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Abbreviations and Editorial Conventions

Papyri are cited according to the Checklist of Editions of Greek, Latin, Demotic, and Coptic
Papyri, Ostraca, and Tablets, originally published in periodic print and online editions (last 1
June, 2011: edd. J.D. Sosin, R.S. Bagnall, J. Cowey, M. Depauw, T.G. Wilfong, and K.A. Worp,
http://library.duke.edu/rubenstein/scriptorium/papyrus/texts/clist.html), but now curated online
through Papyri.info: http://papyri.info/docs/checklist (accessed 13 October, 2014). The
forthcoming Papyri fiom Karanis. the Granary C123 (P.Mich. XXII) (edd. W.G. Claytor, S.
Lash, and A. Verhoogt) is cited as P.Mich. XXII, forthcoming.

The transcription of Greek texts follow the Leiden conventions:

] indicates a lacuna in the text
) indicates the resolution of an abbreviation or symbol
indicates a cancellation by the editor of the text
indicates an omission by the ancient scribe
indicates a deletion by the ancient scribe
indicates an interlinear addition by the ancient scribe
__ dots under letters indicate that the editor’s reading is uncertain; plain dots indicate
the approximate number of illegible or lost letters.
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Chapter One: The Karanis Register in an Imperial Context

1.1 A Notary’s Papers

The Karanis Register was never meant for public consumption. It may have been seen by only
a few pairs of eyes before it was tucked neatly within a wooden threshold in the Egyptian village
of Karanis and forgotten. It was of little interest to contemporaries; although the Register belonged
to the village notary, a prominent local figure who leased the right to operate the grapheion
(“writing office”) from state authorities, it contained only his private accounts, much like those of
other well-to-do individuals in the village, the province, and across the Roman Empire. The notary
drew up thousands of documents of lasting value for his clients and thereby helped fill the archives
in the regional capital and in Alexandria itself, but the rolls containing these accounts stayed with
him in Karanis until they were no longer needed. At that point, the papyri were virtually worthless:
they had already been patched together from old rolls and were now written on both sides. Blank
spaces could still be used as scrap paper,! or the rolls might serve as packaging or even fire starter,
which they manifestly were not. Why the papyri ended up in the threshold we cannot say.”

The fundamental task of the Karanis notary® was to produce contracts and other documents for
clients on request. His task was not a light one: Karanis was a large village of some 3,600
inhabitants at the time the Register was drawn up in the early second century CE,* and our notary
and his small staff worked virtually every day, producing a few thousand documents over the

course of the year in question.” He may have formed a partnership to run the office and perhaps

! Part of the side opposite the accounts was used to practice a dating formula: Chapter 4.4.

2 See Chapter 4.2 for the archaeological context of the rolls.

3 We are not sure of his name or even to what extent he shared his duties with partners. The two most prominent
individuals in the account are Aphrodisios and Sokrates, who might therefore be the partners who are implied by the
account’s single first-person plural verb (col. xxiv.24; see below, Chapter 4.8). Even in the case of the best-known
partnership, that of Kronion and Eutychas, Kronion plays a dominant role; for this reason and for the sake of
simplicity, I speak here of “the Karanis notary.”

4 Rathbone 1990, 134, supported by Bowman 2012. For the dating of the Register see Chapter 4.4.

5> See Chapter 4.11, where 1 estimate the year’s total of registered contracts to be between 1,025 and 1,075. Other
documents, including sworn statements (yeipoypogior), are also prevalent in the account, but more difficult to
quantify (4.13).



had financial backing from rich associates; regardless, there seem to have been only a handful of
individuals directly involved in day-to-day operations of the grapheron.

Although under state license, the Karanis notary had a fair degree of discretion as to how he
would operate his business. He was allowed to charge a variable fee for his writing services, which
comprised the primary source of his office’s income and his only hope of turning a profit from the
endeavor. The income entries in his account list the contracting parties, the type of contract, and,
most importantly, the scribal fee paid. Expenditures included the regular purchase of fresh papyrus
rolls from distributors in the metropolis, archival fees, and discretionary outlays. The most
pressing expense was the monthly fee made over to the state bank for the concession to operate
the office. It is with such entries for income and expenditure that the Karanis Register is filled on
a day-to-day basis over at least a four-month period, with the overall balance of the office’s account
being calculated at the end of each day.

The Karanis Register is one of the rare examples of “thick™ data from the ancient world. It
allows us to quantify written activity in the village and get a sense of who was making use of the
grapheion and why. Individual “stories” can even emerge in the case of repeat customers or those
identified in other texts. But the Register is more like a panning shot of the village: individuals
are difficult to identify and at best we gain an impression of the village at one point in time and
from one vantage point, that of the officially-sanctioned writing office. In lieu of individual stories,
onomastic analysis helps provide a cultural profile of the notary’s customers. What emerges from
this mass of names, contracts, and figures is significant: a broad base of villagers made use of the
state-sponsored grapheion for a variety of transactions, both routine and extraordinary. The notary
and his office, moreover, were a primary social, economic, and institutional node, connecting
villagers to each other, and the village as whole to the Roman administration.

The Karanis Register as we have it today is fragmentary, but even if complete it would be but
a fragment of the notary’s larger archive and his annual production of contracts and other
documents, which he dispensed to his customers and the official archivists to whom he was
responsible. Part of the challenge of understanding the document — and this goes for virtually all
papyri and other documents from the ancient world — is to visualize this lost context.

Fortunately, we are aided in this task by the relative wealth of evidence pertaining to the
notarial system of Roman Egypt. Paper was their business, after all. Pride of place goes to a large

archive of over 200 papyri belonging to successive father and son notaries in Tebtunis, a village



situated on the opposite rim of the Fayum basin, about 50 km south of Karanis. This archive offers
the best “view” inside a grapheion, but valuable insight into the operation of grapheia comes from
other documents, such as an offer to sublease the office,® which details the requirement of regular
submission of archival material to the state, and the actual cover letter of one of these submissions.’

While grapheia were generally located in villages, the cities had their own notarial offices,
often called agoranomeia, and were the location of regional archives (bibliothekai).® Sitting atop
this provincial network were the central Alexandrian archives: the katalogeion was the bureau of
the equestrian chief justice (archidikastes) and served as a sort of “clearing house,” where private
contracts and other documents were catalogued and copied before being deposited in the Nanaion,
the capital’s primary archive in the precinct of Nana (= Isis), and later in the new Archive of
Hadrian.® Although relatively little is known of these regional and central archives, we can trace
the movement of private contracts from village to metropolis and from village to Alexandria, a
vast, multi-layered provincial operation, which is a key component of what I am calling the
“notarial system” of the Roman Egypt.

Prefectural decrees allow us to view this system from Alexandria back out to the countryside.
Decrees generally arise from serious problems in the record-keeping system and are directed both
to officials and the provincial populace, often disseminated through nome governors (strategoi)
based in the cities. They are full of instructions and expectations whose fulfillment can be partly
tested against the documentary record; but besides their surface messages, the decrees also attempt
to shape provincial behavior and opinion and can this be analyzed as projections of the ruling
ideology.

The largest body of evidence for the notarial system, however, is what notaries produced for
their clients: contracts above all, but also affidavits, declarations, petitions, reports, inventories,
and the like. Thousands of such documents provide a basis for studying notarial practice over the
full span of Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt. While we usually only see their products, we also have
chance encounters with notaries outside of the office, which give an impression of their relatively

high status in the local community. One family of notaries in second-century Tebtunis, for

¢ Chrest. Mitt. 183 (= P.Grenf 11 41, Soknopaiou Nesos, 46 CE).

7 Chrest. Mitt. 184 (= P.Flor. 111 357, Oxyrhynchite, 208 CE). This and the previous document are discussed in detail
below, Chapter 3.21.

8 For more on the state archives, see Chapter 3.5.

? Pierce 1968.



instance, were among the land-owning elite with gymnasial status.!’ A notary of another Fayum
village had an estate valued at 4,000 drachmas, in line with village elite who bore the burden of

local administration.'!

One poignant example of this status, even after death, is a wooden tag
bearing the name of a 42-year-old notary, which would have originally been attached to his

mummified body.'?

1.2 The Local Notary in an Empire of Information

Most everyone in the province of Egypt would have made use of a notary’s services, whether
to draw up the oath required for the annual seed loan from the state!* or to make solemn
arrangements for one’s last testament.'* By pre-modern standards, Roman Egypt — and the eastern
Mediterranean more generally — was a document-saturated society, even a “literate society” in the

15 even if actual literacy rates

sense that “reading and writing (were) essential to its functioning,
were low !¢ and the importance of oral culture was little diminished.!” There is no better example
of the central role of writing and its lasting evidentiary value than the fact that families of
“illiterates™ kept extensive archives of legal documents, many of which were drawn up at local
writing offices.'® Grapheion scribes like the author of the Karanis Register were the prime
mediators of the written word for their fellow villagers.

From the point of view of legal sociology, the inhabitants of Roman Egypt believed in the

enabling power of official, written documents. The archives of illiterates are silent witnesses to

this belief, but more direct testimony comes from petitions and the records of court cases, which

10 Smolders 2013a.

" W.Chr. 398.27 (169 CE).

12 8B1777 (II-111 CE).

13 See Chapter 4.13, on the frequent entries for yeipoyp(agia) onepp(drmv) vel sim. in the Karanis Register.

14 Five wills are recorded in the extant portion of the Karanis Register (see Chapter 4.12).

15 Macdonald 2005, 49. Bagnall 2011, who discusses Macdonald’s definition (2-3), is a rich evocation of the
“literate societies” of the Greco-Roman east. Cf. Rowlandson 1999, 141, speaking of written land leases: “the use
of written documents for such short-term agricultural arrangements is, I believe, a striking illustration of the
widespread use of writing in Roman Egypt, in private business affairs as well as in publication administration, even
by people who were not comfortably literate.”

16 There has been much debate over this figure in various places and periods of antiquity; for Roman Egypt, most
estimates range between 5-20%, although this obsessive focus is now superseded by studies focusing on role of
writing in ancient societies (see previous n.) and distinctions of gender and status (see Cribiore 2001, 86-88).

17 For the cultural interplay of literacy and orality in earlier periods, see Thomas 1992.

18 E.g., the archives of Harthotes (Theadelphia, late I BCE — mid I CE; Trismegistos, archID 99) and the family of
Satabous (Karanis, late I CE — mid II CE; Trismegistos, archID 407). It is cases such as these that make me wary of
imagining such illiterates as inhabiting an “oral enclave” or being part of “non-literate communities” within a
literate society (Macdonald 2005, 50). Cf. Clanchy 2013, 2 on Medieval England: “Those who used writing
participated in literacy, even if they had not mastered the skills of a clerk.”



frequently revolved around the deployment of legal documents. Below, we will encounter the
priest Satabous, who insisted to all who would listen that he held valid legal title to a piece of
disputed property and could produce the papers to prove it; his opponent was simply “acting
without cause” by “disregarding the documents of ownership that I have in my possession.”!’
Satabous was not lying: his sale contract has been preserved and it was duly marked as registered
by the local notaries. Satabous was simply hoping that the authorities would not look beyond this
piece of papyrus, with its validity seemingly guaranteed by the state-sponsored notaries.

In the end, however, Rome wanted more paperwork; when Satabous could not produce
evidence for the seller’s title, he lost his case. Rome would eventually develop a special record
office for real property — a suggestion made centuries before by the Athenian philosopher
Theophrastus?® — but careful families kept titles over a century old. One prominent landowner
from Karanis, for instance, who lived into the early third century, kept not only his grandfather’s
contract for the purchase of the family’s house in the village, dated to 154 CE, but also the division
of property whereby the previous owner inherited the house, dated to before 93 CE.?!

In Roman Egypt, belief in the power of written documents stemmed not from abstract
considerations, but from their concrete results: they could make things happen and their absence
could cause injury, as Satabous learned. In such a world, it is no wonder that a runaway slave
named Eutychia took with her the sale contract that marked her as a 1,160-drachma commodity.??
What sustained this belief was the imperial system in which writing and legal documents were
embedded. Rome perpetuated and expanded an extensive notarial system in Egypt that promised
to guarantee the validity of written agreements and safeguard them through a network of regional
and provincial archives. In all the cities and larger villages of the countryside, one could freely
engage a notary for any number of transactions and rest assured that the contract was enforceable

anywhere in the Empire.?® If necessary, certified copies could be ordered from the archives. In

19 SB15232.21-23 (Soknopaiou Nesos, 11 CE): pndevi [A]dywt [x]pn[cdpevo]c mapnynoduevog odg Exmt
KUPLELTIKOVG [xpnu]aTicpove.

20 For a discussion of the Classical Greek background to the Ptolemaic and Roman systems of contract regulations in
Egypt, see below, Chapter 2.1.

21 The landowner is Gemellus Horion, whose archive was discovered amidst a rubbish heap in the first season of
Michigan’s excavations, near where the Karanis Register was found. For an introduction to the archive, see
Smolders 2013b. The house sale is P.Mich. VI 428 and the earlier division of property is P.Mich. IX 554.

22 P.Cair.Preis” 1 (147-ca. 150 CE).

2 Likewise, contracts written outside Egypt were brought back to Egypt because of their lasting juridical value.

See, e.g., P.Turner?22 (142 CE), written in Side in the province of Pamphylia. The famous “Muziris papyrus” refers
to loan contracts drawn up in the Indian trading port of Muziris: SB XVIII 13167.12-13 (middle II CE).



the courtroom, provincials were at the mercy of governors with virtually unrestrained authority,
but they knew that written evidence resonated with the Roman sense of justice and could thereby
hope to gain some element of control over their fortunes.?* The papyrological record is full of
contracts documenting some promise, receipts recording the fulfilment of some obligation, and
trial records that animate the deployment of these documents — eloquent testimony to the value of
the written word in Rome’s “empire of information.”

But it is important to acknowledge at the outset that my focus on formal, written evidence will
tend to overshadow the informal and the oral. To return briefly to the case of Satabous, it is
instructive to keep in mind that when the Roman governor learned that there was no written
evidence of title earlier than Satabous’ contract he relied on the testimony of the local priestly
elders. The language of custom and timeless practice also leave their mark on the rolls of judicial
proceedings in Roman Egypt. Likewise, even as a “literate society” was developing in 13®-century
England, “tenure ‘from time out mind’ was still a legitimate claim.”? In Chapter Two, we will
meet a husband whose attempts to dispose of property pledged to his wife were thwarted not by
state authorities, but by a disapproving local community. In fact, there cannot be such a neat

distinction between the written and the oral:2°

we must always be aware that written evidence is
only part of the story. When I attempt to illuminate the long history of notarial contracting in
Greco-Roman Egypt in Chapters Two and Three, we must not be led to think that this is
representative of contractual activity as a whole. Private “notes of hand” were always an option
and the majority of transactions left no written trace.

Yet, I am particularly interested in notarial documents because of their formality: they mark
an intersection of public and private affairs and thus speak to the larger question of the relationship
between state and society in Roman Egypt. Hardwick’s appraisal of early-modern European
notaries applies perfectly well to the situation in Egypt: they “were crucial cogs, albeit at the lowest
level, in the apparatus of the state and in the daily organization of people’s lives.”?” The local
notary of Roman Egypt put villagers’ private agreements into legal order and inserted them into

the provincial network of archives. His registration mark “activated” a private transaction: it was

a performative statement that validated and officially memorialized a private agreement within a

24 Bryen 2012.

25 Clanchy 2013, 3.
26 Thomas 1992.

27 Hardwick 1998, 4.



vast provincial operation reaching all the way to Alexandria. The registration docket, though
written by a Greco-Egyptian in a provincial setting, contained a promise from Rome to safeguard
the contract and, if need be, enforce its terms. Occasionally, this promise was not fulfilled:
Satabous’ contract was validated by local notaries, but did not stand up to scrutiny from Roman
officials. But, in general, the local writing offices were credible institutions, which prompted a
broad range of villagers to conduct their business under state supervision.

Another key area in which notaries mediated one’s relationship with state authorities was in
the production of written oaths, which the Romans required of provincials who undertook a variety
of obligations to the state.?® The Karanis Register, written during the sowing season, provides
ample evidence for the daily routine of state farmers coming to the writing office to draw up sworn
statements concerning the proper cultivation of state land. Such oaths laid down the
responsibilities of provincials vis-a-vis the state and were essentially a solemn form of contract,
sworn by the 7yche, “genius,” of the current emperor. Even more than the writing and registration
of private contracts, the notary’s production of written oaths, re-iterated as each farmer entered the

grapheion, reinforced his role as mediator between imperial power and village society.

1.3 The Historical Roots of the Karanis Register

I have outlined the immediate purpose of the Karanis Register: it was used to track the finances
of a state-appointed notary charged with offering writing services to the village community. I have
suggested that the Register reveals a network of social, economic, and institutional connections
spanning the village of Karanis and beyond. Yet by focusing only on the Register’s immediate
context we run the risk of taking it for granted and losing sight of both its historical roots and its
role within Rome’s “empire of information.” The Karanis Register takes on a deeper historical
importance when read in light of the much longer history of state regulation of private transactions
in the eastern Mediterranean. As has become clearer in recent years, the Roman notarial system
is an adaptation of Ptolemaic institutions, which in turn were influenced both by Greek regulatory
practices of the late Classical and early Hellenistic periods and Egyptian law, traditions, and temple
institutions.

Chapter Two thus traces the roots of the Karanis Register and the larger notarial system in

Ptolemaic Egypt. Focusing primarily on the regulation of private transactions at the village level,

28 See Chapter 4.13.



I argue that the Ptolemaic notarial system successfully “reoriented” private transactions towards
the state. The state benefitted from the increased efficiency with which it could tax and monitor
such transactions. But the notarial system, which brought together Greek settlers, hellenizing
Egyptians, and Egyptians priests trained in the temple schools, was also a vehicle for transcultural
exchange and helped forge an integrated and internally-stable Ptolemaic state. This type of
transcultural exchange did not generally occur at the level of symbolic acts, as in the case of native
governors’ statues in temple forecourts,? but rather through “enacted patterns” created by
ubiquitous and routine transactions, which were now monitored and recorded by Ptolemaic
officials.’® Seen in this light, the notarial system was one of the key institutions underlying the
longevity and relative stability of the Ptolemaic state. Importantly, too, the successful
establishment of this trans-cultural institution set the stage for Roman adaptation and expansion.
While Chapter Two establishes the Ptolemaic origins of the Egyptian notarial system, we must
still consider why the Karanis Register and the expansive notarial system came into being in the
Roman Empire. The Roman tradition, after all, was quite different. Many types of contracts and
accounts were written on wooden tablets (zabulae), which held a special place in Roman ritual and
law: writing on Zabulae was considered an efficacious, constitutive act, which actually created the

' In contrast, the Greek homologia, a written “agreement,”

relevant arrangement or obligation.?
recorded and, in the case of notarial homologiai, validated a pre-existing verbal agreement. In
such a world, then, where agreements written on wooden tablets were held in special reverence, it
is no wonder that Roman “public authorities intervened very little in the affairs of private
financiers” and “no office for the registering of contracts existed.”>?

So, we must ask: what motivated Roman leaders not only to perpetuate, but even to modify
and expand the foreign notarial system that they inherited from the Ptolemies? It should not be
taken as a matter of course that the Romans blindly perpetuated the Greek and Near Eastern

institutions that they encountered as they incorporated territories of the eastern Mediterranean and

beyond into their empire. The Roman grapheion was not simply “a logical consequence,” as one

2 See Moyer 2011b.

30 In modern studies on organizational behavior it is recognized that such “enacted patterns” are themselves “sources
of change rather than simply forces for stability” (Wiebe, Suddaby, and Foster 2012, 253, citing Feldman and
Pentland 2003, who argue (p. 94) for “the inherent capability of every organizational routine to generate change,
merely by its ongoing performance.”

31 Meyer 2004, 108-110. Cf. Andreau 1999, 45: bankers’ registers “constituted the tangible reality of his clients’
accounts.”

32 Andreau 1999, 102.



t.>3> Regardless of the innovations that they did

scholar has put it, of its Ptolemaic anteceden
introduce, the Roman perpetuation of the institution also represents a choice. It is true, of course,
that certain structures, especially those based in the ecology of Egypt,** could be little influenced
by Roman or any other state’s intervention, and that such structures affected the institutional
profile of the province.?® It is also true that the Roman imperial design succeeded for a long time
because of their “light touch” in modifying pre-existing institutions and their devolution of
administrative authority to local bodies.>® But with the work over the past fifty years that has
demonstrated the “Romanity” of Roman Egypt,>” we cannot accept that the Romans passively
preserved the notarial system, even as we come to recognize the institutional foundation laid by
the Ptolemaic state.*

In fact, we can detect changes to the system, even at the level of village contracting, just a few
years following Octavian’s departure from Alexandria. Contracts produced in the grapheia, which
I will argue were functionally “public” or “notarial” in the late Ptolemaic period, even if formally
they retained private elements, dropped most of these private elements soon after the Roman
conquest. This new type of “grapheion” contract stabilized around the beginning of Tiberius’
reign. Egyptian-language contracts, moreover, were now produced, and not just registered, in the
grapheion. Even more profound changes were to come during the first century of Roman rule with
the creation of a network of archives in the metropoleis and central archives in Alexandria.

Chapter Three will analyze these innovations in more detail.>’

1.4 Archives and Empire

By focusing on the meaning of the notarial system of Roman Egypt, we can elucidate its
function within the shared social world of the Roman Empire and perhaps reach a better
understanding of the nature of Roman rule. Such an approach requires a theoretical understanding

of the Roman Empire and I adopt here a minimized form of Clifford Ando’s consensus model,*

33 Hoogendijk 2013, 70.

3% Although see now Blouin 2014 on the human impact on the Nile Delta in the Roman period.

35 Monson 2012, 33-69.

36 According to Scott 1998, one reason for the failure of many imperial state designs for social organization is their
violent antipathy to local, practical knowledge.

37 See Bowman and Rathbone 1992, building on Lewis 1970 and 1984.

38 Cf. the balanced assessment of continuity versus change in Monson 2012, especially 10-16.

39 Chapter 3.3-5.

40 Ando 2000.



with input from the more traditional, structural theories of Roman power that emphasize the role
of urban elites and social hierarchies.*! The value of Ando’s approach is his convincing elevation
of imperial discourse and ideology to the level of explanatory categories of analysis, whereas most
previous historians have generally dismissed the former as mere rhetoric and the latter as a
duplicitous cloak concealing the realities of power.*> His central thesis is that the Romans
maintained social control over a wide-ranging area through consensus, an ideologically-
constructed unanimity between Romans and provincials. Drawing on Habermas’ theory of
communicative action, Ando defines consensus as “a unanimous* intersubjective agreement about
social, religious, and political norms,” which were “realized through religious and political
rituals,” and shaped by “the constructive and deconstructive powers of provincial discourse.”**
Consensus should not be conflated with the actual attainment of mutual consent between the
Roman ruling class and provincials on any particular issue; it was rather a wide-ranging social
construct stemming from a mutually-suitable set of norms, which offered a platform for the
exchange of ideas and prompted, according to Ando, provincial loyalty and a certain degree of
unification of the empire.

Admittedly, Ando tries to do too much. The holes, obscurities, and whitewashing in his model
were quickly revealed by critics, with one of the more positive reviewers aptly summing up the
response: “Ando’s Roman Empire is perhaps too nice.”* Little attention is paid to the violence
of Rome’s acquisition of its empire or the brute force and fear employed in its administration.*®
The entrenched (though not inflexible) social hierarchies play little role in his narrative, nor does
the Romans’ well-established preference for governing through urban elites and forcefully shaping

these elite governing classes to their liking.*’ The diverse provincial landscape, whose local

41 E.g., Alfoldy 1988, especially 94-156.

42 Ando’s project can be compared with other influential reappraisals: Price 1984 on the significance of the imperial
cult and Zanker 1988 on the iconographic program of Augustus.

43 Ando (2000, 31) later defines this unanimity as between “the various constituencies of the empire,” not all
individuals. The introduction of the modern political label “constituencies” projects an anachronism onto the
empire, but at least provides a necessary qualification for his understanding of unanimity.

4 Ando 2000, 6-7.

45 Peachin 2002, 922.

46 See now Bryen 2012, 781-785 and on the provincial courts of Roman Egypt more specifically, see Kelly 2011,
177-194.

47 Cf. Haensch and Heinrichs 2007, ix, “Die Zusammenarbeit mit diesen Selbstverwaltungseinheiten verlief deshalb
so reibungslos, weil sich die Interessen der vor Ort herrschenden Eliten sehr bald weitgehend mit denen des Reiches
deckten — dank einer vergleichsweise grof3en romischen Integrationsbereitschaft und der Identifikationsfigur des aus
der rdmischen Gesellschaft im engeren Sinne herausragenden Kaisers.”
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cultures certainly had become more interconnected in the Roman period, is flattened into a
univocal, all-approving chorus. Perhaps the most obvious flaw in Ando’s model is his leap from
expressions of consensus, which are well documented, to the minds of provincials, whom he sees
as loyal and supportive of Roman rule.

As an over-arching explanation for the stability and longevity of the Roman Empire, then,
Ando’s model is inadequate. But it still retains value in in providing a conceptual framework for
the myriad provincial institutions that dot the Roman administrative landscape. When these
institutions are viewed only in a local context, they often appear as isolated, closed systems whose
relevance rarely extends beyond provincial boundaries. This, coupled with a historiographical
“otherization” that stretches back to Herodotus,* has been the basis of the Sonderstellung view of
Egypt, by which Egyptian institutions have little, if anything, to offer to more general
interpretations of the Roman Empire. In the past twenty years, however, scholars have argued, on
the one hand, that Egypt was more “Roman” than previously imagined and, on the other hand, that
Egypt is not alone among the provinces in having a particular history and set of characteristics.*
Importantly, Roman historians have begun to heed this revised picture of Roman Egypt and
integrate Egyptian evidence into imperial history.® I will accordingly take a broader view here,
arguing that the notarial system of Roman Egypt, while particular to this province, is a good
example of the mechanics of Roman consensus.

For our purposes the most-important implication of Ando’s thesis is that Rome’s commitment
to consensus required it “to create, adopt, or extend the institutions of communicative practice

251

throughout its territory,””" which involved a concerted effort “to make information of every kind

accessible to the residents of empire.”>? This information ranged from imperial letters and decrees,

48 Vasunia 2001 and Moyer 2011a, 2-10.

49 Jordens 2009a, 24-58.

30 The foreword to a recent edited volume on Roman administration is representative of this turn: “Wenn man aber -
so wie es lange Zeit {iblich war - diese Zeugnisse ungepriift beiseite schob, weil man aus der speziellen Form der
lokalen Strukturen dieser Provinz ableitete, daf generell die Administration von Aegyptus einen Sonderfall
darstellte, so blieb kaum etwas iibrig, was Einblick in diesen Teil der Realitéit gegeben hitte” (Haensch and
Heinrichs 2007, X).

51 Ando 2000, 77. Cf. Eisenstadt 1979, 25, working in the center-periphery tradition: “These Imperial systems
worked on the assumption that the periphery could indeed have at least symbolic access to the center, largely
contingent on some weakening of the social and cultural closeness and self-sufficiency of the periphery and its
developing some active orientation to the social and cultural order represented by the center. This permeation of the
periphery by the centers was discernible in their development of widespread channels of communication which
emphasized their symbolic and structural difference, and in the attempts of these centers to break, even if only to a
limited degree, through the ascriptive ties of the groups on the periphery.”

52 Ando 2000, 96.
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which were broadcast throughout the empire and archived in Rome, to provincial pronouncements
whose dissemination went through local channels (generally, urban elites) and which were
archived under a variety of local conditions. But information emanating from private affairs was
also made available. Petitions and judicial decisions were posted publically and archived,>® both
for the benefit of the interested parties, but also for others who might seek a judicial comparandum
or precedent for their own purposes. Documents related to citizenship and status were archived
and accessible decades later,>* as were private agreements drawn up through state-licensed notarial
offices. All of this adds up to a comprehensive “empire of information,” which Rome was
obligated to sustain in accordance with the ruling ideology of consensus.

In Roman Egypt, and other areas of the eastern Mediterranean, the countryside fully
participated in this empire of information. At the village level, the vast majority of this information
was produced through the grapheion, the local writing office, as I have outlined above. All
registered contracts were meticulously entered into a day-by day register (anagraphe), which
served as an index to the village’s contracts, while summaries of the contracts’ main points
(eiromena) were produced for ease of reference and probably stored ultimately in the regional
archives.” Such publicly-executed contracts were thus “backed up” in multiple locations,
reducing opportunities for fraudulent claims and providing certified evidence in case of dispute.
In fact, many Roman-period contracts are authenticated copies drawn from these archives, which
shows that provincials engaged with the archives and trusted that the system would operate as
advertised. These advertisements, discussed below, show that the Romans had a real interest in
ensuring the smooth functioning of the notarial system.

My central argument is that the local writing offices, and Egypt’s larger notarial system and
network of archives, helped legitimize Roman rule by providing a credible public service for
private transactions, which a broad base of provincials used of their own volition. Moreover, the
routine act of having a contract drawn up and registered in the writing office reinforced the validity
of Roman hegemonic claims, but it also shaped the nature of this hegemony by raising the

expectation that Rome would use its power to enforce contracts. Viewed in this way, the Karanis

53 Jordens 2009b.

5% A recent example is an Alexandrian ephebic certificate from a small dossier in the Artemidorus find: it was copied
out in 83 CE, but contains extracts from documents dated to 25 and 27 CE: P.Alex. Epheb. 1 (Gallazzi and Kramer
2014).

35 For a recent edition of a sheet of such contract summaries, see Claytor 2013a.

12



Register is best understood as part of a particularly Roman repurposing of the Greco-Egyptian
notarial system within a new ideology of empire, which imagined the unequal imperial relationship
as rule by consensus.

In making this argument, I do not deny that the Romans had a vested interest in supporting this
system, since it indeed facilitated provincial resource extraction, one of the primary goals of
ancient and modern empires alike. For example, the requirement that all changes in the ownership
of real property be registered with the regional archives certainly aided the collection of related
taxes. New evidence from Karanis suggests that collectors of the tax on property transfers actually
scanned records in the regional archives to determine which contracts were subject to their sphere
of taxation.>® Property records also underpinned the Roman system of compulsory public services,
which were assigned on the basis of private wealth. Record keeping for extractive purposes was
already a feature of Hellenistic states; what differentiates the Roman system in Egypt from its
Hellenistic antecedents, however, is the way in which it was advertised, the extent to which it
actually provided a public service, and its role in promoting an ideology of consensusin the empire.
As Jordens has pointed out, the benefits of state archives to both the administration and the
inhabitants of Roman Egypt does much to explain the success and longevity of the system.>’

The notarial system of Roman Egypt was but one facet of a wide range of practical efforts and
public services that provided tangible support to the ideological ideal of consensus. The most
obvious and general of these services was peace: to a greater degree than ever before Roman rule
blanketed the greater Mediterranean with security from large-scale campaigns of violence, even if
war still erupted and the smaller-scale activities grouped under the terms “piracy” and “banditry”
were never eradicated. Pax is a sine qua non of Roman consensus and its benefits were widely
advertised over all periods of imperial history, sometimes relating to a specific event, but more
often promoting and advertising pax in general. Rome’s repetitive equation of empire with pax —
and its subsequent glorification in early scholarship — has turned pax Romana into a platitude
among modern historians. Yet, as Norefia argues, “it was not the most dramatic and spectacular
expressions of imperial ideology that were most effective in promoting and naturalizing its

9958

normative claims, but rather the mundane and even banal ones.””® Ideological pax was everywhere

36 P.Mich. XXII 847, forthcoming.
57 Jordens 2010, 176.
38 Norefla 2011, 304.
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— stamped on coins, honored in shrines, and praised in orations and epigrams — and this ideology
was generally reinforced by the observable fact of a peaceful Mediterranean.

In origin, of course, the pax Romana was the result of a violent pacification of the greater
Mediterranean world, a fact that could not have escaped contemporaries, at least during periods of
expansion.”® The Tropaeum Alpium, for instance, was an imposing, 50-meter high victory
monument commemorating Augustus’ subjugation of the Alpine region.®® Although less overtly
domineering, Augustus’ famous Ara Pacis marked the culmination of Augustus’ campaigns in
Hispania and Gaul and the non-Roman youths on the frieze have been interpreted as hostages from
noble barbarian families.®! But, as Norefia points out, “the imperialist roots of pax had no place
in the official iconography, which instead publicized the material benefits of the pax Romana.”®?
Thus the personifications of pax often depict her holding a cornucopia, evoking agricultural
abundance, or the caduceus, marking rich commercial exchange. This style of pax became an
enduring part of Roman self-imagining that was projected to all corners of the Empire. The
Karanis notary, for instance, would have collected some of his writing fees with coins stamped
EIPHNH, “peace,” and decorated with iconography similar to coins found all across the empire.®
If he participated in a ceremony such as that reflected in the Karanis Prayer Papyrus (ca. 120-124
CE), moreover, he would have joined in a public thanksgiving for the emperor’s provision of
public benefactions that culminated with eipfivn, “peace,” and opdvoua, “consensus.”’®* The
imperial slogans in the Prayer Papyrus demonstrate not only that provincials received such
messages, but that they adapted and redeployed them in a local setting.

Pax was thus the foundation of all imperial benefactions, but it would have rung hollow if not
accompanied by a wider array of benefits, which were advertised via provincial proclamations and
iconography and reflected back in provincial praise. The Romans also took on the task of
guaranteeing, or at least promising, law and order. The connection between the Romans’
imposition of a Mediterranean-wide pax and the establishment of order is made explicit in the

well-known epigram on Augustus’ entry into Egypt after the battle of Actium: he “came joyously

% Norefia 2011, 127-132.

% Formigé 1949.

61 Kuttner 1995, 104-106 (cf., Norefia 2011, 128).
2 Norefia 2011, 129.

63 Haatvedt, Peterson, and Husselman 1964, #123.
4 p.Mich. XXII 842.43 (forthcoming).
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to the land of the Nile, brimming with a cargo of good laws (gdvouing) and abundant prosperity
(ev0eving Pabvmhovtov), like Zeus the god of freedom.”’

The most abstract projection of this guarantee was 7ustitia or dikarocvvn, which found its way
to the villages of the empire via coinage, provincial proclamations, and prayers, although it is not
as common as one might expect;® instead, there was a marked preference for conceptualizing
justice as stemming from the personal qualities of the (idealized) emperor and spreading through
his providential selection of delegates, the provincial governors, who shared some of the
ideological qualities of the emperors. Importantly, though, this guarantee of justice was not an
imposition of Roman law and custom, but rather entailed an interpretation and enforcement of
local nomoi.

At the heart of Roman justice, law, and order was the principal of an accessible emperor. Ever
since Millar’s influential The Emperor in the Roman World,®" historians have come to recognize
the fundamental role of petition-and-response in shaping the relationship between ruler and ruled
in the Roman Empire. The rare imperial visits to Egypt have left a mark in the papyrological
record, mainly in the form of logistical correspondence and requisitions, but also in a number direct
petitions to visiting emperors. In 130 CE, for instance, the priests of Soxis in Karanis’ North
Temple took advantage of Hadrian’s visit to the Fayum in an attempt to settle a local dispute about
village dues to the temple.®® In such distant and peaceful provinces as Egypt, however, it was
normally the provincial governor who assumed this responsibility for making himself available to
provincials, although, in theory, the emperor was accessible to all.

Jordens has analyzed the characteristics of the provincial governorship as a microcosm of the
imperial system. She argues that since “the governors modelled their provincial administration
after the imperial example, one should therefore be able to draw conclusions about the form and

self-conception of ruling and administration in the Roman Empire generally.”® Egypt has often

% P.Lond. 11 256t (p. xxiv and p. 95) = Sel.Pap. 111 113.6-8 (Mertens-Pack 1853.1, LDAB 4324).

% Norefia 2011, 60-61 notes the infrequency of 7ustitia on western coinage.

7 Millar 1977.

8 SBXVI 12509. Calling upon Hadrian as their “savior and benefactor,” the priests beg him “to show pity on us
and on our god Soxis, and order that we also may collect from the aforesaid villagers the amount which we spend
for the temple.” [Zo]tipa kal Evepyétnv édeficon ipdg kai tov nué|[teplov Oeov ZdEewv kol dmrpéyon k[a]l

Nuely ag mo1ov|[ue]0a vep 10D iepod dandvag Tapa [t]dv adTtdv K |[un]tdv AapuPdvew (11 1-4).

% She noticed that the interest generated by Millar’s The Emperor in the Roman World did not extend to the
provincial governors: “Dies ist insofern erstaunlich, als vieles dafiir spricht, dal3 die Statthalter sich bei ihrer
Amtsfithrung in den Provinzen an dem kaiserlichen Vorbild orientierten. Aus ihrem Regierungsstil sollten sich daher
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been excluded from the few studies of provincial governorship, either because it was not a
senatorial province or, as one scholar put it, “the written records typical of this province ... are so
expansive and complex that Egyptian governorship is its own subject.”’® This wealth of evidence,
however, should be attractive to historians; it is in Egypt where “we get not only normative
statements, but also the possibility of assessing them time and again within the specific context of
activity in which they are embedded.””! The corpus of prefectural letters and decrees from Egypt,
moreover, may actually be more representative of the range of such documents in the provinces
because their survival is not wholly mediated by the decision to monumentalize the message via a
stone inscription.’?

