanos and his col
leagues farm the 2% tax. 

13. See for instance P.Tebt. I 6.1.16 = WChr. 332 =C. Ord.Ptol. 57 (140/139 BC); P.Tebt. 
III/2 904 (115 BC); SBXII 11078 (100 BC); UPZI 106.5 and 107.6 (99 BC), both 
= C. Ord.Ptol. 62. 

14. = WChr. 275 = Sel.Pap. II 420. 
15. Cf. BGUIV 1192.11 (c. 55 BC); BGUIV 1198.16fmentions the anat'tT]crtc; of 

capitation taxes in 6/5 BC. In P.Oxy. II 291.7 of AD 25/26, a certain Severns su
pervises the anai'tT]Cl'lt; of taxes in corn and money (Cl'l'tlK<X K<Xl apyuptK<i). 
Some evidence for a nat 'tT]'t<Xt in the second century and later is quoted by Wallace 
1938a, 303f, 308, 316. The evidence for this official has been fully discussed by 
Palme 1989. 

16. Cf. BL 8, 492; 10, 276. 
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17. Respectively, BGUIV 1123.5 and BGUIV 1132.8 (13 BC). 
18. On the npch:-r(J)p ~EVtKcDV, see Preaux 1955. C£ also BGUVIII 1826.47, 1827.24 

of 52/51 BC, and SB III 6663.31 probably of 6/5 BC. According to Grenfell and 
Hunt (see P.Oxy. II 286.5 n.), both in the Ptolemaic and in the Roman period the 
npaK'r(J)p ~EVtKcDV was a collector of ~EvtKa, i.e., debts owed by persons who were 
living in another nome, and thus were under the jurisdiction of other officials. In ori
gin the npaK'r(J)p was the officer in charge of the execution on the property of the de
faulter, see Taubenschlag 19552, 509, 526£ BGUXIV 2420.11 (dated to the second 
year of an unnamed ruler, probably in the first century BC) mentions a n:paK'tCOp 
involved in the collection of taxes from a village. 

19. Apollophanes is npaK'r(J)p of the tax on weavers in P.Oxy. II 285.6 (AD 50), and so 
are Melas and Theon in P.Mich. X 598 (AD 49). In O.Bodl. II 1103 (AD 33) 
Haryothes and Psais collect the pasture-tax. In O.Bodl. II 655 (AD 21) Asklas collects 
the bath tax at Thebes. In O.Bodl. II 1104 (AD 35) Petemenophis collects the bath 
tax, and in O.Bodl. II 660 (AD 36) he and Psenamounis collect the bath tax. A 
npaK'r(J)p /caoypacpiac; and XCOJ.lCX'tlKOU occurs in O.Strasb. 780 (AD 29). A cer
tain Panechates is npaK'r(J)p of dike-tax in O.Bodl. II 561 (AD 34). 

20. C£ BGU XVI 2593.1 (Augustan). C£ also Palechemis son of Psenthotes, who is 
npaK'r(J)p apyupt KCOV in O.Leid. 48 = SB X 10426 (AD 29). It was believed that this 
official was introduced byTrajan; see Wallace 1938a, 291; Sharp 1999, 227. 

21. Some instances of the npaK'r(J)p -roov J3acrtlctKOOV are P.Petr. III 26.14 (240 BC), UPZ 

II 155.13 (254 BC) and PSI IV 389.5 (243/242 BC). A npaK'r(J)p 8Y]~oot(J)V is 
found in P.Ryl. II 141.6 (AD 37); another one, a certain Secundus, occurs in P.Oxy. 

X 1258.3 (AD 45). On the change in terminology from J3amA.tK6t; to 8Y]~6crtoc;, 
and on the co-existence of these two terms under Augustus, see Geraci 1983, 149. 

22. Some Arsinoite documents show XEtpt<nai and J3oY]8oi acting as the agents of 
n:paK'tOpE<;. Another XEtptcr-rT]c; levies the O"UV'tal;t<; at Soknopaiou Nesos in 
BGU XIII 2291.2-4 (6-4 BC). A xnptcr-rf]c; called Romulus levies the 
auv'tal;wov in BGUVII 1590a.l-3 (AD 6). Akousilaos is J3oYJ86c; A.aoypacpiac; 
in P.Tebt. II 348 of AD 23, and Mysthas has the same tide in P.Tebt. II 349.2-5 (AD 
28). In P.Fay. 45.1-6 (AD 9110 and 10111) from Theadelphia, a certain Heraklas, 
J3oY]86c; of the cruv-ra~t~ov, is the helper (b napa) of a certain Tryphon, described 
as the gu .. () (1. 3), perhaps the YUJ..Lvacriapxoc;. In P.Mil. I 9.1-5 (AD 13/14), also 
from Theadelphia, we find perhaps the same tax collector Heraklas, on the staff of C. 
Julius Alexander. SB XVI 13017.27 (24 BC) refers to a J30Y]86c; at the record-office 
ofSoknopaiou Nesos. WO II 290-of uncertain date-refers to a certain Marcus J30Y]86c; 
A.aoypacpiac;. In WO II 285-288, 292-294 (of uncertain date) we find npaK-rOpEt; 
apyupt KOOV). 

23. On Ptolemaic A.oyEmai and their U1tY]pE'rat, see Preaux 1939, 456 n. 3. In BGUVII 

1590b.5 (AD 617) Mysthas occurs as the A.oyEmf]c; of poll tax. In O.Fay. 12 
(Theadelphia, 6 BC) we encounter a A.oyEmf]c; of a tax of 4 drachmas and a certain 
Pollio to whom the payment had to be made. In P.Graux. II 9 (AD 33) one encoun
ters A.oyEmai of poll tax. 

24. Sharp 1999, 218£ 
25. See Wallace 1938a, 298f; in the Arsinoite, a npaK'r(J)p (probably of the Ptolemaic 

type) occurs in SB V 7376.20f of AD 3. 

BGU
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26. On the possible compulsion to farm out taxes in the Ptolemaic period, see Youtie 
1973, 570; Hanson 1989, 432, however, suggested that the office of praktor, al
though compulsory, could be popular, because it was a source of money and social 
prestige. The fact that an office was liturgical does not imply that it was not paid, al
though the evidence for the salaries of tax collectors is meagre; see Wallace 1938a, 
323f. 

27. Thomas 1983, 39. On the dating of P.Mich X 582, cf. BL 7, 114. 
28. See Chalon 1964, 54 with reference to OGIS II 669.1 Off. 
29. I quote from Grenfell and Hunt's translation of P.Oxy. I 44.11-16 = WChr. 275 = 

Sel.Pap. II 420. On the dating of this document, see Hagedorn 1988b, 153f. 
30. Wilcken 1912, 212f; Brunt 1990, 392. 
31. On the possible meanings publicanus and procurator, see Mason 197 4, 92 s.v.; on trib

utarius, see Corp.Gloss.Lat. (Goetz Schoell) II 559.7, 4472.56. 
32. There is no reference to the phorologos in Wallace 1938a; this official was first mentioned 

by Thomas 1983, 38. C£ the reference in Diad. XIX 94.10 to ¢opo/coyou~£VOt, 'pop
ulations who pay tribute' according to the Loeb translation; in my view this term could 
be translated as tributarii. 

33. 'A9T]VlCOVl Ka1oupoc; ¢opoA6ycot; his colleague's name, <I>t/c[. . l. PC!l could have 
been, for instance, Philetairos or Philargyros, and possibly Phileros; c£ Foraboschi 
1967, 330£ A certain Philargyros is mentioned in BGUN 1116 and 1167 of 13/12 
BC; in 1167 he is attested as the slave of Antonia. 

34. C£ P.Lond. II 256 (pp. 95-99). 
35. See BL 7, 279 and 8, 505. In P.Vind. Tandem 9.19, the reading ofthe name ~t<Pt~O~ 

may be changed to Ll1¢t/coc;, as Siphilos is not attested otherwise. 
36. See Straus 1978, 261, and c£ Cerinthus, slave of Antonia the wife ofDrusus in P.Oxy. 

II 244 = CPL 175 of AD 23. 
37. P.Strasb. VIII 762.1freads rc]apa '0/cu~rcou [ti:]paKoc; Ka. [ .. ]poA6you, which

could be resolved to rc]apa 0/cu~rcou 'Ii:]paKoc; KaHcr(apoc;) ¢o]po/c6you. The 
abbreviation Ka1cr(apoc;) is widely found in documents of the Augustan period; see 
for instance BGUN 1116.6 (13 BC), 1151.11 (13 BC), 1158.5 (9 BC), BGUVII 
1598.ii.1 (16 BC), PSI Corr. 1150.1 (27 BC). Probably, Hierax was a phorologos and 
imperial slave, and Olympos his vicarius. This was the standard pattern according to 
Straus 1978. There seem to be no other instances of an imperial slave or freedman 
called Hierax. According to Plut. Ant. 82.2, Cleopatra's doctor was called Olympos. 
Another Olympos is mentioned by Josephus as a friend of king Herod of]udaea; see 
PIR2 0 99, A]XVI 332, 354, and B] I 535. 

38. CPR XV 15.4, a copy of P.Lond. II 354 p. 163 (7-4 BC). Messeri Savorelli translated 
this phrase to 'exaction of the taxes of Caesar Imperator.' 

39. Philo De Spec. Leg. III 163 (Loeb translation). 
40. Strabo XVII 3.24 (839) Kat rci:~rcoucrt t]y£~6vac; Kat ¢opoA6youc;. The Loeb edi

tion reads: 'and send to them (i.e. to the provinces) praefects and collectors of trib
ute'; according to Mason 1974, 97, the ¢opo/c6ym in this passage were Roman 
procurators. This passage however must been taken with caution as Strabo may have 
generalised or oversimplified a more complex situation. 

41. The documentation relating to the state distribution of seed corn has been discussed 
in P.Oxy. LVII 3902-3909. 

42. See Wallace 1938a, 36. 
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43. On the dating of these documents see BL 9, 251. 
44. The katasporeus was the inspector of the sowing; apparently, this official superin

tended to the entire nome. C. Julius Philetus (possibly an imperial freedman) is 
KCI/tCWrcopEuc; of the Arsinoite in P.Mich. V 233.5 (AD 24). On this official, see 
Oertel1965, 188f, P.Petaus 52 introduction; P.Munch. III pp. 126f. 

45. In SBVI 9223.6 (7 BC) Leonidas and Apollonios are the sitologoi of the Eastern part 
of the lower toparchy of the Oxyrhynchite. PSI VIII 968.9 (first century BC) refers 
to a n:pocrayyEAf.lCX (report) of the sitologoi. P.Oxy. N 833 (Augustan) mentions 
at'toA6yOt KCX'tcX 1:6rcoov; cf. also P.Oxy. XXXVIII 2842.5 (15 BC or AD 29) and 
P.Prag. I 54.1 (AD 19/20). The reference to err 'tOA6ym 't6n:cov is common in the 
Oxyrhynchite, but rate in the Arsinoite. 

46. Cf. the expression at 'tOA.oyou[nEt; in POxy. II 287.3 (AD 23; at 'tO~[oyouv]:coov 'tat; 
Ol]J.![O]oiac; EJ..!(3[oA.ac; (i.e. public shipments of corn) in P.Strasb. VIII 762.5f, pos
sibly Augustan. 

47. In P.Oxy. XVIII 2185.15-17 (AD 92) and P.Koln III 137 (AD 88) respectively. 
48. On the granary of Livia see O.Fay. 15 (first century AD); on the estate of Claudia 

Livilla at Euhemeria see Parassoglou 1978, 73 and P.Ryl. II 127 and 138. On impe
rial estates, see Chapter 8. 

49. See Bogaert 1994, 405f and Chapter 10. 
50. On the dating cf. BL 9, 303. 
51. On this tax, see below in this Chapter. 
52. Cf. Bagnall, Helms and Verhoogt 2000. Further examples of Roman tax collectors 

are: C. Julius tax collector of 8 artabas of barley at Berenice in 6 BC, in 0. Tait I 220; 
P. Mamilius Ambrosius at Myos Hormos in AD 6, in 0. Tait I 223; Gabinius 
Agathopous in AD 19, in 0. Tait I 225; Euandros son of (or slave of) Cornelius in 
0. Tait I 227 of AD 26 (but see a different hypothesis on the dating of these two doc
uments in BL 3, 268); Anicetus slave ofTiberius at Berenice in AD 33-35, in 0. Tait. 
I 237, 238, and 239 (cf. BL 8, 535); accounts of Gaius Norbanus at Myos Hormos 
are also mentioned in 0. Tait I 244 of AD 36. 

53. Brunt 1990,386-414. 
54. Aubert 1994, 329, 346f. 
55. On the structure of the system of freedmen procurators, vilici, vicarii, actores and so 

forth, see Brunt 1990, 385. I do not discuss here the Egyptian evidence for 
dtKOV6J.!Ot, on whom see Chapter 4. 

56. The common view is summarised by Sharp 1999,215-217. 
57. A full survey of the operations of the administration, from the prefect to the strategos, 

in the collection of taxes is given by Sharp 1999, 234-236. 
58. Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 117. On the oikos of Alexandria see above, Chapter 8. 
59. Sharp 1999, 224. On the appointment of tax collectors and their supervisors, see 

Youtie 1973, 568. A possible piece of evidence on a !::m 'tl]pl]'tf]t; supervising taxes is 
P.Oxy. II 370 (descr.), dated to the second year of an unnamed emperor, but proba
bly in the first century AD); cf. BL 1, 321. 

60. On temple granaries and tax receipts issued by temples see Calderini 1924, nn. 5-11. 
Sharp 1999, 222 warned that we should not overestimate the degree of autonomy en
joyed by the village elders and other representatives oflocal communities. 

61. = P.Olsson 22. 
62. Brunt 1990, 390, with reference to Jos. BJII, 405-407. 
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63. See Wallace 1938a, 334f. 
64. Bogaert 1994, 159f compared the evidence on the Theban banker Kephalos in the 

Augustan period with that on his ancestor Kephalos, who was royal banker from 112 
to 84 BC. 

65. See Bogaert 1991, 262. See further discussion on banks in Chapter 10. 
66. See Youtie 1973, 754. 
67. In the commentary to the poll-tax list P.Harrauer 33.110, Messeri suggested that in 

the villages the poll tax was exacted around the same days of every month, a proce
dure that probably derived from the Ptolemaic period. 

68. Sharp 1999, 236f. 
69. In this document the statores have Greek names; they could have been recruited lo

cally into the Roman army; cf. Chapter 3. 
70. The office of the 01:<i1:oop was discussed by Rea in P.Oxy. LVIII 3917.ln. 
71. See Preaux 1939, 5llf. Taubenschlag 19552, 688-691. See for instance BGUVIII 

1779.17ff (51/50 BC), where three inhabitants of the village ofTesenephis are re
quested to pay the rents on behalf of the entire village. 

72. Cf. Lewis 1995, Sf and n. 7. 
73. PhiloDeSpec. Leg. III 159-163. 
74. BGU X.VI 2593.1 mentions torture (0'tpE(3AOO'tcDV) for tax defaulters. The people 

mentioned are the villagers 'tcDV ana 'tllt; KcD~Y]t; and the ones EV ~EVatt; (11. 5f). 
There is evidence for the use of 01:pi: !3A. Y] in the Ptolemaic period as well: see P. Tebt. 
III 789.15 (c. 140 BC); another term used in general for torture was the euphemistic 
1tEt8av<iyKY]; see Preaux 1939, 499 n. 2. 

75. In AD 39 Philo described himself as an old man, and thus what he reported as his 
memories about tax collection may have reflected the situation under Augustus and 
Tiberius. Cf. Philo Leg. 1, 182 (ed. Smallwood 1961). On the reliability of Philo, see 
Youtie 1973, 578. 

76. See BGUVIII 1847.16 (50 BC). Ambaglio 1987, 157 pointed out that the detention 
of insolvent debtors and their starvation in prison is documented both in the 
Hellenistic and in the Roman periods. 

77. OGIS II 669.18; see Chalon 1964, 113f. Wallace 1938a, 166 regarded the 
np<XK't6pnov as the 'office' of the np<iK'tOOp. Youtie 1973, 555 cited as a parallel Luke 
3.12, which tells us that Matthew was in the 'tEAOOVEtOV, the office where he carried 
out the business of the tax collector, when Jesus summoned him. 

78. In order to explain the evidence for imprisonment for private debts under Augustus 
(e.g. BGUN 1138, 19/18 BC) and Tiberi us (e.g. P.Oxy. II 259 of AD 23, on which cf. 
MChr. 101), Chalon 1964, 115-117 suggested that Augustus did not abolish the im
prisonment for debts, but only created a way out with the payment of a fine. On prak
tores and imprisonment, see also the passage in Luke 12.58 K<Xt b Kpt'tf]t; 0E 
napa8cbon 1:qi np<iK'tOpt, K<Xt b np<iK'tOOp 0E (3aA.Et E'tc; ¢uA.aKf]v. According to 
Youtie 1973, 560f, although this refers to the collection of taxes in Judaea, it is likely 
that it applied to Egypt as well: 'there are clear indications in the Gospels that the sys
tem of tax-collection in Palestine resembled that of Egypt in important essentials.' 

79. See Wallace 1938a, 324 and Youtie 1973, 753. 
80. Youtie 1973, 571. 
81. In BGUx.vi 2629 of 4 BC, Eurylochos writes to Athenodoros about the falsification 

of a letter which needed to be written to the prefect; the scribe protested his innocence, 

that order business Kpt'tf]t; 
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but eventually Eurylochos found the way to 'make him speak' (ll. 17f): a euphemism 
that hinted to the use of torture? 

82. Philo Place. 78; Alexandrians could be beaten crrca8atc;; c£ the Latin term spatula. 
This passage was analysed by Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 115. 

83. Brunt 1990, 378. 
84. Brunt 1990, 383 suggested that tax-farming was never completely abandoned, as 

'publicans always had an incentive to maximize profits, and when they did so under 
the percentage system, the fiscus too directly benefited,' while 'salaried officials had 
no like incentive and they could hardly have provided sureties for their operations.' 

85. Brunt 1990,393. 
86. C£ Sharp 1999, 241. 
87. Youtie 1973, 560f drew a parallel between tax collectors in Egypt and Judaea, while 

according to Brunt 1990, 396 there is no warrant that the Egyptian system had par
allels in other provinces. 

88. C£ Sharp 1999, 237£ 
89. This document was discussed by Wallace 1938a, 289£ 
90. See Sharp 1999, 217ff. 
91. Brunt 1990, 381. 
92. For some bibliography on slaves and freedmen in the administration of the patrimo

nium principis, see Parassoglou 1978, 51 n. 3. 
93. However, Brunt 1990, 380 thought that the equestrian officials and the imperial 

freedmen and slaves employed in the province had no liability for deficits, while the 
liturgical tax-collectors were compulsory officials chosen from men of substance, and 
that their own property guaranteed the revenues. In the last resort, communities were 
collectively liable for deficits too. 

94. Brunt 1990, 379. See Chapter 10. 
95. See Rostovtzeff 1995, 209 and n. 35, who argued that collective responsibility ap

peared in Egypt in full bloom under Tiberi us, but had precedents in fifth century BC 
Athens, where members of a family shared the responsibility of the head of the fam
ily if he did not fulfil his obligations towards the state. 

96. Philo, De Spec. Leg. III 159-163. 
97. Dio LVII 10.5; Suet. Tib. 32.2. Naturally, this anecdote may have been invented. On 

this prefect, cf. Appendix 1. 
98. On the Hellenistic 'philosophy of government,' see Rostovtzeff in P.Tebt. III 703, 

p.71. See also Preaux 1939, 431, 457, 518. 
99. Rathbone 1996, 312£ 

1 00. According to Wilcken, half the rate had to be paid if one died before the sixth month 
of the year; this view was rejected by Scheidell999, 67, who thought that the full rate 
was exacted even in the year when people died; see Chapter 7. 

101. Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 112£ 
102. Rostovtzeff SEHHW, 470 pointed out that the salt tax was present and organised 

along the same lines in Egypt, Judaea and Babylonia. 
103. Rathbone 1993, 90£ 
104. On the halike in the Roman period, see Wallace 1938a, 183f and 432 n. 11, WO I 

pp. 14lff, P.Petaus 42 introd.; on poll taxes, see P.Koln II 95 introd.; BGU XV 
2533-2540 introd.; P.Brook. 32 introd., and Rathbone 1993, 91 n. 30. 
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105. Cf. Tcherikover 1950, 188f; Rathbone 1993, 88. O.Mich. 709-714 and 736 range 
from the years 4 to 29 of an unnamed reign, probably of Augustus; O.Mich. 704 is 
dated Year 2 of an unnamed ruler. 

106. These ostraka were generally assigned to the period 50 BC-AD 50 by the first editor 
Zauzich 1984, 67ff. 

107. See Wallace 1938a, 121; Bowman and Rathbone 1992, 112. 
108. On the composition of this sum, see Wallace 1938a, 123, who summarised earlier hy-

potheses by Keyes and Tait. 
109. Rathbone 1993, 97. 
110. Briant 1996, 405. 
111. Rostovtzeff SEHRE2 , 17 4lf and Rathbone 1993, 97 pointed out that the lumping in 

of different capitation taxes with the poll tax proper was common practice in Egypt 
and in other former Hellenistic kingdoms of the Near East. 

112. On the lumping in of the poll tax with other charges, see Shelton 1977, 20-22. 
113. On the metropolitai see above Chapter 7. According to Wallace 1938a, 128 'the rate 

of assessment varied among the different towns in Upper Egypt, and, surprisingly, 
among the various subdivisions of Thebes'; according to Rathbone 1993, 87, 'in 
some quarters ofThebes the rate was 10 drachmas, in others 24 drachmas, possibly 
because only the former quarters counted as metropolite.' 

114. See Brunt 1990, 327; Preaux 1939, 384-386; Rathbone 1993, 92, 96. 
115. P.Tebt. I 103.1.1 (= WChr. 288) records the /caoypa¢ia Ka-r' av8pa of those 'pay

ing the cruna~tc;' (in either 94 or 61 BC). P.Tebt. I 121.60f records the revenue of 
4000 drachmas xaptv /caoypa¢iac; (again, in either 94 or 61 BC). P.Tebt. I 189.1 
records the /caoypa¢ia of those 'who have paid for cruna~tc; and E1UO"'r<X'rtK6v' 
(this papyrus was assigned to the first century BC). See Chapter 7. 