What Jordens finds in her study of the governors of Egypt is relevant for our understanding of
the construction and maintenance of consensus. Like the emperor himself, the prefect was
accessible, in particular during his annual conventus, when he toured key points of the province
and heard petitions from provincials. Individual responses were given, but when the prefect felt
that a particular issue was of general significance or decided to take the initiative to correct some
perceived problem, he issued an edict or distributed a circular letter to some or all local governors.
It was in these more general statements that the prefect was able to characterize the purpose of his
rule and his relationship with the emperor and the provincials under his rule; importantly, though,
these decrees also reinforced the authority of local governors and the local ruling class, whom the
prefect often credits with bringing matters to his attention and who are always tasked with making
his ruling generally known.”®

Like the emperor, the prefect stresses both his personal virtues and the benefits which Roman
rule brings to the province. In particular, the Roman prefects of Egypt emphasize their pronoia,™

“foresight” in correcting problems or “care” for the province more generally. This quality aligns

durchaus auch Riickschliisse auf die Form und das Selbstverstindnis von Herrschaft und Regierung im Romischen
Reich allgemein ziehen lassen” (Jordens 2006, 87).

0 Meyer-Zwiffelhoffer 2002, 46 (quoted at Jordens 2006, 87-88): “die fiir diese Provinz typische Uberlieferung ...
so umfangreich und komplex (ist), daf3 die dgyptische Statthalterschaft ein eigenes Thema ist.”

" Jérdens 2006, 88: “Denn in diesem Fall haben wir nicht allein die normativen Aussagen vor uns, sondern kénnen
sie immer wieder auch an dem konkreten Handlungskontext iiberpriifen, in den sie eingebettet sind.”

2 Haensch 2009 stresses the exceptional nature of inscribed prefectural letters, while Kokkinia 2009 points to the
decisive role of local elites in the decision to monumentalize the letters. On the corpus of correspondence from
Egyptian prefects, see Haensch 2010.

3 Cf. Kokkinia 2009, who argues that inscriptions of governors’ letters in the Greek east cannot be separated from
their local social context; many were inscribed and preserved by “individuals with a particular interest in seeing
(them) monumentalized in the civic landscape” (193).

74 Jordens 2006, 93-94 with n. 11.

16



with the imperial virtue of providentia, which, came to “(celebrate) the wide-ranging imperial
foresight that was emblematic of the emperor’s cura for his subjects.”” Closely associated with
pronoia in the prefect’s self-construction was phrontis, a term with a range of everyday and more
technical meaning revolving around “concern” or “responsibility.”’® It often evoked a particular
sphere of responsibility, such as individual care for the body (expressions of which permeate
private letters) or an estate manager’s responsibility for a land owner’s economic well-being (estate
managers were called phrontistai and estates phrontides).”’ Just as everyone attended to their
health and stewards carefully managed the estates of their principals, the prefect’s phrontis was
the whole province and all its inhabitants. Unlike pronora, which imperial ideology reserved for
those in charge (and the gods), participation in the economy of phrontis was more general and thus
many provincials could relate in some degree to the prefect’s task and his message. That said,
phrontis-discourse, with its well-defined spheres of responsibility, tended to reinforce the social
and economic hierarchies of Roman Egypt.

We must stop now and consider whether any of this mattered. That is, did these messages
reach any significant segment of the population or was the rhetoric limited to an elite audience,
the governing classes of Alexandria and the metropoleis? We have already seen that imperial
slogans reached a wide audience via coinage and could be refashioned for a local audience, but
what about the more discursive communications from Roman leaders? It cannot simply be
asserted that the emperor “seiz(ed) the imagination of and then (held) the allegiance of his

t.”® We need evidence first that the decrees of Roman governors

subjects,” as Ando would have i
reached the ears of the provincial population and second that their communication had any effect
on their behavior. I will leave aside the question of provincial allegiance because the actual beliefs

of the various actors involved are mostly out of reach.”

7> Norefla 2011, 98.

76 For the full range of meanings, see WB, s.v. ppovtilw and @povric.

77 A nice example encompassing both of these referents can be found in a letter from a son to his aging father, which
begins, “Often I have urged you even in person that you make this your only concern (ppovtic): your body. And so,
now, rather too rashly you write to me whom you wish to manage (ppovtiewv) the harvest of the 2 arouras ...”
(P.Mich. 22 854.4-7 [forthcoming]). “The impression of the first half of the letter,” the editor writes, “is of a son
trying to renegotiate his relationship with his aging father, or at least to assume a more active role in family decision
making.” This renegotiation revolves around the proper allocation of ppovtic; the son suggests that his aging father
was much too concerned with the routine administration of the family estates, when his only concern should be his
own health.

8 Ando 2000, 336.

7 Cf. Norefia 2011, 302.
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The question of the dissemination of imperial messages is difficult to answer, but we can start
with the evidence internal to decrees and official missives, which were often accompanied by a
cover letter instructing a subordinate official to post the decree in prominent places “in order that
all may know my instructions.”® The effectiveness of such instructions cannot be measured, but
we catch occasional glimpses of the process at a local level. P.Fay. 24, for instance, is an oath
written by a village notary for a local police officer, in which the officer swears that he has “posted
... a copy of the letter written by the illustrious prefect” in his jurisdiction.®! An indication that the
decrees generally reached a wide audience is the survival of copies in villages of the chora. Few
of these are as monumental as the famous decrees of the prefect Tiberius Iulius Alexander, which
was erected in the Temple of Hibis in the Great Oasis of the western desert.®> Most are papyrus
copies made at private initiative. Such copies were therefore sought out and not “received,” but
they do at least show that such decrees were accessible, as the policeman swore his was, while
their citation in petitions and lawsuits is good evidence for their accessibility long after
promulgation.

Not only did the orders of Roman governors reach a wide audience, but their style of self-
presentation was absorbed by provincials and redeployed for their own purposes. This can be seen
in communications in the other direction, primarily petitions written by, or on behalf of, villagers
and directed to a variety of Roman officials, including the prefect. One petition from a landowner
in Karanis and his associate to the epistrategos, an equestrian governor of several nomes, begins,
“Above all else, most excellent of governors, the successive prefects, devoting forethought
(pronoia) to the land, issue written orders concerning the accomplishment of labor on the dikes
and canals ...”% The petitioners, aided perhaps by the scribe who wrote the document, 3 skillfully
directed the epistrategos’ attention to the governors of Egypt, his superiors, and their overriding
concern for the agricultural productivity of the province. This is not sleight of hand; it is a credible,

rhetorically-powerful opening based on the shared knowledge between petitioner and official of

80 Katzoff 1982, 210.

81 Lines 5-14: du[vom mv] | Adtoxpdropog Kaica[poc] | [A]Spiavod Aviav[ivov Zepactod] | [E]dcefodc thmv
n[poteBewcévon] | [8v] 1 émowie dvtiyp[apov] | Emotodfig ypageiong O[m0 tod] | [ha]urpotdrov fiysudviod] |
Sepmpoviov ABepdAic ..., “I swear by the Fortune of Imperator Caesar Hadrianus Antoninus Augustus Pius that I
have posted in the hamlet the copy of the letter written by the illustrious prefect Sempronius Liberalis ...”

82 [ Prose 57 B (= I Temple Hibis4), 68 CE.

83 SBXIV 11478, part of the archive of Gemellus Horion (TM, archID 90).

8 It is written in a skilled scribal hand typical of the period and at least one of the petitioners was illiterate
(Gemellus Horion).
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the prefect’s role in Egypt and the traditional self-presentation of these men as the guarantors of
prosperity in the province. It establishes a legitimate reason for the official to become involved in

85 Whatever the actual motivations or beliefs of the petitioners,

the petitioners’ particular issue.
their plea is founded on consensus: a shared expression of the proper relationship between the
Roman state and the provincial population.

We have thus seen that Roman emperors and their provincial governors projected an image of
a peaceful and protective Roman Empire. Law and order were guaranteed from on high by the
divine providentia of the emperor and through the agency of his deputies, the provincial governors.
These Roman governors, in turn, relied on local notables both to disseminate their messages and
to enforce their measures. There is evidence that these messages reached a wide audience and that
provincials internalized and reassembled imperial self-projections for their own purposes. There
was a mutual understanding (Ando’s “intersubjective agreement”) of the prefect’s proper role

within the Roman imperial system: his phrontis was the entire province and he was expected to

apply his self-advertised pronoia to ensure law, order, and prosperity.

1.5 The Case of Satabous

The papers of Satabous present an interesting yet complex case that involves some of the
themes under discussion. The story revolves around an Egyptian priest from the village of
Soknopaiou Nesos named Satabous, son of Herieus the younger, who was born around 35 BCE
and came of age under Octavian (later Augustus).®® We are particularly interested in Satabous
because one of his disputes revolved around the validity, registration, and enforcement of a
contract composed in a village writing office. In the following petition from 15 CE, one of a series
of documents related to this affair, Satabous appeals to the curator of the idios logos, an equestrian

official:®’

85 That such references to the prefects’ role in Egypt were consciously selected by the petitioners and the scribes
mediating their pleas can be seen from two parallel petitions on the same subject, one sent to the prefect and one to a
local centurion, analyzed by Bryen 2013, 154-156. The petition to the prefect “is an assertion of rights under law”
and “justifies itself by reference to the prefect’s decrees,” while the local complaint “emphasizes public humiliation
... offenses to (the complainant’s) family, and an out-of-control assailant who threatens to disrupt the harmony of
the village” (Bryen 2013, 155). Both of these petitions, SB1 5235 and SB1 5238, come from the feud between
Soknopaiou Nesos priests, discussed below.

8 For overviews see Schentuleit 2007 and Hoogendijk and Feucht 2013 (Trismegistos, archID 151); on the conflict
with Nestnephis specifically, see Swarney 1970, 41-49, Kruse 2002, 532-537, Rupprecht 2003, 162-166, Jordens
2010, 162-166, and Kelly 2011, 1-6.

87 Rufus is petitioned because the dispute concerned land that was claimed by Satabous’ opponent to be “ownerless”
and thus property of the emperor.
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To Seppius Rufiis
From Satabous, son of Herieus the younger, from Soknopaiou Nesos of the
Herakleides division of the Arsinoite nome, also a priest of the very-great god
Soknopaios. In the 41° year of Caesar, on Hathyr 24 (= Nov. 21, 11 CE), /
purchased a house, veranda, courtyard, and undeveloped lots to the south of the
house ... from Chairemon, son of Herodes, prophet of Souchos, the great god of
the Arsinoite nome, and his wife Tomsais consented.*® I made the sale in the
village of Psinachis through the contract writers (cuvaAlaypozoypde[mv])
Sokrates, son of Ischyrion, and his son Sambas, in the presence of Petesouchos,
son of Marsisouchos, and Sochotes, son of Petesouchos, and paid to Chairemon
the full price for everything. I have retained ownership and possession until the
present I*' year of Tiberius Caesar Augustus (= 14/15 CE). [ have spent money
on the repair of these properties and have rebuilt on the old, preexisting
foundations at no little expense. For some unknown reason, Nestnephis, son of
Teseies, priest from the same (Soknopaiou) Nesos, without cause and
disregarding the documents of ownership (xvpievtikoVg [ypnu]atiopove) which I
have for all the aforementioned properties, improperly submitted a petition to you
claiming that certain of the undeveloped lots by my house — which he valued at
300 drachmas — were ownerless and had been walled in by me. Once I had
ascertained this, [ submitted another petition to you since I was unable to go to
court; I have appealed to you at the proper legal time. And Nestnephis went to
your tribunal in Alexandria, saying that he had searched for the sale in the archive
(BuProd[knt]), that he did not find it, and that it was not among those submitted
(dkataympiotov) by the contract writers Sokrates and Sambas. I ask of you,
benefactor of all, if it seems right to you, to issue a judgment on the unsubmitted
contract that condemns such villainy in order that I may obtain justice from
Sokrates and Sambas, who have not submitted it — to issue a judgment that
condemns such villainy in order that I may enjoy your benefaction. Farewell. %

Satabous first lays out the backstory: four years ago he purchased a house with attached
properties, including undeveloped lots south of the house. Satabous cites the sale by date, contents,
location, and the notaries who drew it up. For good measure, he adds the names of two witnesses
to the written transaction, even though the new Roman grapheion contract did not require witnesses
(see further, Chapter 3.4). Although irrelevant to the question of legal title, he stresses that he has
retained “ownership and possession” since the sale and that he already made capital improvements
to the lots. His opponent Nestnephis claims that certain of the undeveloped lots, to the value of
300 dr., are actually “ownerless,” which means that they belong to the idios logos, the “special

account” of the emperor. From other documents, we can see that Nestnephis later revised his

8 Under local law, family members had to consent to the alienation of family property.
% SB15232.
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complaint to include all the purchased property. Satabous dismisses Nestnephis’ claims on the
strength of his “documents of ownership” (kvpievTikodg [xpnu]oTiopovg).

But Nestnephis had a surprise for him. He appeared before Seppius Rufus’ tribunal in
Alexandria when Satabous was unable to attend and announced that he had “searched for the sale

t.°° Whether or not this was true,

in the archive (BuBAito0f[knt]),” but found no record of i
Nestnephis’ purpose was to undermine Satabous’ title from another angle: not only did he claim
that the property was technically ownerless, and thus the sale invalid, but he now questions the
validity of the sale contract itself. Satabous seems unfazed by this development: he simply asks
that the notaries be taken to task for not submitting the contract to the archive.

Fortunately for us, the sale on which Satabous’ claim rests is preserved both in its Demotic and
Greek original and at least five Greek copies,”’ which were probably produced to be used as
evidence for Satabous’ case, as the language of the provincial courts in Roman Egypt was Greek.
Even though the property was located in Soknopaiou Nesos, which had its own writing office, and
both parties were priests in that village, the sale was drawn up in Psinachis, some 30 km distant.”?
Importantly for Satabous’ case, the contract was marked as “registered in Psinachis of the

Themistos meris,””?

presumably by the father and son notaries named in this petition (the
registration itself is anonymous, as is often the case).”* This registration mark implies that the
notaries had followed through on all the required procedures. Thus, Satabous was rightly
unworried by Nestnephis’ claim that the sale was not present in the archive: either Nestnephis was
lying or the notaries were at fault.

Satabous’ case rested entirely on a few sheets of papyrus. At an earlier stage of the dispute,
he stresses that the seller “conveyed (the undeveloped lots) to me in the 41% year (= 11/12 CE) in

accordance with the documents which I have in my possession.”® In the later petition, we have

seen that Satabous’ claims rests on his “documents of ownership” (kvpievtikovg [xpnu]atiopovg).

% See below, Chapter 3.5, for the location of this BipAto0rxn.

9! Demotic (with Greek registration and subscription): P.Dimelll 5 (11 CE); Greek copies: CPR XV 2, 3, and 4, SB
15231 (= Jur.Pap. 28), SB15275.

92 This oddity has not been satisfactorily explained (cf. Kruse 2002, 532), but I take it as another indication of the
unusual mobility of the inhabitants of Soknopaiou Nesos; since the village lacked much of an agricultural hinterland,
land had to be sought elsewhere in the Fayum. Perhaps both Satabous and Nestnephis owned or farmed land near
Psinachis.

% gvayé(ypomron) v P[iv[dyet thg Ocp(iotov)] pepid(oq) (P.Dime 1l 5, Greek, 1. 1).

% Partnerships are well attested and the management of a village grapheion often ran in the family: Muhs 2005.

95 koréy[playéy pot owtodg @ pa (¥tet) | [[dmd maltpdg Svrag obtod matpikode kai] [d]k[orod]0[w]g aic Exmt
oik[o]vopioug | [[untplikodg] (M.Chr. 68.9-11, before June 30, 15 CE).
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Procedurally, everything was correct with the sale, even if the notaries’ carelessness presented a
minor annoyance. He was clearly eager to present his evidence, as the multiple Greek copies of
the sale demonstrate. Satabous was hoping that the Roman authorities, once they saw the evidence,
would honor his valid, registered sale contract, rule against Nestnephis, and not look into the matter
any further.

Around the same time as his petition quoted above the curator of the i/dios logos Seppius
Rufus called together a commission, consisting of the strategos, the basilikos grammateus, and a
centurion named Lucretius, to investigate the case while Satabous prepared his evidence. Satabous
was to hand over to the centurion copies of his papers for inspection and judgment would be
rendered at the next year’s conventus. When the trial was held, the previous owner Chairemon
claimed that the property had been inherited from his father and ancestors, although he apparently
did not have any documents to support this claim and his testimony was disregarded.”® For his
part, Nestnephis expanded on his claim that the property was rightly ownerless, tracing it back to
an old Ptolemaic army officer, although he too apparently could not produce evidence of this.
Lacking the documents necessary to make an informed decision, the curator thus relied on the
testimony of the priestly elders. The elders, however, were only sure that the undeveloped lots
were ownerless and the curator ruled accordingly: Satabous had to pay a 500 dr. fine to the fiscus,
but retained ownership of all disputed properties.

Knowing full well the value of written documents, Satabous made sure to have both the
decision and the receipt of his payment copied out on the same papyrus.’’ A later document shows
his children inheriting the properties.”® In fact, it must have been this generation that retained their
father’s old papers, since they add new documents such as this one to the archive. By keeping
these old papers, in particular Satabous’ settlement regarding the disputed properties, the children
were fortifying their claims in case they were ever questioned again. Indeed, in 36 CE, Satabous’
son Stotoetis drew up a written oath through the local notary concerning Satabous’ payment of the

fine,” a sign that the dispute continued into the next generation.

% Note how in M.Chr. 68.10-11 (previous n.) Satabous crossed out reference to Chairemon’s paternal claim and
instead emphasized his possession of the sale contract.

97 SB1 5240 (after 23 Oct., 17 CE).

% P.Dime 11l 37 (21/22 CE).

9 P.Vind.Sal. 3.
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The Nestnephis affair both exemplifies and complicates the themes under discussion. All
parties involved, Satabous above all, expressed a deep-seated belief in the power and authority of
valid written documents. Satabous’ primary tactic in the case was to focus attention on his
registered sale contract, which he repeatedly stated was in his possession. To the Roman curator,
this was important evidence and he thus directed a centurion to procure a copy from Satabous
during the lead-up to the hearing. Apprehensive of this document, Satabous’ opponent Nestnephis
looked for a way to undermine its authority and discovered (or fabricated the story) that it had not
been properly deposited in the archives.

In the end, however, the case did not turn on this contract, as Satabous had so desperately
wished. It turned on whether Chairemon had any right to sell. Valid documents could have saved
the case for Satabous, but these were lacking, and the Roman curator was forced to delegate the
case, in essence, to the local temple elders. This was a failure of Rome’s “empire of information”
in the early decades of control in Egypt. Perhaps learning from many cases like this, the Romans
eventually set up a separate archive for real property. From then on, an alienation of property
through the local writing offices had to first be approved by this central office, “in order that,” as
one prefect wrote on a similar matter, “those who make agreements ... may not be defrauded
through ignorance.”'®® In Satabous’ case, the notaries simply would not have been allowed to
draw up the sale contract and his feud with Nestnephis would have been played out in another

arcna. 101

100 P Oxy. 11 237, col. viii.36. See the fuller discussion below, Chapter 3.
101 Cf. Jordens 2010, 165-166: “In spiterer Zeit hiitte vielleicht auch die PipAiodrkn &yktioewv Satabus vor den
Winkelziigen seines Kontrahenten zu schiitzen vermocht.”
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Chapter Two: Contract Regulation and the Ptolemaic State

2.1 The Internal Regulation of the Ptolemaic State

The Romans encountered Greek and Near Eastern systems of state regulation that were foreign
to their own traditions.'? Yet, they actively fostered, expanded, and modified these systems as
part of their self-expressed role as guarantors of justice. As is shown in the previous chapter, the
Karanis Register and the notarial system of Roman are best understood in the context of Rome’s
commitment to an ideology of consensus, whereby they were obliged to maintain and even expand
local legal institutions and incorporate them into an imperial administration.

This chapter will examine the “backstory” of the Karanis Register in Ptolemaic Egypt. Recent
work has emphasized the institutional continuity between late Ptolemaic and early Roman Egypt,
particularly in the realm of property rights and public records,'*® even if Rome modified and
repurposed these institutions as part of the larger project of turning Egypt into a Roman province.
The main notarial offices, agoranomeia in the cities and grapheia in the villages, were founded in
the Ptolemaic period, and many of the notarial practices of Roman Egypt can be traced back to the
last century of Ptolemaic rule.

But we must also assess Ptolemaic institutions on their own terms, rather than as precursors to
their Roman counterparts. Accordingly, I view the Ptolemies’ regulation of private transactions
as an integral part of the development of the Ptolemaic state and I argue that the extent and success
of such internal regulation require us to rethink traditional models of the state’s decline and the
transition to Roman rule.

The nature and scope of this state has been long debated, but I follow Manning in rejecting the
older “strong state” or “dirigiste” model in favor of viewing Ptolemaic Egypt as a supervisory
state, concerned above all with diverting the economic surplus of the land to the center. The limits

of power in the ancient world and narrow state goals meant that the transfer of power and the

102 Meyer 2004.
103 Cf. Monson 2012, 122-131.
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growth of the Ptolemaic state did little to disrupt the underlying economic structures of Egypt.'%

So durable were some of these structures, like land tenure arrangements, that they survived even
the Roman annexation and reorganization of Egypt.'®> Where the Ptolemies could and did have
an effect, on the other hand, was in the realm of institutions and revenue capture. They were able
to develop institutions to divert resources “that were embedded within traditional social structures™
towards royal coffers.!® For instance, by creating and enabling institutions to monitor, record,
register, and finally tax conveyances of land, the Ptolemies managed to extract revenue more
efficiently from pre-existing systems of private land tenure. From this point of view, the
supervision of private transactions and the growth of archival apparatus are key institutional
developments that help define the Ptolemaic state.

Ptolemaic institutional growth came at the expense of traditional social networks centered on
the temples, but never fully replaced them. Rather, the Ptolemies worked “through” these
constituent groups in a process that Manning terms “bargained incorporation.”'?” To be sure, in
most periods of Ptolemaic Egypt, the state had the stronger position, but the rulers of all ancient
states had to come to the bargaining table with leading constituencies in order to maintain power.
One of the hallmarks of Ptolemaic rule in Egypt was the generally cooperative relationship
between the ruling elite in Alexandria and the priestly elite of the most important temples of the
Egyptian chora. The famous priestly decrees such as the Rosetta Stone are the ideologically-
charged proclamations of this cooperation, the inscribed results of negotiations that entailed
priestly acceptance of “incorporation” into the Ptolemaic state.!®® These decrees, moreover, were
components of a larger “transcultural space” that mediated between the interests of the state and
the native elite.!”” When the Ptolemaic state faltered, most conspicuously in the two-decade long
succession of the Thebaid, the withdrawal of temple support was often a key contributing factor. '

Native elites negotiated new positions within the Ptolemaic bureaucracy. The state notaries in

the metropoleis, for instance, were frequently bilingual Greco-Egyptians who had connections to

104 Manning 2003, 4.

105 Monson 2012.

106 Manning 2010, 79.

107 Manning 2010, 1 and 74. This phrase is borrowed from Barkey 1994, although the relationship between
Manning’s model and Barkey’s understanding of Ottoman incorporation of elites of regional ethno-cultural groups
is not well developed.

108 Manning 2010, 5 and 971f.

109 Moyer 2011b.

119 On native revolts from Ptolemaic rule, see Veisse 2004 and McGing 1997.
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the scribal families of the temples.'!!

When village writing offices were developed in the later
second century, we find Egyptians using Demotic to run these state offices.!!? A remarkable early
example of this “reorientation” of the native Egyptian scribal class towards the Ptolemies’ Greco-
Egyptian bureaucracy may be found in the case of Petosiris, a bilingual scribe who in 259 BCE
wrote a fluent Greek docket on behalf of two royal tax farmers with his traditional Egyptian rush
pen and then, lest there be doubt about who composed the docket, signed his name in Demotic.'!?

Of the various native constituencies that the Ptolemies drew into their new state we are most
interested in this scribal class. Temple scribes were not mere functionaries, but rather leading
priests whose families “controlled, sometimes for generations, the bureaus that generated private
contracts and some receipts associated with temple income.”!'* One priest held the hereditary and

influential position of contract scribe or notary,'!®

with many others assisting him and apprentices
learning the skills of legal Demotic in one branch of the temple school.!'® These notaries, the
larger scribal class, and their families were at the center of social and economic networks linking
the temple and the village together with its agricultural hinterland and beyond.

While the Ptolemaic state was a “hybrid” of Egyptian, Persian, Macedonian, and Greek
influences!!” and its bureaucracy was a vehicle of transcultural exchange, the institutional
supervision and regulation of private transactions was based almost wholly on Greek precedents
and was in keeping with developments in the rest of the Hellenistic world. Particularly influential
were the institutions and political thought of Athens in the fourth century.''® Although our
evidence is impressionistic, Plato, Aristotle, and Theophrastus all discuss regulations that are akin
to those found in Ptolemaic and even Roman Egypt. Theophrastus, for instance, advocates keeping

2119

an Gvaypoen Tdv Ktnudtov Kol cvpPolaimy, a “register of property and contracts,”''” which, in

effect, would later be accomplished through Roman Egypt’s BipAiodnkn éykticewv, the “archive

b

of real property.” From a comparison of this classical literature to the epigraphic evidence,

1 Pestman 1978. Cf. Vierros 2012.

112 This is most evident in the late Ptolemaic bilingual archive from the grapheion of Tebtunis: see below.

113 See below, section 2.4.

114 Manning 2003, 186. Pestman, P.Tsenhor, pp. 153-158. Arlt 2008 shows that there is regional variation in the
degree to which temple notary positions ran in the same family.

15 Zauzich, P.Schreibertrad., pp. 1-2.

116 Arlt 2008, 24-25.

117 Manning 2010, 3.

118 This influence has long been stressed, e.g., in the still-fundamental work of Préaux 1939 and the collected essays
of Bingen 2007.

119 Theophrastus, Nomoi frag. 21 (Szegedy-Maszak 1981).
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Faraguna has recently argued that Greek cities of the fourth century already had advanced
institutions for monitoring transactions involving the alienation of real property and kept detailed
records of these transactions.'?® Moreover, there are direct links between “old world” Greek
political administration and the Ptolemaic empire: Demetrios of Phaleron, a student of
Theophrastus’, ruled Athens for a decade before spending his later years at the court of Ptolemy
Soter in Alexandria.

The Ptolemaic kingdom was in keeping with a general trend in the Hellenistic world towards
a more thorough and efficient supervision of private transactions, which served the extraction of
surplus from the kingdoms’ territories. Nearly all of the evidence outside of Egypt is epigraphic
or archaeological and thus generally does not reach the level of detail that the papyrological record
offers. On the other hand, epigraphic sources, in particular civic decrees, are valuable for charting
normative views of contract regulation and archival practices. A Rhodian decree, for example,
singles out a benefactor for his care of the city’s archives: “because the title-deeds (ypnpoctioudv)
kept in the current archives showed discrepancies over the past seventy-five years, he (the

honorand) took the initiative in opening the central archives (xiBotdv)'?!

and making a record of
all the title-deeds.”'?® Archaeological evidence includes the actual sites of archives, usually
marked by the prevalence of clay sealings that were once attached to papyrus documents. A
Michigan-Minnesota excavation has recently uncovered the remains of a large Seleukid
administrative building which was partly used as an archive, probably of private documents, as
evidenced by a concentrated find of 2,043 decorative and inscribed clay sealings.'??

Bagnall surveyed this rich patchwork of evidence from the Mediterranean and Near East and
concluded that “it is time for historians to recognize and investigate writing and record-keeping as
centrally important technologies across the entire range of the Hellenistic world — and, in
consequence, to integrate Ptolemaic documentation into the broader picture of the Greek world of
this era.”'?* Accordingly, while our focus will remain within the bounds of Egypt, comparative

evidence from elsewhere in the Hellenistic world will be adduced with the confidence that the

Ptolemaic state was not unique in its reliance upon writing technologies and its investment in

120 Faraguna 2000.

121 L jterally, “boxes, chests;” see below on this term.

122 Tit.Cam. 110.9-12 (after ca. 182 BCE), translated and discussed at Gabrielsen 1997, 135.

123 Herbert and Berlin 2003 and Ariel and Naveh 2003. For other such sites cf. Bagnall 2011, 40-51.
124 Bagnall 2011, 53.
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record-keeping apparatus.'?® In turn, it is hoped that this study will offer an attractive basis for
responding to Bagnall’s larger challenge.

With the introduction of a Greek-style registration system, carried out by Greek immigrants
and Egyptians of the scribal class, Ptolemaic regulation of private contracting fully lives up to the
“hybrid” nature of Hellenistic states that is emphasized in current scholarship.!?® The development
of this system, however, does not line up with traditional, or even modified, narratives of the
history of the Ptolemaic state, which have long focused on the state’s political decline. The
traditional view, exemplified by Ho61bl in his History of the Ptolemaic Empire, sees a “golden age”
under the first three Ptolemies, followed by a period of inexorable decline beginning with the
accession of Ptolemy IV (221) or his war with Antiochus III (219-217), and a nadir following
Roman intervention (168), when the Ptolemies could only operate in the “shadow of Roman
power.”'?” This narrative focuses almost exclusively on the Ptolemies’ international standing,
however, and more recent models take into account the internal politics and stability of the
country.!'?® Nevertheless, even these revised narratives cannot escape the well-entrenched notion
of international decline and the Ptolemies’ increasing inability to coerce other state actors in the
eastern Mediterranean.

Weber has warned that “we cannot assume a direct relationship between bureaucratization and
the intensity of the state’s external (expansionary) and internal (cultural) influence.”!? By
focusing on the internal regulation of the Ptolemaic state, I am shifting the focus from external
compulsion to the state’s ability to affect the lives of its own subjects. Such an approach must be
made cautiously, lest one return to and rebuild on the faulty assumptions of the older dirigiste
views, but a close analysis of legal reforms shows that the Ptolemaic state was able to effect a
remarkable coordination of the local social networks that constituted its bureaucracy in order to

produce measurable adherence to its regulations. Such a formulation attempts to strike a balance

125 Cf. Harris 1989, 206, n. 17, who saw Egypt as a place “where writing was more important than in most places,”
quoted as “representative of this lingering anti-generalizing orthodoxy” at Bagnall 2011, 39.

126 A fundamental work in this regard is Sherwin-White and Kuhrt 1993, which integrates non-Greek evidence into
the study of the Seleukid Empire.

127 H5Ibl 2001. The quotes come his section titles (Part 1 and Part 3). A slightly different periodization can be
found in Huf3 2001.

128 Fischer-Bovet 2014, 7-11.

129 Weber 1968, 970.
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between Manning’s emphasis on local social networks as the key loci of institutional change'*’
(e.g., Manning 2003, 5-6) and Yiftach-Firanko’s state-oriented approach.'*!

A reform of the late second century, discussed in more detail below, provides a good
opportunity to highlight this approach. Sometime in the late second century, between 130 and 113
BCE, the state introduced the practice of registering Greek contracts in state writing offices
(grapheia), bringing these contracts in line with Egyptian contracts, which had been subject to
registration since 145 BCE. After 113 BCE, nearly every Greek contract for which we have the
requisite information was actually registered as required by the law, even though this came at a
cost to the transacting parties. Yiftach-Firanko uses this reform as evidence for effectiveness of
state in enforcing its regulations, '*? but does not take into account the agency of the officials who
effected this reform at the local level. Accordingly, by reanalyzing the diplomatics of the contracts
from this period, I argue below that Yiftach-Firanko’s account of the uniform implementation of
this reform is exaggerated. Furthermore, in the Appendix to this work I bring in new evidence for
village notaries who went “rogue” in their registration of incomplete contracts.

But, in broad outline, I accept Yiftach-Firanko’s view: the state was effective in producing a
good degree of bureaucratic consistency. This tells us more about the late Ptolemaic state than
simply its “effectiveness,” however. This is a prime example of the “reorientation” of private
contracting towards the state, part of the larger process outlined above. This effective
reorientation, moreover, requires us to rethink our models of the history of the Ptolemaic state.
The late Ptolemaic grapheion is a reminder that the state’s ability to coordinate its bureaucratic

networks need not mirror its ability to coerce through military power.

2.2 Private Contracting at the Beginning of Ptolemaic Rule

At the beginning of the Ptolemaic period, virtually all private transactions were conducted
without any state oversight. The most common form of Greek contract, the “double document” or
“six-witness contract,” was a fully private instrument, while Egyptian language contracts were
often drawn up by temple scribes and generally witnessed by 16 men. Over the course of the

Ptolemaic period, a more informal contract arose, called a “note of hand,” (Gr. cheirographon; Eg.

130 E.g., Manning 2003, 5-6.

131 Statements such as “the Ptolemaic state was extremely successful in enforcing the adherence to the law”
(Yiftach-Firanko 2014, 108) are a frequent refrain.

132 Yiftach-Firanko 2008, 218-219.
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s:t or bzk) which was framed as a letter and written, in theory, by one of the parties to the
contract.!* These notes of hand, however, were usually not witnessed, nor did they benefit from
the physical security of the Greek double document or the authority of an Egyptian temple scribe.
At all periods, moreover, most transactions, especially low-value sales of movables, were not
recorded in writing. '3

The Greek “double document” was so called because it was written out twice, with the upper
exemplar rolled up and sealed for security. The lower exemplar, or “outer script” was left unsealed
for routine consultation, but in case of dispute, the seals to the “inner script” could be broken to
reveal the authentic, unadulterated text of the agreement. The double document was a product of
the late Classical period and it spread widely throughout the eastern Mediterranean and Near East
as part of a koine culture of the Hellenistic period, perhaps partly because of the attractive
simplicity of its private security arrangements. It became so firmly embedded in the local cultures
of everyday writing that the double document thrived long after the end of Greco-Macedonian rule
in places like Kurdistan, Mesopotamia, Arabia, and even Bactria. !’

The earliest dated Greek contract from Egypt, the marriage contract P.Eleph. 1 (310 BCE), is
such a double document. As has been often remarked, the contract records purely Greek marriage
arrangements between a man from Temnos and a woman from Kos and is drawn up without any
institutional intervention.!*® Although it was found on the island of Elephantine, in the extreme
south of Egypt, where a Ptolemaic garrison was located, the contract itself does not mention where
it was drawn up. In fact, without the dating formula that includes not only the nominal king of the
entire Macedonian empire, Alexander IV, but also the satrap of Egypt, and the mention of
“Alexandrian” drachmas, a contemporary probably would have been hard pressed to speculate
where in the eastern Mediterranean or beyond such a document originated.

Within a few decades, however, the Ptolemies began taking an interest in regulating the form

of private written transactions, at least in the case of Greek double documents. The impetus for

133 On Greek cheirographa, see Wolff 1978, 106-108; on the Egyptian equivalents, see Lippert 2008, 139-140 and
Vandorpe 2013, 171.

134 Another form of contract, the #ypomnema, was only used in the Ptolemaic period for leases of state possessions;
in the Roman period its use spread to private leases (Yiftach-Firanko 2007).

135 The pre-Hellenistic history of the double document is not well known, nor is its Greek origin firmly established.
Bagnall 2011, 111 comments, “they (sc. double documents) may have been common to the Greek world or just
possibly even to the larger oikoumene made up of the Persian and Greek spheres, zones that had much more in
common than it was usually politically advantageous for the Greeks to admit.” See generally pp. 108-111 for the
wide spread of double documents.

136 Cf. Keenan, Manning, Yiftach-Firanko (edd.) 2014, sec. 4.1.
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these regulations, like so many other developments in the early Ptolemaic state, are often attributed
to Ptolemy II. There is no doubt that the second Ptolemaic king was a great state builder and
successful self-promoter,'*” but we should also be aware of how little evidence we have for the
reign of his father, Ptolemy I Soter. Many of the projects that came to fruition under the second
Ptolemy, such as the reclamation of the Fayum, might have had their origin under the dynasty’s

founder. '3%

2.3 Greek Contracts

One development that we can confidently place already in the reign of Ptolemy I is the advent
of the syngraphophylax, or “guardian of the contract,” who first appears in 284 BCE (P.Eleph. 2).
The syngraphophylax was one of the six witnesses and his primary role, as the name implies, was
to keep the contract safe for the duration of the agreement. This is spelled out in the Elephantine
agreement as follows: “and they have willingly deposited (£0evto) the contract (cuyypoaenv) with
the syngraphophylax Herakleitos.”!*® Once written out, the contract was rolled up and sealed,
with the names of the six witnesses written around the seals. Another early contract from
Elephantine (Fig. 1) shows how such a sealed document would have looked like once it was

deposited with the syngraphophylax. In the middle of the rolled-up papyrus one can read

cuvypapoedraf | Iovkpding, '4° with other names on either side.

Figure 1. P.Eleph. 3 (282 BCE), rolled and sealed. Image courtesy of the Photographic Archive of Papyri in the
Cairo (http.//ipap.csad.ox.ac.uk/).

The syngraphophylax was required to produce the contract in case of dispute.'*! The testimony

of a syngraphophylax, for example, can be found in M.Chr. 28 (Krokodilopolis [?], ca. 232/231

137 The theatrics of his “grand procession” and the encomium composed by the poet Theocritus (Hunter 2003) are
just two examples drawn from the Alexandrian cultural milieu.

138 See Caroli 2007.

139 v 8¢ cuyypaenv £kbvteg £0evto mapd cvyypolpoypdrialka) Hpdihertov (P.Eleph. 2.16-17).

140 The nasals are not assimilated (ed. pr.: cuyypago@vraé | aykpdng).

141 Wolff 1978, 57-59 and Rupprecht 1995, 45.
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BCE): “after the contract was sealed by Sotairos, Sosos [the contracting parties], me, and those
inscribed as my fellow witnesses, Sotairos and Sosos gave the contract to me to guard and to
produce (?) before the court.”!*? Since the physical contract remained with the syngraphophylax,
references to such contracts often included his name. For example, a recently-published contract
dating to the 260s BCE refers to a k/eros which “Timokrates leased to Zenodoros according to the
contract (cuyypognyv) deposited (te0eicav) with the syngraphophylax Alketas.”'** Such a formula
evokes the language of the contract itself, which we have seen uses the verb tibnut to denote the
placing of the contract in the hands of a third party. The “citation” of contracts by their
syngraphophylax remains common until the end of the second century BCE,!** when state-
sponsored writing offices begin to take over this role.

The role of the Ptolemaic syngraphophylax can be paralleled elsewhere in the late Classical
and Hellenistic periods. A late fourth-century Athenian forensic speech provides the best point of
reference: “all men, when they make contracts with one another, seal them, and deposit them with
those they can trust for this reason: so that if they have any dispute, they might go back to the terms
of the contract and make a detailed examination of the point at issue.”'* As in Ptolemaic Egypt,
the keepers of contracts could be called as witnesses in trials, as is made clear in another speech,
when the “deposition of the one holding the contract” is introduced as evidence.!*® Documentary
evidence from the contemporary Greek world corroborates the impression from these Athenian
speeches. Some mid-fourth century inscribed summaries of sales, for instance, mention the third

party holding the actual contract (presumably written on papyrus)'4’

and it is likely that the nature
of these sources, which excerpt key points from the original contract, conceals the presence of this

third party in other examples. On the whole, one gains the impression that contract guardianship

142 1fic 8¢ ovyypaefic cepayiceic[nc] [Vd te T]otaipov koi Zdcov kol duod kol Tdv cuv[emtypa]eéviav pot
paptipov, Edwkev ufo]l [Edtapog] kol ZAcog TV cuyypaeny kupiay euidocew [kol dnipépew(?)] éml 1o
dicactiplov (M.Chr. 28.23-27). Cf. P.Heid. VIII1 414 (184 BCE), a syngraphophylax’ witness statement, with
editor’s introduction, pp. 88-91.

143 guicOwoev Tyokp[d]tng Znvoddpmt Katd Thy cLyypa@ny v tebgicay mapd cuyypapo@Oiaxa AAk[é]tav
(P.Sorb. 111 73.2-6).

144 Cf. P.Giss.Univ.15.7-9 (Euhemeria, 132/131 BCE): xatd cvy[ypo]env moddoens, NG ovyypopo@iraé [ Jov.
145 mdvieg dvBpomot, Stav Tpdg GAMIAOVS TOLdVTAL GLYYPaPdS, TovTov Eveka onunvdpevot TiBevtar Top’ oig dv
motevooty, tva, £4v Tt dvtidéywoty, i adTolg Enavelfodoty ém To ypdppata, &vieddey tov Eeyyov morioocbol
nepl 100 dugroPnrovpévov ([Dem.] 33.36. Cf. [Dem.] 48.9-18.

146 aptopiav tod &xovtog tac cvvdfkag ([Dem.] 48.11). Note that the speaker refers to this role in plain Greek, in
contrast to the later technical term of Ptolemaic Egypt.

147 E.g. SEG 41 557.18-19 (Amphipolis, before 357 BCE): xettan (sc. 1| suyypaen) nopd Mocyiovi. Cf. Faraguna
2000, 104.
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was an altogether common, perhaps even pan-hellenic practice, as the Athenian speeches seem to
imply.

It is unclear whether the introduction of the syngraphophylax in Ptolemaic Egypt was the result
of a state-initiated reform or simply an instance of the Greek settlers adopting a practice that was
widespread elsewhere in the Greek-speaking world, although the latter explanation seems more
likely. Whatever its origin, the Ptolemaic state was quick to institutionalize this position: an early

t148 and we

regulation explicitly requires one of the witnesses to act as guardian of the contrac
thereafter find mention of the syngraphophylax in nearly all six-witness contracts.
This regulation is part of an important early law on the form of Greek double documents whose
promulgation can probably be dated to between 284 and 273 BCE.'* It can perhaps be connected
to the great judicial reform of Ptolemy II around 275 BCE, which created “national” courts for
Greeks and Egyptians.!>® In any case, the law on double documents exhibits a clear conceptual
allegiance to this larger reform in its focus on categorizing the inhabitants of Egypt and attempting
to standardize their diverse practices in order to facilitate the rule of law. In addition to the
syngraphophylax requirement, the law regulates how contracting parties should be identified, the
so-called “Nomenklaturregal,” which had already been known from P.Hamb. 11 168 (mid III
BCE).'®! The rule is as follows: soldiers must give their homeland (matpic), division (tdypa), and
rank (dm@opd); citizens (of the three Greek poleis, Alexandria, Naukratis, and Ptolemais) must
give their father’s name and deme; citizen soldiers must additionally provide their division and
rank; and everyone else is to give their father’s name, homeland, and status (yévoc). 152
We can see these new regulations at work already in P.Cair.Zen. 1 59001 (Pitos [Memphite],

274/273 BCE). The lender is a civilian non-citizen identified as Atovicioc AtoAlmviov T'aloiog

@V mepl Astvova, “Dionysios, son of Apollonios, Gazan, one of Deinon’s men,” while the

148 BGU X1V 2367.13-16. About half of these lines are missing, but from what remains it clear that the law requires
one of the witnesses to act as guardian of the contract, besides joining the lender, borrower, and sureties in sealing
the contract: copayilécbwoay 8¢ ol te daveilovteg kal ot [davelld]|puevor kal ol Evyvot kal ot pdptopeg [ ca. 19 ]|
™V cuyypaeiv- €ic Tdv ém[ ca. 19 ] poptopov  ov puiaccéto [ ca. 19 1.

49 BGUXIV 2367. On the new dating, see Yiftach-Firanko 2014, 106-107. The fragmentary redaction that we
have is dated by the editor to the late third century BCE. While the remaining text only concerns loan contracts, the
editor coherently argues that the law originally covered all types of private contracts: BGU XIV 2367, introduction,
p- L.

130 So Yiftach-Firanko 2014.

131 Originally formulated by Uebel 1968, 11-13. Cf. Clarysse, P.Petr. I2, pp. 45-49.

132 BGUXIV 2367.4-12. For yévoc in Ptolemaic Egypt, roughly translated here as “status,” see Clarysse and
Thompson 2006, vol. II, 146-147, n. 115.
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borrower is a soldier, Ioidwpoc OpaiE teccopakovidpovpog T®V Avkdppovoc, “Isidoros,
Thracian, forty-aroura [cleruch], of the troops of Lycophron.” In addition, one of the witnesses
serves as syngraphophylax and signs accordingly: o kvpiav, “I have the enforceable (contract).”

These new regulations did not uproot the fundamentally private nature of a Greek six-witness
document, but they demonstrate that the Ptolemaic rulers took an early interest in regulating the
form of private contracts. A recently-published agoranomic contract shows that the same
classificatory system was operable in the state-sponsored notarial offices as early as 270 BCE (see
below). The purpose of these regulations regarding private contracts was therefore to introduce
and enforce contractual consistency among a wide and diverse group of Greek settlers in order to

facilitate adjudication. '3

2.4 Egyptian Contracts

Egyptian written contracts already had a long history by the time Alexander conquered Egypt.
They were embedded in a well-established native legal system, which was animated by the social
networks centered on local temples. Whereas hieroglyphs and hieratic continued to be used for
monumental texts and literature, the script of contract was Demotic, a cursive form of the Egyptian
language, which had become the official script for administrative and legal texts by the mid-sixth
century.'>* Standard forms of Demotic contracts appear already in the Saite and Persian periods,
as we can see in archive of Tsenhor, an Egyptian woman living during the reign of Darius I, whose
17 contracts span the years 556-487 BCE (P.Tsenhor). Most of these contracts are written in a
large script, with long lines and generous spacing, a format that remained popular into the
Ptolemaic and Roman periods.'?

“The legal uniformity in the language of Egyptian contracts,” Manning observes, “shows that
there was an Egyptian legal system, whether it was ‘codified” or not.”!3¢ The legal system and the
elaborate, wide-format contracts which formed a part of it were little touched by the rapid
transitions from Persian to native Egyptian rule, back to Persian, and finally to lasting Macedonian

control in the turbulent middle decades of the fourth century. To take just one representative

153 See Yiftach-Firanko 2014.

154 Depauw 1997, 22. For a concise history of Egypt in this period, see Manning 2010, 19-28.

155 p. Tsenhor 13 (498 BCE), for instance, is 168.5 cm long, while the Ptolemaic P. Tor.Botti 12 A-B (115 BCE) is
236.5 cm long.

136 Manning 2003, 19. The Legal Manual of Hermopolis shows that there was some attempt to organize Egyptian
law: Mattha and Hughes 1975; Donker van Heel 1990.
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example, the Chicago Hawara papyri include four wide-format Demotic marriage contracts dating
between 365/364 and 259 BCE, all of which promise an identical annual maintenance for the wife
of 36 sacks of emmer wheat and about 100 grams of silver.!>” The far-reaching political changes
in this century had no identifiable effect on the written marriage arrangements of the Hawaran
elite, which continued to be drawn up by temple scribes following traditional models.

The main force behind this legal uniformity were the notaries. Often holding multiple priestly
titles, their specific duties as contract scribes were evoked in the Ptolemaic period with the
Egyptian term sh gnb.t (literally “document scribe”), while the Greek equivalent, monographos,
points to the fact that each temple usually had a single notary with authority over a bureau of
subordinate scribes.!*® These scribes and the leading notary were trained in the temple and the
positions were hereditary.!%

While the Ptolemies did not regulate the form or content of Egyptian contracts, they did show
an early interest in monitoring them for the purposes of taxation. Thus, in the third century we
begin to find Greek notations or dockets added below the text of Egyptian contracts. Pierce divides
these into two groups: “trapezite” dockets relating to the payment of taxes to the royal bank, which
obviously stem from the state’s interest in revenue capture, and “archival” dockets relating to state
registration, whose purpose is much less clear.!*® The earliest example of an “archival” docket is
affixed to an Egyptian marriage contract from Thebes dating to 264 BCE,!¢! which in many
respects is similar to the Chicago Hawara examples mentioned above. The docket, written in one
hand, reads as follows:

(tovuc) kB un(vog) Adiov 16,

Atyvrtiov 8¢ (8toug) ko un(voc) 'Enelo 18,
gv A10¢ moet Tt Meydnt.

TENTOKEVY €1¢ KIPOTOV.

gypnudticey AckAnmddng

avttypapeic.

tedovng ‘Epuiog.

157 p.Chic.Haw. 1, 2, 3, 6; see P.Chic.Haw. p. 4.

158 Zauzich, P.Schreibertrad., pp. 1-2. Cf. Lippert 2008, 145 (sec. 4.2.3), although the Roman-period information
needs correction: it was not the kwpoypappotedc who wrote Greek contracts in the grapheion, but rather the
VOLOYPEPOC,.

159 Arlt 2008.

160 pierce, P.Brookl.Pierce, pp. 179-183. Cf. Manning 2003, 171-173.

161 p Ehevertr. 13 + P.Fam. Theb. 14 (Greek docket also published as SB VI 8965).
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“Year 22, 19'" of the month Loios, but for Egyptians, year 21, 12% of the month
Epeiph, in Diospolis Megale (= Thebes). It (the contract) has been deposited in
the (official) chest. Asklepiades, checking-clerk, registered it. The tax farmer is
Hermias.”

Similar dockets appear only in the third century and are found both in the Theban region and
the Arsinoite nome, though not on all Egyptian contracts. The process behind these dockets and
their purpose have been much debated, but no consensus has emerged, mainly because of the lack
of evidence outside the dockets themselves. Nevertheless, we can offer some observations based
both on this small corpus of third century dockets and in comparison with later practice and
comparative evidence from elsewhere in the Hellenistic world.

We can start with the phrase téntokev £ic KiBoTOV (sc. 10 cuvdilayua), “(the contract) has
been deposited in the (official) chest.” The subject can be supplied from other examples: the
contract itself.'®? It was “deposited”163 into a kifwtdg, which was literally a wooden box or chest,
where documents were stored, but came to mean through synecdoche the larger archive of which
such kiBwtol were presumably the primary repositories. For example, an Athenian psephisma
from 368/367 orders certain officials “to enter the account of receipts and expenditures into the
chest ([4¢ Tv] k1PwTOV) on a monthly basis.”'®* The lack of further specification for the xiBwtdc
suggests that €ic v xipwtov had already become a stereotyped phrase. A law concerning the
archives in Paros, on the other hand, is very specific about which kipwtoi are meant, indicating
their continued functionality as storage devices: an official is required “to deposit (6£c6a1) the
documents straightaway in the temple of Hestia, having placed them in the box (v kipwtov) that
is in the temple.”!'®

Returning to third century Egypt, it makes sense to think that chests or coffers were the actual
repositories for the contracts in question, but as in the rest of the Greek-speaking world, the phrase
gi¢ (tv) kipotdv pointed to the more general process of archivization. What is interesting about

this process is that it shows the application of a purely Greek institution to native Egyptian

12 ¢ g, C.Pap.Gr.11 (Tebtunis, 232 BCE): néntokev eic kifotov 10 cuvddlaypo. Cf. Grenfell and Hunt, P.Tebt.
1L, pp. 35-36.

163 “TI{ntew is treated as the passive of karaBdiiew which was a technical term for the deposition of documents”
(Pierce, P.Brookl.Pierce, p. 181, n. 5). Cf. LS/, s.v. xatofdirer, 5.

164 [10¢ dnudpyog k]|oid TOg Tapiog tov Ady[ov TdV Anpudtmlv] kol Tdv dveioudtov E[uBdiiey &g T|v] KiPotov
Kato tov pfivo &xoaotov (IG1I% 1174.4-7).

165 7ov 8¢ dmodéktny | 0éc0ar 0 ypdupata 00éme Tapdvimv Tdv dpxdvitav &g 10 iepov tig ‘Eotiag dupardvra gig
v KBoTov T odoay &v Tdt iepdt (SEG 33 679.45-48, Paros, ca. 175-150 BCE).
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contracts. As emphasized in the introduction, whenever the Ptolemaic state takes a step towards
the institutionalization of their oversight over private transactions, it is always Greek models on
which they draw.

[Téntokev eic kifwtoév only refers to the physical deposition of documents in the archival
process, although it is fair to speculate that the phrase often encompassed the necessary paperwork
accompanying the deposition, such as an act of registration. Support for this supposition can be
found in the later replacement of the phrase with néntmkev ic avaypaenv, “it has been entered for
registration,” which emphasizes the accompanying paperwork rather than the physical deposition.
In our document, however, there is an explicit statement of registration made by an official:
gypnudticey AckAnmddng avirypaeeds. Xpnuotilo is a general word that means to “conduct
business,” but in the official terminology of Greco-Roman Egypt, it can have the more specific

meaning of to “register,”!%®

as it does here. This technical meaning is seen most clearly in the use
of the derivative ypnuotiopdc in a later Ptolemaic registration docket, where the phrase év[e]tdyn
gl ypnuat[iopdv replaces the standard eic dvoypagnv. '’

Finally, the registration by an avtiypageve, “checking-clerk,” and the collaboration of a tax
farmer (tehwvng ‘Eppiog) reflect the state’s fiscal interest in the process of registration. The
dvtiypogpedc was attached to the office of the oikovdpog, the nome’s top finance official,'®® who
was there to supervise the collections of the private tax farmer. I agree with Pierce in thinking that
the third-century registration of Demotic instruments was a “means of enriching the state by

charging a deposition fee and that financial considerations were paramount.”!¢’

This feeing
practice may explain why there is a mix of registered and non-registered Demotic instruments in
this period: some contracting parties continued to rely solely on the pre-existing safeguards
provided by the authority of the temple notary and the 16 witnesses, while others opted for the

additional security of state registration. '’

166 preisigke, WA, s.v. ypnpotilw, 2, “eine Urkunde registrieren, ausfertigen.”

167 p. Tebt. 111.2 981 descr., checked on the digital image (http://papyri.info/hgv/7996).

168 Bagnall 1976, 3.

169 Pierce, P.Brookl. Plerce, p. 182.

1701 follow Préaux 1939, 321 in considering this registration optional, pace Muhs, O.Chic.Muhs, p. 20, who saw this
registration as an attempt “consolidate and standardize the registration of both Demotic and Greek contracts in state
registries” (Cf. Muhs 2010, 588). There is no evidence for such far-reaching and unified regulation in the third
century and later the state shows a remarkable ability to enforce registrations (see below), so the inconsistent
registration of Demotic instruments is best explained by their being optional. Likewise, we shall see that by the end
of the third century rolls of abstracts of Greek six-witnesses contracts begin to be produced, perhaps reflecting a
similar system of optional registration. The lack of trapezite dockets on sales and other such contracts, on the other
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These early Greek registration dockets on Egyptian instruments represent the introduction of
a purely Greek institution into the traditional, temple-based world of Demotic contracts. The
primary motivation of the state was likely fiscal, but we can also see here a first, tentative step
towards the re-orientation of the native system of private transactions towards the state. This re-
orientation, while part of the larger process of the “hellenization” of Egypt, was not a colonial
endeavor that excluded Egyptians. As we have emphasized above, Ptolemaic state-building
incorporated native elites who were willing to “play along” with the new regime. An early glimpse
of this incorporation can perhaps be found in another of these early Greek dockets. This is found
on the last of the four marriage contracts from the Chicago Hawara papyri mentioned above

(P.Chic.Haw. 6,259 BCE). The docket of this contract reads:

(£rovg) k( Emeip 10 méntokev i kipot[ov] év Kpokodilwv nddet
thg Alpvng 8U Avdpaydfov tod nfapa] Pirivov.
(hd. 2) (tovc) k( Emein 10 kol dia Kvpmid[o]v tod €giingdrog
Kol S0 Zwordtpov tod mapa IToAéumvog.
r-sh P3-di-Wsir s3 Iy-m-htp

“Year 27, Epeiph 19. It has been deposited in the chest in Krokodilopolis of the
Lake through Andragathos, the agent of Philinos.”

Year 27, Epeip (sic) 19, and through Kyrpides (sic), the tax-farmer, and through
Sosipatros, the agent of Polemon.

(Demotic) Written by Petosiris, son of Imouthes.”

This is our first evidence of a contract archive or registration office in Krokodilopolis, the
capital of the soon-to-be “Arsinoite” nome, which at this point is still called by its native name,
“the Lake,” (Egyptian, P3-jm, which survives as the modern “Fayum”). Even more interesting is
the appearance of the two dockets and the Egyptian subscription below. As the editors note, the
first docket is written in “a tiny, very fine hand” with thin strokes characteristic of a Greek reed
pen. In contrast, the second docket is written with the thick strokes of the Egyptian rush pen,'”!
although it too is an accomplished Greek hand. The Demotic subscription below the second

docket, moreover, seems to provide the clincher: an Egyptian man named Petosiris wrote the

hand, is no indication that they were not taxed. P.Chic.Haw. 7TA-C amply demonstrate this. A and B are
respectively a sale contract and a mortgage, neither of which has a Greek docket, while C is a separate receipt for the
conveyance tax assessed on B. In this case, C was found rolled inside A and B (P.Chic.Haw. 7C, p. 47), but in other
cases the contract and the receipt could easily become separated.

171 See Clarysse 1993.
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docket on behalf of the Greek tax farmers. !’

If this explanation is accepted, we have here the first
example of what would become a long line of bilingual scribes, Egyptians who carved out a role

for themselves in the new Greco-Egyptian bureaucracy.

2.5 The Registration and Taxation of Conveyances in the Third Century

The conveyance of land often received special attention from ancient states!’® and the
Ptolemaic kingdom was no different. We can trace this interest in the chora through the wealth of
documentation stemming from the transactions of everyday life, but we also have the rare
opportunity to see this state interest at work in the royal capital of Alexandria because of the
preservation of one of the city's politikor nomoi.

This law details how land sales are to be registered by officials called tamiai, “treasurers.”'’
The relevant part of the law is entitled “purchase of land, a house, and building sites” and after

mention of a conveyance tax, it requires the zamiai to register sales with the following information,

presumably in addition to the value of the conveyance paid or owed:

- Seller’s name, patronymic, and demotic

- Purchaser’s name, patronymic, and demotic

- Month and day (of the registration / transaction)

- Name and Location of purchased property

- Guarantor(s)'”

Such an entry is somewhat more detailed than a simple contract title, as in the later dvoypaen-

registers, although it is not quite an abstract from which one could reconstruct the transaction in
full since the purchase price is not recorded. The purpose of such registration, therefore, was not

to preserve a record of the transaction, but rather to ensure that the appropriate taxes on such

transactions were duly paid. It is quite possible, however, that another official was responsible for

172 This appears to be the only explanation for the subscription, an idea tentatively proposed by the editors
(P.Chic.Haw. 6, p. 37, n. 66). It cannot be the name of the scribe who wrote the Egyptian contract above because
this scribe signs the contract in the normal position, at the end of the contract (1. 4).

173 Cf. Finley 1951, 13: “Land ... is a category apart from all other forms of property. By its very nature, above all
its permanence, land has attributes and gives rise to considerations not raised by slaves or money or chattels. One
result is the special importance attached to proper public records and public knowledge of the legal and economic
condition of the land at any given moment.”

174 Cf. Faraguna 2000, who uses these regulations (discussed on pp. 76-81) in comparison with the work of Plato,
Aristotle, and Theophrastus, as well as late Classical and Hellenistic inscriptions, to argue for the widespread use of
property registration as early as the fourth century.

175 See BL11.2, 73.
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recording a more detailed account of the transaction, especially given the appearance of true

notaries in the metropoleis of the Egyptian chora and in many cities of the eastern Mediterranean.

2.6 Agoranomor. Notaries in the Chora

This regulation on the conveyance of land comes from the nomoi of Alexandria and thus was
applicable only in that city, but we have evidence that similar regulations extended to the chora as
well. P.Hib.129 (= Chrest. Wilck. 259, ca. 265 BCE), which requires the declaration of slave sales
through the office of the agoranomos, is perhaps one such regulation, although we cannot be
certain where this law was applicable. In any case, the relevant official in the urban centers of the
chorawas called the agoranomos, a familiar figure in Greek cities, whose basic duty was to monitor
and regulate transactions in the agora.

The classical agora was the heart of the classical Greek polis and, according to Aristotle, its
supervision was the most fundamental service that a city provided: “first among the indispensable
services is the superintendence of the market, over which there must be an official to oversee
contracts and good order.”'’® Aristotle’s agoranomos had general supervision over the agora,
including the numerous written contracts that would have been produced in this central market of
a Greek city. Later he mentions another official, whose specific duty was to register
(GvaypdeesOar) private contracts (copBoiaia) and legal proceedings. Although he acknowledges
that there is a fair amount of variability in the extent to which Greek cities combine or separate
these duties, the implication of his discussion is that such services could be found in any Greek
city of repute.!”’

In Ptolemaic Egypt, it is this regulation of contracts that comes to the fore in the duties of the
country’s agoranomos. From the earliest attestation onward, he appears as a public notary,
combining the contract oversight of Aristotle’s classical agoranomos with the registration duties
of the lesser official. The origin of the Egyptian agoranomos and his corresponding office, often
called the agoranomeion or simply archeion, is unclear. Earlier views held that in origin he was

99178

an “Offentlich-rechtlicher Marktbeamter rather than a notary, but of course, as we have just

seen, market and contract regulation were closely aligned in the classical conception of the market

176 tp@tov pev odv Empédeto TV dvaykoiov 1 Tept TV dyopdy, &9’ 1 Sl Tva dpynv eivon Ty Epopdoay mept Te To.
ovpfdrata koi thv gdkoopiav (Pol. 6.5.2, Rackham’s translation, slightly modified). Cf. Faraguna 2000, 66-67.

177 Pol. 6.5.4.

178 Schonbauer 1918, 237.
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official. The recent publication of P.Sorb. 111 70, a sale of a slave dating to 270 BCE, shows that
from the earliest period from which we have good evidence, the agoranomos functioned as a
notary. This contract was drawn up “in the city of Oxyrhynchos before the agoranomos Agathon,”
a notarial formula that remains common in agoranomic contracts even through the Roman
period.!”

These offices were obviously a creation of the Ptolemies on the model of general Greek
practice, though perhaps also there was influence from the Greek cities of Egypt. It comes as no
surprise, then, to see that the law about the identification of parties to a contract was applicable (or
perhaps had already been applicable) in the state-sponsored agoranomera. After the dating and

notarial protocol of P.Sorb. 111 70, the contract begins:

gnpi{ayto Znvodmpog
Kvpnvaiog Aoyoydg tdv Zadd-
Lov mapa Zipwvog Iociovog
Aipvoc mopemdApov KA.

“Zenodoros, Cyrenaean, cavalry officer of Sadalas’ troops, has purchased from

Simon, son of Pasion, Libyan, foreign resident ...”
This contract comes from the recently-published dossier of the cavalry officer Zenodoros, which
allows a glimpse into how an early Ptolemaic settler, in this case a cavalry officer originally from
Cyrene, arranged his private affairs. It turns out that this is the only agoranomic contract in his
dossier, which, combined with the limited third-century evidence for the agoranomoi, suggests
that their notarial function was perhaps limited to conveyances of land or high-value property, as
in the case of the slave sale here.

It is only in the second century that we can get a good sense of the agoranomoi, although we
are dependent to a good degree on a series of finds at Gebelein, the Ptolemaic town of Pathyris
south of Thebes, which was destroyed during a native revolt in 88 BCE. Pathyris’ notarial office,
called an archeion (a term equivalent to agoranomeion), is attested from 136 BCE and was a branch
office of the archeron in Krokodilopolis (attested from 141 BCE), where an archive (BifAto6nkn)

was located. '%°

179 P.Sorb. 111 70.5-7: &v ’O&uplyyxwv moret 1 dyopavépov Ayaddvoc.
180 p 447 5.12 (108 BCE).
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These new notarial offices in the Thebaid were, like their counterparts elsewhere, wholly Greek
in concept and execution. As in the rest of Egypt, agoranomic contracts in the Thebaid were
written in Greek and “the agoranomoi carry names that are decidedly Greek (such as Aniketos),
or, at most (and this is rarely the case), hellenizing (e.g., Ammonios), but never Egyptian.”!8!
Nevertheless, these “Greek™ scribes operating a “Greek” institution came from Egyptian families
and were embedded in local elite networks emanating from local temples. Even though their Greek
is of relatively high quality, Vierros was recently able to document a number of grammatical and
orthographic irregularities that betray the native language of the agoranomic scribes. '

These notarial families in the Thebaid are an important component of the Ptolemies’
reorientation of private contracting towards the state. As Manning puts it, “a public state system,
with Egyptian scribes involved, was encroaching on earlier private scribal traditions” centered on
the native temples.'®? This reorientation, however, involved the active agency of Egyptian scribal
families, who sought and found new opportunities in the Ptolemaic bureaucracy. Pestman, for
example, who viewed agoranomic institutions as an attempt to undermine the influence of
Egyptian scribes (rather than “reorient” their activity, as I would see it), nevertheless felt that “the
Egyptians not less skillfully managed to seize this instrument that had been directed against
(them),” by monopolizing notarial offices in the Thebaid. '3

While regulations regarding the registration and taxation of conveyances and the development
of agoranomic offices through the chora certainly institutionalized the alienation of land to a
degree, informal community oversight continued to play an important role. In the petition 2. 7ebt.
III.1 776 (early I1 BCE), for instance, a woman accuses her husband of improper use of her dowry,
which was secured by a pledge of his property, including a house in the village. She explains:
“wishing to deprive me of this [the pledged property], the accused approached each and every one
of those from the village with the intention of alienating it; but they did not tolerate this since my

consent was lacking.”!®> Here the local community protects their fellow member’s property rights.

The husband’s response, the petitioner continues, was to go outside the community by offering the

181 “Les agoranomoi portent des noms qui sont bien grecs (tel Anikétos), au maximum — et encore est-ce rarement le
cas —, hellénisant (p.ex. Ammonios), jamais égyptiens” (Pestman 1978, 204).

182 Vierros 2012.

183 Manning 2010, 193.

184 pestman 1978, 210: “les Egyptiens n'ent ont pas moins habilement réussi a s'emparer de cet instrument qui aurait
été dirigé contre les scribes egyptiens.”

185 6 dyxohodpevoc Bovidpevdg pe droctepéoar ng pév mposmopevduevog Vi kol kdototl TdV £k Thg aThc KOUNG
nBodreto admv Earlotpidoat, ToVTOV 88 00y DopevOVTOVY Eveka T0D un cuverikekevewy &ué (11 15-22).
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property as surety to a royal tax-farmer, who, we might suppose, was ignorant of the previous

pledge.

2.7 Origins of the Ptolemaic Grapheion

The offices of the agoranomoi were limited, with some exceptions, to the metropoleis of Egypt.
Thus, the vast majority of the population would have to have spent a lot of time and money in
order to have a notarized contract drawn up. Most therefore continued to make use of witnessed
contracts, drawn up either by the local temple scribe in the case of Egyptian contracts or in the
form of the traditional Greek double document. “Notes of hand” continued to serve for less
important transactions.

By the end of the third century at the latest, however, we can witness a new type of state
oversight in the countryside. For the first time, official abstracts and fomor synkollesimoi of
private Greek six-witness contracts began to be produced. The origin, purpose, and extent of this
development are all obscure since we only have the registers and rolls themselves.

CPR XVIII (231 or 206 BCE) is the best preserved register.!®® It consists of two rolls with a
total of 34 abstracts of six-witness contracts between cleruchs (“military settlers”) in a number of
different villages of the Polemon meris of the Arsinoite nome. The abstracts are ordered
geographically, rather than chronologically. The identification of the contracting parties is taken
directly from the original contract and includes all the information required by the early-third
century law on six-witness contracts discussed above.

After a brief recounting of the terms of the agreement, the abstract itself ends with the name of
the syngraphophylax, but not the other witnesses; as the editor notes, the act of entering the
contracts into the register was sufficient publicity to render “mention of the witnesses
superfluous.”'®” The retention of the syngraphophylax’name in the abstract, however, shows that
the process of registration did not supplant the role of the syngraphophylax, who was still the
guardian of the original contract and whose name still served as a type of “citation,” as discussed

95188

above. Yiftach-Firanko views such registers as official “maps,”'®® allowing state officials to locate

136 The other similar third-century register is P.7ebt. 111.1 815 (223/222 BCE). P.Tebt. 111.2 969 (235 BCE) is a
register of property sales recording the transfer tax (¢ykOxiiov) and was probably drawn up by one of the collectors
of this tax. Cf. the list of Ptolemaic registers at Kramer, CPR XVIII, p. 17.

187 “Dadurch, daB die Vertriige in ein 6ffentliches Register aufgenommen warden, erhalten sie geniigend Publizitit
und Wirksamkeit, so daB3 die Nennung der Zeugen iiberfliissig” (Kramer, CPR XVIII, p. 12).

188 Yiftach-Firanko 2008, 209.
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the original contracts in lieu of central archives, which is supported by the abstracts’ geographic
arrangement.

In addition to this abstract, each entry in the register contains a signalment, or personal
description, of the parties to the contract. One example reads: “Nikias was (at the time of the
contract) about 22 years old, of large stature, dark-skinned, with a long face.”'® Such signalments
are never found in the six-witness contracts themselves; the contracting parties and the witnesses
of course knew who each other were. They were thus a later addition, as the use of the imperfect
also indicates.!®® The objectification of the body may seem crass by modern standards, but such
plain descriptions were common in the ancient world and did not differ markedly with status or
class, except in the case of slaves.!”! The signalments were simply a means by which the official(s)
involved could identify the parties to the contract, who came after all from a number of different
villages.

Such a register, covering multiple villages in one region of the Arsinoite nome, brings up the
question of what office was responsible for oversight of contracts in the countryside. Kramer
believes that this register was drawn up in a grapheion, “writing office,” although the term itself
is only first attested in 145 BCE, directly after the registration of Egyptian contracts becomes
mandatory (see below). Given the parallels to later practice, this is an attractive supposition,
although since all the contracting parties are cleruchs, we might also think that this registration
procedure was confined to the cleruchic administration.

There is also evidence for the registration of Egyptian contracts in Demotic. So far the sole
witness to this practice before the late second century is P.Sorb. inv. 264 + 265 (= de Cenival
1987), a day-by-day register of contract titles found in Ghoran, which the editor dates to the early
Ptolemaic period. It is similar in many respects to the later grapheion registers from Tebtunis,
both the bilingual ones from the Ptolemaic period and the well-known Greek registers from the

Roman-period archive of Kronion. Only a few line ends are preserved and these do not record a

1% Ay Nifog dg (érdv) kB edpeyéng pe[Axp(wq)] paxpomp(dcwmoc).

190 “Die Verwendung des Imperfekts zeigt, daB es sich dabei um Zusitze handelt, die nicht unmittelbar bei der
Aufsetzung des Vertrags erfolgten, sondem erst nachtrédglich bei der Registrierung hinzugefiigt wurden” (Kramer,
CPR XVIII, p. 13).

19! Thus even Alexandrians and, in later periods, Roman citizens, are subject to personal descriptions. In the third
century BCE, Clarysse noticed that the description of scars, except in the case of runaway slaves, was limited to the
head and neck and concluded that “at this period it was found indecent to inspect the body of a free person” (P.Petr.
I2, p. 54). The lengthy personal descriptions of the Ptolemaic period were limited in later centuries to scars and
moles.
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fee, so the text seems to be an dvaypagni-register, rather than an dvaypagn-account. While there
are no indications as to where or for what purpose this register was drawn up, its similarities to
later grapheion documents suggests that it, like the Theogonis abstracts, was the product of the

early Ptolemaic predecessors of the grapheion.

2.8 Registration of Egyptian and Greek Contracts in the Grapheion

While Kramer traces the origin of the Ptolemaic grapheion to the late third century, the first
attestation of the office is only in 145 BCE, when an official called 0 mpog tdt ypagimt, “the head
of the writing office,” acknowledges receipt of an Egyptian contract for registration. This text is
dated to less than month after an important reform took effect, which required such registration
dockets on Egyptian contracts, in addition to the drawing up of abstracts. Most Egyptian contracts
thereafter bear such dockets. Because the grapheion is first attested directly after this reform, some
scholars believe that the grapheion was instituted to deal with this increased paperwork. As we
have seen, registration dockets, registers, and abstracts do appear before this date, and grapheia or
similar offices must have been involved, but the new requirement vastly expanded the need for
local writing offices outside of the metropoleis.

The letter informing us of this reform is worth quoting in full because of its detailed description
of this new administration procedure. My translation and interpretation of this difficult text are
based on the observations of Pestman, whose important article on this dense and difficult letter
clarified many points of detail.!? 1 first lay out the steps preceding the letter, then provide a
translation.

Preceding steps:

1) In the fall of 146, a circular letter (¢évtoAn) was sent by one Ariston, an otherwise
unknown, but presumably important Alexandria official, giving instructions on
the registration of Egyptian contracts.

2) Paniskos, an official in the Peri-Theban region, received the circular on 28 Nov.
146 and ensured that the instructions were being carried out by 5 Jan. 145.

3) Ptolemaios, a superior of Paniskos’, wrote a letter to Paniskos to check on the
implementation of Ariston’s instructions, asking him three specific questions.

4) Paniskos replied with the report that we have on 8 Feb. 145. He first cites
Ptolemaios’ three questions (1-3 below), then provides his answers (as Pestman
notes, his answer to #2 is implicit in his answer to #1).

Translation of P.Par. 65 (8 Feb., 145 BCE):

192 Pestman 1985.

45



Paniskos to Ptolemaios, greetings. We have received the letter from you in
which you told us to clearly inform you:

1) about the procedure (oixovouiav) regarding Egyptian contracts drawn up in the
Peri-Theban region, and

2) whether (these contracts) are being subscribed (vroypdpovrar) by those who have
been locally appointed, as Ariston ordered, and

3) when the above-mention (procedure) was instituted.

Well then (to answer your questions):

1) the procedure (oixovouia) is being carried out as Ariston indicated, namely:

- to make an abstract of (sixovierv) of each contract (cvvdA(A)ayua) written by a
temple-scribe (Lovoypdpov) that shall be submitted to us

- to insert (§vrdooctv) the contracting parties, the transaction they have made, and
their paternal names

- to subscribe (Vroypdpetv) (saying) that we have inserted (vretayévar) it for
registration (ypnuaotioudv), indicating both the date on which we subscribed
upon submission of the contract and the date on which the contract itself (was
made)

3) the order was submitted to us on the I°' of Hathyr (28 Nov. 146) and the

registration was instituted from Choiach 9 (5 Jan. 145) on.

We make this report for your information. Farewell. Year 36, Tybi 13 (§
Feb. 145).

With supplemental information from registered contracts and other evidence, we can describe
the essentials of this new procedure as follows. First, when Egyptian-language contracts were
submitted to registration officials, they wrote a Greek abstract on the contract itself. This was for
the benefit of any official or judge who could not read Egyptian. The contract could now be more
easily tracked for the purposes of taxation or introduced as evidence before a Greek judge.

After abstracting the contents, the official was required to “insert” (évtdoocew) the names of
the contracting parties (with patronymics) and the type of the transaction. The “insertion” is not
done on the contract itself, but in an official list, since the final requirement is to “subscribe” on
the contract that one “has inserted it for registration.” Such a list of contract titles is precisely what
is later known as dvoypagn'®? and registration dockets that grapheion officials write often use the

phrase évtétoxton €ig Avypagnv, “it has been inserted for registration.”