116. Wallace 1938a, 123 thought that the term O"UV'tcX/;lf.lOV meant 'payment for the 
O"UV'tal;u;,' while Rathbone 1993, 88 preferred 'combined charge.' On these 
taxes, see O.Tebt.Pad. pp. 4-17, and the introduction to BGUXV 2533-2540; 
P.Mich. XII 638-642 introduction, SB XVI 12739, 12740, P.Coll. Youtie I 20; 
Bogaert 2000, 163f. For a list of payments for O"UV'ta/;lf.lOV in the Arsinoite see 
also Hobson 1984, with bibliography. On the Ptolemaic cruna~tc;, see Evans 
1957; Uebel1966, 363. 

117. On the dating cf. BL 7, 272. 
118. Other early instances of cruna~wov are P.Mil. I 9 (AD 13/14) and P.Tebt. II 349.3 

(AD 27/28). On /cciiKTj cruna~tc; see P.Mich. V 241.35 (cf. CP]II 413) and 346 B.5 
(AD 16/ 17). The cruna~tJ.WV is documented as late as AD 87-102/3 in P.Mich. VI 
382. 

119. The common consensus is that in the Ptolemaic period b npoc; -rfl cruna~Et super
vised the arrangement of-or the assignment of land to-the katoikoi; see Geraci 
1981 and Chapter 8. 

120. = WChr. 200 A; see Rathbone 1993, 90. 
121. P.Tebt. I 103 = WChr. 288 (94 or 61 BC) and 189 descr. (first century BC); see 

Rathbone 1993, 92. See also Preaux 1939, 380-387 and Chapter 7. 
122. O.Mich. I 121-125 = SBXN 11446-11450, and another group of Michigan ostraka 

published by Youtie 1973, 82-85. To this evidence one may add O.Bakchias G 9, of 
the first century BC or AD, a receipt for syntaxis (4 drachmas) paid by the priest 
Apollonios son ofKratos; see Cuvigny 1999. 
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123. Wallace 1938a, 140f. See for instance BGU IV 1198.19 (5/4 BC), where the priests 
ofHerakleopolis claim that they had paid (among other taxes) the chomatikon. 

124. See Wallace 1938a, 140-143 with a list of receipts on p. 421, n. 38; a summary of 
the literature on chomatikon and places of publication of receipts may be found in 
Poethke and Sijpesteijn 1979, 135, to which add the Greek and Demotic receipts 
listed by Bogaert 2000, 148f, and O.Leid.Dem. I p. 17. 

125. Wallace 1938a, 141. 
126. Preaux 1939, 398f rejected the theory that chomatikon was a compensation for work, 

while Wallace 1938a, 141fleft the question open. 
127. Foraboschi 1970. 
128. Cf. Wallace 1938a, 291f. 
129. On merismos anakechorekoton, see Lewis 1995, 1-13, 1980, 63f. Cf. also Wallace 

1938a, 137-140, and Bogaert 2000, 145 n. 38. Wallace 1938a, 135, 168f thought 
that the Roman administration had a predilection for distributed taxes or merismoi 
that were equally assessed on entire communities. Still, some of these taxes may have 
existed in the Ptolemaic period. 

130. Cf. Wallace 1938a, 29lf; Sharp 1999,227,240. 
131. Daniel and Sijpesteijn 1985, 47ff. Cf. also Wallace 1938a, 49f, 176-180 and Youtie 

1973, 753; Parsons in P.Oxy. XLII 3030.3 argued that the arithmetikon was collected 
every five years in the second century AD, but the evidence is too little to tell us 
whether or not this began in the first century. Cf. also BGUXV 2525 introd., and 
P.Hamb. III 209 introd .. 

132. According to Daniel and Sijpesteijn 1985, 49 n. 10, 'it does not seem fortuitous that 
the two amounts most commonly encountered, namely 16 drachmas 1 obol 4 
chalkoi, and 28 drachmas 3 obols, add up to the 44 drachmas 4 obols 4 chalkoi of the 
passage in question.' 

133. Cf. P.Lond. III 1171.16f (p. 177) of 8 BC, where the payment for pasture-tax is asso
ciated and lumped in with a small charge for arithmetikon. 

134. Cf. P.Oxy. XXIV 2414.3.2 (second/third century AD), which recorded the amount 
of taxes paid for one or more nomes: the total amount for arithmetikon katoikon was 
5 talents and 4000 drachmas. 

135. On monopolies, see Wallace 1938a, 181ff. On the origin of the Ptolemaic monopo
lies, see Preaux 1954. 

136. Wallace 1938a, 155f, 223. On the Ptolemaic bath-tax, the -rphY] [3aA,avEiou, see 
Preaux 1939, 338-343. On this tax in the Roman period see also P.Koln IX 376 in
trod., and Bogaert 1998/1999, 58f. 

137. The dating is by Bogaert 2000, 138f. O.Fay. 2 of23 BC records the payment of14 obols 
for -ri:A.oc; [3aA,av(Eiou) EUY]!lEPt(ac;). Another -ri:A.oc; features in O.Mey. 13 and 14 of 
6 and 5 BC, while O.Leid.Dem. 19 of c. 4/3 BC is a receipt for 4000 drachmas, proba
bly the annual rent for the leasing of a public bath. WO II 1368 records the payment of 
4 drachmas for ¢6poc; [3aA.(av£iou) to a tax collector at Thebes in AD 6/7. SB XX 
14384 is a receipt for [3aA.av£mtKb'v ¢bpov issued in AD 7 in the Thebaid. 

138. + BL 2.2, 150. The readings slightly differ in the two documents. 
139. Cf. some Demotic receipts in O.Mattha pp. 138-144; cf also O.Bodl. II 645.4f (ca. 

22 BC); O.Zur. Wangstedt 7 (Memnonia 19 BC); O.Leid. 43.3 + BL 9, 386 
(Hermonthis AD 12), the payment of2 drachmas for balaneutikon along with the 16 
drachmas for the poll tax on metropolitai. 
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140. Cf. Wallace 1938a, 157f. 
141. See Mosallamy 1981, 218f. 
142. Such variations are outlined in 0. Tebt.Pad. pp. 56f. For full discussion on the beer 

tax, see Gallazzi in O.Tebt.Pad. pp. 47-57. See an updated list of documents and lit
erature in Bogaert 2000, 156f. 

143. See Youtie 1973, 79. BGUX.VI 2588 is a receipt for zytera with payments of 15 
obols, 4 drachmas and 12 obols in 10/9 BC. P.Aberd. 75 a and b of the first cen
tury AD mention payments of 5000 drachmas for ¢6poc; l;mY]p<ic; in the 
Arsinoite, that is, either the amount for the tax collected from the entire nome or 
the licence-fee of a brewery. Among other documents, SB XIV 12170.17 records 
the liability of persons to beer-tax in AD 31132, and O.Mich. III 987.1 and 988.2 
from Karanis are two receipts for t;vtY]pa (the second specifies KCI.'t' <ivopa) from 
the first century AD. 

144. Wallace 1938a, 187f thought that the Roman zytera levied per capita served 'tore
cover revenue which might otherwise have been lost through the growth of that home 
industry (of beer)'; cf. Amundsen in 0. Oslo, pp. 31f and Gallazzi in 0. Tebt.Pad. I, 
pp. 47ff. 

145. Nelson 1976, 127-129. 
146. Foraboschi 2003, 255f. 
147. See Preaux 1939, 65ff, 91f and Bogaert 2000, 156. A mention of £tOY] EACI.tKa is 

found in P.Fay. 64.4 of the second century AD. 
148. SB I 5233.30 (AD 14). Cf. BL 2.2, 118. 
149. Cf. also P.Lond. II 361.17 (pp. 169f), a petition concerning the lease of an oil-press 

in the first century AD (not an olive-yard, as the ed. pr. reported). 
150. Strabo X.VII 1.15 (800). 
151. An early Roman example is BGUIV 1163.5 of16-13 BC. 
152. Preaux 1939, 192. 
153. Cf. Lewis 1974, 105, 138f. 
154. = Sel.Pap. I 41. 
155. Lewis1974,113. 
156. According to Wallace 1938a, 191, 213, Augustus introduced trade taxes to replace 

the revenues that the Ptolemies gathered from the monopoly of the industries. 
Wipszycka 1971, 129 rejected Wallace's idea that there were ad valorem, i.e., percent
age taxes on industry. 

157. For a list of documents see Wallace 1938a, 193-207, Bogaert 2000, 174 and 
O.Strasb. 54.3f (Thebes, AD 15); O.Medin.Habu Dem. 57.3 and 58 (first century 
BC) from Memnonia. 

158. There is no secure evidence to prove this. On Caligula' s measure, see Suet. Gaius 40. 
McGing 1989 cited as evidence of prostitute tax in Egypt the Theban ostrakon WO 
II 1030 of AD 31, in which a certain Cornelius son of Cornelius acknowledges that 
he had received the telos from a woman. However, this document may have referred 
to any tax on trades employing women. On this tax see Bagnall1991a, 5 and Nelson 
1995, 24. 

159. On Ovinius, see Oros. VI 19.20; Bowman 1996, 679 and Chapter 2. 
160. = P.Vindob. L 1. The earliest published receipts for telos gerdion are: O.Bodl. II 1012 

(17 BC), O.Ziir. Wangstedt 8 (16 BC), O.Leid.Dem. 603 (10 BC), O.Mattha 182 (5 
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BC?); 183 (5 BC), O.Medin.Habu Dem 54, 55 (AD 12), O.Petr. 213 (AD 16), 
O.Medin.Habu Dem. 56.2 (AD 14-37). I report this list from Bogaert 2000, 174f. 

161. P.Oxy. IV 737 = ChLAV 308 = CPL 311 (31-8 BC). 
162. P.Oxy. IV 309 (AD 18/19) =SEX 10221; P.Oxy. II 311 (AD 22/23) =SEX 10223; 

cf. Biscottini 1966, 67, 82. 
163. See Brunt 1990, 335. 
164. On the sales tax cf. WO I pp. 182f, P.Tebt. II 350 introduction; Wallace 1938a, 

227-230; Gallazzi in O.Cair.GPW51-58 introduction; Bogaert 2000, 140f, 172. 
165. Cf. SE IV 7385, a receipt of 1 drachma 1 obol for enkyklion on an unknown good in 

AD 25. On the evidence for an unspecified telos, see Bogaert 2000, 175 +list of some 
early receipts of this type: O.Mattha Dem. 193 (8 BC); 194 (AD 10) and 195 (AD 
12); O.Suec. 18 (1969) p. 18 n. 11 (AD 31). In O.Mattha p. 65 unspecified taxes are 
interpreted as trade-taxes. 

166. On the farming of the enkyklion, see Martin and Straus 1989, 251-255. 
167. A 't£A.oc; \lflAOU 1:6nou occurs in P.Tebt. II 280.6 of 126 BC and in P.Mich. V 236.2 

from the reign of Augustus or Tiberius. P.Ashm. I 24 = SE XIV 11412 (dated to the 
first century BC) mentions a 'tEAOt; dt Kiac; for a house bought by Harthotes son of 
Marres at Hawara, in the sixth year of an unnamed ruler. This Harthotes may have 
been related to the well-known Harthotes son ofMarres (cf. Casanova 1975); if they 
were one and the same person, this papyrus could be assigned to the sixth year of 
Tiberius, AD 20. P.Tebt. II 587 (descr.), of either 6 BC or AD 5, is a receipt for sales 
tax at 2% paid on the sale of a house in Tebtunis. In P.Ryl. II 118, someone sought 
permission to sell or purchase the land of minors; the addressees of the petition were 
the farmer of the EYKUKAtOV, the ayopav6J.!Ot; and J.Wi]J.!COV of the Arsinoite nome, 
and ultimately the E~TJYT]'ti]t; in Alexandria. 