193 Pace Pestman 1985, 23, who follows Wilcken in considering that this information was inserted into what was
later called an gipdpevov, which in fact contained abstracts, not just titles.
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We can witness this new procedure less than a month after Paniskos reports that it was put into
action. UPZI1I 175 is a translation of an Egyptian contract of sale that was completed in Thebes

on December 15, 146. On January 31, 145, it received the following registration mark:

ATOAM®GVI0G O TPOG T Ypapimt Tod Iept ONPog peteiinea £ic avoypapnv
(tovc) As ToPi e

“Apollonios, head of the writing office of the Peri-Theban region, received (this
contract) for registration. Year 36, Tybi 5.”

The phrase peteiinea ic dvoypaenv clearly corresponds to the évtdooety eig ypnuoatioudy of
Paniskos and Ptolemaios’ correspondence. As mentioned above, we also here have the first
attestation of 0 poOc T®1 ypapeimt, the head of the writing office. We cannot be absolutely certain
that such officials and their office were created to deal with the increased paperwork that the
registration requirement entailed, but at the very least we can infer that their numbers increased
after this reform.

The spread of grapheia was further hastened by the introduction of registration for Greek-
languages contracts, which occurred sometime between 130 and 113 BCE. We do not have precise
information on the introduction of this requirement, but we can assume that it was broadcast from
Alexandria via an évtoAn, like Ariston’s earlier instructions, or perhaps even a royal decree. The
first clear evidence for the registration of Greek contracts comes from P.Dion. 21 (13 Mar., 113
BCE), a loan drawn up in a village of the Hermopolite nome, which has the following docket at

the very bottom of the papyrus:

£toug & Mey(elp) ke &v km(unt) TRver tod Mayi(tov): avayéyp(amtar) dU
AmoAmVviov.

“Year 4, Mecheir 25, in the village of Tenis of the Mochite (district). It has been
registered through Apollonios.”
This contract comes from the bilingual archive of Dionysios, son of Kephalas.!”* Almost all
of his contracts, both Egyptian and Greek, were registered through the grapheion of Tenis-Hakoris,

the Hermopolite village in which he lived. Two of his contracts were registered through other

194 http://www.trismegistos.org/archive/69.
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village grapheia,'®®> however, showing that such offices were already well established in the
countryside of the Hermopolite nome at the end of the second century.

The registration reform that led to new grapheia in the countryside left its mark on the format
of double documents: the scriptura interior was no longer a copy of the contract i extenso, but
generally a short abstract, and a subscription and registration docket were now appended at the
bottom of the contract.!””® Uri Yiftach-Firanko observed that these innovations occurred
simultaneously sometime between 130-113 BCE and concluded that the reduction of the scriptura
Interior to a short abstract was part of a reform that “introduced (if not imposed) the registration
»197

of the Greek double document in the state grapheia.

The standard double document of this late period consists of five sections:*®

abstract of the contract (scriptura interior)

body of the contract (scriptura exterior)

subscription of the party under obligation

acknowledgement of the syngraphophylax: 0 d&iva &xw xvpiov
registration docket of the grapheion

MRS

Yiftach-Firanko considers the reduction of the inner script to be “an intentional and deliberate
measure on the part of the official who introduced the anagraphé of Greek double documents.”!*”
The abstracts display great variability in detail, however, suggesting rather that this development
was a side effect of the registration requirement. For example, a few contracts retain the long-
form interior script, while others have nothing more than a title.?° Such variability is comparable
to the series of Demotic surety documents mentioned above, which occasionally have as little as
the contract’s title and date in the inner script,?’! though more often a fuller account of the contract.

In general, however, most interior scripts are abstracts that relate the transaction’s key details,
even if in a highly-abbreviated form. These abstracts likely reflect the entries which the notary

logged in a book of abstracts, as in the later Roman eiromenon, or on separate sheets, as one can

see in the separate Demotic abstracts of the late Ptolemaic grapheion archive discussed below.

195 P Dion. 6 (Tachontomou, 106 BCE) and P.Dion. 7 (Ammonopolis, 106 BCE).

196 Wolff 1978, 64-67. Cf. P.Dion., pp. 176-193 and Hoogendijk 2013, 67-68.

197 Yiftach-Firanko 2008, 214-215.

198 For a list of late Ptolemaic double documents see Yiftach-Firanko 2008, 210, n. 24.

199 Yiftach-Firanko 2008, 210, n. 22.

20 E.g., P. Wiirzb. 6 (Theadelphia, 102 BCE), whose inner script consists only of the name of the first party to the
contract.

WV E.g., P.Dem.Lille. 119 (222 BCE).
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In any case, the inner script no longer played the key role of providing a secure, authentic
version of the text, to be opened in case of dispute. Registration introduced a new type of security,
one which rested in the state’s ability to monitor and record private transactions. The traditional
role of the syngraphophylax and the six witnesses was not abrogated, however: where preserved,
most late Ptolemaic double documents include the ‘“deposition phrase” and the autograph
acknowledgement of the syngraphophylax, as well as the names of the six witnesses. Two
important exceptions to this uniformity are edited and discussed below in the Appendix.

These considerations led Yiftach-Firanko to conclude that the “social setting” of contracting
was unchanged even after the reform.?°? This conclusion, however, underrates the expansive role
of the grapheia already in the Ptolemaic period. The grapheion had already become a place where
original contracts were drawn up. The outer scripts of such contracts are clearly written by
professional scribes??® and the inner script of most reformed double documents is in the same hand
as the registration docket below.?** Clearly, then, the parties were going into the grapheion not
just for the purpose of registration, but to have their contracts drawn up by grapheion scribes.

Another indication of the importance of the grapheion can be seen in the development of
contract “citations.” As discussed above, in the first two centuries of Ptolemaic rule contracts were
cited by title and syngraphophylax, but in the first century we see the grapheion taking over this
role. UPZ1 118 (Memphis, probably 83 BCE) contains the decision of royal judges (chrematistar)
concerning a disputed marriage contract, which is cited as follows: cvyypoa@nv Tpo@itv THV
Gvaypageicoy d16 Tod ypagiov, “a contract of maintenance registered through the grapheion.”**
Another legal sentence is more specific, citing “an Egyptian contract registered on Phamenoth 9
of the 19" year through the grapheion in the same city” (Alyvrtiav cvyypoagnv | [dvaypagels]oy
[t®]110 (Z1e1) Popevad 0 S1o oD &v Th[1 odthit] méret ypagiov).2%® Clearly the detailed records of
registered contracts stored in the grapheia were being used as legally authoritative, even if the
“original” was still deposited with the private syngraphophylax.

But perhaps this syngraphophylax was by now not so private after all. This is the suggestion

of Hoogendijk based on her preliminary assessment of the Greek contracts stemming from the

202 yYiftach-Firanko 2008, 216.

203 Hoogendijk 2013, 70.

204 This is the case in the two documents published below; see notes for details.
205 UPZ1118.9.

206 p Ryl 11 65, col. 1.3-4.
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Ptolemaic grapheion archive of Tebtunis. “Perhaps in the case of the six-witness contracts, the
syngraphophylax forms the link to the grapheion: he may have belonged to the grapheion
personnel and as such have stored the documents entrusted to him in the grapheion archive.”?" If
this is the case, the six witnesses may also have been increasingly drawn from the grapheion
personnel, rather than the contracting parties’ circle of friends and associates. The matter cannot
be settled from current evidence, but it is worth keeping in mind as new evidence becomes
available.

This picture of the late Ptolemaic grapheion points towards a change in the social setting of
private contracting during the Ptolemaic period. Gone are the days when the inhabitants of Egypt
frequently drew up written agreement without any state oversight, as in the case of P.Eleph. 1,
fading away, it seems, was the social and legal important of a private, independent
syngraphophylax, who was entrusted with his friends’ contracts and whose name could serve as a
type of “citation” for the contract, while official contract registers merely served as “maps” for

contracts that were privately deposited all across Egypt.

2.9 The Spread and Operation of Grapheia

Our evidence is spotty, but it seems that grapheia could be found in most large villages of the
Fayum (see Tab. 1). The early attestations of graphera in villages like Tebtunis and Theadelphia
come as no surprise; these were among the largest villages in the Fayum and served as local
administrative centers in both the Ptolemaic and Roman periods. More surprising is the apparent
evidence for grapheia in smaller villages like Ibion Eikosipentarouron. Most commentators
suggest that there was a boom in grapheia during the Roman period,°® but perhaps this is mostly
an illusion of the evidence. The silence in the Ptolemaic period regarding grapheiain large villages
like Karanis and Philadelphia should not be taken as instructive; there is simply too little evidence
from both of these villages in the last century of Ptolemaic rule to make a judgment.?”” The

following table lists the first attestations of Arsinoite grapheia in chronological order, with only

207 Hoogendijk 2013, 69.

208 E.g., Yiftach-Firanko 2011, 549.

209 In the case of Karanis, the first preserved grapheion contract dates to 20 CE (BGUII 636), but there are very few
Ptolemaic papyri from this village, numbering only a few dozen, mostly unpublished papyri. The only two
Ptolemaic Greek contracts I know of are P.Mich. inv 5379 (21 Jan., 120 BCE; interior script of a lease of 24 arouras
arranged by npogotnkdg of revenue lands; appears to be a draft) and P.Mich. inv. 2797 (probably 61 BCE; money
loan in form of cheirographon). There are also some 20 Demotic papyri from Karanis, all unpublished: see K.
Ryholt, forthcoming.

50



one possible new attestation after 74 BCE, when documentation in general is so scarce that Skeat

speaks of the “blacked-out landscape” of the last half-century of Ptolemaic rule.?!°

Table 1. First attestations of Arsinoite grapheia in the Ptolemaic period.

Year (BCE) | Grapheion (meris) Text

106 Ptolemais Euergetis (Herakleides) P.Ashm. 122

103 Tebtunis (Polemon) P.Tebt. 11052!!

102 Theadelphia (Themistos) P.Wiirz. 6

98 Hawara (Herakleides) P.Ashm.110

86 Mouchis (Polemon) SBVI19297

77 Nestou Epoikion (Herakleides) P.Mert. 16

75 Ibion Eikosipentarouron (Polemon) | SB VI 9450

74 Neilopolis (Herakleides) SBV 7532

74 Euhemeria (Themistos) P.Fay. 240 descr. (= 1, below)
72/71 (?) Bakchias (Herakleides) P.Mich. inv. 573922

The late Ptolemaic grapheion archive from Tebtunis, which is largely unpublished and

213 gives us our best view inside these

currently being reconstructed by Hoogendijk and Mubhs,
writing offices before Roman rule. It is a bilingual archive from the first century BCE, which
belongs to the “first batch” of cartonnage papyri from the crocodile mummies excavated by
Grenfell and Hunt in Tebtunis over the winter of 1899-1900.2!* It contains Greek contracts that

215 along with Demotic abstracts, bilingual registers of contracts,

were drawn up in the grapheion,
and money accounts in Demotic with Greek summaries.?'® These four categories of documents
correspond very closely to document types found in the archive of Kronion, which will be
discussed in the next chapter.

From the period just after the introduction of registration of Egyptian contracts in 145 BCE,

the grapheion appears to have been run by an official simply called 6 Tpog td1 ypopeimt, “the head

210 “The last half-century of Ptolemaic rule resembles a blacked-out landscape illuminated by occasional flashes of
lightning when Egypt impinges upon world events, the brilliance of these interludes only emphasizing the darkness
of our ignorance concerning the internal history of the country” (Skeat 1962, 100).

UL CE. P.Tebt. 142 (ca. 114 BCE), a petition regarding the malfeasance of a cuvalloypotoypdeog of Tebtunis,
perhaps the head of the grapheion.

212 This is a Demotic contract that was found in Karanis (29-C137A!-C), but registered in Bakchias’ grapheion:
£rovg 1 Megop(n) k0 &v Ba[ky]uddt avayéypamtoy 810 I ][], tod npdg | [td]t ypapiot. Ithank Andew Monson for
help dating this piece. Another Ptolemaic attestation of Bakchias’ grapheion may be SB VIII 9764 (with BL VIII,
354).

213 Muhs 2005, 2010, and Hoogendijk 2013.

214 On the crocodile cemetery of Tebtunis and the two main batches of papyri, see Verhoogt 1998, 12-21.

215 Hoogendijk 2013.

216 Muhs 2010, 582-584.
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of the grapheion” (see above). Unlike the agoranomos, who functioned as a notary from as early
as 270 BCE, the grapheion manager initially was responsible only for registering Egyptian
contracts, which were still being written by temple notaries. With the introduction of registration
for Greek contracts his duties increased, but they likewise involved only the supervision of
contracts drawn up elsewhere, in this case private six-witness contracts, the originals of which
were still deposited with the syngraphophylax.

A letter from 105 BCE gives us a sense of how these grapheion managers were established in
office. I reproduce Bingen’s improved text, republished as SB XII 10843, with some changes. He
declined to offer a translation because of the numerous alternative interpretations; my translation

necessarily decides between some alternatives, but leaves the vague pronouns of the original:

Biov Nik[dvopt yx]aipewv. énel
6 otpanyo[s,...... Jefriveng
TopakEKANKeY NU[AC] KaTacTRooL
[p]og tdt ypapiot Th[c] kopng

5  @bpov 10D évicwtod yo(hkod(?)) [(Spayudv) ], Tpdtepov
Epepev yo(hkod) (dpayuac) I' kopioduevog
T00TOG TP ADTOD KOTO TOG
el0iopévog Avaeopds. Kol pn
napevoyA[n]oog adTov. 0 yap

10 otpatnyog od mopépymc &xlet]
nePL 0TOD.

Eppwoo. (¥1ovg) 1y 6 kol 1, ABvp 1B

Bion to Nikanor, greetings. Since the strategos has encouraged us to put NN,

son of Papnebtunis (?) in charge of the grapheion of the village at an annual rent

of [ ] bronze drachmas — he was paying 3,000 dr. previously — <you will do

well>!7 to receive these fiom him in the customary installments and not annoy

him. For the strategos is not distracted in his case.

Farewell.  Year 13 = 10, Hathyr 12.

The letter is obscure in many points of detail, but two facts clearly emerge: the strategos had a
hand in the selection of the “head of the grapheion” and this grapheion manager paid an annual
rent (pOpog) to the state in regular installments. As for the first point, the strategos’ involvement
is rather informal: notice that he has “encouraged” (not ordered!) the writer to install a preferred

candidate for grapheion manager. The writer Bion, therefore, should be someone of high standing

in the nome, perhaps the basilikos grammateus. The two top officials of the nome would therefore

2171 1. 6, the editor suggests supplying the common formula kaA&dc odv morjoelg to make sense of the participles.
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have been involved in selecting candidates for the important post of local grapheion manager,
which fits well what we know about the internal administration of the nomes. The recipient,
Nikanor, who is ordered to receive the customary payments and not bother the new manager, must
be an official at the state bank, which received rents for state concessions.

These payments are termed @dpoc, the “rent” that the grapheion manager paid for the right to
operate the village concession. In the Roman period, an offer to sublease the grapheion of
Soknopaiou Nesos includes the payment of dpoc and the Karanis register likewise records income
from the @dpog of a subsidiary grapheion. In the Tebtunis accounts, this payment is called a
Saypagn, “(bank) payment,” which refers to the fact that the pdpoc was paid over to the state
bank.

As in the case of the Karanis notary, Ptolemaic notaries and registration officials were allowed
to charge for their services. The third century register of abstracts (P.7ebt. 111.1 815) discussed
above, for example, recorded the fee collected for each document. Some of the bilingual registers
from the late Ptolemaic grapheion archive also record fees. Our best evidence for Ptolemaic feeing
policy, however, comes from the realm of Egyptian scribes, whose appointment and activities the
Ptolemies took an interest in regulating in the second century. P.Ry/. 1V 572 (Il BCE), for instance,
is an official letter from Alexandria to Ptolemaios, strafegos of the Arsinoite nome, which, besides
giving instructions on how Egyptian scribes are to be selected, includes the directive: “in order
that people do not pay more than the proper sum it is necessary to establish a reasonable fee

(uétprov picBOV) for each document.”?!®

In this case, we can actually follow up on the
implementation of this directive from the capital because we possess the letter which Ptolemaios
then sent to the village superintendents (émiotdrar) of the Herakleides meris. Quoting the practice
in the Bousirite nome, he enjoins that the fee for large Egyptian sale and cession contracts was to
be set at 20 drachmas, while all other contracts were to be written for 10 drachmas.?' It seems
likely that Greek scribes in the later grapheia were likewise ordered to adhere to fixed fees, or at
least those that were considered pétpioc.

In any case, we know that Ptolemaic grapheion managers had to submit their accounts to higher

authorities for auditing. The so-called Revenue Laws of Ptolemy Philadelphus already enjoined

218 fva 8¢ pn mAfiov pdr\t/wv[Ton ol dv]|0pwmot Tod kabfxovtog ot[ficar Sel] TOV | pétplov wobov Exdotng
[ovyypalofig (P.Ryl IV 572, col. 11.36-38). Cf. Yiftach-Firanko, forthcoming.
29 BGUVI 1214.19-22 (ca. 185-165 BCE).
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such oversight over the accounts of state concessioners. An account from the Ptolemaic grapheion
archive is entitled: Adyoc BoctMk®dv kal damdvn[c] kol TEWARC AypdeOV GUVAALXYLLOTOYPUPIDV
Kepkebonpeme kai Ogoyovidog, “account of the royal (revenues) and expenses and price of
unwritten (rolls) of the contract-writers’ office of Kerkethoeris and Theogonis.”?2°

All of these considerations led Muhs to propose “that the late Ptolemaic grapheia are the
institutional ancestor of the early Roman grapheia.”**! Hoogendijk likewise posits that “seemingly
new features of the early Roman grapheia were perhaps not caused by a sudden and deliberate
change, but were just a logical consequence of an ongoing change which had already started in the
late-Ptolemaic period.”?*?> We will have more to say about the connections between the Ptolemaic
and Roman grapheion, but this chapter has been about looking backwards without anticipating
Rome’s annexation. In this light, the grapheion has much to tell about the nature of the Ptolemaic
state, which forces us to modify our narratives of decline.

The Ptolemaic grapheion is an example of a strong, deeply-rooted institution, which “re-
oriented” private contracting towards the state. The entrenchment of the institution came at a time,
moreover, when most historians focus on the state’s decline in international standing. The
grapheion is an example of the state’s persistent ability to influence the private lives of its subjects
by motivating and coordinating its bureaucratic networks, even if its capacity for external coercion

was virtually non-existent and its rulers lived in “the shadow of Roman power.”

220 p Tebt. 1140 descr.: see Hoogendijk 2013, 72, n. 27.
221 Muhs 2010, 585.
222 Hoogendijk 2013, 70.
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Chapter Three: The Writing Offices of Roman Egypt

3.1 Introduction

The Ptolemaic state built a robust notarial system through the creation of urban notaries
(agoranomoi) and writing offices (grapheia) in the countryside. The last chapter focused in
particular on the development of these grapheia, which were initially responsible only for the
registration of private contracts, but which became full-service writing centers, with their
managers taking on duties that were similar to their urban counterparts. [ argued that these
developments should be seen as a reorientation of private writing practices toward the state, which
was effected partly through a successful incorporation of the Egyptian scribal class into the new
state apparatus.

In this chapter, I follow the story of the grapheion into the Roman period. Picking up on the
argument of Chapter One, I examine the grapheion as the key institutional cog of Rome’s “empire
of information,” which was geared not only to the extraction of provincial resources, but also
contributed to a fostering of consensus among the provincial subjects of Egypt. This was
accomplished through a concerted effort “to make information of every kind accessible to the

residents of empire”??

and to safeguard their private transactions. The decrees and regulations
that were transmitted down to the cities and villages of the Egyptian chora established clear and
accessible “rules of the games,” while state-sponsored village notaries offered a credible public
service for the securing of private agreements.

The Romans embraced and adapted the Ptolemaic notarial system. One innovation was set in
motion immediately after the Roman conquest, when the late Ptolemaic double document, still a
private document in form, was transformed into a fully public, notarial deed. The reign of
Augustus was a transitional period, when some residual Ptolemaic features were retained, and

contract diplomatics exhibit a certain degree of instability, but by the reign of Tiberius the Roman

administration enforced a standard grapheion contract throughout the countryside.

223 Ando 2000, 96. Cf. Chapter 1.4.
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Another innovation that can be traced to Augustus’ reign is the unification of Egyptian and
Greek contract writing in one place. For now Egyptian contracts were not only registered in the
grapheia, but written there as well, which ended the long tradition of Egyptian temple-based
notaries. This notarial unification entailed a close cooperation between Greek and Egyptian
scribes, who may have entered into partnerships to adequately handle the bilingual work of the
village grapheion.

The final, and most important, innovation was the incorporation of village grapheia into a
larger notarial system centered on regional and province-wide archives. This expansive and
bureaucratically-demanding system appears to be wholly Roman in design and execution, although
admittedly its development over the first century of Roman rule is difficult to trace. In its fully-
developed form, the system provided for the backing up of private documents in triplicate: one
copy in the local metropolis’ archives and one each in the two central archives of Alexandria, the
Nanaion and the Hadrianeion. To handle this increase in paperwork, the metropolis archive was
split into two in the middle of the first century CE, with one archive specifically dedicated to
documents pertaining to real property (the BiAto0Mkn éyxtnoewv).

The intensity of this record-keeping gave the Roman government unprecedented access to
information about its subjects, allowing them to efficiently collect taxes and assign compulsory
duties. But it also provided unprecedented security for written contracts. Before writing up
agreements for the alienation of property, for instance, local notaries were required to receive
confirmation from the metropolite archives that the title was clear. We should recall that the priest
Satabous lost his case because he could not prove the seller’s title to the land that he bought; under
this reformed system, the notaries would not have been allowed to draw up his sale without
clarifying the question of title beforehand with the metropolite archivists. Further, once a valid
sale was completed, the new owner had to make a declaration (dmoypogn) of his new title to the
nome archivists. In the words of one prefect, the purpose of such a system was “so that those who
make agreements ... may not be defrauded through ignorance.”??*

Finally, there is the question of the spread of village grapheia in the Roman period. This

expansion is commonly purported,??® but never discussed in detail. It is my suspicion, though I

224 P.Oxy. 11237, col. viii.36. The prefect, Mettius Rufus, is here speaking specifically about property on which a
family member has a lien, but his decree concerns the proper functioning of the archives in general.
225 E.g., Wolff 1978, 18 (“groBe Ausbreitung”) and Yiftach-Firanko 2009, 549.
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cannot offer definitive proof, that the apparent increase of village grapheia in the Roman period is
a mirage caused but the uneven distribution of our evidence. In Skeat’s memorable phrasing, the

late Ptolemaic period is a “blacked-out landscape,”?

which is only slowly being illuminated
through the discovery and publication of new material. The two contracts published in the
Appendix are a small contribution to this process and one of these, not incidentally, provides the
earliest and only Ptolemaic attestation of Euhemeria’s grapheion. Another unpublished contract,
discovered, though not written, in Karanis provides the earliest evidence for a grapheion in
Bakchias.??’ Although there is currently no evidence for Karanis’ grapheion before 20 CE, it
would be rash to conclude that it was a Roman establishment: precious little of Karanis’ Ptolemaic
occupation layers were preserved, documents included.

An expansion of such rural offices, moreover, would go against the grain of the standard
picture of Roman provincial administration, which tended to govern through urban elites and urban

institutions.>?®

Village gymnasia, for instance, widely attested in the Ptolemaic period, are
concentrated in the metropolers under the Romans. The Roman period witnesses the development
of temples for the imperial cult (Kaisareia/ Sebasteia), which almost exclusively were located in

the metropoleis.**

Whatever the case may be, the network of village graphera was dismantled
over the course of the second half of the second century,?? so that by the third century notarial
services were again concentrated in urban centers, as they had been at the beginning of Ptolemaic
rule. The communis opinio of Roman expansion needs qualification, if not outright abandonment.
As it is, however, the Romans did endow the grapheia with new authority, such as the writing of
Egyptian contracts mentioned above.

This chapter has five sections. The first takes us “inside” the grapheion to investigate its
internal operations and connections to other notarial offices. The internal papers of Roman
grapheia, including the Karanis Register, suggest that these offices were central nodes within
village social and economic networks and key interfaces between the state and village society. In

this section we also step “outside” the office to consider the limited evidence for the social standing

of notaries and grapheion employees. Here, we suggest that notaries belonged to the local village

226 Skeat 1962, 100. Cf. above, Chapter 2.9.

227 P Mich. inv. 5739, late Ptolemaic. See above, Chapter 2.9.

228 For the development of the Egyptian metropoleis under Roman rule, see Bowman and Rathbone 1992.
229 Strassi 2006.

230 Wolff 1978, 21; cf. Reiter 2013.
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elite and were thus well positioned to personally benefit from their centrality and connectedness
in village society. The next three treat in more detail the key innovations of the Roman period that
have just been introduced, with a particular focus on the new state archives of Roman Egypt. In
the final section, we reflect on the ideas presented in the first chapter in light of our more detailed

understanding of the Roman notarial system in Egypt.

3.2.1 Grapheion Operations

In the Egyptian chora of the Roman period, there were two types of notarial offices, the
agoranomeion and the grapheion. The agoranomeion was located in the nome’s metropolis,*!
while grapheia could be found both in cities and villages, although we are much better informed
on the village grapheia,?*? particularly those of the Arsinoite nome. The larger villages were all
equipped with their own office, occasionally with multiple villages grouped under the “territory”
of a single grapheion, as evidenced by the occasional inclusion of Kerkesoucha Orous in the title
of Tebtunis’ grapheion.?** In other cases, we can recognize a certain subordination of smaller
grapheia under larger neighbors, which seems to explain how the registered documents of the
grapheion of Talei found their way into the Tebtunis archive.?** The Karanis Register has entries
for rental payments from the grapheion of another village, which I interpret along these lines.?*
In short, there appears to have been a hierarchy of grapheia in the countryside, although one that
could change as new lessees combined offices or made different arrangements.

The relationship between the metropolis’ agoranomeion and the local grapheia is less clear,
since there is no information on any working relationship between these offices. Wolff favored
the view that the grapheia were subordinate to the agoranomeion, but his argument is
circumstantial.?*® The evidence that we do have for communication between village grapheia and

the metropolis all relates to the metropolite archives, which suggests instead that village notaries

B1Wolff 1978, 15. In the Ptolemaic period, agoranomeia are known outside the nome metropoleis, Wolff 1978, 13,
b. 24.

232 Pierce 1968, 68.

23 E.g., P.Tebt 11 383.60-61 (46 CE). Cf. Husselman 1970, 224.

234 Husselman 1970, 224. Cf. P.Dime1ll, pp. 106-107, where a close relationship between the grapheia of Nilopolis
and Soknopaiou Nesos is noted.

235 Chapter 4.10.

236 Wolff 1978, 19-20, relying mainly on the “farblose Ausdruck” of the term grapheion and the fact that grapheion
notaries frequently register contracts anonymously.
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were subordinate to the bibliophylakes, ‘“‘archivists” in the metropolis, at least after their
establishment in the mid-first century CE.

In the Roman period, the grapheion was run by either a vopoypdgog or 6 pog 1@ ypagei. To
my knowledge, the two titles are combined only in P.Mich. inv. 3380 (edited as document 2 in the
Appendix), which dates to the late Ptolemaic period. The difference in function, if any, is unclear.
Pierce and Cockle suggest that Boak was able to show that the two titles served an identical
position, since Kronion, the Tebtunis notary, is known to have held both titles.??’ Yet, as
Husselman pointed out, Kronion held these titles at different times without an overlap.?*® She
offered the possibility “that vopoypdeoc was the official title of the person who contracted” to
write the official abstracts and registers for the state archives, which are described below, while 6
TpOC 1@ ypageim “simply operated a grapheion.”?* This distinction seems too vague, however; I
would rather point to the fact that individuals with both titles could write the registration mark at
the bottom of contracts, indicating that the contract had been entered into the official records.
Both, therefore, had notarial authority and appear to have played similar, if not absolutely identical,
roles in the local grapheia.

The right to operate a grapheion was leased from the state as a concession. This arrangement
is similar to the many other state concessions, such as those for fishing rights or the right to harvest
papyrus on imperial properties, but the position also entailed state duties, which were likely laid
out in a lease contract with the state.

M.Chr. 183 (= P.Grent. 11 41, Soknopaiou Nesos, 46 CE) is the most important document
establishing the conditions of a grapheion lease. Its idiosyncratic orthography presents some
challenges, but Mitteis’ text and interpretation have been generally accepted. The contract, framed
as a cheirographon, is in fact an application for sublease from Tesenouphis, son of Tesenouphis,
since its fragmentary address reads: d[oy]opopévov (l. doyxorovpévm) 1o kpa[eeiov] (1. 10
ypagelov)| [ Jov Zokvomaiov Ncov ... (1. 2-3). What to supply before Soknopaiou Nesos is
uncertain, but it is clear from the singular T® kpa[@&iov that the purview of the individual addressed
is not a larger district, such as the Herakleides meris, but was at most Soknopaiou Nesos and

another village. He thus must be the primary lessee of the grapheion of Soknopaiou Nesos (and

237 Pierce 1968, 69, n. 6 and Cockle 1984, 112, pointing to P.Mich. V, pp. 1-2.
238 Husselman 1970, 224.
239 Husselman 1970, 224.
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perhaps another village), who in this contract is receiving on offer to sublease. It seems likely that
some enterprising individuals leased multiple grapheia and then farmed out the actual operations
of individual grapheia to locals (cf. above). Although he was a sublessee, Tesenouphis
nevertheless held the title of vopoypdgoc, as we know from an earlier document.*

Tesenouphis’ application continues by laying out the payment of rent, which is to be in total
(inclusive of additional fees) 288 drachmas, paid in monthly installments, which comes to 24 dr.
per month. The earlier document just mentioned is in fact a rent receipt for the grapheion, which
as certain Hermias drew up for Tesenouphis in 41/42 CE, although unfortunately the amount of
rent is missing. In the application, he additionally agrees to provide two keramia of wine in the
month of Phamenoth as a libation contribution (cmovén), undoubtedly in connection with a local
festival. After the rent has been established, the application moves on to the duties of Tesenouphis,
who must every four months submit (katoywpilm) to the primary contractor the contracts drawn
up by him “in a composite roll, in one eiromenon, and in one anagraphe” (11. 17-20), providing
also an 8 dr. fee for their submission (presumably to the appropriate archives). It has since been
well established that the composite roll consists of originals or clean copies of the full contracts,
while the eiromenon is a schedule of abstracts, and the anagraphe contains one-line titles of the
contracts. !

These duties of the grapheion lessee find corroboration in the contemporaneous Tebtunis
grapheion archive, which includes examples of such eiromena and anagraphai, which must have
been drafts or versions kept in the grapheion for some reason, besides many other papers besides.
Remarkably, the same general arrangement is found in Chrest. Mitt. 184 (= P.Flor. 3.357), from
another nome (the Oxyrhynchite) and dating to about 150 years later (208 CE). This document is
an actual submission of the notarial papers from the person “in charge of” (cvotafeic) the
grapheion of the western toparchy of the Oxyrhynchite nome: “I have submitted the appended
composite roll of the contracts completed by me in the month of Mesore of the current year,

covering 21 days, and the same number of days in an eiromenon and an anagraphe” (1. 4-10).24?

He explains that the documents only cover 21 days because on nine days there was no business in

240 BGUXIII 2214 (41/42 CE).

241 Husselman, 1970.

242 Another submission of notarial papers is P.Mich. inv. 4193, from t®v doyolovuévav 10 ypogeiov Alovociddoc.
The next line begins katoy]opicapey and what follows are the first few lines of an efromenon.
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the grapheion (11. 10-11).2¥ The only difference between this document and the sublease from
Soknopaiou Nesos is that now the submission of official documents appears to occur on a monthly
basis.

In the sublease from Soknopaiou Nesos, the submission is termed kataywpiopog pupiimv,
with the BuBAia (a variant of Biffiia) clearly referring to the three separate official rolls. The 8 dr.
fee that is assessed on the submission of these rolls is presumably an administrative fee covering
their cataloging in the regional archives.?** The Karanis Register contains 4 dr. expenditures for
Kotayxwpiopog Pipriov for individual months. It seems that at some point after the mid-first
century the submission fee was raised and that submissions were required every month, rather than
every four months. Otherwise, however, the procedure appears to exhibit remarkable continuity
from Soknopaiou Nesos in the mid-first century to Karanis in the early second century and the
Oxyrhynchite nome in the early third century.

Can we put the switch to monthly submissions in historical context? It is well known that there
were serious problems in the archives of Roman Egypt in the mid-to-late first century, which led
to the creation of a separate archive for real property, the Biprliodikn éykmoewv, and which
prompted edicts like that of Mettius Rufus, which reorganized this archive.>* It is possible that
the more regular submissions from the village grapheia, evidenced now from the early second
century, were a part of this reform process. From SB XVIII 13175 (194 CE), we learn that the

246 while tax

Bipria of strategor and royal scribes were to be submitted to Alexandria monthly,
farmers and liturgists were frequently required to submit reports on a monthly basis. SB XIV
12200 (IIT CE) is a desperate plea to a brother or an associate to return immediately and assist the
writer with a unviodog (sc. Adyoc), “monthly report,” probably related to the liturgical post of
harbor master.

It is noteworthy that the sublease from Soknopaiou Nesos only obliquely mentions the lessee’s
primary duty of writing contracts for any and all who require his services and makes no mention

of the fees he may charge his customers. The reason for this must be sought in the fact that this is

283 For the frequency of activity in local grapheia, see Chapter 4.11.
244 Cf. P.Mich. 11 123 verso, vi.l n.

245 P.Oxy. 11237, col. viii.

246 See further Jordens 2010, 160.
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an informal cheirographon and is in fact a renewal of an arrangement that was already in place;?*’

details which seem important to us were already known between the two parties.

3.2.2 Grapheion Finances

A large part of the cost of running a grapheion came from the rent paid to the state for the
privilege. In the Tebtunis accounts, this is always known as a Siaypaen, “(bank) payment,” likely
because it was a bank transfer made into the account of the appropriate official in the metropolis.

E.2*® 1In the offer to sublease the

The monthly Swypaen averaged 173 drachmas in 45/46 C
grapheion of Soknopaiou Nesos (46 CE), it is known as @dpoc, “rent,” and came out to a total of
288 drachmas, likewise paid in monthly installments (24 dr. per month). The large difference
between these monthly fees may partially reflect different volumes of business at these two
grapheia. In Karanis, the monthly dwaypagn appears to have been 100 dr., but since only three
such payments are preserved, we cannot be sure of what the average payment was over the course
of the year.

To offset this license fee and the numerous smaller expenses associated with the day-to-day
operations of the grapheion, the manager of the office collected ypapportikd, “writing fees,” which
constituted the primary source of income for the grapheion and was charged, in principle, on all
documents drawn up in the office. Usually the writing fee was paid in full at the time of the
transaction, but the accounts from both Tebtunis and Karanis, as well as other scattered evidence,
show that partial and deferred payments were accepted, presumably at the discretion of the
managers.”* Kronion, the notary of Tebtunis, frequently waived the writing fee for certain clients,
writing xdpic, “gratis,” beside the entry.?*° This practice is not found in the Karanis Register or
elsewhere.

In pre- and early-modern societies, notarial fees were generally state regulated and set
according to document typology, length, the value of the transactions, or some combination of
these factors.?! There is evidence from the Ptolemaic period for state attempts to set a “reasonable

fee” (uétprog nic0dc) for contracts and to require temple notaries to take a royal oath “that they

247 Line 5 speaks of the village (meaning grapheion) “which I had previously” (mpogixov).

248 p Mich. 11 123, p. 95.

24 E.g., the contract SBXIV 11279.1 (Theadelphia, 44 CE), which is headed by a grapheion employee’s note that
five obols were still due on the writing fee: pn(vog) Ze(Bactod) 10 d¢(eiiet) (OPoAodC) €.

250 See P.Mich. 11 123, pp. 91-92.

21 See, e.g., Hoffman, Post-Vinay, and Rosenthal 1998, 503 on 18"-century French notarial practice.
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will not exact higher fees on any pretext whatsoever.”?>?> A related document reveals a simple,
typological feeing schedule of 20 drachmas for sales and cessions and 10 drachmas for all other
contracts.?>® Earlier evidence also attests to flat rates among Greek scribes, likely set or regulated
by the state.?>*

The Roman period affords a relative wealth of data on writing fees, although the vast majority
stems from the mid-first century Tebtunis grapheion archive. Boak recognized that the
ypappaticdv does not correlate to the value of the contract in question.?>> This is not even a
possibility in the Karanis Register, because the contract’s value is never recorded, presumably
because this information was considered superfluous (see above). Looking further, Boak found
“no relation between the amount of the fee and the character of the document” either and concluded
that the amount of writing determined the fee.?® There was and is no evidence, however, for
stichometric accounting in the notarial documents of Roman Egypt.>’

Boak was right to conclude that there was no exact correlation between transaction type and
the ypappatikdv charged. Yet, there is a fendency towards standard rates according to contract
type, which is corroborated by the data from the Karanis Register (see below). Noticing this
tendency, Yiftach-Firanko has proposed that the different average rates can be explained by the
method of writing of certain types of documents: ueprreion (wills), Stoupéoeic (property divisions),
and nopoymproeic (land concessions), among the more expensive documents, tend to be drawn up
in a wide format, are often bilingual (involving the services of different scribes), and were more
frequently produced in multiple copies. The grammatikon of such documents averages about eight
drachmas, while others that were usually drawn up in a less elaborate format, such as loans and
dowry receipts, averaged about four drachmas, and others two drachmas or less.

P.Mich. V 322a (46 CE) is a fine example of the more elaborate type of grapheion contract. It
is a pepueia, in which a husband and wife divide their property among their children and
grandchildren, with the testators and the beneficiaries all adding their subscriptions. In total, 49
lines spread out along the full width of the contract, some 60 cm. Remarkably, this is one of the

few cases where we can correlate a full contract to its grammatikon, since the corresponding entry

232 PRyl IV 572, col. ii (I BCE). Cf. above, Chapter 2.9.

23 BGUVI 1214 (185-165 BCE).

2% CPR XVIII (231-206 BCE) and P.7ebt. 111.1 815 (223/222 BCE).
255 p.Mich. 11 123, p. 90.

256 p Mich. 11 123, p. 90.

257 Choat 2013.
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seems to be preserved in P.Mich. V 238, where the grammatikon assessed is 40 drachmas, some
five times the “usual” rate.?*® As always, we do not know how many copies were produced, but
the large format combined with at least a few copies for the 9 family members involved could well
account for the unusually high grammatikon.

The new data from the Karanis Register generally supports the idea that document type was
the main determinant of the writing fee.?>® There too we find a few examples of such unusually

high grammatika, up to 54 drachmas.

3.2.3 Grapheion Personnel

Since a grapheion was leased and run by private individuals with relatively little state
oversight, there is no standard array of personnel associated with the office. Ultimate authority
over the grapheion lay with the individual who held the concession from the state, although we
have seen that he could sublease this concession to someone who would actually take charge of
day-to-day grapheion operations. Lack of evidence prevents us from saying whether it was normal
for large contractors to sublet many grapheia at a time or whether individual concessions were
normally arranged directly with the state.

Whatever the precise arrangements, it appears that certain families were able to secure the
concession for decades on end and pass on the privilege within the family. Our best examples
come from Tebtunis, where the father and son notaries Apion and Kronion successively ran the
grapheion from 7 to 56 CE,?®° while in the second century the family of Lourios alias Apollonios
held the office (see below).

The office, moreover, was often run as a partnership. Kronion, for example, frequently shared
his duties with Eutychas, who had equal authority to register contracts in the village of Tebtunis.
Evidence is more meager for other villages, but I argue below that the men who appear most
frequently in the Karanis Register, Aphrod( ) and Sok( ), are partners in charge of the Karanis
grapheion.

It is evident that even two competent men would not be able to accomplish all the tasks
associated with running a grapheion. Whether other employees were kept on payroll or were

simply hired as needed is not clear on current evidence. In the Tebtunis accounts, a few entries

238 p Mich. V 238 col. iii.151. Cf. P.Mich. V 322, p. 266.
259 See below, Chapter 4.14.
260 Van Beek 2013, 5.
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”261 and to a priest for “writing Egyptian” (ypdpovtt o

related to vuktoypdeot, “night clerks,
Alydntia)?%? are indicative of ad hoc arrangements. On the other hand, frequent payments to
individuals whose duties are not specified may conceal regular employment in the grapheion. In
the Karanis Register, a certain Heron appears frequently as an intermediary of Aphrod( ) and
Sok( ) and thus was likely a regular employee. Others appear only once in the extant portion of
the account.?%

The presence of multiple scribes in the grapheion is suggested by such examples as the
duplicate contracts P.Mich. V 333 and 334, whose body contracts were written in two different

hands, but both subscribed by the contracting parties in the same hands. The writers of the body

contracts were grapheion scribes, perhaps working from dictation.?%*

3.2.4 Hypographeis

For many types of documents — contracts, declarations, oaths, etc. — the Roman provincial
administration required a subscription, a personal acknowledgement attesting to the truth of the
document in question, or assent to its terms. Since most inhabitants of the Empire were illiterate,
they had to employ the services of an amanuensis (Aypographeus) to fulfill this requirement and
produce a valid document. Youtie has shown that in Roman Egypt individuals generally turned to

£.2% Women who transacted with

family members, friends, and associates to write on their behal
a literate guardian, for instance, naturally entrusted this task to him. There was little state oversight
over who was chosen to perform this function, since the subscriber’s legal responsibility was
limited to the act of subscription itself.6®

There was hardly an individual who did not know someone who could write, but written
contracting in the Roman Empire was so commonplace that that someone could not always be at
hand. In such circumstances, one employed a “professional” amanuensis (although not necessarily

full-time scribes). We suspect that some Aypographeis were professionals and not simply friends

or associates of the contracting party because they appear over a long period of time and sign on

261 p Mich. 11 123 verso, col. ii.14-20 (cf. n. adll. 14 and 15-20), 23-24, and ix.29; P.Mich. 11 128 col. i(a).24. Cf.
Toepel 1973, 22-23.

262 p Mich. 11 123 verso, ix.28 and 128, col. i.(a).23. Cf. P.Mich. 11 123 verso, col. ii.25 with note.

263 See Chapter 4.8.

264 p Mich. V 333-334, p. 306.

265 Youtie 1975.

266 Youtie 1975, 211.
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behalf of unrelated parties.?” One hypographeus in Karanis, for instance, Heron, son of Satyros,
is attested in 10 contracts over 35-plus years.?®® At the same time, and for just as long, a scribe
named Sagathes, son of Areios, was performing this role in Tebtunis’ grapheion.*®® Both

professional and familiar subscribers are known from the scant finds of private contracts outside

of Egypt.?”°

It 1s unclear whether professional Aypographeis were employees of the grapheion of rather
were simply available on a “freelance” basis for those who needed their services.?”! There is one
entry from the Tebtunis grapheion archive recording a scribal fee for a Aypographeus,?’* but this
only tells us that they were paid for their services, not about their relationship to the grapheion.
Most hypographeis, such as Heron of Karanis, are only known through the subscriptions that they
write and we cannot therefore gain any sense of their social standing or other activities. The rich
documentation from first century Tebtunis, on the other hand, allows us to witness a few
“professional” Aypographeis in other facets of life. Dionysios, son of Maron, for instance was
related to the priestly family of Psyphis alias Harpokration, whose elaborate division of property
was mentioned in section 3.2.2.2”* Others appear to be engaged in tenant farming.?’*

The few indications from first century Tebtunis suggest that “professional” hypographeis were
called upon as needed and were not employed by the notaries operating the grapheion, although
this does not rule out different arrangements elsewhere. In any case, many such Aypographeis
appear to belong to the same social stratum as the notaries themselves and probably had a close

working relationship with them.

3.2.5 The Notary Outside of the Office
Just as with “professional” hypographeis, we most often encounter the notaries themselves in
their official line of work, where we get no sense of their private life and social circumstances.

There are, however, a fair number of references to notaries outside the office. Although usually

267 On these criteria, cf. Toepel 1973, 27.

268 Claytor 2014a

269 L. Youtie 1975; cf. Claytor 2014a, 202.

270 Cotton 2003.

21V Cf. P.Dimell, pp. 108-109, and Toepel 1973, 27.
212 p Mich. 11 123 recto, col. 1ii.39.

273 Toepel 1973, 50-52.

274 Toepel 1973, 38-39.
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brief and lacking context, they suggest that notaries were comparable in wealth and status to the
local elite resident in the villages.

Before examining this evidence it is helpful to get a sense of what role notaries played in other
societies. Comparative evidence from early-modern Europe and colonial Peru places notaries in
a sort of middling social and economic position; notarial work was a trade, after all, which implied
a certain exclusion from the hereditary, land-owning aristocracies that predominated on both sides
of the Atlantic in the early-modern period. Yet it was a trade that put one right in the center of
local social and economic activity. In early-modern France, for instance, notaries served as a kind
of broker for loans between parties who did not know each other.?’”> In colonial Cuzco, notaries
formed associations to protect their interests, owned land themselves, and played a supporting role
among the local “power groups” of Spanish America, a “creole elite of interlocking families ...
[that] had captured a tremendous number of local offices and resources by the late seventeenth
century and managed to become a law unto themselves.”?”¢

The best evidence we have for the social and economic circumstances of a notarial family from
Roman Egypt comes from second-century Tebtunis. Apollonios alias Lourios is attested as the
vopoypdgpog of Tebtunis in some nine registration marks on contracts dating between 101 and 135
CE.?”7 While not much is known about the notary himself, his family belonged to the “6,475
katoikoi,” the Arsinoite equivalent of the gymnasial class, which was the highest social group to
which Egyptians could attain and the group that was responsible for filling most metropolite
liturgical positions.?’® Apollonios alias Lourios’ grandson also held the post of vopoypdpog?”’
and it is possible that his son did as well, %" further evidence for the idea that prominent local
families could corner the post of village notary.

Isolated evidence tends to support this picture of well-off families of notaries. W.Chr. 398
2281

(169 CE), for instance, contains a list of those who are “affluent and suitable for public service,

among whom we find a vopoypdgog whose estate (ndpoc) is valued at 4,000 drachmas,?*? in line

275 Hardwick 1998, 33-41.

276 Burns 2005, 372-373.

277 See Smolders 2013a, 1, n. 3.

278 For an overview, see Ruffini 2006. For the family’s status, see Smolders 2013a, Toepel 1973, 15-21, and
P.Kronion, p. Xxxi.

219 pSIX 1105 (173 CE).

280 Smolders suggests that the Ptolemaios 6 doyoloduevog 10 ypageiov known from SB XIV 11488 (146/147 CE)
may be Apollonios alias Lourios’ son: Smolders 2013a, 1, n. 7.

Bl gf[n]opor kol Emridiot (1. Emmideion) [ei]g Snudoa] (1. 13).

282 TIrokepoiog xai ¢ xpnuatilel vopoyp(dpog) ®afp]Baifmv | v mdépov (Spoxudv) A (1. 27-28).
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with the estates of other prominent local landowners. A letter from Oxyrhynchos shows a
vopoypdgoc travelling with a gymnasiarch-elect (peloyvpvaciopyog).?®* An interesting receipt
from Philadelphia shows a vopoypdeog receiving a tax (télog) on the conveyance of a half share
of two slaves.”®* The original editors took this as evidence that vopoypdpot played some kind of
role in collection of the téhog éyxvkAiov, the tax on property transfers, but Straus put the text in
proper context.?®> It is actually a private receipt in which the vopoypdgog, as a landlord,
acknowledges to “his (tenant) farmer” (yewpy® 16im) that he has received the tax, vaguely called
1éhog because its precise nature was known to the two parts. The vopoypdeog is simply acting a
middle man between his tenant farmer and the nome authorities who were to receive the tax. For
our purposes, this is more evidence for the privileged position of local notaries, who were
prominent landlords and belonged to the same social class as other elite office holders.

What these fragmented bits of evidence tend to show is that village notaries of Roman Egypt
were able to use their central position in local social networks to engage with, and perhaps even

join, the “power groups” associated with each nome’s metropolis.

3.3 The Roman Grapheion Contract

In this and the next two sections (3.4 and 3.5) I turn to a more historical approach to the Roman
grapheia and discuss three major innovations of this period: the new Roman grapheion contract,
the writing of Egyptian contracts in the grapheion, and the integration of the grapheion into a larger
archival apparatus reaching all the way to Alexandria.

In the early years of Roman rule in Egypt we can trace the development of a new type of
notarial instrument, the grapheion contract, which supplanted the reformed double document of
the late Ptolemaic period. The old inner script of the double document, which had been reduced
to an abstract in the final century of Ptolemaic rule, was eliminated completely, while the outer
script was simply retained as the “body” of the contract: a full, objective account of the agreement.
Witnesses and the syngraphophylax, who were still generally recorded in late Ptolemaic double
documents, are usually not mentioned. The subscription of the party under obligation and the
registration docket of the grapheion, both introduced in the late second century BCE, were

retained, although the registration docket was moved to the middle of the sheet, between the body

283 P.Oxy. LIX 3992 (11 CE).
2 BGUVII 1589 (166/167 CE).
285 Straus 2000.
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contract and subscription. This last diplomatic innovation seems confined to Augustus’ reign;
thereafter the dvaypaen returns to the bottom of the contract, where it had been during the

Ptolemaic period. The standard Augustan-era grapheion contract had the following elements:

1. Body contract (old scriptura exterior): objective account of contract

2. Registration docket

3. Subscription(s)
The earliest example of this new format is PS7 X 1150, a lease drawn up in the capital of the
Arsinoite nome, Ptolemais Euergetis, and dating to 27 BCE.?*® It is reasonably certain that such a
development, occurring simultaneously across different nomes of Egypt, could only have been the
result of state direction. Chapter 2 traced the long history of state regulation of the form and
content of private written contracts in Egypt and such regulation continued in Roman period.
These further reforms were essentially an official endorsement of the notarial authority of
grapheia, which they had achieved de facto, if not de jure, already in the Ptolemaic period. The
inner script, which as late as 51 BCE, was still being rolled up and sealed,?®” was rendered
superfluous because grapheion contracts were now public instruments (demosior chrematismoi),
which were secured through the official act of registration and archivization.

While provincial leadership may have had a model grapheion contract in mind, local grapheion
scribes were not wholly consistent in their implementation of the new format. A number of
contracts show conservative features, such as references to witnesses or the contract’s
syngraphophylax. For example, SB XVI 12469 (Soknopaiou Nesos, 26 BCE) is headed by the
numeral 6 (<) in the top margin, a reference to the standard six witnesses of Ptolemaic contracts,
and a remnant of the old scriptura interior. The body contract ends with another reference to the
old style, with the word pdptupeg (but no names). Evidently, this grapheion scribe felt the need
for some reference to the witnesses of the transaction, even if they no longer had any official role
to play. We may compare the petition from Soknopaiou Nesos discussed in the first chapter, in
which the petitioner Satabous cites a contract by the grapheron scribes who drew it up, but also
names two other men who witnessed the drawing up of the contract.

The shifting nature of early Roman contracting in Egypt is evident in a unique contract, also

from Soknopaiou Nesos (SB1 5244, 8 BCE). It opens with the standard protocol of a Roman-

286 The only non-standard feature of this contract is the date written in the top margin.
287 pSIX 1098 (51 BCE).
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period grapheion contract, giving the date and location of the contract, as well as the expected
objective main verb, in this case £5dveicev (“he loaned”). The rest of the contract, however, with
its confusion of cases, spelling mistakes, and, most importantly, a switch from objective to
subjective style, shows that the scribe is not an experienced contract writer. A grapheion contract
would also require the subscription of at least the weaker party, which is lacking in this document.
Finally, the contract is signed NN ...Jtopoc cuvyp(apo)p(brh)a(E) teted(eimka), “I, NN, son of —
tor, syngraphophylax, have completed (this contract),” where in a grapheion contract one would
expect the registration docket. There are no other instances of a syngraphophylax drawing up a
document. SB1 5244 therefore appears to be a private contract drawn up in such a way as to give
it some kind of public validity, drawing on the perceived authority of the old syngraphophylax and
the style of the new grapheion contract.

The instability of this transitional period, however, is not only marked by holdover elements
from the old style. An innovation of this period was to place the registration docket between the
body contract and the subscription(s), whereas before (and after) it was generally written at the
foot of the contract. Another feature of the transitional period is a certain laxness in regards to the
completeness of the body contract. Including unpublished contracts in the Michigan collection, I
count 12 contracts written between 26 BCE and 9 CE in seven different grapheia (all in the
Arsinoite nome) whose body contract is either incomplete or not written at all. They are often
marked by a large blank space in lieu of the full body contract and some have short notations at
the top, such as a personal description of the parties involved. The examples with incomplete body

contracts can even break off mid-sentence (e.g., #11).

Table 2. Incomplete Early Roman Grapheion Contracts.”*

No. | Contract Date Grapheion Type Elements at Top of Document
Ptolemais

1 P.Ryl TV 601 1 Aug., 26 BCE | Euergetis Lease of Cleruchic land | incomplete body contract

P.Mich. inv.

2 4436g+4344 12/11 BCE unknown Work contract incomplete body contract

3 P.Gen. 11 89 6 Jan., 5 BCE Theadelphia | Sale on delivery illegible

4 P.Mil 1> 4 24 Jan., 2 BCE Theadelphia | Sale on delivery illegible (person description?)

5 P.Oslo. 11 32 23 Aug., 1 CE Apias Sublease of public land | personal descriptions

personal descriptions and

6 P.Mich. inv. 1324 25 Mar., 6 CE Theadelphia | unknown date/location
Soknopaiou

7 BGUT 174 22 Aug., 7 CE Nesos unknown date/location

288 Contracts 2, 8, and 11 are being edited by myself, Nikos Litinas, and Elizabeth Nabney.
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P.Mich. inv.
8 4346+4446f 15 Oct., 7CE Philagris Service Contract incomplete body contract
Agreement not to
P.Mich. V 345 10 Dec., 7 CE Tebtunis prosecute date/location
10 | PFay. 89 2 Mar., 9 CE Pelousion Loan of seed date/location
P.Mich. inv. 931 +
11 P.Col X 249 16 Sep., 9 CE Philagris Service contract incomplete body contract
Soknopaiou personal descriptions and
12 | P.Grenf 11 40 14 Dec., 9 CE Nesos unknown date/location

Eleanor Husselman discussed the handful of examples known to her in the introduction to
P.Mich. V and argued that, despite their apparent incompleteness, “the dvaypogn established the

»28  Hans Julius Wolff was initially more hesitant,>® but later

validity of the subscriptions.
accepted their full validity, although he took the narrow time frame of these documents as
suggestive of a “besondere Methode” of notarial contract writing limited to the early years of
Roman rule.?”! The two Ptolemaic examples, however, published in the Appendix, show that this
type of practice originated already in the late Ptolemaic grapheion.

I am not inclined to follow Wolff and view these contracts as examples of some sort of a
“special procedure,” since, while their upper halves exhibit a fair degree of variability, they
otherwise adhere to the standard form of contemporary contracts. I would rather attribute their
peculiarities to the scribes’ experimentation with the bounds of the late Ptolemaic reformed double
document and the early Roman grapheion contract. It is understandable that the grapheion scribes
would seek efficiencies if given the chance, especially since complete versions and/or abstracts of
these contracts were produced — or at least were expected to be produced — for archival purposes.*?
Likewise, scribes of Egyptian documents, now written in the graphera, omitted clauses and even
left them incomplete, presumably because the detailed Greek hAypographe contained all the

necessary contractual information (cf. the next section, 3.4). This experimentation with the Greek

body contract, however, must have been addressed by the end of Augustus’ reign or the beginning

89 p Mich. V, p. 10.

290 1t is “difficult to conceive such validity as entirely equivalent to that of a fully executed document.” Wolff 1948,
85.

291 Wolff 1978, 42-43. In addition to the dvaypagr, many of these contracts are cancelled with crosshatching
(uoopde), indicating that the documents were returned after the obligations were fulfilled. Wolff concluded from a
few published examples that “[sie] miissen also als vollsgiiltige Schuldscheine angesehen worden sein” (p. 43).

22 Grapheion abstracts can be found as early as 16 CE (P.7Tebt. V 241) and a recently-published anagraphe-account
dates from the early Roman period (P.Narm. 1 1). The scribe’s inclination to streamline his work can be seen in the
earlier stage of the Ptolemaic double document, when the scriptura inferior was often written in a small, fast cursive
or, exceptionally, not written out in full (BGU X 1957, Arsinoite, 177 BCE; cf. Wolff 1978, 66).
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of Tiberius’, since such incomplete, yet registered, contracts are not found after 9 CE.>*® Stricter
control over the quality of registered contracts or a ruling that negated the evidential value of
incomplete contracts, moreover, might provide an explanation for why so many vmoypagai were

left in the grapheion of the Tebtunis.

Table 3. Diplomatics of late Ptolemaic and Roman grapheion contracts

Late Ptolemaic Double Early Roman Grapheion Roman Grapheion Contract
Document (ca. 125 — ca. 30 Contract (ca. 30 — 14 CE) (ca. 14 CE —ca. 250 CE)
BCE)
1. Abstract 1. Body contract 1. Body contract
(scriptura interior) (old scriptura exterior), (old scriptura exterior)
occasionally incomplete
or missing
2. Body contract 2. Registration docket 2. Subscription(s)
(scriptura exterior)
3. Subscription(s) 3. Subscription(s) 3. Registration docket
4. Acknowledgement of
syngraphophylax
5. Registration Docket

These modifications show that from the onset of their rule in Egypt, the Romans were
interested in modifying the Ptolemaic notarial system, even at such a minute level as contract
diplomatics. Although our evidence is limited, it is possible that these modifications are just a part
of a more comprehensive reform of the entire system, including the establishment and unification
of the network of archives, discussed below in section 3.5. At the very least, we can be certain
that they went hand-in-hand with changes in the realm of Egyptian contracts, which is the subject

of the next section.

3.4 Egyptian and Greek Contracts
Another reform that was instituted at the onset of Roman rule was the removal of Egyptian
contract writing from the realm of the native temples.?** Up until the end of Ptolemaic rule,

Egyptian notarial contracts were written in a temple context by a sh, “scribe” or sh gnb.t,

293 The many subscriptions of the Tebtunis grapheion archive, though not registered and returned to the contracting
parties, show that subscriptions continued to be written first, with the contracts often being left incomplete. Some
later registered contracts occasionally have notations at the top, such as the personal description in P.Corn. 6
(Oxyrhyncha, 17 CE) or the grammatikon due in SB XIV 11279 (Theadelphia, 44 CE).

294 See generally Schentuleit 2010.
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“document scribe,” who wrote on behalf of the temple’s priesthood.?>> These documents were
witnessed, with the names of the witnesses written on the back of the contract, and were likely
entered into temple registers.?’® After about 145 BCE, these contracts could be registered in a
grapheion and thus be introduced as evidence into Greek courts.

In the Roman period, by contrast, Egyptian contracts were now written and registered in the
grapheion itself. There initially appears to have been a certain division of labor between the
Demotic and Greek registering notary, since usually the vopoypdeog / 6 mpog T® ypopeie is
different from the scribe who signs the Demotic contract.?”’ In some cases, they may have even

8

formed a partnership to run the grapheion.®*® Later, however, we know that at least one

9

vopoypdpoc, the Tesenouphis who wrote out the valuable sublease application,? also wrote

Demotic contracts.3%

Turning to contract diplomatics, witnesses were no longer recorded®”' and instead the
grapheion notary (Vopoypdgog / 6 Tpog td ypopeim) wrote a Greek summary of the contract below
the Demotic and the contracting parties added Greek subscriptions, written by others if they did
not know Greek.*”? In tandem with these developments, Schentuleit has noted the shortening and
omission of clauses in the Demotic portion of the contract, even to the point of breaking off mid-
clause. Based on “the incompleteness of the Demotic text and the lack of witness signatures, as
well as the subscription of the scribe,” she concludes “that the detailed Aypographe was sufficient
»303

to ensure the legal validity of the document, while the Demotic text played only a minor role.

The added cost of such a detailed bilingual document, whose Egyptian portion was increasingly

295 Arlt 2008, 15. Cf. Chapter 2.4.

2% De Cenival 1987.

27 «Auffillig ist die mehrfach belegte Kombination einer Person mit griechischem Namen, was unter den
Einwohnern von Soknopaiou Nesos duf3erst selten war, und einer Person mit fiir den Ort {iblichen dgyptischem
Namen und Filiation” (P.Dime 111, p. 105).

2% P Dimelll, p. 105.

299 See above, section 3.2.1.

300 p Dimelll, p. 106.

301 The last Demotic contract with recorded witnesses is SBXVI 13017 (24 BCE). Individuals might still wish to
have their contracts witnessed, even if this act was no longer legally relevant: cf. Satabous’ petition SB1 5232,
quoted in full and discussed above in Chapter 1.5.

302 First-party subscriptions appear from 12 BCE, while second-party subscriptions are added slightly later: Muhs
2005, 97. Cf. P.Dimelll, pp. 4-5.

303 Schentuleit 2010, 364: “Die Unvollstéindigkeit der demotischen Texte sowie das Fehlen der Zeugenunterschriften
und der Unterschrift des Schreibers weisen darauf hin, daB8 die ausfiihrliche griechische Hypographe ausreichte, um
die Rechts giiltigkeit des Dokumentes zu gewahrleisten, der demotische Text spielte nur noch eine untergeordnete
Rolle. ”
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irrelevant, likely explains the slow demise of Demotic contracts over the course of the first century
CE.30%

It is interesting to compare the precarious situation of the Demotic body contract with that of
the body contract in monolingual Greek grapheion contracts discussed in the previous section. I
noted that there was a certain diplomatic instability during Augustus’ reign, with some body
contracts not even being written or even breaking off mid-clause, similar to how Egyptian scribes
were dealing with Demotic formulae at the same time. This instability in Greek contracts,
however, was likely addressed by the beginning of Tiberius’ reign, since thereafter there is a much
higher degree of diplomatic uniformity. It is highly unlikely that Roman authorities concerned
themselves with similarly regulating the form of the Egyptian portion of bilingual contracts, which
in fact continued be written with varying degrees of fullness until the eventual triumph of Greek
monolingual contracting.

The unification of Egyptian and Greek contract writing in one place was a novelty of the
Roman period, which gave unprecedented authority to the state-authorized village notaries. With
this expanded authority came additional responsibilities, such as drawing up copies, abstracts, and
registers of contracts for state authorities. We now turn to the ultimate destination of these notarial

documents, the state archives.

3.5 State Archives in Roman Egypt

“Zu den markantesten Institutionen des rdmischen Agypten gehérten groBe amtliche

Archive.3%

In Chapter 2 we saw that the Ptolemies developed a network of notarial offices in the
countryside, whose initial purpose was simply to register private contracts, but which in the last
century of Ptolemaic rule appear to have become responsible for drafting public instruments and
perhaps even archiving them in some fashion. In the 70s and 60s BCE we even find a notation
both that the contract “has been registered through the grapheion in Ptolemais Euergetis” and that

it “has been registered in the archive (8v tfi B(iPA10)01(kn))” on the same day.’*® These are some

304 Schentuleit 2010, 365. Cf. Muhs 2005.
305 Wolff 1978, 46.
306 E.g., P.Ashm.114+15 (71 BCE) and P.Ashm.116+17 (69 BCE)
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of the first references to a PipAodrkn, “record office” or “archive,” in Egypt,**” but its precise
function within the late Ptolemaic notarial system is unclear.

The development of the Roman network of state archives is equally shrouded in obscurity,
since concrete information does not come until the middle of the first century, 80 years into Roman
rule. In the case of Satabous, however, we already saw that his opponent, in a gambit designed to
undermine the validity of Satabous’ sale contract, “searched for the sale in the archive” and found
that his contract had not been deposited there.??® This archive (BipAt0d1ixn) is not further specified,
but most commentators have equated it with a central archive in Alexandria, since the Gnomon of
the Idios Logos, whose provisions date back to Augustus’ reign, required state notaries (here,
cuvoAloypatoypdeot) to “submit here ([ko]toympilewv évBdde), i.e., in Alexandria, all the
contracts drawn up by them within set time frames or face a 100-drachma fine.>*® There seems to
have been only one central archive in Alexandria for the deposition of contracts before Hadrian,
the Nanaion,>'° named after its located within the precinct of the temple of Nana (equated with
Isis), so Satabous’ petition seems to provide evidence that this archive was operational as early as
14/15 CE. Whether the deposition of contracts in the Nanaion was usual practice or even required
at this point cannot be determined on present evidence.>!!

The first evidence for regional archives in the nome metropoleis comes from 53 CE, when
multiple property declarations were submitted to new officials known as Biflogdiakes. Two
such declarations were made by Karanis residents to a Thrakidas, yopvaciopyog xai Biflioedrag
hg v @1 Apovositnt Ppriodnkne,>!? while declarations from Memphis were submitted to two
Bupro@vrakec T0d &v Mépget BuPrioguiakiov.>’® These documents list the private holders of

314 which is followed by the statement, “I have submitted the declaration

the declarants,
(dmoypaen),” and a docket written in the office of the BipAto@OAag stating that the declaration “has

been deposited (kotaxéympiotar)” on a certain date, concluding with “I have signed.”

307 Cf. P.AdI. 5.12 (Pathyris, 108 BCE), where a copy of a contract is said to have been deposited in the PipAo0rikn.
308 SB15232.32-34. See above, Chapter 1.5.

309 BGUV 1210, §100. See Wolff 1978, 47, Burkhalter 1990, 211, and Jérdens 2010, 163-164.

310 Another main Alexandrian archive, the Patrika, was headed by the archidikastes and housed the official papers of
office holders: Cockle 1984, 117-118 and Burkhalter 1990, 194.

311CE. Jordens 2010, 165.

312 p Mich. 1X 539 and 540.

313 SBXX 14392. Cf. also P.Oxy. XLVII 3332 and PSIXV 1521.

314 E.g., “I own in the village a house, a courtyard, an oil press, and dovecote, in which I live and work, and around
Psenharspenesis of the same district three and twenty-five thirty-seconds arouras of an olive orchard and three
arouras of a katoikic allotment” (P.Mich. 1X 539.9-17).
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Clearly there was a general call for such declarations to be made around 53 CE, which in later
documents is often explicitly attributed to “the orders (1o kelevsOévta, vel sim.),” that is, an edict,
of the prefect. These “general” declarations differ from “regular” declarations, which by the late
first century were required upon acquisition of property.’!> The declarations of 53 CE must have
been preceded — by how long we cannot say — by an edict establishing the nome BipAto0rkat, but
this has not been preserved.

This leaves an 80-year period for which we only have evidence for a single, central archive for
contracts in Alexandria. We know, however, that the local grapheia were fully functional during
this period, both from the numerous contracts produced through the offices, and the archival
material — the eiromena and anagraphai — in the Tebtunis grapheion archive. The bulk of the
Tebtunis archival evidence dates from the 40s CE, but there is evidence that similar documents
were being produced perhaps as early as Augustus’ reign.

The recently-discovered P.Narm. I 1, for example, is an anagraphe-account, of the same type
as the Karanis Register, which the editor dates to the late first century BCE or early first CE,
probably during the reign of Augustus or Tiberius.*'® It lists contracts drawn up in the grapheion
of Narmouthis (one presumes) and the grammatikon charged. Although such a document only
attests to the private accounting of the local notary, it shows familiarity with the standard entries
of anagraphai, e.g., opo(hoyia) PN ntpog PN (type of contract), and thus may be evidence that the
standard grapheion archival documents, the composite roll, eiromenon, and anagraphe, were
already being produced in the grapheia.

The next piece of evidence comes from 16 CE. P.Mich. V 241 is the beginning of an
eiromenon of the type best represented by the long roll P.Mich. 11 121 recto. It was written on the
back of a contract subscription dating to 13 CE that was never registered and had been left in the
grapheion (P.Mich. V 346a). Perhaps this re-used sheet was originally destined to form part of a
larger eiromenontoll, but in the end was never joined. In any case, it complements the Narmouthis
anagraphe-account in showing that erromena were already being produced at the beginning of

Tiberius’ reign.

315 For this distinction see P.Oxy. XLVII 3332, p. 57.
316 Based on the hand and the accounting in silver drachmas: P.Narm. 1, pp. 1-2.
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There has been much debate as to where these archival documents ultimately ended up.®!” The
fact that so many examples of eiromena and anagraphai were found in Tebtunis is suggestive of
the idea that these documents remained in the grapheion and were not transmitted to higher
authorities, whether in the metropolis or Alexandria. No evidence of composite rolls, topot
ovykoAnouot, were found in the Tebtunis grapheion archive, so evidently these were submitted
elsewhere. If we connect the Gnomon provision for submitting private contracts to Alexandria
and the reference to a BipAioOnkn, probably in Alexandria, in Satabous’ petition, both mentioned
above, to the lack of Tépot in the Tebtunis archive, we might conclude that these were submitted
to Alexandria. Further, if we accept that the silence on any nome BifAto0rkon before 53 means
that they did not exists during the 40s, when the bulk of the archival material in the Tebtunis
grapheion was written, then this would provide an adequate explanation for why the ezromena and
anagraphai remained in the grapheion. This is an admittedly tenuous reconstruction.

We should return to the offer to sublease the grapheion of Soknopaiou Nesos. We will
remember that there the sub-lessee promised to submit (kataywpilm) the three types of archival
documents to the primary lessee: kotaywpicm cot 810 TETPAUNVOL TAvTaS TOLG O €Uod
0lKOVOUNONGOUEVOVC YPNUOTIGHOVGS 8V TOU® GLYKOAANGIU® Kol eipopuéve Vi Kal Avoypa@ti pd,
“I will submit to you every four months the contracts to be drawn up by me in a composite roll,

»318  Technically, of course, these documents are only

one erromenon, and one anagraphe.
submitted to the primary contractor and may not have left his office. But given that this practice
of composing the three types of archival documents is attested in multiple grapheia in the early
Roman period, it was certainly a state requirement and, if so, it is hard to imagine the state not
requiring access to such documents. Further, the Soknopaiou Nesos lessee agrees also to pay eight
drachmas per submission, which is almost certainly an administrative fee for cataloging the
documents. But lacking evidence for nome archives before 53 and with only a tentative grasp on
the existence of a central archive in Alexandria, it is best to remain agnostic as to the ultimate
destination of these documents until new evidence arises.

Once the nome archives are established — the dnpocio BipAodNkn in 53 at the latest and the

BproONKkn dyktioewv in 72 at the latest’!® — it seems likely that grapheion contracts and the

317 See Husselman 1970, 225-226.
318 M.Chr. 183.16-20 (the corrected Greek is quoted).
319 Wolff 1978, 48-49.
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associated archival documents were sent to both the metropolis and to Alexandria. Perhaps the
best evidence for their deposition in the metropolite archives is a fragmentary copy of a contract,
BGU1 76 (II-111 CE), which is headed: £k Pipriodik(nc) dvkmioewnv Apou(voitov) &¢ ¢[.32° SB
XIV 11533 (104 CE or later) is also crucial evidence in this regard, although not entirely
unambiguous. The heading to the contract in col. II reads: avt[iyp]apov dAAn[AJou[o]Aoyiag
gkyopnoeng &y Piprodikng &€ dvaypapfic ypageiov kdung TaAel <koi> dAA®V KOUAV TAG
[[T]oAépmvog ple]pidog tod Apowvoigitov vou[o]d, “copy of a mutual agreement of cession from
the archive, from the register of the grapheion of the village of Talei and other villages of the
Polemon division of the Arsinoite nome.” Since what follows is a full copy of the contract,
dvorypagpi must have a wider meaning here, perhaps something akin to the village’s “file.”*?! The
heading of the next column reads &y daotpopatog thg @V éyktnoe[wv] Bipiodnkng, followed
by an abstract of ékydpnoig agreement copied in col. II. “Since cols. 2 and 3 are concerned with
the same property transaction and are so closely connected” Pierce writes, “one may also argue
that the PiBAoOMkm of col. 2 is the same as the BiproOikn Syxticewv of col. 3.7322  Pierce’s
supposition is supported by the fragmentary copy BGU1 74.

There is a only one other direct parallel for these headings, but unfortunately it does not shed
further light on the identity of the PipAodfixn: [dvtiypapov cuvypale[fic] &k PipAodnknc,
ypageiov koung Kapavidog, “copy of a (marriage) contract from the archive, grapheion of the
village of Karanis.”*?* This heading leaves out the phrase &€ dvoypagfc from SBXIV 11533, but
otherwise is essentially the same. We should also consider those documents that begin &&
gipopévov as variations of this type of heading: e.g., [€ ei]popévov ypa[peiov koung Te]privend
(P.Kron. 19.1, Tebtunis, 145 CE).3?* Again, as in the case of dvaypogn above, the term eipdpevov
cannot be taken in its most precise sense, since these contracts appear to be full copies and not just
abstracts.

Although it does not appear in these documents, the heading £ ipopévov is clearly dependent

upon an understood d&vtiypapov. When we open up the enquiry to contracts headed with

320 T would supply € g[ipopévou based off the example discussed below.

321 Cf. Pierce 1968, 72-73 and see below on the phrase 8¢ ipopévov. Further evidence for the extended meaning of
avoypagn comes from P.Mich. inv. 2221, a small fragment entitled dvayp[a]o[n, but followed by an abstract or a
complete copy of a contract drawn up on the first day of an unknown month.

322 Pierce 1968, 73.

323 p.Mich. XXII 858 (75 CE or later), forthcoming.

324 The others are P.Stras. VI 666 (Nilopolis, 145 CE), SPP XXII 36 (Nilopolis/Soknopaiou Nesos, 145 CE), and
P.Miinch. 111.1 97 (Soknopaiou Nesos, 161-180 CE).
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avtiypagov, we find a wealth of documents, some simply entitled dvtiypagov, others further
identified through the contract type.**> More study is needed on such copies to determine whether
they originated from grapheia, and thus were copies made at the time of the transaction, or whether
they were drawn from the archives. My suspicion, however, is that most, if not all, of these
contract were copied from the archives because when we do have multiple copies contracts drawn

326 It seems, therefore, that the nome archives

up in a grapheion, none is entitled avtiypagov.
housed private contracts and archival documents drawn up in the local grapheia and that these
were available to provincials upon request.

Let us now turn to the central archives in Alexandria, which also housed private contracts. The
best evidence for their operation is T. Flavius Titianus’ edicts of 127 CE, which lay out regulations
for the newly-established “archive of Hadrian” (BipA100Mkn Adpiavod, also known as the Adprovn

27 Scribes in the

Biprodnkn) and reforms the procedure in the older archive, the Nanaion.?
katalogeion, the office of the archidikastes, were to make abstracts of the contracts that entered the
office and deposit these in both archives. The katalogeion was thus “a clearing house for
documents to be deposited in the central libraries.”3?® “Copyists” (glkoviotaf) in the chora®” were
to scrutinize “the so-called deposit rolls destined for deposition,” noting any erasures or additions
to the contracts, and making a clean copy of the contract with their notes attached.>*° The decree
then goes on to forbid the superintendent (émitnpntc) of the Nanaion from lending out documents
without an order from the superintendent of Hadrian’s archive, thus giving the new library
precedence over the old.