168. Cf. EGUIV 1059.9, a contract for the sale of slaves from the Augustan period. See 
also WOII 1066 (AD 154) and 1454 (AD 179), O.Eodl. II 1097 (AD 131) and 1098 
(second century AD Thebes). In P.Hib. I 29 (= WChr. 259; C.PtolSklav. 6) of 265 
BC, the tax on the purchase of slaves is equivalent to one-third of the price of the 
slave, while in P.Col. I inv. 480.6 (198/7 BC) it is called hekatoste (1 %). On the farm
ing of the sales tax see Martin and Straus 1989, 255. 

169. A Theban ostrakon, O.Eodl. II 1096, is the receipt for the tax on the purchase of a 
white bull, while O.Eodl. II 2206 of AD 33 records in Greek and Demotic the pay
ment of a tax probably on the purchase of pigs. 

170. Cf. the Demotic receipt O.Mattha. 119.3 of2 BC, and EGUIV 1207.19f of28 BC 
(= P.Olsson 5). There probably was no relationship between this tax and the vicesima 

hereditatium or libertatis, the tax on inheritances and on manumissions that was paid 
by Roman citizens. 

171. Cf. WO II 1363.3 of27/26 BC; O.Cair. 92.5 of AD 18; P.Ryl. II 167.22 of AD 39. 
Cf. Wallace 1938a, 219, 223, and 446 n. 40. 

172. Wallace 1938a, 225-227. O.Eodl. II 1086 of the first century AD is the receipt for a 
2% tax on donkeys carrying cargoes. The Theban ostrakon O.Leid. I 44 (= SEX 

10338) of AD 12/13 records a custom duty paid in to the tax farmer of the pentekoste. 
173. Cf. P.Thomas 3 introd and SE XX 15189, an account for sale of Arsinoite tunics of 

AD 24/25. On customs duties cf. Strabo XVII 1.13 (798), probably referring to the 
Augustan period, and Wallace 1938a, 268-270. 
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17 4. Wallace 1938a, 281-284, however, thought that the tax called stephanos was differ
ent from the stephanikon. 

175. C£ BGUVIII 1731.8; 1732.[9], 19; 1733.10, 14; 1734.9; 1739.13,[17]; 1740.11, 
1813. [11]; 1850.23; 1851.3 of the 50s BC. In P.Coll. Youtie I 17, Diogenes writes to 
Dionysios to urge him to write to a third party to facilitate the delivery of the pay
ment (probably in kind) of the stephanos. This papyrus is dated to the fifteenth year 
of an unnamed ruler, presumably either Cleopatra or Augustus. The first editor 
(Hanson) dated it to 37 BC, but year 15 of Augustus seems likelier. 

176. On taxes on katoikic land, see further the introduction to P.Koln V 227 (AD 12/13). 
177. BGUIV 1123 was assigned by Schubart to the Augustan period, but lacks any refer

ence to dates: on the dating of this document, see Montevecchi 1970, 16 n. 1 (c£ BL 
7, 18). BGUVIII 1851.3 documents the existence ofb 1:Tjc; ouna~Ecoc; 01:i:¢avoc;, 
a tax on the transfer of katoikic land in the late Ptolemaic period; see Geraci 1981, 
269. Further discussion on the stephanos in the Ptolemaic period may be found in 
Shelton 1991, 267£ 

178. A discussion on the stephanos in the Roman period and a list of the published evi
dence may be found in Bowman 1967; c£ also Youtie 1973, 754 and BGUX.V 2503 
introd. 

179. C£ Augustus' Res Gestae XI 21; Dio XLVIII 42.4, LI 21. Montevecchi 1970, 16-18 
assumed that Augustus had remitted the payment of stephanos throughout the em
pire. 

180. Bogaert 2000, 233. 
181. On katoikic land see Chapter 8. 
182. Wallace 1938a, 77£ 
183. On declarations of sheep and goats see Avogadro 1935, 13lff and 1934, 293-297; 

Balconi 1984, 35ff; 1990, 113ff; P.Koln II 86 introd.; P.Oxy. LV 3778-9 introd.; 
BGUXVI 2578-87; P.Mich. X.VIII 782; El Abbadi 1992. 

184. Avogadro 1934, 293. On scriptura, see Linton 1993, 83. 
185. E1Abbadi1992,211. 
186. Early references to pharos probaton may be found in P.Cair.Zen. III 59433.23f, from 

Philadelphia in the third century BC; to ennomion in P.Cair.Zen. III 59206.30, 46, 
69 (254 BC) and IV 59634.7 (third century BC). 

187. P.Lond. III 1171.14-17 (p. 177). 
188. = ChLA III 206 = CPL 175. 
189. On Roman taxation on the transfer of cattle, see Linton 1993, 83 and n. 79 p. 209. 
190. Wallace 1938a, 90£ 
191. P.Gen. II 95.1 (AD 65), P.Oxy. XII 1438.19 (second century AD), P.Mich. X.V 709.2 

(second or third century AD), P.Oxy. XXIV 2414.2,15 (second or third century AD). 
192. On the pig tax see Wallace 1938a, 94, 143-145; 
193. Youtie 1973, 752f. 
194. Bogaert 2000, 165. 
195. WO II 1031 of AD 31 is a receipt issued by a 'tEAWVYI~ UtKfl~ for 'tEAO~ 

8t:A<jl<XKt8o~ j..ttCX~, i.e., the tax for one piglet. O.Bodl. II 1094.2 preserves the men
tion of a tax on a pig in AD 21, but probably referred to the sales tax. 

196. On the dating cf. BL 8, 257. 
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197. Cf. BGUI 92 = WChr. 427 (AD 170), II 649 = WChr. 428 (AD 130), III 730 (AD 
187) from the Pharbaithite nome. 

198. The old view is summarised in Wallace 1938a, 238ff. 
199. Preaux 1939, 384, 489f. 
200. On the priestly synti1Xis see the classical work by Otto 1905, I 366ff; see also Wallace 

1938a, 239-241. A reference to synti1Xeis of uncertain nature occurs in P.Oxy. LXVII 
4624.11 of the first century AD. See also P.Tebt. II 302.5 = WChr. 368 (AD 7112), 
BGUIII 707.9f + P.Bodl. I 61 (a) V (AD 179-182). The priestly synti1Xis was paid in 
P.Oxy. VII 1046.5 as late as AD 218/9. 

201. Glare 1993, Ch. 3. The connection between estate land and land funding the cult of 
a specific god is also evident in P.Oxy. XII 1434.1lf (with reference to the Augustan 
period), where the estate of C. Julius Theon may have belonged once to Isis Taposiris. 

202. Wallace 1938a, 250-252. 
203. The Herakleopolite BGU IV 1194.3-5 mentions a Horos prophet and ETCtO"'rcX'rT]t; 

'tEpcilv in 27 BC, while in P.Oxy. XII 1453.13f of 30/29 BC, Heliodoros the son of 
Heliodoros and Heliodoros the son ofPtolemaios are 'those in charge of the temples 
of the Oxyrhynchite and the Kynopolite.' This tide occurs in an unpublished 
Oxyrhynchus papyrus of around 26 BC, of which I am preparing an edition. 

204. Cf. P.Tebt. I 189.1 of the first century BC. Cf. O.Mich. IV 1114 of20 BC and 
O.Mich. IV 1115 = SB XIV 11501-2; O.Mich. III 986 of AD 10. O.Mich. I 116 = 
SB XIV 11451 and O.Fay. 1 are receipts for the payment of 4 drachmas for an un
named tax, possibly the £mcr-rauK6v; Youtie assigned them to the first and the fifth 
years of Augustus, that is, 29 and 25 BC. Cf. also O.Mich. II 737-744 and 984-985, 
monthly instalments for epistatikon amounting to 2, 4 or 8 drachmas, from the years 
1 to 23 of an unnamed emperor (probably either Augustus or Tiberius), and 
P.Bakchias 24 = SB V 8070, attesting a collective payment for £mcr-rauK6v 'tEp£cov 
and other taxes around 7 BC. SBVI 9030 is a receipt 'A6y(J,) £mcr-rauKou dated to 
the thirteenth year of an unknown ruler, and SB XIV 11448 and 11450 are receipts 
dated to the seventeenth and twentieth years of an unnamed ruler. Cf. Youtie 1973, 
85 and 1981,238 and Glare 1993 Chapter 3. 

205. This tax has been fully studied by Glare 1993. The Theban ostrakon O.Bodl. II 1123 
is a receipt on the E'icrKptcru; of 1ICXO"'tO<j)6pOl for 4 drachmas, with additional 
charges of 1 drachma 1 obol in AD 16, which was issued on behalf of the idios logos; 
this documents the involvement of the idios logos in temple affairs in the early Roman 
period. Cf. P.Lund IV, pp. 94-107, Bogaert 2000, 141. 

206. See Bogaert 2000, 142, 146. 
207. PSIX 1149 = SB XVI 12531, especially 11. 10f. Cf. Glare 1993. Cf. also Appendix 1. 
208. On the land tax in grain see Chapter 8. On the importance of the cash revenues from 

crops such as wine, see Kehoe 1992, 41f. 
209. Cf. Wallace 1938a, 50-52; 37 4f n. 14. Reinmuth 1934, 256ff regarded the refer

ence to the taxation of the previous five-year period in the edict ofTiberius Julius 
Alexander (nEna£-ria, OGIS II 669.49) as evidence that the edict of the prefect 
was published at the beginning of every lustrum. Chalon 1964, 71f rejected this 
view, on the grounds that there is no positive evidence of such prefectural edicts 
in Egypt. 

= 
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210. Cf. O.Bodl. II 951 of 21 BC, receipt urri::p ¢mvtKci:>voov at the rate of 20 drach
mas per aroura and wo II 1543 of 8/7 BC urri::p cq.mi::A,oov or a~ITEAOOVOOV at the 
rate of 40 drachmas per aroura. See a list of documents in Bogaert 2000, 138, 
140, 148. 

211. 
212. 
213. 

214. 
215. 

216. 

Briant 1996, 411. 
See Wallace 1938a, 55f, Bogaert 2000, 138. 
Briant 1996, 405 showed that taxation in the Persian empire was assessed at different 
levels according to the economic productivity of different regions. 
Cf. Brunt 1990, 328. 
An analysis of the Persian system of taxation, especially after the reforms of Darius, 
may be found in Briant 1996, Chapter X. 
Cf. Rathbone 1993, 88 and Appendix 1. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER TEN 

1. Cf. Suet. Aug. 41; Diod. XVII 52; Strabo XVII 1.13 (798). 
2. See Rathbone 1997, 187. 
3. The most important historical studies on the subject are those by Gara 1976, King 

and Walker 1976a, to which Maresch 1996 has added a summary of the history of 
the bronze and silver coinage in Egypt from the Ptolemaic to the Roman period. 
Burnett, Amandry and Ripolles' Roman Provincial Coinage (1992, cited from now 
on as RPC) offer a new interpretation and a different chronological arrangement of 
Augustus's numismatic series. For a picture of the distribution of hoards, see further 
West and Johnson 1967, 7 4ff. 