The edict is intended for an audience of officials that is already familiar with the basic archival
procedures — indeed the edicts were copied out by one archivist for another — and thus does not
offer a clear and comprehensive picture of the central archives. Nevertheless, through a close

reading we are able to elucidate some of the key procedures, even if some ambiguity remains. We

can be absolutely certain that complete contracts reached Alexandria in some form because a

325 A search of Papyri.info for dvtiypagpov and, under metadata, “Vertrag,” returned 157 hits (29 Sep., 2014).

326 See, e.g,, the copies published in P.Mich. V.

327 P.Oxy. 134 verso = M.Chr. 188. See the translation and discussion in Keenan, Manning, and Yiftach-Firanko
2014,2.6.1.

328 Pierce 1968, 79.

329 Wolff 1978, 52-53.

330 o[i xaA]ovpevor elxovictal Etav OV Tépov [TV Tplocayopevopévav [cuvkoA]ANGiL®Y TIPS KaTa®PIGUOV Gve-
t[d]oot topacnuovcd[woov] [ mo]v dm\al/MAswmton fi Emydypantol ti O [£1é]pwe Exer kal dvtiyp[agov
yev]pevov v £[Vi] xdptn kotayopilétocay gfig tag] dbo Bifrodnkac (col. 1.12-16).
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reform that is introduced here requires katalogeion scribes to make abstracts to be deposited in the
two main archives. These abstracts must of course have been made from complete contracts and
they might be the clean copies that the local “copyists” produced.

While the edict suggests that only contract copies reached Alexandria, the one clear instance
of a grapheion contract retrieved from a central archive in Alexandria appears to be an original.
P.Fam.Tebt. 29 (133 CE) is a report or proceedings that begins: “The petition of Herakleia,
daughter of Hermous was read and the subscribed contract to which she referred was brought out
from the archive of the Nanaion.”?3! The fact that the contract is described as “subscribed”
(dmoyeypappévn) may indicate that this is the original copy of the contract, written, as we learn
later, in the grapheion of Tebtunis.>*> On the other hand, this word may simply be emphasizing
the fact that the petitioner personally acknowledged the terms of the contract by writing her
subscription, one of the formal requirements for a valid contract.

As in the case of the nome archives, we cannot elucidate the procedures of the central archives
with absolutely precision. Yet, we do have pretty clear evidence that full contracts in some shape
and form reached Alexandria and that this practice was in place from the time of Satabous’ petition
(14/15 CE) through the second century. Certainly the precise procedures varied over time, as
Titianus’ edict shows, but a fairly coherent picture emerges of “backup” copies stored both in the
nome metropoleis and in Alexandria, which were accessible to the provincial population.

To further flesh out this point, let us return to the Karanis contract entitled [Gvtiypagov
ouvypa]e[ic] €k BpAodnknge, ypagpesiov koung Kapovidog, which I argued above was drawn from
BiproOnKkn éykticewv. This contract was kept among the papers of the father and son soldiers
Sabinus and Apollinarius and documents the marriage arrangements of Sambathion, daughter of
Neilos, Sabinus’ aunt and Apollinarius’ great aunt. While the contract itself is dated to August 19,
75 CE, the preserved copy must be from later, because the contract had already been deposited in
the archive, whence it was copied. In fact, it seems likely that the contract was copied as late
117/118, because it played a role in Sambathion’s will drawn up in that year, where the marriage
contract is specifically cited: kata cvvypaeny yeyovuiav dia 1od &v kdun [Kapavidt yplagiov td

£BSSU® | [Erel Beod Odeomoctavod pnvi] Koncapeio odoalv) &v Spoyuoig xeikiong Exotov.®*> The

31 [dvayvo]obeiong dviedé[elwg ‘Hpaxheiog thg ‘Eppodrog, The [88 8T adt]iig onuawvopévng cuvypoaeig
onoygypappévng ék 10[tfig t0d Nav]aiov Bipiodnikng énevnveypévng (1. 8-10).

332 P Fam.Tebt. 29.29-31. Cf. Wolff 1978, 52 with n. 33a.

333 P Mich. XXII 860.8-9, forthcoming.
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copying of Sambathion’s marriage contract was probably made as part of the immediate
preparations for her will, thus about 42 years after it was originally deposited.

Copies such as this one are important testimony to provincials’ active engagement with
regional archives and to the fact that in many cases the archives did their job. Returning to the
arguments of Chapter One, this archival access is evidence of Rome’s effort “to make information

of every kind accessible to the residents of empire,”>**

while also securing and guaranteeing their
private transactions. Further, these links between the grapheion, the metropolis, and Alexandria,
provide a context for the hundreds of contract entries in the Karanis Register. While these were
recorded simply to track the finances of the Karanis grapheion, they are traces of what was a far
more vast archival operation that reached the archidikastes’ office in Alexandria and eventually

the central archives.

3.6 Conclusions

This chapter has laid out the internal workings of the village grapheion and has shown how
these offices were both empowered by Roman innovations, such as the elevation of the grapheion
contract to a fully public instrument and the removal of Egyptian contracts from the temple milieu,
and integrated into the larger notarial system. These reforms were not the “logical consequence”
of the Ptolemaic grapheion, but reflect rather Rome’s commitment to efficiently enforcing contract
as part of their ideological guarantee of law and order in the provinces.

In a general survey of the Roman Empire, Greg Woolf wrote, “Romans of all ranks believed
in the power of individuals much more than they did in the power of institutions.”**> In my study
of the writing offices and state archives of Roman Egypt, I have come to believe that a more
balanced assessment is necessary. I am reminded of Youtie’s prudent assessment of the role of
professional Aypographeis, literate locals who wrote subscriptions on behalf of their fellow
villagers: “the client was depending as much on the reliability of the institution which supplied the
clerk as on the clerk himself.”**® The long tenure of Apion and his son Kronion in the grapheion
of Tebtunis, or the reliable service of the subscriber Heron, son of Satyros in the grapheion of

Karanis, built up the credibility of the institution to which they were attached.

334 Ando 2000, 96. Cf. Chapter 1.4.
335 Woolf 2012, 176.
36 Youtie 1975, 220.
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While villagers would have been familiar with the local notary and the local men who could
be called upon to write a subscription, they were also comfortable using the services of another
village’s grapheion. In Chapter One, we noted that Satabous’ sale contract with a fellow villager
for property in his home village of Soknopaiou Nesos was not concluded in this village, but rather
in Psinachis.>*” There are numerous loans drawn up through one village’s grapheion, but returned
through another.**® The potential for a belief in depersonalized institutions comes out nicely in
one first century letter: “tell me through anyone you can ... if the archive (BipAoOnkn) issues the
documents for you.”** The officials of the regional and central archives were certainly not known
to most people. The writing offices of Roman Egypt were thus successfully institutionalized

without local notaries losing the familiarity with local society that helped sustain their credibility.

337 Chapter 1.5.
38 E.g., PAmh. I 111 (132 CE), written in Herakleia, referring to the original loan drawn up in Soknopaiou Nesos.
339 ¢[{]mé pot 3t 00 £av dvvn ... 1 1 BuPAodikn cvvypnuatiter (P.Col X 252.9-12).
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Chapter Four: Material and Textual Analysis of the Karanis Register

4.1 Introduction

For the majority of Egypt’s inhabitants, the prime mediator of the documentary world was the
village notary. In this chapter, we have the opportunity to peek inside his office and catch a
glimpse of the notarial system of Roman Egypt at high magnification. This opportunity comes
both from the fortuitous discovery of a series of rolls tucked within a wooden threshold of the
village of Karanis and a second, much more arduous discovery of the rolls’ meaning through a
careful papyrological edition of their contents.

This chapter offers both a material analysis of the threshold papyri and a textual analysis of the
Karanis Register, while the next chapter contains the edition proper. Here, I first attempt a
reconstruction of the rolls as they existed in their final, re-used form. No material analysis of
written objects can or should be wholly separated from textual analysis, however, and I will find
opportunity here to discuss some of the textual clues that helped with the reconstruction of the
rolls. Once the rolls have been put back together, so to speak, I turn to textual concerns, describing
first the various texts written on the rectos, which were pasted together for re-use in the grapheion,
then focusing on the long accounting register that fills the versos of almost all the threshold papyri.
The structure of the Karanis Register is deceivingly simply; there is much to unpack from these
entries and only issues related to the overall comprehension of the document and its wider

historical interest are discussed here. The reader will find finer points in the commentary.

4.2 Discovery and Identification of the Threshold Papyri

The threshold papyri were discovered under unique circumstances. The surprise find was
interesting enough to warrant some of the few in situ photographs of papyri from Michigan’s
decade-long excavation.**® In the well-known photo below (Fig. 2), one can see a deposit of
papyrus rolls lying within a wooden doorway threshold. The threshold consists of an upper and a

lower beam, the upper one broken at the left and notched at the right, where the door post would

340 Wilfong 2012, 231.
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have originally been slotted. In front of the threshold is a partially-preserved stone surface used
to pave a sturdy floor on which the threshold could rest.>*! The photograph must have been made
shortly after discovery: while most of the threshold and the stone paving in front had been swept
clean to give the clearest view of the find, the roll at the top-right is still partially immersed in
sand. This roll and its twin in front are lying horizontally in the threshold, just as they were found.
The left part of the threshold shows more evidence of clearing,?** but the other rolls were not
moved much, if at all.

This doorway and the papyri tucked within the threshold were discovered in the first season of
excavation, over the winter of 1924-1925. The doorway connects two rooms (D and E) in house
5026, which was located at the eastern edge of the enormous crater carved out by large-scale
extraction of sebakh, the decaying remains of ancient organic material used as fertilizer. Numerous
artifacts and other papyri were found in the house, but none can be connected with the texts under
discussion. In any case, many of these may have been deposited long after the threshold texts were
forgotten. P.Mich. inv. 4626 (24-5026B-D) and 4628 (24-5026D-A), for instance, are dated to the
third century and 4627 (24-5026B-L) can be dated to the reign of Marcus Aurelius,*** while below
we will propose an early second century date for the final use of the threshold rolls.

The summary of the excavation report states that in house 5026, “the outer threshold beam of
the door between rooms D and E had been hollowed out and in that space had been concealed

several papyrus documents of the first half of the second century,”3*

with the footnote giving
inventory numbers 4388-91, an identification found already in E.E. Peterson’s unpublished

manuscript on the Karanis excavations, which served as the basis for Husselman’s summary.3#°

341 «“Peterson Manuscript,” 100. For this manuscript, see Wilfong 2014, 20-22.

342 Even the interior of the threshold appears to have been cleared at left, as the dark area between the upper and
lower threshold beams suggests.

343 Dating according to the Inventory of Papyri, which is reproduced in APIS. All are unpublished and have been
returned to Egypt.

34 Husselman 1979, 15. The following identification of the threshold papyri is adapted from Claytor 2013b and
Claytor 2014b.

345 Pp. 100 and 865. Cf.n. 2.
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Figure 2. The tes]w]d papyriin situ. K]sey Museum Pbotogrpbic Archive 5.1790. Image courtesy of the K. elsey
Museum of Archaeology, University of Michigan.

i apyrl rolls in theeshold between :
43‘£5+%Mﬁr&%\m“bﬁﬁ D and K. See photos=--574=576 ThGmt A-D.438A-3%

’:L.%biag}_w’\ i 43950-91,; 116/, A D. 4335

42900 = %.364; 43G0d - T.365
Figure 3. Extract from the Record of Objects (24-5026D-C). Image courtesy of the Kelsey Museum of Archaeology,
University of Michigan.

There is a discrepancy, however, when one consults the Record of Objects, held in the Kelsey
Museum of Archaeology, which was drawn up year-by-year as the excavation progressed, and
later annotated with additional information, such as the inventory numbers and publication
information.>*® The excavation label 24-5026D-C reads, “Papyri rolls in threshold between D and
E”, followed by a hand-written note in red ink giving the inventory numbers 4382-88 and 4390-
91 (Fig. 3). As we will see, internal evidence confirms that all but one of these inventory numbers
belong to the find, while a plausible explanation can be proposed for the remaining number, 4388.

Further, 4389, which the Record of Objects places outside of the threshold find, is of a different

346 Credit is due to Philip Deloria, who made an accurate identification of the threshold texts in an undergraduate
honors thesis, a summary of which was published as Deloria 2005.
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character.’*” We can thus safely conclude that the Record of Objects entry is correct and the
excavation reports introduced an error that has impeded analysis of the archive.

While the discovery of papyri preserved in such a unique context must have been exciting at
the time, as the in situ photographs suggest, there is no contemporary comment on the find. The
excavators were working especially quickly in this first season because they had to provide the
da ‘ira Agnelli Gianotti, a local large estate, with 200 cubic meters of sebakh per day according to
their agreement.>*® The fact that the threshold papyri were inventoried separately from other
papyri found in house 5026,**° however, suggests that they were perhaps put aside soon after their
removal.3>°

Despite the error in the excavation reports, Sanders and Pearl, the editors of the two published
papyri, were aware of connections between the longer series of inventory numbers and had a sense
of the character of the verso texts.>>! Scholars outside of Michigan, lacking the benefit of such an
intimate relationship with the papyri and the men who excavated them, could only throw up their
hands at the conflicting information between these publications and the excavations reports.*>?

I will now turn to the contents of the correctly-identified threshold papyri. With the exception
of inv. 4388, all fragments from the threshold preserve portions of a single document, an account

written on re-used rolls. These fragments, generally in long, intact segments,*>

are spread out
over eight inventory numbers: 4282-4287 and 4290-4291. The rationale behind the assignment of
inventory numbers is not clear. The image of the papyri in situmay show up to six rolls, but unless
more were hidden from the photographer’s view, the excavators seem to have assigned more
inventory numbers than rolls.

In at least one case, however, it does seem that one inventory number equates with a single

roll. Inv. 4384 can be identified in the 7n situ photograph through the shape of a fragment which

347 Published as P.Mich. 1X 551: see now Vanbeselaere 2013.

348 Boak and Peterson 1931, 3 and Husselman 1979, 1. On the sebakh industry in general, see Bailey 1999.

349 The threshold papyri were inventoried in a small group of papyri (4382-4399) that were excavated in the 1925-
1926 season (according to the Inventory of Papyri; 1924-1925 according to the Record of Objects). For unknown
reasons, the rest of the papyri from this season, including the others from house 5026, were inventoried as 4578-
4679. In between, there are miscellaneous groups of papyri, some excavated, some purchased.

350 Another papyrus found in

351 P Mich. VI 430, introduction; P.Congr.XV 15, introduction.

352 “De documentatie is niet geheel perfect!” Pestman understandably exclaimed (Pestman et al. 1989, 81, n. 3),
while Cuvigny observed that “layer indications are contradictory” (Cuvigny 2009, 39, Fig. 2.3.). Until recently the
threshold papyri were known in Trismegistos as the archive of Valerius Longus, an individual in P.Mich. inv. 4389
(P.Mich. IX 551), which was found nearby, by not tucked away in the threshold.

353 P Mich. inv. 4385, for instance, is 60.5 cm wide.
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has recently been re-attached to the main fragment of the roll (Fig. 4-6). This papyrus was folded
seven times, which is consistent with the small, flat roll visible in the threshold photograph. On
the other hand, inv. 4386 consists only of relatively small fragments, two larger ones of which
have been joined to 4391. This inventory number was probably set aside for fragments which
could not be associated with any of the larger parts of the roll. I have not been able to determine

which other inventory numbers are visible in the photograph.
- 7; :;ﬂ“f _ﬁ,_"’r Ty _ 117;'—-;" ‘- - > ‘r - .: o

Figure 4. Detail of threshold papyri in itu with inv. 4384 highlighted. Image courtesy of the Kelsey Museum of
Archaeology, University of Michigan.

Figure 6. Detail of inv. 4384 recto as currently preserved. Image courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology
Collection.
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There is no record of the conservation process of the threshold papyri. They must have been
unrolled, flattened, and, in some cases, cut to make their handling more manageable.** Besides
the Record of Objects entry and the in situ photographs, there does not seem to be any other
contemporary record of the discovery.

Since the inventory numbers are not a reliable guide to the reconstruction of the rolls, we must
rely on the 7n situ images, the physical features of the rolls, and internal indications on both sides
of the papyrus fragments. The register on the verso provides chronological indications for the
order of the fragments, since its entries are ordered by day. Month names, however, are only
written for the first entry of each month, so other evidence must be taken into account. By
identifying each of the different recto texts, five in total, grouping them together, and then checking
the order of fragments against the sequence of days on the back, we are able to propose an order
of the fragments. The threshold texts are listed below (Tab. 3), ordered by the sequence of days

in the account.

Table 3. Threshold texts ordered according to the dates on the verso (the Karanis Register).

Inv. Dates on Verso

4390 Hathyr ca. 5-13

4385 Hathyr ca. 22-Choiak 14
4383 Choiak 15-Tybi 3
4391+4386 | Tybi 4-19

4384 Tybi 20-29

4382 Tybi 29-Mecheir 11

4387 Mecheir 12-27

4388 magical/astronomical text

The beginning and end of the dvaypaen are not preserved and we cannot be certain how much
was lost. Column I contains fragmentary entries that must fall before Hathyr 7, the first date
preserved (col. i1.4), while the last date preserved is Mecheir 27 (col. xxxv.1) on a small fragment
under inv. 4387. It is safe to assume that the beginning of Hathyr and the end of Mecheir were

originally part of the Gvaypagn and that the account spanned at least this four-month period.

354 P Mich. inv. 4385 and 4383 were cut into smaller sheets. The cuts were made between columns of the recto,
thereby splitting some of the verso columns. Cutting was a common practice before modern conservation standards
(the much longer Karanis Tax Rolls were also cut into sheets of a single column each).
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4.3 Descriptions of Texts on the Recto

The following texts were re-used for the dvaypaen on the verso, ordered according to the recto.

A. éniokeyic document I (place unknown). Inv. 4387 recto. Remains of two
columns, the second of which is cut off by the join with the following papyrus.

B. avaypoagn-account (place unknown). Inv. 4387+4382 recto. At the middle point
of inv. 4387 is a join between éniokeyig I and this text, an avaypaen. The join is
marked by the disparity in height between the two papyri (over four cm). Just
after the join are the very ends of a column, followed by parts of seven columns,
continuing onto inv. 4382. The dvaypagn-account is written in a different hand
and with some slightly different conventions from that of the verso. It begins
before the 13™ of an unknown month and goes through the 4" of the next month.

C. énioxeyig document IT (Andrianton, ca. 70 CE). Inv. 4384+4391+4386a+4383
recto. Inv. 4384 begins with line ends of a column, then a large blank space,
followed by two complete columns. After a gap, parts of three columns are
preserved on 4391+4386a. One more column is preserved on 4383, but it is cut
off by the join with the following papyrus. There are thus parts of 7 columns
preserved. The second column informs us that this éniokeyig was performed for
the village of Andrianton in Galba’s second year.

D. éniokeyic document III (place unknown). Inv. 4383 recto. The right side of a
column is preserved after the join with the previous papyrus, then two more
complete columns, followed by some indeterminate writing.

E. éniokeyic document IV (Psenhyris, ca. 80 CE). P.Congr. XV 15. Inv. 4385 recto.
The end of a column followed by four completely-preserved columns. The sixth
column is broken off by the join with the following papyrus.

F. Latin sayings. P.Mich. VII 430. Inv. 4385+4390. Three columns (plus loose
fragments) that become progressively more lacunose.

The old papyri that were selected to be pasted together vary in height, texture, and color (Fig. 7).
They were aligned at the bottom, as was the standard practice in the creation of fomoi
synkollesimoi.>*

Four documents relate to the énickeyic, although there are no clear links between them and
two, at least, originate from different villages and years (documents C and E). The other two
papyri are an avaypagn-account (B, which is distinct from the Karanis Register) and a papyrus
containing Latin sayings (F). The heterogeneity of these recto texts suggests that they were
opportunistically acquired for their suitability for re-use and therefore have no necessary
relationship with Karanis. Documents C and E originate respectively from Andrianton and

Psenhyris, both villages located between Karanis and the nome capital Ptolemais Euergetis. Since

355 Clarysse 2003, 354.
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the managers and employees of the Karanis grapheion made frequent trips to the metropolis (see

4.17 below), it is quite conceivable that these two rolls were acquired on one of these business

trips, either in the villages themselves or from the metropolis archives.

e armrt
o ;

L

Figure 7. P.Mich. inv. 4385 recto. Document E (the Psenhyris episkepsis) is on the left and Document F (Latin
sayings) are on the right. The two rolls differ in color, texture, and height, and are aligned along the bottom. Image
courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology Collection.

4.4 Date

Since the Karanis Register was written on re-used papyrus rolls, we must consider both the
dates of the six original papyri and the date of re-use. As for the earlier recto texts, the published
éniokeyic from Psenhyris can be dated to ca. 80 CE because of the reference to the strategos
Ammonios,**® while the unpublished Andrianton én{ckeyig contains a reference to the reign of
Galba.’>” Lacking further direct evidence, we may assume that the other recto documents were
written around this time since their respective hands do not contradict a mid-to-late first century
dating. From the Psenhyris énickeyic, we can fix the terminus post quem for the Karanis Register

at ca. 80 CE.

336 p.Congr.XV 15, introduction.
357 P Mich. inv. 4384 recto, col. I1.6-7.
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Figure 8. Dating formula for Trajan's 19th year on the recto of inv. 4385. Image courtesy of the University of
Michigan Papyrology Collection.

£100¢ EvveakadekdTo
Avtoxpdropo Kaicapa
Népova Tparavod
Apictov

There is an isolated date above the Latin text (document F), however, that is much later: the
19% year of Trajan, or 115/116 CE (fig. 8). The purpose of this date and its relationship to the
writing on either side of the papyrus are uncertain. From its location, however, we can at least
rule out the possibility that this date served as some kind of label for the Karanis Register on the
other side, since it is not at the end of the roll and would therefore not have been visible when the
papyrus was rolled up.

Sanders, the editor of P.Mich. VII 430, suggested that “it may be the date when someone
acquired or read the fragmentary roll.”*>>® Neither possibility can be ruled out, but there are a
couple of peculiar features of the date (besides its location) that suggest to me that it was a writing
exercise, which need not have had any other purpose other than practice. First, the formula is
incomplete: we would expect the rest of Trajan’s titulature at this time to include Xefactod
I'eppovikod Aaxikod. Second, the formula contains a very elementary mistake: instead of the
expected genitives Avtokpdropog Kaicapog, the writer began the titulature in the accusative,
before switching to the genitive with Népova.®> It should be pointed out that, while the hand is

somewhat inconsistent, it is not an unpracticed school hand; the quickly-written £tovg with a

38 P Mich. VII 430, pp. 9-10.
359 Sanders transcribed the whole formula in the genitive: P.Mich. VII, p. 9.
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stylized capital epsilon would be well at home at the top of a grapheion contract. Nevertheless,
the date’s incompleteness, incongruent location, and elementary mistakes point to a writing
exercise.

A good context for the practicing of imperial titulature would be the grapheion in which the
roll was re-used. The mixture of genitives and accusatives may be a conflation of the regular
dating formula in the genitive and the imperial oath formula in the accusative, both of which would
have been frequently written by grapheionscribes.>®® The hand has similarities to that of the verso,
but is not quite the same. Perhaps the most likely scenario is that one of the employees or trainees
of the grapheion used the margin of the old Latin scroll to practice the standard opening of a
contract. Then, discovering his errant use of the accusative or finding that he had not left himself
enough space to complete the formula, he abandoned the endeavor.

Although we may contextualize the composition of this out-of-place dating formula in the
Karanis grapheion, it does not allow us to precisely date the use or re-use of the rolls. One could
imagine such an exercise occurring any time after the Latin text was procured for re-use, either
before the accounts on the other side were written or when the re-used roll itself was no longer
needed. It does, however, provide a ferminus post quem for when the rolls were deposited in the

threshold.

4.5 Palaeography, Abbreviations, and Symbols of the Karanis Register

The same hand is responsible for the entire text of Karanis Register, including corrections and
interlinear and intercolumnar additions. It is a small, quickly-written cursive that features much
abbreviation. A similar, though neater, hand is found in the customs register P. Wisc. 11 80, dated
to 114 CE.

Nearly every word in the account is abbreviated or represented by a symbol. Abbreviation is
almost exclusively signaled by a raised letter. For examples, the two primary contract types,
oporoyio and picOmoig, are represented at 6p° / 6po” and we® respectively, and the npdg separating
the two parties of the contract is usually written np°. The article before the patronymic of the first
party is written 1°, with a v-shaped tau topped with a small omicron at the right.

The symbols employed are also common and are only noted here rather than in the apparatus.

/ = yivovtat
§ = dpoyun

360 The oath formula would appear in ygipoypogpiot, on which see below, 4.12, “Non-Registered Documents.”
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— = 0Boide
L=awv

4.6 Structure and Format of the Karanis Register

The Karanis Register is an dvoypagn-account; that is, an account written in similar format to
the archival avaypagai, which listed with one-line titles the contracts registered in the grapheion

' While the archival dvaypoen only listed registered contracts, the

in chronological order.3®
avaypogn-account listed all types of documents drawn up in the grapheion, along with the scribal
fee (grammatikon) paid or still due.

With minor variations, the format of the account is consistent throughout. Unlike most
accounts from Greco-Roman Egypt, which keep income and expenditure in separate accounts,*¢?
the Karanis Register tallies both on a daily basis, giving the balance of the grapheron account at
the end of each day.’®® It is therefore not a summary account, composed after the fact from
archived memoranda, but rather a working account, which was updated day-by-day.

Each new day is marked by the day’s numeral written in ekthesis relative to the rest of the
column and the first entry follows immediately. As a general rule, income entries precede expense
entries. Among income entries, registered contracts are recorded first, followed by non-registered
documents (yepoypapial, avapopia, etc.: see 4.12). Occasionally, one or more registered
contracts and/or other sources of income are recorded after the group of non-registered

documents, %

perhaps because they were made later in the day, or because the writer recognized
an oversight. Finally, when all the income entries are complete, the ypoupotikd and other sources
of income (if applicable) are summed.

The writer then records any expenses for the day, if applicable, introduced by the common L-
shaped symbol that represents mv.>%> Expenses vary from a few obols to large bulk payments of
100 dr. that I understand as the monthly @dpog, “rent,” for the right to operate the grapheion. The

day’s remaining balance is calculated after expenses and, finally, the overall balance of the account

1s calculated.

361 On this type of archival document, see above, Chapter 3.2.1.

362 A prime example is SB VIII 9699, the farm account from Hermopolis (78-79 CE) that was later reused for the
Athenaion Politeia and other texts: for images, see
http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/FullDisplay.aspx?ref=Papyrus_131.

363 It is similar in some respects to P.7ebt. V 1151, from the Menches archive.

34 E.g., XVIIL.508-510.

365 On the Demotic origin of the symbol, Blanchard 1974, 31.
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This description of a standard entry can be represented schematically as follows:

I Day of the month

a) ypoupotikd from registered contracts
b) ypappatikd from other documents

c) other income / balance transfers (rare)
d) (yivovtar): sum of the day’s income

II (&v), followed by expenditures, itemized to varying degrees
III Aowr(ai): the day’s balance, after expenditures
IV (yivovtan): the new overall account balance

Such careful accounting is not found in the Tebtunis dvaypoen (P.Mich. 11 123 recto), which
is mostly a day-by-day register of proceeds, interrupted occasionally by some kind of accounting.
“Although in general an attempt was made to balance the accounts at or near the end of each
month,” Boak observes, “this practice was at times neglected, and there was absolutely no
regularity in the dates at which the accounts were checked ... The accounts are at times mere
summaries of receipts; at other times they include disbursements also and statements of credit
balances.”*® As was usual practice in Roman Egypt, expenses were tracked in separate account,
in this case written on the back of the dvaypogn (P.Mich. 11 123 verso). The Karanis Register,
then, can be seen as a hybrid and streamlined version of the Tebtunis roll, combines the separate
accounts of the Tebtunis roll into a streamlined anagraphe, which incorporates proceeds and
expenditures into a running account that is regularly balanced.

Two forerunners of the Karanis Register provide daily balances, but do not track the overall
balance of the grapheion account (which likely was recorded in a separate document). One is
P.Narm. 1 1, recently excavated from the village of Narmouthis. The editor dates the text to the
end of the first century BCE or beginning of the first century CE, which makes it the earliest
avaypoen of its type. Col. I1.15-16 show most clearly the writer’s accounting practice: he sums
the ypappatikd from three contracts, then records a disbursement, and finally the day’s balance
(receipts of ypappoatikd minus the disbursement). The other is the dvaypaen preserved on the
recto of inv. 4382 and 4387, which similarly provides daily balances (but again no overall

balances), although no disbursements are present.

36 p Mich. 11 123, p. 92.
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Such variation in accounting procedures shows that the internal operations of the grapheion

were left entirely up to the lessee.

4.7 Purpose of the Account

Unlike the topot ovyykoAioipor, eipdueva, and dvaypoen-registers, which were composed
for archival purposes, the Karanis Register and its Tebtunis counterparts were private business

37 The dvoypogni-accounts, structured similarly to the registers from which they

accounts.
borrowed their name,*® were the primary documents by which grapheion managers kept track of
the finances of their commission and attempted to ensure that the office was run profitably.

There is no evidence that such dvoypagr-accounts were submitted to higher authorities, and
the grapheion managers appear to have had full control over them, drawing freely from the
account, for instance, to cover both operating and other expenses.**’ Internal indications, such as
frequent reference to grapheion staff by single, abbreviated names, support the idea that the
account was drawn up only for the grapheion managers themselves. As discussed above,
moreover, variation in the format and detail of such accounts can be attributed to the preferences
of the grapheion managers. These accounts, then, are no different from other professional or
business accounts. We could expect other public contractors, such as the nomarchs who farmed
taxes in the Arsinoite nome, to have kept similar accounts.

Husselman suggested that such accounts “may well have been open for inspection and have
formed the basis for the assessment of the lessor payment.”’® This seems unlikely because of the
mixture of public and private activities recorded in this account and those from Tebtunis. The
account, for instance, does not distinguish between the grammatika received for contracts and

those received for other documents.

4.8 Grapheion Personnel

The following individuals receive grapheion funds, ordered by frequency:

Appod() 37x
Xok() 22x

367 Cf. P.Mich. 11 123, p. 94.

368 p Mich. 11 123 recto is entitled [évoy]pagn (I1.1), with Boak’s restoration being sound. An account from the late
Ptolemaic grapheion archive of Tebtunis is entitled Adyog Baciik®dv kai Somd[vIng xai telpfc dypdewv
cvvarhaypatoypapiov Kepkebonpewg kol Ogoyovidog

369 Cf. Verhoogt, P.Tebt. V, p. 7.

370 Husselman 1970, 231.
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“Hpov 13x
Appddeitoc dodhog  2x
13 others Ix

Three individuals stand out: Aphrod( ), Sok( ), and Heron. The last of these, Heron, often
appears as an intermediary in payments to Aphrod( ) and Sok( ), signified by the preposition 8id.
He thus seems to be a subordinate member of the grapheion staff, and it is possible, though not at
all certain, that he is Heron, son of Satyros, whom I have identified as Dmoypa@eic in ten Karanis
contracts ranging from the mid-90s to 131 CE.*”! If so, this would be the first solid evidence that
professional vroypageic, who appear so frequently in contracts, were indeed grapheion staff. The
name Heron is very common, however, so prudence dictates that we leave this identification open
for now. The slave Aphrodeitos also serves as an intermediary in the two instances where he
appears, both times for Aphrod( ), who therefore might be his owner.

Aphrod( ) and Sok( ) are an almost daily presence in the accounts. My hypothesis is that these
two men were the managers of the grapheion and that one of them was responsible for drawing up
the account. Similarly, Kronion and Eutychas appear by name in the Tebtunis accounts, and it was
by the rare use of the first-person coupled with his name that Boak was able to show conclusively
that Kronion himself drew up the account. There is only one first-person reference in the Karanis
account (col. xxiv.24), which shows at least that the grapheion was run as a partnership.
Aphrod( ) and Sok( ) seem to be the obvious candidates for this “we.” This supposition might be
supported by BGU 11 647, which shows that an Aphrodisios was the nomographos of Karanis in
130 CE. If this grapheion manager is to be identified with the Aphrod( ) of the Register, it would
show a continuation into the second century of the long tenure of grapheion managers that is

evident in the Tebtunis archive and the papyri from Soknopaiou Nesos.

4.9 Submission of Rolls: kataywpiopog Pipiiomv

As outlined in the previous chapter, one of the main duties of the grapheion manager was the
Katoyoplopog Pipriov, “submission of rolls,” the forwarding of the fomos sunkollesimos,
erromenon, and anagraphe to the nome archives. The Oxyrhynchos papyrus P.Flor. 111 357, from
the early third century, records the actual submission of these “books,” and shows remarkable

continuity in the operation of grapheia over the centuries. This submission, however, is for one

371 Claytor 2014a.
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month’s worth of contracts only, while the first-century Arsinoite grapheia submitted their
documents every four months. The evidence from the Karanis account suggests that this monthly

system was already in operation in the early second century:

Hathyr 28 (col. viii.24): katayo(piopod) irAiov) Padet (Spayual) &
Choiak 28 (col. xvii.28): kai €ig katay(wpiouov) ABOp un(voc) (dporyual) &
Tybi 19 (col. xxii.25): ] eic kotayw(piopov) PPiin(v)
Submissions were made towards the end of the next month and the fee was 4 drachmas per

monthly submission, up from the 8 drachmas every four months recorded earlier.

4.10 License Fee

As we have seen above,’’? the accounts from the Tebtunis grapheion archive refer to the
monthly license fee for operating the grapheion as Sioypagn, presumably because these fees were
paid over to the state bank. In the offer to sublease the grapheion of Soknopaiou Nesos, on the
other hand, the monthly payment is known as @dpoc, “rent,” paid over to the primary lessee.

The word Swoypagn does not appear in the Karanis accounts, but there is a recurring expense
of 100 drachmas, so far only found once in a month, which is designated émi tp( ), which I expand
as &mi tp(dmeCav).>” If this is correct, these expenses would seem to refer to the Sioypogn paid to
the state bank for the right to operate the grapheion.

The word @dpoc does appear twice, but, surprisingly enough, this is counted as revenue for the
grapheion. This can be seen here, where the ¢Opog of another village’s grapheion is added to the

ypappatikdv of a contract to produce a running total, and finally the overall balance of the account:

(ylvovtan) (dpaypai) pol (6Borot) &
edpov ypageiov Ocoy(évoug) (Spayual) &
opo(royia) Tepadr(og) Th(s) Mvepepdt(oc) ayvyxm(pnoens) (Spoypal) un
(ytvovray) (Spoxpat) pn, (ywv.) (3p.) ome (0B.) 8
(col. xx1.7-10)

The amount of pdpoc in the other entry is lost, but from the surrounding figures it was likely

similar to the 60 dr. found here.?”*

372 Chapter 3.2.2.
373 These are found on Hathyr 30, Choiak 12, and Tybi 25.
374 Col. 11.20-21.
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There are two possible identifications of the village Theog( ) in the Arsinoite nome. By far
the better attested village is Theogonis in the Polemon meris,?”” but it is not likely that Karanis
had any kind of administrative relationship with a village so far away and in another meris. A
more promising identification is with the nearby village usually known as ®ilondtop 1 kol
Ocoyévoug, usually referred to by both names or just by its first name, but occasionally by
@soyévovuc.>’® It is most closely associated with Karanis and Soknopaiou Nesos, and so was
probably located somewhere between these two villages. Importantly, in one text, a grapheion of

Philopator is attested.®”’

While it is here counted as revenue, the Karanis grapheion did not
likely retain the pdpoc for long, but rather forwarded it to the metropolis, perhaps as part of the

payments £mi tpdmelov, or in a lost or obscure section of the account.

4.11 Patterns of Activity in the Karanis Grapheion

The Tebtunis grapheion in the middle of the first century CE and the Karanis grapheion in the
early second differ markedly in the pace and volume of business. In Tebtunis, Kronion and
Eutychas conducted business on average only 16.25 days per 30-day month.>”® In stark contrast,
the Karanis Register records activity on every single day in the preserved portions of the document,
although there are a few days on which no registered contracts were drawn up and business was
otherwise light.>”” From what little is preserved of the Narmouthis dvaypaen,**® business is
recorded each day, and this seems to be the case from a later Tebtunis document (P.Oslo 111 188,
II CE). At least one other document seems to reflect the more relaxed operations in mid first-
century Tebtunis (BGU1I 567+568, 11 CE).

Toepel suggested that such “off-days” in the Tebtunis grapheion were due to a need to “catch
up on work.”*%!  We shall see that the volume of business was even greater at the grapheion of
Karanis, which was open every day, so this explanation is unlikely. Instead, we should see these
difference again as a reflection of the preferences of the grapheion managers, who apparently had

complete control over the day-to-day operations of their office.

375 Trismegistos.org, GeolD 2376.

376 Trismegistos.org, GeolD 1776.

377 SPPXXII 22 (142 CE). Another text from the same year attests a vopoypdeog (BGU1 17).

378 Toepel 1973, 99.

379 On Choiak 25, for instance, (Col. xvi.25-28), the account records only the receipt of a previously-owed
ypappoatikév, and a few non-registered documents. There were no disbursements that day.

380 p Narm. 1 1.