4. On the monetary policies of the later Ptolemies, see Walker 1976 I, 139, 150 and 
Gara 1976 Appendix I; Gara thought that the evidence is too meagre to allow for a 
precise judgement on the causes of the alleged economic crisis under Ptolemy 
Auletes. 

5. See RPC, 688. 
6. According to Crawford 1970, 41, the coinage had to be 'suitable for day-to-day 

transactions,' because 'monetary transactions at a very humble level were central to 
the well-being of society.' 

7. Cleopatra was said to have written a treatise on weights and measures, possibly as an 
appendix to her treatise on Kosmetika. See Gara 1987, 154. 

8. See RPC, 688. 
9. See Gara 1988, 929. 

10. See RPC, 693; Gara 1976, 155. 
11. We find references to Actium and to the peace after 30 BC in the coinage at 

Nicomedia, Cos, Pella, and in other Achaean cities; see RPC, 45. On the coinage of 
Antony, see Geraci 1983, 79f. 

12. RPC, 691 supported the second hypothesis, as the absence of the year-symbol T 
makes it unlikely that it was a date. 

13. Accounts in copper drachmas may be found in: BGU N 1194.16f (27 BC) and 
1209.12 = P.Olsson 7 (23 BC), O.Bodl. II 951 (21 BC), O.Camb. 29 (20 BC), P.Fay. 
101 V 6f (18 BC), P.Fay. 44.10ff + BL 1, 454 (6 BC), PSIX 1099.13f (6/5 BC; cf. BL 
11, 249), O.Mich. I 17.3f(4 BC). See Gara 1976, 17 n. 54; see also Shelton 1977,29. 
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14. Gara 1976, 188f suggested that, under Tiberius, the Alexandrian mint recycled 
Roman denarii to coin new silver tetradrachms; King and Walker 1976, 265 rejected 
this theory. Nonetheless, it is possible that some quantities of Roman denarii were 
kept in Alexandria for the Roman citizens there. 

15. See RPC, 696. 
16. See Gara 1984a, 1013£ 
17. See for instance the references to Ptolemaic silver in BGUVIII 1732.15 and 1733.21 

of the first century BC; P.Ryl. IV 585 fr. 1 4f of the second century BC; P.Strasb. II 
115.10 (possibly of the second century BC). See Gara 1984a, 1013. Gara 1988, 932 
also offered the explanation that the clause apyupiou UtaAE~atKOU v6~tcr~a guar
anteed the creditor against payments in the reformed tetradrachm of Augustus. This 
explanation, in my view, is not entirely convincing, as it was based on the evidence of 
some wet-nurse contracts, a category of documents that has not yet shown to be in 
use in the Ptolemaic period, and where it is more likely that the reformed currency 
was used from the outset; see Hengst! 1972, 61f. 

18. It is worth noting that, in the most important bronze hoard of the Augustan period, 
probably from Abydos, coins from the reign of Cleopatra down to the end of the 
Augustan period were stored together; see RPC, 689. 

19. Christiansen 1984,297. 
20. Christiansen 1984, 286-7. 
21. See Foraboschi 1983, 101; Gara 1987, 162 n. 26. 
22. See Walker 1976, 139. 
23. See for instance P.Lond. III 1243.9 (pp. 176f) of AD 281, P.Ryl. II 165.18 (AD 266), 

P.Strasb. VI 539.5 (AD 290/1), Stud.Pal. XX 71.11 (AD 268-270) = SB I 5151. 
24. Christiansen 1984, 298. 
25. The earliest secure evidence for the rate of prosdiagraphomena at 1/16 of a 

tetradrachm is 0. Wilb. 14 of AD 33. A full bibliography on prosdiagraphomena may 
be found in Gara 1976, 22 n. 4, to which one may add Bogaert 2000, 151. 

26. See Gara 1976, 28. 
27. See Schuman 1979. 
28. See West and Johnson 1967, 11. 
29. See Gara 1976, 98, n. 3. 
30. See Gara 1976, 99£ 
31. Gara thought that the prosdiagraphomena included a number of surcharges that existed 

in the Ptolemaic period, such as the K6/c/cu(3oc;, a contribution towards the salary of the 
official who exchanged the money on behalf of the state, or the a/c/cayf], the fee for the 
conversion from the silver standard into bronze coins. The reference to both these fees 
disappears in the reign of Augustus and during the first century AD. On kollybos see Gara 
197 6, Appendix III esp. 182f; on allage see the Appendix II in the same book. 

32. Maresch 1996, 127 defined prosdiagraphomena as 'Differenzbetrag zwischen theo
retischen und tatsachlichen Wert der Tetradrachme.' 

33. See Maresch 1996, 116-118. 
34. See Gara 1976, 2lff; Maresch 1996, 123. To the known occurrences of prosdia

graphomena one may add BGUXVI 2559.14 and 2603.7 of the Augustan period. 
35. O.Leid.Dem. 53.3, on which see Bogaert 2000, 155. 
36. P.Amh. II 31 2.21 = WChr. 161. 
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37. See Gara 1976, 26ff. 
38. The term prosmetroumena is found in WO II 716.2 (18 BC), but also in BGU IV 

1192.18 (first century BC), BGUXN 2375.19 (62-50 BC) and 2435 passim (first 
century BC). P.Tebt. I 92.10 (second century BC) mentions npocr~E1:pou~Eva E'u; 
1:ac; Ka9apcrElc;. The occurrence of this term in P.Tebt. I 124.42 (118 BC) is uncer
tain; cf C. Ord.Ptol. 54. 

39. See Gara 1976, 42£ To the Ka9ap6c;-standard was also connected the formula at 
K(a9apai), that converted the sum of a payment to the net equivalent. Cf Gara 
1976, 45-49. 

40. BGUVI 1235.4 records the payment of10 talents ofxaP-xoc; j:l'llnap6c;. Cf j:l'llnapov 
apyupwv in P. Tebt. II 519 (AD 11). The earliest evidence for silver Ka9ap6c; occurs 
in a lease of land from Tebtunis of around 27 BC, SB XIV 11933 = PSI Corr. 

1150.17, 25. On the usage of the terms Ka9ap6c; and punap6c;, see Gara 1976, 
37-39. 

41. A list of the evidence for npocr8taypa¢6~Eva and the occurrences of the verb 8ta-
ypa¢co in the Ptolemaic period may be found in Gara 1976, 28 n. 24. 

42. See O.Edfou I 40, 41, 120, and 124 of AD 72; Walker 1976, 155. 
43. Cf Walker 1976, 155; RPC, 29,688£ 
44. = ChLA V 308 = CPL 311. The payments were 3 112 asses for a textor (weaver), 4 for 

a conductor (hired man), and 6 for the magister. 
45. This was hypothesised by Christiansen 1984, 285. 
46. = ChLA XLV 1340. If the tetradrachm were worth one denarius, two hundred drach

mas would be 50 denarii, which is a credible figure, given that the average pay of a 
soldier was 75 denarii before tax; see Gilliam 1981, 279. On the Roman as as an ex
pression of the obol, see Harrauer and Seider 1979, 114 n. 7. 

47. ChLA XLIII 1241.7ff = CPL 247, of some date between 29 and 2 BC. 
48. On the use of denarii and asses in Egyptian documents connected with Roman citi

zens, see Gara 1976, 85. For the use of denarii as a pure reckoning unit for the sol
diers pay cf Christiansen 1984, 279-80. 

49. OGIS II 629 of AD 136/137. Cf Gara 1976, 103£ 
50. Gara 1976, 105, 113. 
51. Crawford 1985, 114f noticed that, while Cicero in his Verrines calculates Sicilian 

money in sestertii, the contemporary (and even later) Sicilian inscriptions continue to 
reckon in talents, tetralitra and litrai. 

52. See Gara 1984, 101 Of An example of grain used to pay an account in the bronze stan
dard is P.Tebt. I 131 = SB XVI 12675 (c. 100 BC), on which see Keenan and 
Toumazou 1981. 

53. See Shelton 1977, 17ff Cf Chapter 9. 
54. See Gara 1984a, 1013 n. 31. 
55. See Wallace 1938a, 74. It could also happen that taxes that were assessed in cash were 

paid in kind; cf SB XVIII 13087.9 of 4 BC, which mentions a payment in wheat for 
the bath tax. See Wallace 1938a, 157£ 

56. See Gara 1988, 927; some applications of adaeratio may be found in Wallace 1938a, 
54f, 57, 74, 141-143, 280£ The adaeratio of contributions of wine and oil to the 
army was also known from the Ptolemaic period. P.Wisc. I 26 proves that by AD 29 
there existed a contribution called ~ovo8Ecr~ia x6p1:ou, i.e., the deduction of some 
money from the military pay for the purchase of hay for the army, comparable with 
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the Roman foenarium. In general, the receipts 'for the price of hay' (unt:p 'tl!lllt; 
X6p'tOU) probably belong to the context of the payments for the provisions for the 
army. See Chapter 6. 

57. According to a search in the DDBDP the phrase 1:1111'1 nupou occurs in a number of 
Ptolemaic documents, such as 0. Mich. IV 1128 = SB XIV 11515 of the second or 
first century BC; cf. also P.Oxy. IV 784 (descr.) of the first century BC. The formula 
'tt!lil nupou is also found in P.Gen. II 89.6 (Theadelphia 5 BC) and PSIX 1099.5 
(Oxyrhynchus 6/5 BC) on which see Bogaert 1994, 190 n. 337. It is however un
known whether such a formula had anything to do with adaeratio. On the adaeratio 

of arrears in the Ptolemaic period, see O.Mattha p. 49, O.Bodl. II 1779 (AD 11), 
O.Mattha 248, Wallace 1938a, 45, 57, and Gara 1984, 1012f. Cf. also the expression 
'tt!lilv EK<i0'tl]t; ap1:<i(3T]t; in BGU IV 1142.15f (25/24 BC). 

58. See Foraboschi and Gara 1982, 79. 
59. See Foraboschi and Gara 1981, 336ff. It is worth noting that at Rome the rate of in

terest was fixed at 12% as early as 51 BC; see Cic. Ad Att. V 21.13. 
60. Foraboschi and Gara explained the high rate of interest for the credit in kind by ar

guing that the price of wheat was more subject to fluctuations than cash, and that a 
high rate of interest was necessary to ensure against the risk of the seasonal change in 
prices. See Foraboschi and Gara 1981, 335-343. 

61. Foraboschi and Gara 1981, 342; Gara 1988, 944. 
62. The evidence in BGU relating to a rate of interest of 24% either normal or overdue 

is: N 1052.43 (13 BC), 1053.19, 25 (13 BC), 1056.9f (13 BC), 1057.24 (13 BC), 
1104 (8 BC), 1118 (22 BC), 1120 (5 BC), 1122 and 1126 (9 BC), 1127 (18 BC), 
1134.17 (10 BC), 1136 (11/10 BC), 1146 (19 BC) 1147.19-20 (13 BC) 1150.21 
(13 BC), 1151.15 (13 BC), 1156.21 (15 BC), 1161 (24/23 BC), 1162.2, 9f(l7116 
BC), 1166.9 (13 BC), 1167.8 (12 BC), VIII 1882 (first century BC, reading uncer
tain). Some of these documents refer to a diagramma: cf. BGUIV 1053, 1054, 1055, 
1115, 1150, 1151 (all from 13 BC); 1118 (22 BC), 1145 (5 BC), 1156 (15 BC), 
1161 (24/23 BC?), 1162 (17116), 1167 (12 BC), 1170 (10 BC), 1172 (9 BC), BGU 

VIII 1792 (first century BC) to prostagmata and diagrammata; BGU XIV 2376 
(36/35 BC) and 2377 (26/25 BC) to a diagramma. 

63. The question was left open by West and Johnson 1967, 89. 
64. See Rostovtzeff, SEHHW1287f. 
65. According to Preaux 1939, 283f, in the Ptolemaic period banks were operating ac

cording to a hierarchy from a central royal bank in Alexandria to minor banks in the 
names, merides or topoi of the chora. 

66. See Bogaert 1994, 158f. 
67. See Gara 1976, 119. On government leasing of banks in Roman Egypt, see also 

Johnson 1926, 446-449. 
68. Cf. BGUXVI 2590 II.7f. 
69. See Gara 1976, 182f. On the terms 1:pam:l;i 'tl]t; (more common) and KOA) .. u(3w'tf]t;, 

see Parassoglou 1971, 13. 
70. Cf. a bank dealing with grain in O.Bodl. II 2499 and 2500 of AD 16; cf. Bogaert 

2000, 190f. According to Bogaert 1996, 405f, this practice derived from the Roman 
argentarii, who were bankers and at the same time superintendents of the granaries. 
An &.pyEV't<iplOt; occurs in BGUIII 781 of the first century AD; this document was 
republished by Oliver and Shelton 1979. 

probably 



248 Notes to Chapter Eleven 

71. Normally, people made their payments through cheques made out to the tax collec
tor who visited them once a year or more often; otherwise, taxpayers went directly to 
the bank, paid into the account of the tax collector, and were issued a receipt by the 
banker; see the wording 8E!l(CX1:0t;) or t'tc; /c6yov, followed by the proper name of the 
tax collector in the genitive. 

72. RPC29, 688: in Asia, the monopoly of the cistophoruswas ended by the advent of the 
Roman empire, but in Egypt the local system remained dominant. 

73. See King and Walker 1976, 265. RPC 688-690 translated the term Sebastos as 'imperial.' 
7 4. One may hypothesise that the changes to the monetary system were connected with 

some celebration of the fiftieth anniversary of the conquest. This in turn may have 
been connected with Germanicus' visit to Egypt, on which see Weingartner 1969. 

75. See RPC 688-690. 
76. RPC 13, 24f, 53f; Bland 1996, 116. 
77. Gara's hypothesis that, in the first years after the Roman conquest, the request for 

payments in cash to the state was exclusively confined to the levy of the poll tax is at
tractive, although impossible to prove; see Gara 1988, 937. 

78. Hopkins 2000, 256£ 
79. See Gara 1976, 98f; Millar 1967a, 184. 
80. See Walker 1976, 257. 
81. See van Minnen 2000a, 209; a similar theory was proposed by West and Johnson 

1967, 89. 
82. Gara 1976, 105. 

NOTES TO CHAPTER ELEVEN 

1. SEHHW1310. 
2. See, for instance, Preaux 1983. 
3. For a description and comments on the relieves of the temple ofKalabsha see Winter 1968. 
4. Mitchell1993, 241. 

NOTES TO THE APPENDIX 

1. Plut. Ant. 81.5. Cf. Geraci 1983, 119, 127 nn. 617-620, PIR2 A 1035. On there
fusal of the prefecture of Egypt cf. Julian Epist. ad Themist. 265 C; 265 D-266 A. 
According to Bowersock 1965, 40f Areius had the post of idios logos and was suc
ceeded by Theon. Subsequently Areius was sent to Sicily as an imperial procurator; 
cf. Plut. Apophtheg. 207 B. Bowersock thought it likely that Areius, like other Greeks 
in the imperial court, was granted Roman citizenship. 

2. Strabo XVII 1. 53 (819); Dio LI 17; Orosius VI 19, 13-15; on his office see Dio 
LIII 23.5-7, 24.1; Jerome Chron. 188. See also Ammianus XVII 4.5, Suet. Gramm. 
16. The documentation concerning Gallus was listed by Bastianini 1975,267. 

3. See the first edition by Anderson, Parsons and Nisbet 1979 and bibliography in 
Geraci 1983, 95f. 

4. Gallus was the object of accusations from his old associate Valerius Largus and var
ious members of the senate. According to Dio LIII 23.5-7, the cause of Gallus's dis
grace was that he failed to show proper respect to Octavian and set up images of 
himself all over Egypt, even inscribing his name upon the pyramids. According to 
Suet. Gramm. 16, on the other hand, the problem was Gallus' friendship with the 
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poet Q. Caecilius Epirota, a lover of Caecilia Attica the daughter of Atticus and wife 
of Agrippa, of whom the emperor disapproved. As suggested by Bennett 1971, 13 
n. 20, the inscription on the walls of Pompeii Aegyptus Gallo suo salutem ( CIL IV 
2107) may have referred to Cornelius Gallus. 

5. Cf. Bennett 1971, 17 n. 10. 
6. Cf. Dio LIII 29.3-5; Jos. A] XV 317, and Strabo II 5.12 (118). Strabo XVII 1.54 

(819) makes the dubious point that Aelius Gallus would have conquered Arabia if 
the Arab diplomat Syllaeus had not betrayed him. Jameson 1968, 77 believed that 
the campaign took place in autumn 25 BC. She allocated the succession from 
Cornelius to Aelius Gallus in 27 BC, which would fit the theory of a three-year term 
of office for the prefecture of Egypt. 

7. Cf. Dio LIV 5.4-6; Bennett 1971, 15; the Res Gestae 26 mention two campaigns, 
which were led roughly at the same time against Ethiopia and Arabia. 

8. Cf. Lewis 1995, 183-191; Geraci 1983, 170 n. 829 with bibliography. 
9. Tac. Ann. V 8 mentions an Aelius Gallus who was an associate ofSejanus. Bowersock 

1965, 128 hypothesised that Aelius Gallus, Sejanus' father L. Seius Strabo, and the 
geographer Strabo were related by ties of kin, but this cannot be proved. 

10. Jos. A]XV 299, 306f. 
11. Bagnall 1985a deduced the date of this document, 22 BC, from the reference in 

this edict to Augustus' birthday on 25 Thoth (23 September) of a leap year. Two 
Petronii, C. and P., occur as estate owners in the Arsinoite nome, in P.Ryl. II 127.4f 
of AD 29. Parassoglou 1978, 16 n. 20 suggested that they might have been soldiers. 
This is supported by the reference to a veteran called C. Petronius in AD 34 in 
P.Oslo II 33 V; see also P.Berol. 11649 = CPL 257, a Latin letter of recommenda
tion assigned to the first century AD, which was addressed from a soldier, Priscus, 
to his father Petroni us in favour of a third person; this document was discussed by 
Cotton 1981, 8-14. 

12. The discrepancy between Dio LIV 5.4-6, who dates the war to 22 BC, and Strabo 
XVII 1.54 (820), who puts it in 24 BC, may be resolved by hypothesising a two-year 
conflict, as did Jameson 1968, 72-75. On Candace, see possible evidence for a ded
ication to this queen in CIG III 5080 = WChr. 4 of 13 BC from Pselkis Dakke in 
Nubia. In my view, however, the mention of a Kllpia j3acnA.icrcra might have been 
an anachronistic reference to Cleopatra. 

13. Strabo XVII 1.53 (819). 
14. On Pedo as prefect cf. SBXVI 12531.5 = PSIX 1149 and the inscription SBV 8797, 

of AD 3-11. 
15. Bennett 1971, 37f. 
16. However, the reading of the name Lucius has been rejected by Thomas; cf. BL 8, 41f. 
17. This phrase recurs (in the same document) at I.8, II.5 and 7. 
18. Bastianini 1975, 268. 
19. CILX 5169. 
20. P.Bouriant 7.4 = Musurillo 1954, no. 16 p. 75. 
21. A Greek inscription at Side records C. Julius Proculus as the iuridicus Alexandreae et 

Aegypti in AD 55; cf. AE 1966 no. 472. 
22. Crook noticed that Turranius and Cornelius Gallus were the first two prefects of 

Egypt to have come from the circle of the emperor's friends. On imperial amici as 
provincial governors, see Crook 1955, 21-30, 186. 
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23. Possibly Theon was one and the same as the Stoic philosopher of Alexandria; see 
Bowersock 1965, 37. 

24. On Turranius see PIR1 T 296 and 297; Crook 1955, 186; Bastianini 1975, 268. 
25. Bennett 1971, 35£ 
26. Bastianini 1975,269 n.l. 
27. On Q. Ostorius Scapula prefect of the praetorium in 2 BC, see Dio LV 10.10. More 

information on the family of the Ostorii Scapulae may be found in Hanson 1982, 
243-253. 

28. Dio LV 7.6. Cf. Aquila in PIR2 A 979, 980, and C. Julius Aquila in PIR2 C 165. 
29. The archive of Satabous was republished and discussed by Messeri Savorelli in CPR 

XV; on the obelisk see Pliny NHX.XXVI 69; on the edict of Capito, OGIS II 665.28. 
On Maximus, see also Rea 1968, 365-367. 

30. Philo Place. 10.74. Here we find the term 'genarch,' which probably indicated the 
ethnarch of the Jews. On Philo's passage see the corrections by Rea 1968, 365-367. 

31. Dio LVII 10.5; cf. Suet. Tib. 32.2. 
32. Bennett 1971, 49£ 
33. Dio LVIII 19.6; the only other reference to his prefecture is Pliny NHVI 160. 
34. See Crook 1955, 183 and Bastianini 1975,270. 
35. Galerius is cited in two inscriptions on behalf ofTiberius, IGRR I 1150 and SB V 

7256, and in an honorary decree set up by the citizens ofBousiris for their strategos, 

SB V 7738. However, it seems that Tiberi us used to keep his functionaries in office 
for a long time; c£ Jos. A] XVIII 170, 172-176; Tac. Ann. I 80; Suet. Tib. 41; and 
see Balconi 1984b, 1100 n. 8. 

36. On Seneca's avunculus see Rea in P.Oxy. LV p. 183 and Corbier 1991. 
37. On Gallio see Syme 1989, 354, PIR2 I 756. He was consul in AD 32 and a satelles 

Seiani according to Tac. Ann. VI 3. 
38. SB I 3924.14 = Sel.Pap. II 211.14; c£ Oliver and Clinton 1989, nos. 16-17. 
39. In P.Fouad21.7, the word [XtA.ta]pxoov is restored; see Haensch 1997, 223f. On L. 

BaebiusAurelius Iuncinus, prefect in AD 212/3, see Bastianini 1975, 306 + 1980, 86. 
The passage from the post of tribunus militum (XtAiapxot;) to that of provincial 
procurator is documented; see the example of C. Julius Proculus in AD 55 in Chapter 
4. 