381 Toepel 1973, 126.
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The fragments of the Karanis Register contain entries for at least 235 contracts. If we isolate
the days for which we can be confident we have the full number of registered contracts, we find
an average of 2.87 contracts registered per day over this period. This is lower than the average of
3.6 contracts in the Tebtunis grapheion, but this difference is more than offset by the fact that the
Karanis grapheionwas open every day. Thus, total volume per month is a better standard by which
to judge the level of activity in the two offices.

While the Karanis Register preserves entries from Hathyr through Mecheir, only Choiak is
preserved in full. The next month, Tybi, is well represented, with 24 of the 30 days preserved,
while Mecheir and Hathyr are more fragmentary, with 18 and 10 days preserved respectively. For
these fragmentary months, we can extrapolate the average of contracts per preserved day to the
missing days to come up with an estimated total for the month. These calculations are laid out in

the following chart:

Table 4. Estimated totals of contracts per month in the Karanis Register.

Hathyr | Choiak Tybi Mecheir
Days Preserved | 10 30 24 18
Contracts 24 80 81 50
Avg. per day 2.4 2.67 3.375 2.78
Est. total 72 80 (actual) | 101.25 | 83.33

These estimated totals can then be compared with the volume of business in the grapheion of

Tebtunis during the same months:

Table 5. Comparison of contract volume in the grapheia of Tebtunis and Karanis.

Source Date (CE) | Hathyr | Choiak | Tybi Mecheir
P Mich. 11123 45 61 37 53 50
P.Mich. V 238 46 65 39 - -
Karanis Register early II 72 80 101.25 | 83.33

One can see that the Karanis Register records a much higher volume of business than its
counterparts from Tebtunis. The number of contracts recorded in the complete month of Choiak
is more than twice as high as each total for this month from Tebtunis. In the next month, Tybi,
even the 24-day total of 81 contracts in Karanis eclipses Tebtunis’ full-month total of 53, while
the estimated 30-day total for Karanis is again about twice as high. For Mecheir, the Karanis

Register preserves 50 contracts over only 18 preserved days, equal to the full-month total in
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Tebtunis, and Karanis’ estimated total for the month is 67% higher than the total from Tebtunis.
Only in Hathyr does the volume of business seem comparable, but this is where the Karanis data
is least reliable, because the estimate is based on the small sample of only 10 days. Overall, the
estimated total for all four months in Karanis is about 336.5 contracts, 67% higher than the 201
contracts registered in P.Mich. 11 123.

It is important to note that the period covered by the Karanis Register is during the low point
of activity at the Tebtunis grapheion, which Toepel termed the “off-season.”*%? The average of
50.25 contracts per month for the period Hathyr-Mecheir in P.Mich. 11 123 is lower than the overall
monthly mean for this grapheion, which is 58 contracts.’®*® Activity peaked just before and after
the new year, in the late summer and fall, as Toepel’s chart and discussion clearly show.*%* This
ebb and flow of contractual activity, however, is not likely to have been particular to Tebtunis, but
rather a feature of the Egyptian economy in general. As Toepel notes, “the new year coincided
with the height of the Nile flood upon which all agriculture, and ultimately the whole Egyptian
economy, depended.”*% It is reasonable to suppose, therefore, that Karanis — and the other Fayum
villages — would have experienced a similar rise in registered contracts during the late summer and
fall.

Even if we were to ignore these fluctuations and apply the daily average of contracts to the rest
of the year, the managers of the Karanis grapheion would have registered about 1,025 contracts
over the course of the year.*¥ This total rises to about 1,075 if we adjust for fluctuations in the
volume of activity.*®” A safe estimate for the year’s total therefore falls between 1,000 and 1,100

registered contracts.

4.12 Registered Contracts

The extant portion of the Karanis Register has only two over-arching categories of contracts:

opoloylat, by far the more frequent, and picfdoeig. These terms merely correlate to the main verb

382 Toepel 1973, 125.

383 Toepel 1973, 95.

384 Toepel 1973, 95-97.

385 Toepel 1973, 95.

386 1025.38 = 336.58 (estimated total for four partially-preserved months) + 688.8 (daily mean times 240 missing
days).

387 A multiplier for each missing month was derived from P.Mich. 11 123 by dividing the total for each month by the
monthly mean. This multiplier was then applied to the monthly mean from the Karanis Register (84.145) to produce
weighted monthly estimates for the missing eight months. Finally, these weighted monthly estimates were added to
the estimated total for the four partially-preserved months.
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of the full contract, either Oporoyém or picBéw. The category of dporoyia tells us little about the
nature of the contract since this is just a general term for “agreement,” while a picOwoig, “lease,”
is more specific. On the other hand, leases of the prodomatic type, in which rent was paid in
advance, were couched as opoloyiat.

Generally, after naming the parties involved in the contract, the writer includes a modifier of
the basic contract category, which is to be understood as a genitive noun.*®® This modifying term
can correspond to the verb dependent upon 6poAloyém in the original contract. For example, an
entry entitled opoloyia ... mapoympricewe, “contract of cession” corresponds to the phrase
Opoloyel ... mapokexmpnkévor, “he acknowledges that he has ceded ...” in the original. Otherwise,
the modifying word picks up a key term in the agreement: opoloyia ... ypiicewg, “contract of loan”
corresponds to Opoloyel ... £xewv xpfiowy, “he acknowledges that he has received a loan ...” In
most cases, no further information is given. Loans could be of money and in kind, but for the
purposes of his account, the Karanis notary was satisfied with the generic type of contract and the
names of the contracting parties. Occasionally, however, he supplies more information (e.g., a

)38 and in the case of sales

opoloyia ... mapaympnoeng Elaiwvog, “cession of an olive orchard”
(npdoeic), he always supplies the object of the sale (e.g., opoloyia ... mpdoemc Gvov), and
occasionally this is found in other contracts.

Entries of this sort are less informative than those in the Tebtunis anagraphe, which usually
record the object and value of the transaction. The brevity can be explained by the fact that the
entries were intended only to identify the contract in question, and the variant practice in Tebtunis
and Karanis is simply the result of scribal preference.

Of'the 235 entries identified as registered contracts, 196 are of the 6poloyia category and only
14 are woOdoeic. A further 23 are lost and 2 are uncertain.*® Of the 210 identified contracts, 53
yield no further information on the specific contract type because the information is lost (36 cases),

uncertain (9), or simply not recorded (8). The remaining 157 contracts for which we have complete

information are broken down as follows:

388 1pod(opotikic) modifies an implied podmdoemc.

389 xxv.29.

390 “Lost” in this case means that not only is the word lost, but there is not enough other information to deduce the
contract category.
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Table 6. Contract typology and frequency in the Karanis Register.

Contract Type Number | Percentage (rounded)
xphots, “loan” 45 28.5%
amoyn, “quit claim, receipt” 26 16.5%
nicOwoic, “lease™ ! 14 9%
gKywpnoic, “cession” 11 8.5%
npodopatikn, “lease with advance payment for rent” 11 8.5%
peprreio / cvyyopnua, “will” 11 8.5%
npaog, “sale” 9 6%
daipeoic, “division of property” 8 5%
TopaympNols, “cession (= sale of katoikic land)” 6 4%
kapm( ) “harvest agreement” or “advance sale of crops” 4 2.5%
gvoiknoic, “habitation agreement” 3 2%
AppaPdv, “caution, security deposit” 2 1%
gkotaolc, “renunciation” 1 0.5%
gmywpnolc, “concession (= sublease)” 1 0.5%
Mot peotteiag, “dissolution of hypothecation” 1 0.5%
Mo ovppiooeng, “divorce” 1 0.5%
peotteia, “hypothecation” 1 0.5%
TpOQILOV dovAikod, “nursing of a slave” 1 0.5%
eepvh, “dowry” 1 0.5%
total 157 100%

The contract types represented in the Karanis Register are detailed below in alphabetical order.

dmoyn, “quit claim, receipt”
‘Amoyn corresponds to the verb dnéyetv in full contracts of this type, which means “to receive”

or “to receive back.” Amoyodi can cover any number of transactions in the realm of quit claims or

392

receipts. Unfortunately, the object of the dmoyn is never further specified in the Karanis

Register. Identifiable receipts from the Tebtunis grapheion archive, besides those for cash and in-

395 396
), t,

kind loans, include those for wages,*** fodder,*** maintenance (tpogeia),®” rent,**® and the return

391 This of course is one of the two over-arching categories, but is included with contract types because the category
is specific enough on its to get sense of the type of contract. The object of the lease is always specifiec (see below).
392 On Egyptian and Greek receipts, see Lippert 2008, 173-174, although she omits grapheion contracts from the list
of most-common forms of Greek receipts.

393 p.Mich. 11 121 verso, iv.10

3% p Mich. 11 121 verso, iv.13.

395 p Mich. 11 121 verso, vii.7

3% p Mich. 11 121 verso, iii.16 = 121 recto, X.
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of a dowry,*” among others, which gives a sense of the variety of transactions covered under the

title dmoyn.

appaBav, “caution, security deposit”
This is usually a feature of contracts of other types, but can also be the main object. P.Mich.

IT 121 recto, II, ix is an abstract of such a contract, whose corresponding entry in the dvoypaen is
opoMoyia) ... appaB(dvog) (Spoyudv) v (P.Mich. 11 121 verso, 11.14). This contract happens to
be a down payment for the purchase of katoikic land, but any number of future obligations are

possible. >

daipeoic, “division of property”
Awipéoerg are divisions of jointly-held property.>” Three entries in the Karanis Register

further specify that the objection of division as a yewpyia, “public leasehold.” Such contracts are
often family affairs, made after the death of the family’s patriarch or matriarch. The entries
generally run opo(loyia) dAM(Awv) PN kol dAlo(v) So(péoemc), which corresponds to a full
contract’s opoloyodot dAAAo1g PNs dinpficBat mpog €avtode. In the case of family divisions, the

one named individual in the Register was likely the eldest sibling.

évoiknoig, “habitation agreement”
Such an agreement generally arose from a loan in which the right of habitation was granted to

the lender in lieu of interest. For an example of a contract of this type, see P.Mich. 111 188

(Bakchias, 120 CE).

#xotoolc, “renunciation”
An &kotoolc is a conveyance of property by means other than a sale. It was often used when

a family member renounced all claims to family property, generally in return for some kind of

compensation (e.g., a dowry).

2 V4 113 - 2
EKYOPNOo1IS, cession

397 P.Mich. II 121 verso, ii.8 = 121 recto, iv with notes. In the anagraphe the contract is entitled opoi(oyia) ...
amoyA(c) eepvii(c) (Spoyudv) eu; the corresponding entry in the efromenon shows us that this is a receipt for the
return of a dowry, that is, a type of divorce contract, not the receipt of a dowry (cf. AMo1g copfidoeng and pepvi
below).

398 See further Taubenschlag 1955 408-411.

3% Lippert 2008, 154-156.
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This term usually covers the cession of property or perquisites that are not legally owned by
the conveyor (such as leaseholds or temple privileges), but can also include contracts involving
privately-owned property.*”® The object of the cession is never recorded in the Karanis Register,
but the dvaypaen-register on the recto (document B), has one entry for ékywpnoic ysopylog,

“cession of a leasehold.”*%!

gmydpnoig, “concession (= sublease)”
This type of contract is usually a sublease of public land.*?

kopn( ) = xapneia, “harvest agreement,” or kapnwveio, “advance sale of crops™
The abbreviation does not allow us to determine which expansion was intended. In either case,

the agreement regulated labor during the harvest and/or the disposition of crops. A kapneio was
generally an agreement to provide labor for the harvest, while a kopnmveio was an advance sale
of crops. “In such an arrangement, the koprmvng assumed all of the risk — a bad harvest, problems
of labor organization, inability to market the produce, etc. — in exchange (one presumes) for a

discount or wholesale price on the crops.”*%?

Mooig peoteiag, “dissolution of mortgage”
See below, peotreio.

Mooig cupPidoemc, “divorce”
AdYoic is a general term for the dissolution of a 6poloyio. When documented, marriages were

regulated under different contracts types that generally focused on the economic arrangements
underpinning the union.*** For examples of divorce contracts, see BGUIV 1102 (Alexandria, 13

BCE) and P.Brook. 8 (Ptolemais Euergetis, 177 CE).

pepieio, “division (= will)”
Meaning literally a “division” of property, a pepiteia was a unilateral Oporoyio that functioned

as a will (frequently dubbed a donatio mortis causa).*>> It was more common in the villages, as

400 Sijpesteijn 1975.

401 Col. i.5.

402 Wolff 1956, esp. 329 and P.Oslo. 11, p. 73.

403 Claytor 2013a, 85-86. See further Taubenschlag 1955, 240, Pringsheim 1950, 305-309 and, with reservations,
Herrmann 1958, 228-229.

404 See generally Yiftach-Firanko 2003.

405 For a complete example, see P.Mich. V 322a.
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opposed to the standard metropolite S1a@ikn.**® Since it is a unilateral declaration, only one party
is listed in the Register, which helps identify this type of document in fragmentary contexts. The
term peprreior corresponds to the verb pepiCm in the full contract’s phraseology: opoloyel ...
Hepepikévor peto v €ovtod tedevtny. The alternative to the verb pepilom was cuyywpém, which
accounts for the other name for this type of document, cvyydpnpa, which also occurs in the
Karanis Register (see below). The early-second century date of the Register falls in a transitional

period between the generally first century use of pepireia and second century use of cuyydpnpo. **’

peotteio, “pledge”
A dpoloyla ... pecireiog indicates a loan made on real security, usually landed property.*®® Cf.

BGUTI 445.7-9: édavicato ... &mi peottig tdv vrapydviav (property listed).

picdwoic, “lease™*

According to the schematization of the Karanis Register, this is not a contract type, but rather
the other over-arching category along with 6pohoyia. It corresponds to the contract’s main verb
oBém and the object of the lease is also listed in the position where contract type appears for
oporoyfar. Six are leases of royal land,*!° two of imperial estate land,*'! and one of a private

kleros;*1? five are missing or uncertain. Cf. below, npodopatikn (sc. picdmoic).

nopayxdpnois, “concession (= sale of katoikic land)”
The primary use of a nopaywpnolg was to convey katoikic land, which was a special land

category in Roman Egypt derived in large part from the originally-revocable grants of land to
Ptolemaic military settlers (kdtotkot). In the Roman period, while such land was “fully private
property and could be alienated even to people not belonging to this group,” it was registered in a
separate department of the public archives and was, from a legal point of view, “ceded”
(mapaympéo) rather than sold.*!3 Katoikic land was often used for cash crops, as reflected in the

cession of an olive orchard in the Karanis Register.*!*

406 See Yiftach-Firanko 2002.

407 Yiftach-Firanko 2002, 153.

408 Rupprecht 2014.

409 See generally Lippert 2008, 95-97.

4104.4,1.22, viii.21, xi.3, xiii.2, and xix.3.

41 xv.7 and xxii.2.

412 vii.19.

413 Monson 2012, 95.

414 xxv.29. The only other mapaydpnoic whose object is specified is for a kleros (xxxii.1).

105



npdotg, “sale”
Greek sales in Roman Egypt were conducted in accordance with Greek law: the exchange of

the object and consideration occurred simultaneously and both parties were free from future
obligations.*!> Unlike most 6podoyfon in the Karanis Register, the object of sales was always
recorded. The sales concluded in the village reflect the needs of an agricultural economy for
transportation (three donkey sales),*!¢ clothing and materials (one sheep sale),*!” building material
or fuel (one sale of wood),*'® and agricultural machinery (sale of a mill or mill-stone).*'* Two

)*% and one of a part of a house**!' reflect the changing

sales of building lots (yiiol témOL
infrastructure of the village itself.
The donkey sales add to the impression of a thriving animal trade in this part of the Herakleides
meris, which was faced the desert road to Memphis. The nearby village of Kerkesoucha,
administratively dependent on Karanis, had an important market for animals, as can be inferred
not only from the high number of sales concluded in this village, but more importantly from the
fact that many of the contracting parties were residents of other villages.**> Karanis, although the
larger village, seems to have functioned as a secondary market to Kerkesoucha, since even though

some sales were concluded there, as these Register examples attest, Karanis residents frequently

went to the neighboring village to buy and sell animals.

npodopotiky (sc. picdwoic), “lease with advance payment of rent”
A pddopa was a payment in advance. The term mpodopotikn, usually abbreviated mpod( ) in

the Karanis Register, is explained by the Tebtunis grapheion archive, where it modifies picOwoic:
e.g., opo(hoyia) ... mpodo(patikic) wo(0dosnc) dpo(vpdv) B, (OPorol) 18.4* A full contract of

this type runs: opoloyel (Lessor to Lessee) pepicOwkévon (the object) kot dnéyet mapa Lessee ek

415 See the fundamental study of Pringsheim 1950. For the more-complicated arrangements of Egyptian sales, see
Lippert 2008, 147-150

416 xvii. 1, xxii.18, and xxxii.30.

47 xxvi.8.

418 xvii. 10.

419 xxii.11.

420 xxi.2 and xxiii.11.

21 xxv.30.

422 See Litinas 1999 and the updated list of donkey sales available at

http://www.philology.uoc.gr/ref/sales_of donkeys/Nikos_Litinas_Sales_of Donkeys.pdf. For donkey sales
concluded in Kerkesoucha, one can add P.Mich. inv. 778, made between a resident of the metropolis and one of the
village of Theadelphia on the other side of the Fayum.

423 p Mich. 11 123 recto, vi.31.
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npodduarog (the rent or some part of it). Different explanations for prodomatic leases have been
advanced, including that it was a concealed loan or indicative of financial distress on the part of
the lessor, but Rowlandson emphasizes the flexible applications of this type of document.*?*
Fodder cultivation was particularly governed by prodomatic leases, perhaps because the volatile
price of fodder encouraged both lessor and lessee to agree on a price before harvest and post-

5

harvest fluctuations.*”® 1In the Karanis Register, the only mpoSopotiki entry that is further

specified is for fodder cultivation (yéptoc).*2°

ovyydpnua, “concession (= will)”
This term is never expanded beyond cuyyw( ), but it cannot be resolved as the common term

ovyyopnotc, because they were concluded through the kataAoyeiov in Alexandria, not local
grapheia. The key to understanding this term comes from the fact that in all six instances, there is
only one party listed. It shares this features with pepitetion, which, as wills, are unilateral
acknowledgments. In fact, although rare, cuyy®pnpa is an alternative name for pepiteia, both of

which are referred to in papyrological literature as donationes mortis causa.**’ Cf. above, pepiteia.

pOPoV SovAkod (sc. cdpatog), “nursing of a slave”
Wet-nursing contracts are generally for enslaved infants, both house-born and those “raised

from the dung heap.” While most surviving contracts stem from Alexandria and metropoleis, the
one example from the Karanis Register corroborates the records of the Tebtunis grapheion in

showing that such arrangements were made in the villages as well.**8

(PSPVTI], “dowry”
A oporoyia gepviig likely refers to an acknowledgement of the receipt of a dowry upon the

formalizing of a marriage arrangement. **°

xphoig, “loan”
The yptioig is used exclusively in the Register, in contrast to the Tebtunis papers, which have

Sdvetov as well.*° Except for regional and chronological differentiation, there is little difference

424 Rowlandson 1999, 150-151.

425 Rowlandson 1999, 151.

426 xv.8.

427 Yiftach-Firanko 2002.

428 See Masciadri and Montevecchi 1982.
429 See in general Yiftach-Firanko 2003.
430 See generally Lippert 2008, 99-102.
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between the two terms.*!

Loans constitute the largest share of contracts in the Register,
accounting for a little over a quarter of all identified contracts. The months covered by the extant
portion of the Register, Hathyr to Mecheir, fall before the grain harvest, when farmers often needed
a financial cushion before they saw a return on their agricultural investment. This share of loans
may represent a more normal pre-harvest economic situation, in contrast to the flurry of loans
recorded in an eiromenon from the grapheion of Polydeukeia and Sethrempaei dating to 88-96 CE,

in which 20 of the 25 identifiable contracts are loans or advance sales.**?

4.13 Non-Registered Documents

The Karanis notary treats non-registered documents differently from registered contracts.
Generally, they are recorded after all the registered contracts for the day and the entries are
indented relative to the rest of the column. They are generally recorded anonymously and as
summary entries, tallying together the proceeds from different types of non-registered documents.
This follows from the fact there is generally only one entry per day for the different document
types; it is highly unlikely that the Karanis notary was so consistently asked to write only one of
such documents. This interpretation is actually supported by the cases when two such entries are
made, since the second entry often comes after other document types or after expenditures and is
clearly added as an afterthought, when either the receipts from some of these documents were
overlooked or the documents were drawn up late in the day, after the notary had already begun
balancing his account.

In view of this consideration, the wildly-varying ypoppatikcdv for some of these non-registered
documents (e.g., xepoypapio orepudrmv between 2 ob. and 17 dr., 3 ob.) should be interpreted as
at least partially reflecting different volumes of business in this particular type of document. We
cannot, of course, exclude that some of the variability is due to a variable charge on individual
documents or to the writing of copies, as we have seen for registered contracts. I do suggest,
however, that we might be able to recover a rough estimate of an individual charge in the case of
yelpoypopia oreppdtov (see below).

Finally, some entries for dvapdptov write out the heading in full as a genitive singular.** On

analogy with these entries, I have expanded all headings of non-registered documents as genitive

431 Tenger 1993, 27-47.
432 Claytor 2013a.
433 This is also the case in the dvoypagri-account on the recto (document B).
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singulars. Since, however, as I have just argued, these are summary entries, I take this as a
collective genitive: e.g., avagopiov, “for (the class of documents known as) dvagpdpiov.”

The different types of non-registered documents are as follows:

avapdpiov, “petition” or “application-contract”
There are 14 entries for avapdpiov whose ypappotikév ranges from 1 dr., 1 ob. to 4 dr. In six

instances dvagopiov is written out in full as a genitive singular, which I take to be a collective
reference (see above).

Avaedpiov refers to any type of documents that is “carried up,” that is, “referred” or “sent” to
someone else, generally a social superior. The term most frequently denotes petitions and the type
of non-registered contract that is also called a Omépvnua (modern scholarship generally uses this
latter term), which is framed as an application (t® d&ivi mopa deivoc). Since the entries for
avaeopiov are never further defined, we cannot be certain what type of document is meant, but the
comparative material from Tebtunis suggests that these are indeed contracts framed as

applications. Cf. below on the entries for dmop(vnuat- ).

avtiypagov, “copy”
There is a single entry for an dvtiypagov, “copy,” which is not further defined. The

ypoppatikdv is 5 ob. Below in section 4.14 it is suggested that the writing of an unknown number
of copies may account for some of the variation in the ypappoaticdv charged on the same type of

contract.

2! [13 241 2
atlopoa, “petition
There are three related entries concerning Géidpata, “petitions™:

xi.20 (Choiak 7) d&uo(patog) yempy( ) AvO(toviic) (6p.) o (0B.) o

xi.28 (Choiak 8) d&io(patoc) AvO(1avig) (0B.) B

xii.8 (Choiak 9)  low(ov) ypappat(ikov) a&im(poroc) Avo(toviic) odo(iag) (dp.) a (6B.) d
The third entry likely refers to the ypappatikdv due from one of the two earlier transactions,
although there are no indications in these entries that any ypapuotikdv was still owed. In any case,
all entries relate to land belonging to the Anthian estate and seem to be variants of the same type
of entry. In the first example, yewpy( ) could be expanded as yewpy(@®v), “petition of the famers
of the Anthian (estate),” or yeopy(iag), “petition of (i.e., concerning) the cultivation of the Anthian

(estate),” with makes little difference in regard to the type of document.
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yewpyla: see below, under xgipoypopio.

nepl yeopylag: see below, under xepoypagia.
nepl oneppdrov: see below, under yeipoypagia.
vdpoguiakio, “water-guarding”

A D3popOLa& was a guard of water-works and his task or office was called Ddpog@vAiakic. Such
terms occur most frequently in the Oxyrhynchite nome, but there are a number of Arsinoite
examples, including a few directly related to Karanis.**

The five entries are each written ¥3po@vA( ). On analogy with the understood yeipoypapia
before the entries for omepu(drmv), nepi onepu(drov), yewpy(iag), and mepi yewpy(iog) (see
below), the five entries for D8po@vA( ) can also be explained as xeipoypagion V3popuA(akiog). The
Tebtunis account provides fuller parallel entries, such as the following: yipoypaeio dnoivainmv
Kol TpoPatokTnvo(TpdPmv) mepl 1O PLAd(coetv) V34 (tia).*3 A similar type of xsipoypagio was
written by the Tebtunis notary Apion for four sluice guards. The oath proper begins: ol técoopeg
epelc v and TePriveng | The IToA[é]umvog pepidog puAdccovtes TaS Tpokluévag Apécels dVo
duvdopev Tiéprov Kaisapa | Zefactov Néov Adtokpdropa Beod Zefactod vidv | &l uiv puAdéety

436
There are no entries for DdpopvAakio after Choiak 11 (= December 8). By Choiak, the Nile

flood was well past its peak and the danger to the irrigation system was lessening.

VROUVNLOT-
There are 34 entries under this category, all written Umop(vnuot- ) except one written

vrouvn(pat- ). Like the entries for avagdpiov, they are never further defined. It is thus difficult
to decide whether we should expand vrop(vjuatog), which carries the same two basic meanings
as avagdprov, discussed above, or Drop(vnpotiov), “memorandum” (Vropvnuacticpod, “judicial

b

proceedings,” can be excluded from a grapheion context). The comparative evidence from

Tebtunis does not clarify the ambiguity, since there are many examples of both types of documents.

434 Besides in the Tax Rolls, 08po@bla& appears in BGUII 621 (175/176 CE) and SB1V 7368 (late II — early II1
CE).

435 p Mich. 11 123, recto, viii.26.

436 P Mich, V 233.11-15 (24 CE).
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On the whole, however, given the consistently low ypappatikdv charged for such documents, I

prefer seeing them as short memoranda of diverse nature.

yewpoypagio, “sworn statement”
A yepoypapio is an agreement secured by an oath, which has a long history in Greco-Roman

Egypt and was in widespread use in the greater Mediterranean. The Ptolemaic petition P.Enteux.
26 (221 BCE) offers a nice example of how the term and its cognates are used. The petitioner
claims that his daughter “made for me a written oath by the king” (8yeipoypdencé pot Spkov
Baciukov) at a local temple and twice describes the agreement as a xsipoypaeia. The docket on
the back of the petition summarizes the dispute between father and daughter as mepl
xepoyp(apiag).

There is no clear connection between yeipoypagion and grapheia in the Ptolemaic period,
although P.7ebt. 1 210 descr. (107 BCE) is an oath “preceded by an abstract like an ordinary
contract,” which may suggest that village notaries were experimenting with the form of written
oaths in the late Ptolemaic period. In contrast, in the Roman period, such oaths were regularly
written by village notaries and took a standard form. A good example is P.Mich. V 233 (Tebtunis,
25 CE), which contains a promissory oath of four sluice guards to a sowing inspector. Only one
of the sluice guards was literate, so the notary of Tebtunis, Apion, wrote on behalf of the others.
The hand of this statement is the same as the body of the oath, so one can deduce that the entire
document was written by Apion in the grapheion. Another notary explicitly attests to writing the
body of a similar document.*” P.Mich. V 233 includes personal descriptions at the head of the
document; part of the notary’s role in such oaths, besides simply writing the document, was to
verify the identities of the parties.**® Since such documents are not contracts, however, they did
not receive a registration mark. It is unclear what further role the notary played in the handling of
oaths, if any.

In the Karanis Register, there are 50 entries explicitly labeled xsipoypagion, which always have
a dependent genitive: either yeipoy(popia) orepu(dtmv) (46 cases) or yepoy(popia) yewpy( )
(three cases; one is uncertain). In addition, there are 10 entries simply for ornepp(drwv), two for

nepl onepp(dtmv), three for yewpy( ) and six for mepi yewpy( ). These entries should be seen as

BT Eypayev 10 odpa A ¢ 6 [T]fig kdung vopoypdgog (BGU X1 2085, Kerkesoucha Orous, 119 CE).
48 Cf. BGUXV 2475.6-7 and n.
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variants, dependent on an understood ysipoypaoia.**® Tallying such bare entries together with
those explicitly labeled as yeipoypagion (including, for now, mepi yewpy( ) under yeipoypagion),
we have 62 entries for written oaths “for/concerning seed” (crmeppdtov / tepl onepudtmv) and 12
for those related to yewpy( ).

To determine precisely what yeipoypagion oreppdtov are we must understand the process
behind state seed grain distributions in Roman Egypt. The stages are as follows:** first, state
farmers sent applications to nome officials for the issuance of seed (probably only in the case of
those farmers not already registered for regular grain distributions or other special cases),*! 2) the
nome officials issued orders to local sitologoi to issue seed to the farmers, and 3) upon receiving
the grain, the farmers gave receipts to the sitologoi. In each of these stages, there are frequent
references to the oath that farmers were required to take, although it seems to have been sworn at
different stages of the process or in conjunction with different documents depending on local

£,*4? while some

circumstances. For instance, they are sometimes included in the application itsel
of the orders to supply seed require the sifologoi to obtain yeipoypagiot from the farmers before
issuing seed.**® Regardless of the precise circumstances, the oath was required. The importance
of such oaths lies in the fact that they “articulated [the] obligations [of state farmers] and the
conditions of their tenancy,” in the way that private tenancies and sublets of public land were
regulated by lease contracts.**

In seeking parallels for the collation of xgipoypapia and onepudrev we encounter the well-
known class of documents known as receipts for state grain. These have come down to us in an
extremely uneven fashion, with over 90% stemming from Karanis and most of these from the
single year 158/159.*% Although these receipts were acquired in batches between 1887 and 1902
on the antiquities market, they clearly form an archive that was once kept with the sitologoi,**®

The formulae of the receipts are nearly always abbreviated, which has occasioned considerable

439 We may compare Kruse’s group 1 of seed receipts, discussed below, which open simply with orepudrov,
whereas the fuller formulas of groups 2 and 3 have &oyov npocedvnowy yepoypapiog oreppudrov (Kruse 2002, 453-
454).

440 Cf. P.Oxy. LVII 3902-3909 and Rowlandson 2005, 184-187.

441 Rowlandson 2005, 186.

2B o P Oxy. LVII 3902.4-8. Cf. P.Oxy. LVIL, pp. 103-104.

B W.Chr. 344. Cf. Cf. P.Oxy. LVIL, p. 120.

444 Rowlandson 2005, 184.

445 Kruse 2002, 452.

446 Clarysse 2013 (TM, archID 271).
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debate about their meaning and purpose. An example with the key abbreviations left unresolved

will illustrate the problem:**

ortoMyotc) K(a)pavid(oc) Zox(ov) mpo(cpmv- )4

onepudt(wv) kB (tovg) Avtaveivov Kaicapog

70D k(v)piov O KAnpovy(iog)

IroM(epaioc)** Atoyévoue K(o)pavid(oc) Zevek(tavic)
5 (dpovpng) o zd 15’

xewpoyp(a)o()

Skipping the troublesome part for the moment, we can see that the receipt is addressed to the
unnamed sifologor of Karanis in the 22" year of Antoninus Pius (= 158/159) and is from a farmer
whose land, a little less than 2 arouras, belongs to the Senecan estate and is located in the 9™
klerouchy (a land division) of Karanis’ agricultural territory. It is evident that the farmer must be
the subject of &oy(ov) and the object must be the unnamed amount of seed, which was usually
distributed at a 1:1 ration of artabas to arouras and thus easily determined from the given number
of arouras. We can translate thus far: “To the sitologor of Karanis, I have received (seed) ... for
the seed (grain distribution) of the 22™ year of Antoninus Caesar the Lord, 9" klerouchy,
Ptolemaios, son of Diogenes, (a resident) of Karanis, 1 13/16 arouras of Senecan (land).”

The troublesome section was usually expanded as Tpocewvicag xeipoypaeia, “having made
a declaration by means of a written oath” or, more simply, “having made a sworn declaration.” A
receipt published in 1929, however, showed that tpocpwv- was to be expanded as an accusative
noun mpooeodvnow*? and another that appeared in 1972 finally wrote out the whole phrase as

npospadvnotc (1. mpocedvnow) xeipoypopiac.*!

At first glance, a plausible reading of the
accusative mpoo@dvnoty is take it as the object of £oyov, which would make the statement not
from the farmer, but from an unnamed official to the sitologoi, attesting to his receipt of the
farmer’s sworn declaration.*? This interpretation, however, forces us to see the document as two
separate receipts, with the second one, the tenant’s receipt, lacking a verb, since €oyov would be

serving the first statement. This interpretation, as Bell argued, “is against all analogy” of other

447 p Kar.Goodsp. 5 (with BL1,171).

448 Some of the earliest published texts were abbreviated tposem(v- ), so early editors knew to expand the word at
least that far.

449 The nominative of the first name is confirmed from other examples.

430 p.Got. 2.

41 §BXII 11071. Clarysse 2013, 2 still interprets yeipoypop- as xeipoypagficag, but this expansion relies on a rash
correction of the only example of the word written out.

452 Seidl 1933, 70-71.
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receipts in Roman Egypt and faces the almost “fatal objection” that the official receiving the sworn
declaration would remain anonymous.*?

Gundel, followed by Kruse, sees the accusative a loose predicate and understands the phrase
to mean something like “I have received (the seed grain) upon submission of the required
declaration in form of a sworn statement.”*** It is perhaps telling that the one example of the
phrase written in full has the nominative tpoc@®vnoig, which the editor corrected to an accusative
following the earlier parallel. Bagnall’s observations on similar receipts from the fourth century
are relevant here: “one senses that the various parts of the ‘sentence’ tend to become headings free
of syntactical order.”*> The writers of such receipts likely did not have a strict syntax in mind;
the ideas could simply be expressed and ascertained from abbreviated words arranged as loose
headings.

In any case, the phrase surely “refers to the sworn, written obligation of the receiver of seed
grain respecting the proper use of the seed,”*° which is somehow separate from the receipt itself.
Two unusually informative entries from the Karanis Register perhaps sheds some light on this

issue, of which the better preserved runs as follows (col. xxiv.11-12):47

xepoy(poapiog) onfe]pudt(ov) kol droy(fic) 1 dpo(vpdv) T'epu(avikiovic)
[Ttolep[ai]d(oc) Néag  (8p.) &
Here we see that the Karanis notary produced a sworn statement concerning seed grain and a
receipt covering the grain distribution for 10 arouras belonging to Germanicus’ estate in the
territory of Ptolemais Nea, a village near Karanis and at times administratively dependent on it.**
It is of course possible that these were not two separate documents, but rather one that
encompassed both the oath and the acknowledgment of receipt. If it was a single document, the

question arises whether the other entries, with only yeipoypaeia ocrepudrov, also encompass

receipts. If they are separate documents, we can rest assured that the other entries were simply for

453 Bell 1934, 227.

454 Gundel 1972, 214 (cf. Kruse 2002, 453, n. 1228): “ich habe unter Abgabe einer amtlich geforderten Erkldrung in
Form eines Cheirographons (sic) erhalten ...” Surely a cheirographia is meant, not a cheirographon, which is a
contract in the form of a letter.

45 p.Col. V11, p. 94.

436 Kruse 2002, 453: Zoyov mpocpdvnoty xepoypopiog oneppdtov “[nimmt Bezug] auf die schriftliche eidliche
verpflichtung des saatgutempfangers zur ordnungsgemaessen verwendung des saatgutes.”

457 The other is col. xxv.4: ygipoy(pagic) oneppdt(wv) kol dmox(M) = [ 18()  (3p.) 8. It might be possible to
restore TTtolepaid(og), although the space is somewhat wide.

438 See Geremek 1969, 17-20.
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the oaths and that the receipts were drawn up later. On the whole, given that the later Karanis
receipts are separate documents that refer in some way to previous yeipoypopio, it seems more
likely that the entries in the Register are for the sworn statements only and that the two entries with
an additional receipt reflect special circumstances.

It should be added that since yeipoypaeia is never written out in full, we cannot be certain
whether individual entries refer to one or multiple sworn statements. The variability of the
ypappatikdv collected from them, however, which ranges from 2 ob. to 17 dr., 3 ob., strongly
suggests that these are generally collective entries covering all the day’s yeipoypapiot. We can
imagine individual farmers or heads of farming collectives coming to the grapheion to draw up
their required yeipoypagio onepudtmv in order to receive seed from the state granaries. When all
the day’s yelpoypapior were drawn up, the notary tallied the receipts and recorded them in a single
entry.

It might be possible to even get a sense of how much an individual ygipoypoagpia could cost,
although we should be aware that some variability is to be expected. An interesting entry that is

actually counted as an expenditure of grapheion funds runs as follows (col. xvi.17):

Tebéag dripoy xewpoy(paoiog) onepp(dtav) (8.)

Thus the notary paid over 3 ob. to one Petheus for an “invalid” yeipoypaeia cmepudrov.
Presumably when the poor farmer took his ysipoypaeia to the appropriate authorities it was
rejected on the grounds of some kind of bureaucratic irregularity. The farmer then took his invalid
document back to the grapheion for a refund. These 3 ob., then, might be taken as a normal
ypappatikdv charged for such documents, although a small penalty (1 ob.?) might have also been
factored in. The lowest daily totals from the account are in fact 2 ob. (twice) and 3 ob. (four times),
which may thus reflect days when the notary drew up only one yeipoypagia. If this 3 ob. charge
is representative, we can estimate that on the busiest day for such documents, the Karanis notary
drew up 35 yeipoypagpion oneppudtov and collected 17 dr., 3 ob. (col. ix.22, Choiak 1).