40. C£ PIR2 H 168, Bastianini 1975, 270. Rea (P.Oxy. LV 3807 pp. 182f) hypothesised 
that Hiberus was not M. Antonius but P. Flavius, and connected him with an inscrip
tion from the Small Oasis, BIFAO 73 (1973), 183 of29 August AD 28, a dedication 
on behalf ofTiberius, Livia and their domus to Herakles Kallinikos and Ammon. On 
P.Oxy. 3807 see BL 9, 205 and 10, 155. 

41. Dio LVII 19.6. See also Philo Place. 2. The hypothesis that the literary sources got the 
succession wrong was first held by Milne 19243, 280£ 

42. See Philo Flacc. 2 ed. Cohn VI p. 120.12 b <l>A.aKKOt; ouv OU'tOt; ... ~E'ta 1:r,v 
113i]pou (II3i]pou S. Reiter l3i]pou r 0EI3i]pou ceteri). 

43. C£ Foraboschi 1967, 172-176. A Lucius Septimius owner of a vineyard occurs in 
P.Lond. II 195.16 pp. 127f = P.Ryl. II p. 255 (AD 37); some oumaKa !::M¢n1 of 
Severns occur in P.Mil. Vogl. I 4 from Tebtunis; a 'Severian' bath in the Arsinoite oc
curs in P.Lond. III 1177.30 p. 182 of AD 113. Among the Severi who are docu
mented in this period there are a friend of Horace, eques Romanus, referred to in a 
letter of Augustus to Horace (PIR1 S 306); an intellectual mentioned by Quintilian 
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(PIR1 S 309); and the ancestor of the future emperor L. Septimius Severus (PIR1 S 
342). 

44. Philo's In Flaccum was dismissed by modern scholarship as rhetorical exaggeration. 
The sources on Flaccus are listed in Bastianini 1975, 271 and 1980, 75f. 

45. Flaccus is also mentioned in Philo's Legatio ad Gaium 20,.132 as the EITl'tporrot; Tijt; 
xcbpat;, while in Philo's De Somniis there is a speech that was dubiously assigned to 
Flaccus. P.Oxy. VIII 1089 = Musurillo 1954, 93-104 describes the night-meeting of 
Flaccus with Dionysius (probably the C. Julius Dionysius in the legatio of AD 41 to 
Claudius) Isidorus and Aphrodisia at the Serapeum of Alexandria; according to 
Musurillo, the document may represent the illegal negotiations of the prefect with the 
Alexandrian faction in AD 37/38. Cf. Musurillo 1954, 102-104 on the family con
nection between Dionysius and Theon. On the Isidoros who was gymnasiarch of 
Alexandria under Flaccus, see Lukaszewicz' s commentary to P. Thomas 1 0. 

46. Cf. Chalon 1964, 144f. 
47. Dates are approximate. 
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II 1 217 108 198 

7 229 170 216-7 
15 204 175 228,234,242 

247 246 
CPJ 257 249 
I 132 204 282 131 

140 192 311 241,246 
142 219 

II 143 202 CPR 
145 222,224 224 220 
148 38 VI 77 210 
150 208, 211, 221, 231 XV 6 220 
151 200 15 205,234 
153 187, 203, 207, 213, 

217,230 C.Ptol.Sklav. 
413 238 6 241 
414 215 8 229 
420 a 228 239 189 

ChLA I. Cairo dem. 
III 206 203 31093 203 
v 308 241 
X 416 189,192,210,214 I. Delos 

426 194 1525 195 
XXV 785 216f 

786 198 I. Fay. 
XXVII 840 58 I 13 68,203 
XLII 1239 227 
XLIII 1241 148,196,246 IGRR 
XLV 1340 246 1055 183 

1056 183 
CIG 1109 182, 197 
II 4705 230 1117 182 

4716 192 1150 250 
III 5080 249 1163 182 

1290 186 
CIL 1295 182 
III 14147-5 191 1322 182 

I

I
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I.Koptos 561 233 
41 192 645 240 

653 232 
ILS 655 233 

1321 229 660 233 
2691 197 765 127, 135, 142 
8995 191 951 244 

972 197,214 
Inscr.Cret. 1012 241 
N 215c 192 1086 241 

1094 243 
I.Philae 1096 241 
I 63 192-3 1097 241 
II 128 191,203 1098 241 

135 37 1103 233 
1104 233 

M.Chr. 1123 243 
66 201 1779 247 
67 38 1783 223 
74 201,203 1968 110 
79 208 2206 241 
80 197 2499 247 
100 37, 181 2500 247 
101 236 
105 225 O.Cair. 
107 226 84 232 
183 126 89 228 
234 202 92 241 
254 222,224 
299 201 O.Cair.GPW 
373 225 51-58 241 

O.Ashm. O.Camb. 
I 24 143 29 244 

51 228 
0 .Ashm.Shelton 

6 218 O.Deiss. 
34 232 

O.Bakchias 74 232 
G9 239 

O.Leid.Dem. 
O.Berol. 19 239 

P6550 215 53 245 
603 241 

O.Bodl. 
I 170 232 O.Edfou 
II 407 218 I 40 246 



296 Sources Index 

41 246 182 241 
120 246 183 241 
124 246 193 241 

III 371 16 194 241 
388 144 195 241 
397 151 248 247 
398 151 

O.Medin.Habu Dem. 
O.Elkab 54 241 

180 127 55 241 
56 241 

O.Fay. 57 240 
1 243 58 240 
2 239 125 203 
2-4 144 
12 131,233 O.Mey. 
15 235 13 239 

14 239 
OGIS 

104 195 O.Mich. 
179 212 I 17 244 
188 198 116 243 

II 629 246 121-
654 180, 191 125 239 
656 181 362 145 
657 181 704-
659 188 714 238 
660 192 736 238 
661 186 737-
663 200 744 243 
665 250 III 984-
669 200, 203, 207, 210, 985 243 

229-30, 234, 236, 986 243 
243 987 240 

709 220 988 240 
IV 1114 243 

O.Joach. 1115 243 
13 204 1128 247 

O.Leid. O.Petr. 
43 240 119 232 
44 232,241 213 241 
45 232 
48 135,233 O.Strasb. 

38 218 
O.Mattha.Dem. 48 142-3 

119 241 54 240 

I 
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262 144 P.Bad. 
263 144 II 14 191 
294 225 VI 170 74 
776 200 
780 233 P.Ben.Mus. 

1 219 
O.Suec. 

18 241 P.Berl.Moller 
11 194 

O.Tait 
I 220 235 P.Berol. 

223 235 11649 249 
225 223 
227 223 P.Bingen 
237 223 45 8,215,224-5,229 
238 223 
239 223 P.Bodl. 
244 223 I 61 243 

O.Theb. P.Bon. 
91 149,232 31 212 

O.Wilb. P.Bouriant 
2 225 7 249 
14 245 

P.Brook. 
O.Ziir.Wangstedt 32 238 

7 240 
8 241 P.Cair.Zenon 

II 59042 209 
P.Aberd. III 59206 242 

75 240 59323 209 
59433 242 

P.Amh. IV 59634 242 
II 30 205 

31 245 P.Col. 
I inv. 8 218 

P.Amst. inv. 480 241 
I 89 208 v 1 143 

VIII 211 199,203 
P.Ashm. 223 223 
I 23 201 

24 241 P.Coll.Youtie 
I 17 242 

P.Bakchias 19 106, 108 
24 243 20 238 

63 116 



298 Sources Index 

P.Corn. P.Graux. 
21 v 142 I 2 214 
24 214 II 9 233 

inv. 
P.Dubl. 2009 230 

3 222-3 
P.Grenf. 

P.Enteux. I 45 218 
22 205 46 218 

II 42 21 
P.Erl. 

59 211 P.Hamb. 
I 36 116,225,230 

P.Fay. III 209 239 
22 v 197 N 272 202 
34 137 268-283 202 
43 218 
44 244 P.Harrauer 
45 233 32 207 
64 240 33 195,236 
82 230 
87 108, 116 P.Haun. II 
88 115 30 31 
101 244 inv. 407 103 
231-
234 91 P.Haw. 

244R 91 
P.Flor. 
I 61 197 P.Heid. 
III 383 216 II 217 205 

P.Fouad P.Hib. 
I 9 74 I 29 241 

21 34,184,198,250 II 197 220 
46 150 240 203 

P.Freib. P.Iand. 
II 8 207 VI 104 214 
N 66 194 

P.IFAO 
P.Gen. II 2 211 
II 89 247 

91 227,229 P.Ki:iln 
95 242 I 54 194 

P.Giss. 86 242 
I 4 207 95 238 
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III 137 235 VI 1912 203,207-8,217,230 
147 57,207 P.Magd. 

v 227 21, 38-9, 102, II 28 225 
218-220, 224, P.Mert. 
242 I 11 202,208 

IX 376 239 II 62 67,203 
III 104 201 

P.Kron. 
207 P.Mich. 

v 232 202,227 
P.Laur. 233 78,132,235 
IV 153 223 236 241 

241 238 
P.Lille 259 220,224 
I 19 224 267-

268 220 
P.Lips. 273 220 

96 230 303 220 
P.Lond. 312 227 
II 346B 238 

192 349 213 
(p. 222) 194,223 VI 382 238 
195 VIII 490 193 
(p. 127) 112,226,250 491 193 
256 IX 560 229 
(p. 96) 203-4, 212, 234 X 578 218 
276 580 204,214,221 
(p. 148) 197 582 73,128,229,234 
354 598 233 
(p. 163) 67,205,234 XII 638-
361 642 238 
(p. 169) 240 XV 688 205 
445 709 242 
(p. 166) 229 XVIII 782 242 

III 604 B 784 222-3 
(p. 83) 203 
895 P.Mil. 
(p. 129) 205 I 3 218 
1171 6 146,227 
(p. 177) 239,242 7 211 
1177 9 233,238 
(p. 182) 251 P.Mil.Vogl. 
1218 I 4 250 
(p. 130) 205 II 56 117,230 
1243 81 207 
(p. 176) 245 VI 269 114,230 

1
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296 230 346 223 
VII 302 117 350 203 

351 203 
P.Miinch. 353 203 
III 49 205 366 222 

370 235 
P.Nicole. 387 v 196 

inv.54 115 N 711 90 
721 198 

P.Oslo 737 163,241 
II 26 202,209 746 44 

30 18,205 784 247 
33 v 249 792 210 

III 123 227 807 115 
815-817 91 

P.Oxy. 817 131 
I 37 60 826 217 

44 234 832 219 
82 212 833 211, 235 

II 244 203,234 VI 926 221 
245 203 VII 1046 243 
246 208 VIII 1089 251 
251 204,213,220[ 1143 208 
252 204,218,220 IX 1188 198,204 
253 220f 1210 86 
254 204,218-220 X 1258 233 
257 220 1266 220 
259 236 1281 215 
260 201,203 XII 1434 202,243 
268 38 1438 242 
270 223 1452 220 
276 189 1453 195,206,243 
277 219f 1457 151 
280 225 1480 232 
281 38f XlV 1635 222 
285 233 XVII 2186 220 
286 233 XVIII 2185 235 
287 235 XlX 2234 206 
288 217,220 XX 2277 198,204 
291 35,203,232 XX1V 2414 239,242 
292 35 XXV 2435 v 201,221 
293 214 XXVII 2471 201 
294 197,204 XXXIV 2725 222 
309 241 XXXVI 2764 212 
311 241 2769 212 
314 220 2792 221 
344 223 XXXVII 2820 19, 180, 193, 229 
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XXXVIII 2837 229 130 205 
2842 235 

XLII 3014 198 P.Polit.Iud. 
3020 221 6 205 
3030 239 19 205 
3047 230 20 205 
3061 232 

XLIV 3197 202 P.Prag. 
XLVI 3273 200, 211, 213 I 54 235 

3276 220 
3283 220 P.Princ. 
3285 207 11 142 

XLIX 3463 202 II 23 205 
3482 222 33 117 
3484 160 

L 3510 204 P.Rainer SN 
3593 117 172 209 

LII 3690 223 
LV 3777 222 P.Ryl. 

3778-9 242 I 65 60 
3807 250 II 73 106 

LVII 3902- 77 210 
3909 235 94 202,209 

LVIII 3917 236 118 40, 77,126,202,208, 
LXIV 4440 219 213,241 
LXV 4478 204 125 205 

4478- 127 109,205,235,249 
4480 217 128 146,205,227 

LXVI 4531 202 130 205 
LXVII 4582 208 132 205,225,227 

4624 243 133 109,227 
134 205 

P.Oxy.Hels. 136 205 
I 9 102,223 137 205 

10 216 138 226f, 235 
11 32 139 205 

140 205,228 
P.Petaus 141 111' 206, 233 

42 238 142 226 
52 235 145 106,108,205,227 

146 225 
P.Petr. 148 205 
III 26 233 149 202f, 208 

59 (a) 217 150 205 
59 (b) 89 151 203,205 
73 225 152 205,228 
128 205 159 207,222 

I 
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165 245 5 209,224,229 
166 109,227 6 232 
167 227,241 7 201 
207 225,228 13 205 
216 230 26 204 
257 38 27 204 
270 60, 199 40 230 

N 580 20 54 194 
585 245 72 204 
600 227 92 246 
603 18, 76 103 89, 140,238f 
667 89, 140 119 143 

P.Select. 121 89,140,214,238 
I 21 32 124 246 

131 246 
PSI 189 89,140,238,243 
I 56 211 II 280 241 
IV 320 101,222f 289 35, 197, 199 

389 233 299 217 
v 449 230 302 38, 99,180,200,214, 

457 220 221,243 
VIII 897 207,222 345 127 

949 44 348 233 
968 211, 235 349 233,238 

X 1099 244,247 350 241 
1118 207,222[ 382 21, 100, 219 
1149 182,243,249 408 199 
1160 208, 211, 213, 221, 409 199 

231 410 199 
XI 1183 216f 462 199 
XIII 1307 198 476 205 

1328 223 482 138 
1356 206 484 45 

519 246 
PSI Corr. 554 219 
I 1150 106, 226, 228,234, 564 215 

236 576 212 
587 241 

P.Strasb. III/1 701 140 
I 23 116 703 198,200,202,237 
II 115 245 734 212 
VI 539 245 789 236 
VII 627 77 III/2 902 204 

962 74 903 204 
VIII 762 212,234f 904 232 

1004 212 
P.Tebt. N 1103 221 

I 
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1140 205 4226 215 
P.Thomas 4327 28,126,232 

3 149,242 4519 232 
10 251 4960 131,228 

5151 245 
P.Tor.Choach. 5233 240 

12 204 5238 206,212 
5239 197,206 

PUG 5240 197 
I 12 204 5954 206 
II 61 228 III 6291 207 

64 232 6663 223 
6924 204 

P.Vindob. 7174 214 
L 1d 196,241 7256 200,250 

135 160 N 7337 217 
7348 194 

P.Vind. Tandem 7385 241 
1 207 v 7376 234 
9 45, 110, 129, 212, 228, 7455 198 

234 7462 211, 214 
7530 213 

P.Vind.Worp 7537 100 
2 207 7568 202 
12 206 7600 19 

7609 195, 197 
P.Wash.Univ. 7610 197 
I 50 212 7738 250 
II 77 207 7787 68,193,203 

106 31 7788 37 
7951 200,203 

P.Wisc. 8010 202 
I 26 214,246 8070 243 
II 46 93 8083 183 

52 106 8328 220 
8580 192 

P.Wiirzb. 8755 130 
9 225 8756 130 

8797 249 
P.Zen.Pestman 8894 191 

38 205 8974 211 
VI 8993 229 

SB 9016 207 
982 37, 197 9030 243 
1441 214 9050 212 
2100 195 9109 67 
3294 214f, 250 9150 205,227 

I 
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9223 211, 235 12609 163 
9224 73,227,229 12632 142 
9545 127 12675 243 

VIII 9790 222 12739 238 
9815 192 12740 238 

X 10220 217,220 12751 194 
10221 241 12835 226 
10223 241 13017 106,233,243 
10308 197,206 XVIII 13087 205 
10338 232,241f 13219 160,219 
10423 232 13236 91 
10426 233 13565-
10534 230 13573 139 
10741 232 13574 131 

XII 10793 214 13575 131 
10795 203 13236 91 
11012 102,193,219 13854 205 
11078 232 XX 14085 40,181,202,208 
11236 202 14384 240 

XlV 11264 205 14440 218,220 
11270 219 15150 224 
11274 219n68 15182 205 
11275 205 15189 215,242 
11412 241 XXli 15203 188 
11624 58 15460 41, 109 
11635 232 
11933 226,246 SEG 
11275 205 XXX 509 192 
11346 74,210 XXXIV 1582 200 
11411 201 XL 2088 217,220 
11445 145 XLI 1669 194 
11446- XLV 2088 220n70 
11450 240 2095 194 
11448 243 
11450 243 Sel.Pap. 
11451 243 I 3 219 
11501-2 243 41 240,250 
11515 247 II 211 214-5 
11624 58 212 217 
11933 226,228,246 241 210 
11953 197 255 202 
12170 240 257 208 

XVI 12312 192,213 269 230 
12495 232 275 220 
12524 205,219 280 146 
12531 182,243,249 281 214 
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285 210 413 214 
322 203 414 186,214 
393 193 427 243 
419 199 428 243 
420 232,234 462 189,210,214 

480 194 
Stud. Pal. 486 221 
XX 71 245 
XXII 92 194 wo 

II 285-288 233 
UPZ 290 233 

106 232 292-294 233 
107 232 716 246 
110 204 1030 240 

II 155 233 1031 243 
157 205 1066 241 

1256 117 
W.Chr. 1363 241 

3 220 1368 239 
4 249 1372 197 
9 205 1454 241 
13 186 1543 244 
58 200 1551 232 
66 89 
111 220 B. LITERATURE 
112 109,202 
147 220 Ammianus 

161 245 XVII 4.5 248 

164 224f XXII 16.6 196 

176 146,208 
200A 91,218,238 Appian us 

200B 91, 218 BC 
215 213,218,220 II 96 192 

247 208 v 4 232 

259 241 
266 199 Augustus 

275 232,234 Res Gestae 

288 89,238f 11.21 242 

330 204 25.3--4 191 

331 204 26 249 

332 232 27 11 

344 45,203 34 191 

351 207 
365 227 Caesar 

368 99,180,200,214,243 BC 
396 210 II 1--4 191 

II 
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II 40.1 192 23.5-7 248 
III 108 188,231 24.1 248 

29.3-5 249 
(Pseudo-Caes.) LN 5.1 225 
Bell.Alex. 5.4-6 249 

3 188,231 LV 7.5 226 
34.4 192 7.6 207,250 

Bell.Afr. 10.10 250 
48.1 192 13.4 221 

LVII 10.5 237,250 
Cicero 19.6 184, 195, 250 
AdAtt. LVIII 42.4 242 
v 21.13 247 
Leg.Agr. Diodorus Siculus 
II 41-2 187 XVII 52 244 
Pro Rabirio XIX 94.10 234 

22 188 
39-40 188 Jerome 

Phil Chron. 
11.33 192 188 248 

Digest Josephus 
1.9.12 216 A] 
1.17.1 191, 196 XIV 117 202 
4. 9.3 207 188 188 
19.2.15 207 410 192 
40.2.21 191, 196 447 193 
48.6.1 195 452-3 193 

XV 74-79 188 
Dio 90-91 221 
XLII 6 232 96-100 188 

44.2 231 217 192,226 
XLVIII 42.4 242 299 249 
LI 5.4-5 224 306-7 249 

5.5 221 307 192 
15.7 226 317 192,249 
16.4 217 365 218 
17 190,248 XVI 64 218 
17.2 189,208 128 226 
17.6 221 332 234 
17.12 208 354 234 
19-21 190,242 XVII 42 218 

LIII 4,3 11 11 229 190 
12.7 190 301 190 
13.2 190 355 218 
15.4 198 XVIII 170 250 
22.5 218 172-176 250 
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XIX 280-285 202 22.17 215 
XX 51-2 192 Orosi us 

BJ VI 19.13-
I 327-8 193 16 193,248 

361 226 VI 19.20 189,241 
396 226 
397 192 Philo 
437 192 De Spec.Leg. 
535 234 III 159 236f 

II 25 190 163 234,236f 
81 190 Place. 
385 215 1--4 196 
405- 2 185,250 
407 236 3 196 
488 188 4 185, 193 

10 250 
CAp. 54-96 185 
II 4.41 207 74 183,202 

37 188 78 237 
86-96 195 

Julian 92-3 215 
Epist. ad Themist 105 196,221 

265- 131 210 
266 248 158 185 

163 185 
Livy Leg. 
XXVII 4.10 5 236 

20 251 
Maccabees 182 236 
III 2.28- 132 251 

30 218 
4.14 218 Pliny the Elder 
6.38 218 NH 
7.22 218 v 57 196 

VI 160 250 
New Testament XXXVI 69 250 
Acts 

5.37 218 Pliny the Younger 
19.38 197 Ep. 

Luke X 6 [22] 207 
2.2-4 218 
3.12 236 Plutarch 
12.58 236 Ant. 
20.22 215 64.1 193 

Mark 71.1 192 
12.14 215 80.1-3 217 

Matthew 81.1--4 189 

5 
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81.5 189,248 3.25 
82.1 189 (840) 190, 199 
82.2 189,234 
87.1 189 Suetonius 

Apophthegm.Aug. Gramm. 
4.207B 228,248 16 248f 

Div.]ul. 
Polybius 35.1 188 
IX lla.1 5 41.3 216 

54.3 187 
Seneca 76.3 188 
Cons. ad Helviam Aug. 

19.6 184 17.5 189 
18 190,192,231 

Strabo 41 244 
II 3.5 189 43.2 226 

5.12 89.1 226 
(118) 249 93 190 

III 3.4.20 94.4 230 
(167) 196 Tib. 

XVI 4.23 6.3 226 
(780) 192 32.2 237,250 

XVII 1.3 41 250 
(787) 192,201,231 Gaius 
1.12 40 240 
(797) 190,192,194-6,200, 

203 Tacitus 
1.13 Hist. 
(798) 195,242,244 11 190,196,207 
1.15 Ann. 
(800) 240 31.2 216 
1.24 80 250 
(804) 201 II 59 189f, 208 
1.53 IV 5.6 193 
(819) 155,203,248[ IV 6.3 232,250 
1.54 v 8 249 
(820) 194,196,203,249 VI 3 250 
3.24 XII 60 191,196,206 
(839) 234 

II 
II 

II 