I now turn to the three entries for xsipoyp(apia) yempy( ), which can be taken together with the
entries for wepl yempy( ) (6 in total) and those for yewpy( ) (3). The Tebtunis account has a couple
of similar entries. One runs ypoyp(aeio) oreppdro(v) dnuociov yeopyd(v) the kéun(c), (8p.)

n.*? This entry is actually an expanded version of the Karanis Register’s ysipoypagio orneppdrov

49 p Mich. 11 123, recto, col. ix.34.
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entries: all such entries were made for public farmers and the Tebtunis entry simply makes this
explicit. Another entry reads in part: yipoyp(opia) yeopy®(v) (1. xsipogagpio yempydv).*® In view
of the longer Tebtunis entry, this may be read as another ysipoypagio onepudtmv for public
farmers; in any case, it is certainly some type of sworn declaration made by cultivators. These
parallels thus offer a possible solution to the three Karanis entries for yeipoyp(apia) yewpy(): they
are simply variants of yeipoypagia oreppdrov and should be expanded yeipoyp(apia) yewpy(dv).

This solution cannot be maintained, however, because of the organization of the entries:
yewpy( ) entries occur on the same day as omepp(dtmv) entries and thus were clearly thought to be
different, not just variant shorthand titles for the same type of document. To this objection can be
added the entries for mepi yewpy( ): it is unnatural to understand them as documents “concerning
farmers;” they could be documents by, from, or of farmers, but not about them in the same way
that the yeipoypagion nept oneppdrov are about seed grain. Rather, they are better understood as
documents mepl yewpy(iag), “concerning the cultivation of land” or “concerning a state
leasehold.”*! This resolution, coupled with the fact that the writer maintained a distinction
between yewpy( ) and omepu(dtmv) documents, suggests that yewpy(iog) is the correct
interpretation in all instances. Nevertheless, we should bear in mind Bagnall’s observations on the
loose syntax of bureaucratic language and not press the resolution too forcefully. The more
important point is the distinction between yewpy(iac) and onepu(drov) documents.

If the onepp(dtwv) documents are oaths “for” or “concerning” seed grain, how can we
understand the yempy(ioc) documents? Here we are aided by a handful of extant ysipoypagiot
occasioned, in all likelihood, by the oath required by a farmer upon entering into a new public
leasehold.*®? One such document was in fact drawn up by an anonymous Karanis notary in 88/89
CE.*3 1t is entitled dvtiypogp(ov) xeipoypagiog and the oath begins: duvdm (by the emperor)
yewpynoew (the land in question).*** One can see how such a document, whose title in the copy

was simply yeipoypapio, could be titled in other contexts as a (yeipoypopia) (nepi) yeopyiog.

460 p Mich. 11 123, recto, col. xix.22.

461 For this meaning, cf. above under dwaipeoic.

462 See Rowlandson 2005, 187.

463 p Mich. IX 545.

464 The spelling is normalized. On the papyrus, however, the editor has missed a few non-standard spellings: 1. 1,
xpoypopiog (ed. pr. yeypoypupiog); 1. 6 duvio (ed. pr. duviw); and 1. 9, yeopynow (ed. pr. yewpyfhoew).
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4.14 The Writing Fee

A writing fee, ypappatikdv, was charged on all documents written in Karanis grapheion. Since
only registered contracts are itemized and thus allow some analysis of how the fee was set, |
concentrate on these documents in this section and find that there is a tendency towards standard

rates, as in the Tebtunis grapheion.*®®

Table 7. Grammatikon by contract type in the Karanis Register.

Type # median (dr.) mean (dr.)
TOPAYDPNOIS 5 20 23.2
peprreio 8 8 12.22
anoyn 20 4 5
Kop7( ) 4 4 4.57
daipeoic 4 4 421
XPNO1G 34 2 3.26
EKYOPNOIG 8 2 3.09
TPACLG 7 2 3.25
uicbwoig 7 2 2.6
TPOSOUATIKY 11 2 2.46

The data from Karanis are more limited than the Tebtunis data and must be used with even
more caution. The sample size of preserved document types with their corresponding ypappotikov
is only in double digits in three cases. Nevertheless, a tendency towards standard rates is
discernible. Two document types, mapoyopnoeic and peprreion, stand out as the most expensive
class of documents, although little should be made of the precise numbers because there are only
nine examples between them. Another group of documents tends towards a 4 dr. median
ypoppatikdv; only in case of dmoyai, however, can we be relatively comfortable with the
representativeness of the figures. Finally, a broad base of documents tends towards a 2 dr. median.

All of these data are skewed “to the right,” with means exceeding their medians, which
indicates that the outliers tend be higher than the standard fee. We can take the relatively well-
documented case of loan contracts as an example. Of the 45 securely-identified loan contracts
(sec. 4.11), the writing fee can be read confidently in 34 cases. The median and mode writing fee

is 2 dr., reflecting the typicality of this low fee for the average contract of this type. Yet, the mean

465 Chapter 3.2.2.
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is over 3 dr., pulled upward by a few high outliers, including one case each of 16, 12, 11, and 8 dr.
fees. 4%

The highest outlier is found at col. xxiv.16-17, a contract registered on Tybi 25:

opo(royia) Tapdab(og) Th(s) Me[t]oiplo(g) kol TdV LidV TPdg Mdpko(v)
Ar.n() ....() xpri(oewc) (Spoxpal) 15
From the plural t@v vi®v we can see that at least four individuals were involved in this loan
contract (the mother, at least two sons, and the other party) and it is reasonable to suppose that
copies were drawn up for each individual. This might explain why the writing fee was eight times
the norm. In other cases of high fees for loans, however, there is no indication that more than two

d,*7 yet it should be remembered that the Register entries were intended

parties were involve
simply to identify the contracts for the benefit of grapheion employees, not provide an accurate
summary of its contents. The frequent recourse to koi dAAm(v) in contract titles shows that other
individuals were involved in the contract, though the writer did not feel the need to identify them.
It is possible, then, that multiple parties were involved in these other high-fee loans, but that the
writer was not careful to include xai dAAm(v). On the other hand, one case of a low-fee loan
involves two brothers*®® and other normal-fee contracts include the phrase kol dA\o(v).** While
we may rightly suppose that extra copies increased the writing fee, we must admit that the decision
to order extra copies or not could have been made for any number of reasons and we simply do
not have enough information to decide how precisely these extra copies affected the writing fee.
The incidence of odd-number fees, moreover, such as the loan charged 11 dr., shows that not all
cases were a simple calculation of the standard fee times the number of copies. There are other
factors potentially affecting the fee, such as the role of vmoypapeic, “subscribers,” for which we
have no information in the Karanis Register and only one reference in the Tebtunis papers.*’°

In conclusion, there is a fendency towards standard fees based on contract type, but the

variability in the data show that other factors were at play. The second-most important variable

may have been the number of copies ordered at the time the contract was drawn up.

466 ¥xix.16-17, xxii.5, xix.4, and xv.2.

46711 dr. (xix.4) and 8 dr. (xv.2).

468 xx.4.

469 E.g, xvii.11, a sale of wood whose fee is 1 dr., 2 ob.
470 p Mich. 11 123 recto, col. iii.39.
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4.15 The Contracting Parties

The Karanis Register contributes considerably to the prosopography and onomastics of Karanis
and its environs. The names of over 300 contracting parties can be recovered; with patronymics,
the avaypagn preserves over 500 names in full, with dozens more partially legible. To be certain,
these contracting parties were not all residents of Karanis — one was free to utilize the services of
any village or metropolite office for any type of contract — but the overwhelming majority must
have been local.*"!

An onomastic analysis suggests that grapheion users reflect the general adult population of
Karanis. No complete list of residents of Karanis is available for the time period of the Register,
but we can use as a proxy the extensive Tax Rolls from 171-175 CE, about two generations later
(published as P.Mich. IV). This requires us, however, to operate under the assumption that the
onomastic makeup of Karanis had not changed drastically during this period.*’?> The tax lists
record virtually every adult male resident of Karanis who paid the poll tax, and thus excludes
women, boys under 14, and Roman citizens.

As part of an important contribution on ethnic identity in the Fayum, Bagnall performed an
onomastic analysis on the Tax Rolls. Moving away from the simplistic Greek vs. Egyptian
dichotomy that had dominated previously onomastic research on Greek and Roman Egypt, Bagnall
instead notes that the majority of the “Greek” names attested in Egypt have a particular Egyptian
character. Many are theophoric names that have a more-or-less clear equivalence with an Egyptian
deity, while others are dynastic names reflecting the lasting influence of the old Ptolemaic royal
family. “The onomastic repertory,” Bagnall observes of the metropolite elite “stamps them

unmistakably as Greeks of Egypt, not Greeks of Greece.”*”

When viewed in this way, the
onomastic contrast with the broad base of Egyptian peasants, whose names are overwhelmingly
Egyptian, is less severe. The two groups, elites and peasants, can be “described as almost equally
Egyptian but not equally Greek.”*"*

Instead of the traditional dichotomy, Bagnall separated the names of his data sets, including

the Karanis Tax Rolls, into six groups:

471 A good example of two residents of one village (Soknopaiou Nesos) concluding a contract in a different village
(Psinachis) is found in SB1 5232, discussed in Chapter 1.5.

472 In contrast, the onomastic profile of Karanis in the early fourth century as attested in the Isidorus archive is
considerably different.

473 Bagnall 1997, 10.

474 Bagnall 1997, 10.
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1) Greek theophoric, including names of Greek formation which likely refer to

an Egyptian deity.
2) Egyptian theophoric.

3) Dynastic names particular to the Ptolemaic royal family.
4) Common Greek, names not fitting categories 1 or 3 and found elsewhere in

the Greek world.

5) Roman, names of Latin origin.

6) Other / unknown.

By applying Bagnall’s categories to the onomastic data from the Karanis Register, we can

compare the onomastic profiles of these two data-sets from Karanis.

Table 8. Percentage of names by type in the Tax Rolls and the Karanis Register.

Name Type Tax Rolls*” Karanis Register
Greek theophoric 26% 21%

Egyptian theophoric 40% 49%

Dynastic 13% 9%

Common Greek 11% 6%

Roman 5% 10%

Other / unknown 5% 4%

One can see that all groups are within nine percentage points in the two profiles. Even some of
these differences might be able to be explained by the underlying differences in the sources: the
Tax Rolls, for instance, by not recording Roman citizens resident in Karanis, surely under-
represent the Roman element of Karanis. On the other hand, Roman citizens could and did make
use of local grapheia. While the Tax Rolls are only a proxy for the general onomastic profile in
the early second century, this comparison suggests that users of the Karanis grapheion are
representative of the adult population of the village.

There is a strong contrast, however, when we compare the onomastic profiles of party A,

generally the party accepting an obligation, or the “weaker” party, and party B.

Table 9. Comparison of name types between party A and party B in the registered contracts of the Karanis Register.

Name Type Party A Party B
Greek theophoric 15.4% 28.1%
Egyptian theophoric 63.2% 33.1%
Dynastic 7.4% 11.5%
Common Greek 3.7% 9.1%

475 Bagnall 1997, 10.




Roman 5.9% 14%
Other / unknown 4.4% 4.1%

About twice the percentage of Party A contractors carry Egyptian names as Party B contractors,

while the reverse is true for Greek theophoric names.

4.16 Alienation (£€01kovOuUNGIC)

The Karanis Register provides more evidence that the grapheion manager played an integral
role in the alienation of property, beyond simply writing up the relevant documents. The key term
is é€owkovounocic, which Preisigke defines as “VerduBerung,” the disposal of property in general
without regard to the type of property or method of disposal. "EEotkovopuncic and its corresponding
verb é€otkovopeiv are neologisms of the first century BCE, apparently limited to Egypt.*’®

Even before the creation of the Bipriodnkn &yktioewv, the Roman administration in Egypt
tightly controlled the alienation of real property. M.Chr. 214 (= FIRA 102, BGU1 112, Karanis,
60/61 CE), includes the promise to report 611 8 av amd to[bt]ov &Eowovouricn | fi kai
npocayo[pldomt, “whatsoever I might dispose of from these (properties) or also buy additionally.”
Once the Bipriodnkn éyktioewv had been set up, any such changes to one’s real property were
supposed to be reported to the new archive’s overseers.

The alienation of property could take many forms. In BGU Il 379 (Karanis, 67 CE), for
instance, the applicants declare, fovAdueba mapoymphicar ..., indicating that the property was to
be alienated through a sale, framed as a cession because the land is &v katouciki t[déet (1. 12). In
P.Kron. 18 (Tebtunis, 144 CE), on the other hand, the applicant intends to “mortgage” (OmaAAGEQL)
two arouras of katoikic land to settle a debt. Most frequently, however, the writer of the application
settles for the generic ferminus technicus $€owovopgiv.*’” This can be explained by the fact that
the specific procedure was of no concern to the BifAiopdrakeg; their role at this point was only to
confirm the applicant’s title to the property in question.

For examining the entries in the Karanis Register, it may be helpful to review the steps involved

in the alienation of property:

476 The first attestation is the fragmentary compound cvveEowovop[ (P.RyZ 11 118.15, 16/15 BCE). In the
Ptolemaic period, the classical Greek term dAlotpiodv was used, along with the Hellenistic-era compound
gEarrotprodv (e.g., P.Tebt. 111.1 776.19 (early I BCE). Both dAotprodv and éEodrotpiodv continued to be used
elsewhere in Greek east during the Roman period.

477 The editors of P.Graux. 11 17 note (p. 51 n. 62), “I’emploi de ce verbe est presque entiérement limité aux
npocayyelion et aux dmoypogal dites “générales” ou “extraordinaire,” dans la clause relative a I’aliénation
éventuelle du bien déclaré.”
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1) Two parties come to an agreement concerning the alienation of property.
2) The current owner of the property sends a mpocayyeiio to the BiBAto@Olakeg
announcing his intention to transfer ownership and requesting that an énictoApo,
“order to proceed,” be sent to the local notary.
3) if the property is verified as clear from any liens, the Biflio@OAiakeg issue the
énictoApo, sometimes written below the original Tpocayyehia.
4) once the notary receives the énictolua, he proceeds to draw up and register the
relevant contract.
This series of administrative procedures provides the context for the entries in the Karanis
Register. The most informative entry reads as follows:

Col. x.26-27

(wv) Appod( ) avepy(opéve) gig ™(v) TOA(v) gig £Eoko(vo)u(now)

ITto( ) TA(S) Advpov kai A (V) (8p.) K
In a marginal note, this entry is itemized in such a way as to show that 4 dr. were expended &ig
gEowovounotv, while 16 dr. went to other expenses, including the purchase of papyrus. Thus,
dMwv should not be translated “and others,” as another possessive, but rather “for other
(expenses)”.

From this entry we learn that 1) the act of é€owovduncig could occur in the metropolis
Ptolemais Euergetis, 2) it involved grapheion staff in some way, and 3) it presented a cost to the
grapheion, not a source of income. Unfortunately the lack of any type of parallels prevents us
from understanding what precisely the grapheion’s role in é&oikovouncic was and why it added to

the office’s expenses.

4.17 Purchase of Papyrus

There are 16 entries in the the Karanis Register for the purchase of papyrus rolls (xdpton).*’8
The number of rolls purchased is never given and only once is the word written out in full, the
singular xdptov, for the unusually low price of 1 dr., 1 ob. (ii.3), which may thus be the purchase
of a roll of inferior quality or short length. The most frequent prices are 4 dr. and 8 dr. (8 out of
13 preserved prices), which I believe correspond to the purchases of one and two rolls for the same

479

amounts in the Tebtunis accounts. The Karanis accounts, however, show a little more

variability, with prices such as 3 dr. and 6 dr. that are unattested elsewhere for papyrus rolls. For

478 For the equation of ydptng with “papyrus roll,” now well established, see Lewis 1974, 71-78.
419 p Mich. 11 123, p. 98.
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the sake of consistency, I have expanded yapt( ) or () as a singular when the price is around 4 dr.
or below (one is 4 dr., 1 ob.) and as a plural when higher, although the possibility that, e.g., 6 dr.
represents the price for one expensive roll should not be excluded.

The money for the rolls is usually disbursed to either Aphrod( ) (7x) or Sok( ) (4x), while
sometimes the recipient is unclear or unnamed. Twice Aphrod( ) entrusted the funds to an
intermediary, who then made the actual purchase of the papyrus. In another instance, we can be
sure Aphrod( ) himself made the purchase, as one informative entry reads: Appod( ) avepy(opéve)
eic ™m(v) mOMw) gig teyu(nv) xopt(®v) (8p.) n (viii.23-24). The next entry relates to the monthly
submission of the grapheion’s official papers, so clearly Aphrod( ) took the opportunity of
necessary business in the metropolis to buy a couple of rolls for the office.

This is the only direct evidence that papyrus rolls were purchased in the metropolis Ptolemais
Euergetis, although this might have been the case in other such purchases, even when the phrase
avepy(opéve) eig T(v) mOMiv) is missing. In his analysis of the Tebtunis accounts, Boak
concluded that the grapheion rolls were purchased from suppliers in the metropolis.**® It seems
possible that central factories in Ptolemais Euergetis supplied the majority of the paper needs of
the nome’s network of notarial offices, although opportunistic purchases may have been made

481 Whether the manufacture and sale of rolls to local notaries was

from smaller suppliers nearby.
a state concession, as it was in Ptolemaic period, cannot be determined on present evidence. **?
The accounts do not specifically mention the purchase of ink, pens, or sponges (for erasing),
which went for 1 ob. each in the handful of references in the Tebtunis accounts. These purchases
may have been considered too incidental for recording or may have been included in the purchase

price for papyrus (cf. the extra obol in the 4 dr., 1 ob. price).

480 p Mich. 11 123, pp. 98-99.

481 The picture of centralized and standardized production and sale need not apply to the entire papyrus market in
Egypt. Certainly papyrus was harvested for various other uses and sold in nearby villages without the mediation of
metropolite manufacturers. In P.Mil. 1? 8, for instance, a villager is granted the right to harvest papyrus from an
imperial marsh over a three-month period for the purpose of weaving mats for the village market. Cf. Lewis 1974,
106-108.

482 Lewis 1974, 123-126; see generally 115-129 on what little is known about the manufacture and sale of papyrus.
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Chapter Five: Edition of the Karanis Register

5.1 Transcription*®3

Col. I (P.Mich. inv. 4390b, col. I)

In()eoy() = ...
] ..

] (0B.) &
Blacti(ucic) yfi(c)
1.7 0y() (3p.) o
Jov.po( ) (8PB.) &

]

10

1ol

15

| B s I s B e Y e B s B s B s B s T s B s B s B s B s B s I s B |
—_

S S ST I S [y Yy ISy S |

[ 1 (Bp) O

483 In the initial stages of this edition I benefitted greatly from the preliminary transcriptions made by Orsamus Pearl in 1938, which can be consulted in the
University of Michigan Papyrus Collection (Pearl, boxes 1 and 3).
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20 [ 1.. xp(cenq) (6p.) [ 1]
[ 1 .0 ©Gp)dl 1]
[ BlactA(ikfic) yhig (3p.). (0B.) .
[ ] (6B.) B
[ 13p.) [1(3B.) .
25 [ 1.

Col. IT (P.Mich. inv. 4390b, col. II)

(yv.) (8p.) n (6B.) (&Gv) Aepod( ) Su(c) vprov (8p.) § Kai ig §Eon( )y
‘Hparog to(d) ‘Toyupi(wvog) kol vacat tig Ta[ ] () xai 0d() mpo_
~ al Teyi(<) xdptov (3p.) o (6B.) [(yiv.)] (3p.) KI5, Aotlm(od) (8p) 15 . [ ]
€ opo(hoyia) Atpeio(vc) kai Iebém(Q) dppo(tépav) ey ) mpo(c) Zoupad( ) Zaup(a- ) ékyw(pnoemc) (8p.) P

avagopiov (6B.) &
vrou(vnuat- ) (6p.) a
v3popuA(akiog) Mat(chviemc) 0By
traces

10 traces

n opo(hoyia) Mool t( ) To(d) Mebéog kat o[ ] gap, () [ 1T 1@p.).
dpo(royia) Moo [ 1.() t[o(®)] Tlebéms mpd(c) to(v) [18e oV [ |

Lo 1elll k() [rlpo(o) [ ]
[ ]
15 [ 1(viv.) Bp.), (0B s [ 1[ ]

[0] opo(hoyia) Tepepdt(og) Ti(S) Tihoeio(vc) mpo(c) Mdpic(ov) Zev[nlp[ ] traces
. po(hoyia) Tepepd(oq) Th(c) Animwvo(s) cuvywpi(patoc) (3p.) K
opo(royia) aAAM(Awv) TTeteco(vyov) kal GAA®(V)  [Sruplé(oemc) (Bp.) [ ]
vmop(vnpat- ) [
20 amo e6po(v) ypage[io(v)] Oeoy(évoue) [ 10 ]
(ytv.) (8p.) mn (8B.) B, (ytv.) (Bp.) . (OB) v .[1[ Ix
Appod( ) \xdpt(ov)/ (8p.) d kol dote ig [ 11() o.p.. [ 1t(), how(ai) (3p.) 1 .
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Col. I1I (P.Mich. inv. 4390b, col. III)
ul
[
/1
[

5 /[
open() [
[ ]
A
[ ]
10 [ ]
traces
L1 ]
[ 1.0 ]
/ dpfo(hoyla)] Mep[ ]
15 [ ]
[ ]
[ ]
B [ ]
1B [opJo(royia) [ ]
20
traces of 4 lines
[ ]
25 [ ]

A
how(ai) [

WL

Three columns (IV-VI) are estimated to be missing between col. Il of inv. 4390 and the first column of inv. 4385 (col. VII).
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Col. VII (P.Mich. inv. 4385, col. I)

1 [ 10(D) 'OJvvd(proc) mpo(c) Toidm(pov) ‘Hpat(og)
[xepo]y(popioag) omeppudt(wv) Gp.)m (0B, s
[ ] (6B.) B
[ 1 (6B.) y
5 [ Agpo]d( ) du(a) “Hpw(vog) y(dptov) (3p.) d
[ 1op.Tom() (p.) & (8B.) & .
[ 1 6By
[ | traces
[ ]
10 [ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ Iv.[ 1
[ 1. 3u(0) Appod() vacat?  (3p.) [ (OB.)]y
15 [ 1(3p.) 13 (B.) (V) Appod( ) dvepy(opéve) &ig Th(v) TOMv) |
[ 1eig  y() Mebém(c) To(V) Pan(oiog) (8p.) n kai otvo(v) [ ], Motn(at) (8p.) a (6B.) B
[ 1. Bp.) .. (BB.) B, (yiv.) (8p.) 15 (0B.) €
[0 ] TTebéa(s) To(D) "Qpo(v) Tpo(c) ™(V) aded(@nv) (3p.)y
[op(ohoyia) 1 1p[0(c)] ZaraBo(dv) Ivepe(pdtoc) xpi(cewc) (3p.) o
20 [uicO(wo1c) 1 1A(g) Kopvni( ) mpo(c) Atdoko(pov) dnik( ) kAnpo(v) (8p.) o (0B.) s
[xet][poy](pacpiac) Gnsw(dwgw (8p.) €
(0p.) @

[xewpoly(pagiac) [ 1x[ IB() Mot(cwviens) (6f.) &
[ 1Col.].0) dvagopio(v) (6B.) ¢
25 [ 1.I Iy (@v) @ () Aoy() Aepo[d()]
[ 1. (ytv.) (3p.) < (6B.) ¥

Col. VIII (P.Mich. inv. 4385, col. II)

ke op(oloyla) Ii&néyxt(oq) [? 100 AT0yy(10c) Tpo(c) 'Ovvar(ppiog) Ieb(éwc) xpn(oewc) (8p.) B (0B.) &
xewpoy(papiag) yewpy(iac) [ JA() (Sp.) @
xepoy(paplag) ongpp(drov) (Sp.) € (6B.)
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15

20

25

vrop(vnuat- ) (6B.) &
(ytv.) (3p.) [ 1 (viv) [(3p.) 1. (0B)

[ks op]o(Loyior) Bomat(oc) TA(S) [ lei. ], mpod(opartuciic) [(8p.)] &
xe[poly(papiag) [ ]
[ 1.[ loar 1
[ 1 3p)a(dp.), (viv.) [(8p)Im (6B.) S [ ]
[xC 1.[.1 i(c) ZazaBo(droc) mp[o(c) Ali[S]vp(ov) Al 1,
[ g mpa(s) Tnal, Japan( ] [ 1
[ ] 70D ‘Hpa( ) [ 1(3p.)d
.BL.Japxepo() Maz() (dp.) a

xepQy(papliag) onepp(drmv) (5p.) y
[l 81(8) [Alopod( ) &nex()? [Iynh() [ 1Ko (5p.) (3B.) &
(ytv.) (8p.) vO (OB.) &, (@v) Agpod( ) (3p.) & k[ai] ™ () (3p.) ¥
 hom(ad) (3p.) vB (0B.) & (¥iv.) (3p-) 0 (6B <
1 opo(hoyia) Med(€wg) To(d) kot M) ... ar, () 2[po()]? Tard(wpav) ZataBo(droc) dmoy(fig) (3p.) &
op(oroyia) aAAM(Awv) [TTefé(we)] IT_ () To(D) Xop1d( ) kai Ao (v) dy(apéceng) (8p.) s
uiob(woic) Hpaxhio(vg) to(D) Ivepe(pdtog) mpo(c) ‘Qpo(v) Opsevo(bgros) Bacii(wkhic) yfi(s) (3p.) B
xewpoy(pagiag) onepp(drmv) (5p.) € (OB.) o
(ytv.) (3p.) ko (6B.) &, (V) Appad( ) dvepx(onéve) &ic Th(v) M) &lg Tetu(iv)
xopt(®V) (8p.) N, katayo(piopod) BPA(iov) Padet (8p.) 8, dAAN(S) dam(dvng)

(3p) 3, (yfv.) 15, howm(ad) (3p.) € (6B.) & (viv.) (3p.) o5 (8B) 3

Col. IX (P.Mich. inv. 4385, col. III)

Eoch [.] ..on
k0 opo(royin) Ietoipro(q) To(D) Advp(ov) Tpo(S) Yyetvo(v) dodi(ov) AmoA( ) xpi(cemq) (8p.) a (6B.) B
opo(royia) ‘Hpddo(v) to(V) “Hpwvo(q) Tpo(q) Mrorepaid(o) Ayxmd(pemg) Tpo(dopoatikic) (dp.) B

xepoy(pagliag) onepp(drmv) (3p.) n (6B.) o

v3popui(akiog) (8p.) a (6B.) a

vmop(vnpat- ) (6B.) B

avapo,  [1.[.] (6B.) e

(ytv.) (8p.) vy (8B.) 8, (wv) “Hpw(vy) &l €py(a- ) Appod( )

128



(8p.) a (0B.) 8, Zwk( ) x(dptov) (8p.) & (4B.) a, rour(ai) (5p.) £ (0B.) s
10 (ytv.)[(Bp.) . In (OB.) &
X opo(royiar) Tokun(viog) tfo(0)] Meb(émq) [mpd(c) 1. OvAEPIo(V) TTpeiok(ov) Tpod(opatikic) (dp.) d
opo(roylao) Yevapo(vioc) to(®) [ 1...() wlplo(s) Alrn]uyx(wv) Irod( ) mapay[w]pi(cema) [(3p.)] kS
opo(hoyia) [ ] Anpdt(oc) mpo(c) Al ] o( ) @doert(oc) kai GAA[w(v)] mpod(opatikiic) (5p.) a (6B.) B

[xelpoy(paoias) onepu(drov) (30 0 (3B.) 3
15 [re]pi yempy(loc) (Gp.) @
V3poPLA(akiog) (6B.) &

O[n]ou(vnpat- )
(ytv.) (p.) 1 (OB.) 7, (yiv.) (8p.) pAO [(OB.) o] \(OB.) ¥/
(ov) Ayewi[ 13 @ (v)? pmvo(c) mpoxpnl.] (3p.) y
20 Tok( ) émt p(dneCav) (5p.) p, owe(viov) (5p.) k5, (yfy.) (3p) 1B .1\B.) ¥/
Xotdy a opor(oyia) Momovt(®rog) T[o(D)] [ToArod(toc) mpo(c) KepoA( ) w mpod(opatikic) (8p.) &
xewpoy(pagiag) onepp(drmv) (8p.) [UE (OB.) ¥
Kol d1(a) Zwk( ) (dp.) a (0P.) €
Mor(0v) ypappat(ikov) opo(royiog) Axkavo( ) to(d) Pdoert(og) (0B.) y
25 dmop(vnpat- ) (6B.) B
(yiv.) (8p.) Ky (6B.) 5. () Ap([08( )] eis Tem(iv) 19pT(ov)
(8p.) 8, Zax( ) (8p.) @ (6B.) & ho(umai) (3p.) m (6B.) a, (yiv.) (3p.) Ay (OB.) B
(B1dBerov) B opo(hoyia) “Hpawvo(c) to(d) Ap[tlemd(dpov) mpd(c) Pdoev "Ecoi(prog) mpod(opatikic) (8p.) a (6B.) o
op(oroyia) Metexm( ) Metego(vyov) mpo(s) Mrokepe( ) Tito( ) xpi(oewa) (3p.) B (6B.) B
30 yewpoy(pagiog) orepu(dtov) (0B.) s
nept yeopy(iog) (3p.) o
(ytv.) (dp.) € (OB.) B, (ytv.) (3p.) An, (B.) &

Col. X (P.Mich. inv. 4385, col. IV).

v xewpoy(papiog) orepu(drav) (8p.) s (0B.) ¢
nepl yeopy(iog) (3p.) B (B.) B
v3popuA(akiog) (8p.) a
vrop(vnuat- ) (8p.) o (0B.) s
5 (ytv.) (Bp.) w0 (8B.) s, (¥iv.) (3p.) v (6B.) ¥
[o9giMev)] & opo(hoyin) TTebém(c) To(D) Mekpiit(oc) mpd(c) "Ovva(eptv) ‘Ovwad(epioc) mpod(opaticii) (3p.) o (9B.) &
opo(hoyia) “Qpov to(d) ‘Ovva(epiog) mpo(c) Zapan( ) Zexyto( ) (?) xpfi(oewc) (3p.) o (4B.) o
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xewpoy(pagiag) onepp(drwv) (5p.) 1y (6B.) B
kol du(a) Zwk( ) (8p.) 6 (6B.) a
10 xewpoy(pagiag) yewpy(lag) (5p.) y
vmop(vnpat-) (6B.) o
(yiv.) (3p.) xy (B.) ., (@) Agpod( ) (6B.) B
~ ho(umal) (3p.) ky (8B.) @, (yiv.) (p.) oy (6B.) &
& IToxve10(g) To(d) Zatafo(dtog) Tpd(c) Apmay(ddnv) Amdyy(toc) Tpod(opatikic) (8p.) o (0P.) €

15 row(Ov) ypappat(ikov) Kopmvo(c) (6p.) &
opo(royia) IMrorrat(og) to(d) Axovt( ) npo(c) Manovi(drog) [Morrodrt(og) (8p.) B
xewpoy(papiag) onepp(drmv) (p.) C(0B.) &
yewpy(log) (6p.)y
nept omepp(dtov) | kel voM)  (3p.) @
20 vrop(vnuat- ) (0B.) B
[Mebém(c) to(D) To18md(pov) (0B.) B

ypappat(tkod) opox() x() . ex.()  (3p.)a
avopopiou (0B.) 8
(ytv.) (8p.) ko (8B.) & (@wv) Appod( ) (3p.) B (OB.) &,
25 Zok( ) (0B.) s ho(imal) (8p.) m, (yiv.) (8p.) oa (0B.) &
(®V) Appod( ) dvepy(opéve) ic ™(v) TOM1) elg EEotko(vo)uMmotv)
ITto( ) TA(S) Advpov kal dAA®(V) (8p.) k, “Hpwvi
aykaufu( )? (8p.) m, Zok( ) (3p.) AP, dow( ) (3p.) Ao (6B.) 8

Col. Xa.1-7. Marginal note in intercolumnar space on the left, corresponding to col. x.26-27.
ano (dpayudv) K
i £€ouc(ovopunow) TItol( ) Addu(ov)
(8p.) & xai tewui(c) x(aptdv)
(8p.) m, Aowur(o) (8p.) N &ig
A5 104G ava yelpo
dan(dvog) venpé(tov)? Kol
YPUoT(émc)? vop(oypdpov)?

Col. XI (P.Mich. inv. 4385, col. V)

s [MeBéwg to(D) Tvepe(pdtog) Tpd(c) Acwvid(ov) Ayxd(pews) Tpod(opatikic) (p.) a (0B.) €
opo(royia) Appaio(v) to(d) Zokovomd(vems) Tpo(g) Muod( ) Teteco( ) ékxw(pioems) (8p.) a (0B.) €
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30

picO(wotc) Nexge(p- ) 1o(D) Pavop(yéns) npo(c) Appe(v-) Hapovyi(loc) Bacti(uciis) yii(s) (5p.) B (6B.) &
opo(royia) “Qpo(v) To(d) \Meyyeiovg kai/ [[leteso( )] mpd(c) Abnvaio(v) Hpdart(oc) dmoy(fic) (5p.) n
xepoy(papiag) onepp(drmv) (p.) s (6B.) B
nepl yeopy(iog) (Sp.) B
nepl onepu(dtov) Kepk(esovywv) (6p.) a
V3popuA(aiog) (Sp.) @ (9B.) ¢
Aou(0v) ypappat(ikov) “Hpavo(s) ‘Ovvd(pproc) (68.) B
avagopiov i (0B s
(yiv.) xs (0B.) a (ov) Zok( ) du(a) “Hpm(vog) épy(dtov) (8p.) o (0B.) ¥
~ owr(ad) (3p.) k3 (6B.) &, (yiv.) (3p.) vs (OB.) B
C opo(hoyia) aAAn(Aov) Xopuo( ) kol Td (V) adeM@dv) kai dAlm(v) dtupéoe(wc) yeo(pylac) (8p.) &
opo(oyia) Maxvoro(s) To(d) ‘Hpdt(os) npo(c) Iror( ) “Hpwva(c) xpri(oend) (3p.) B
opo(royia) Wevapo(vviog) to(d) ‘Hpakino(vg) mpo(g) Tov ad(tov) (8p.) o (0B.) ¥
opo(royia) Mdpko(v) Avl(gotiov) inméw(c) mpd(c) Mdpko(v) AvO(éotiov) Odare(pt- ) dmoy(fic) (3p.) N

xepoy(papiag) onepp(dtmv) (8p.) £ (6B.)
nept yeopy(iog) (Sp.) B

a&o(patog) yempy(iog) AvO(tavig) (6p.) 0. (0B.) o
Bépa Appod( ) (6p.) &

~ (ytv.) (3p.) py (6B.) &, (yiv.) (Sp.) p
n ZataBo(droc) to(d) Zarafo(droc) mpo(s) Aoyyt 1mopa xpiceng (3p.) ¥
opo(royia) IMeBéw(c) Pan(srog) mpo(c) Mebé(a) Mdpwvo(c) xp(Moemc) (3p.) a
xepoy(papiag) onepp(drmv) (p.) y (8B.) ¥
nepl yeo(pylog) (Sp.) @
nepl Thi(c) mpog Sidpu(owv) (p.)y (6B.) B
&1 (patog) AvO(1avig) (0B.) B
dmop(vnpot- ) (6B.) B A
(ytv.) (p.) B (OB.) B, (yiv.) (3p.) p1 (8B.) B, (wv) Appod() dua) “Hpw(vos) \eig kata,  p( )/ (Sp.) B
Aoymoi) (3p.) p (6B.) B

Col. XII (P.Mich. inv. 4385, col. VI)

£0G1(3p.) pos A
0 opo(hoylia) Xopn(povog) to(d) Hpox(A- ) mpo(c) ‘Qpo(v) Mebém(c) dmoy(ic) (dp.) d
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30

opo(royia) @an(ctog) to(d) Pan(o1og) kol AAAm(v) Srupé(oews) yeopy(iag) (8p.) B [(6B.) B1 \(6B.) s/
opo(royia) ‘Hpado( ) Th(c) Pavou(yémg) mpo(s) Ouicav AnoA( ) drox(fic) (8p.) P
yewpoy(papiog) orepu(drmv) 6p.) s
¢ Tpo(Q) Sdxpi(otv) (6p.) a
Aou(ov) ypa[u]pot(ikov) gig Mebéa “Qpo(v) (6B.) ¥
Aou(0v) ypappot(ikov) a&ud(patog) Avb(laviic) odo(iog) (3p.) a (8B.) &
(yiv.) 1L (6B.) 5, (0v) tewu(fic) x(dptov) (3p.) s, Aep[o]d()
d1(a) “Hpovo(c) to(d) "Exdoro(g) y(dptov) (8p.) & kai Aep[0]d()
gl tey(nv) otvo(d) (8p.) a (0P.) y ro(uwai) (8p.) s (0B.) y

B (ytv.) (8p.) ps (0B.) &
1 6po(hoyia) ‘Ofplagvo(deroc) to(d) ‘Opoevo(verog) po(c) Hpav TI[ ] ey ) drox(fic) (3p.) &
xepoy(pagpiag) onepp(drmv) (8p.)y (6B ¥
nepl yeopy(log) (Sp.) o
avapo(piov) [(6B.)] &
dmop(vnpot- ) [(Bp.)] o (B.)

(yiv.) w (0B.) a, (wv) Appod( ) du(a) “Hpw(voc) (8p.) &
B Aou(ai) (6p.) £ (B.) a, (yiv.) (Bp.) pry (6B.) s
1o opo(royin) Kaotopo(d1og) yova(ikog)? Tvepe(pdtog) mpo(c) Amor( ) “Qpo(v) xym(pricews) (8p.) P
opo(royia) Apeaii(clog) To(d) ‘Ovva(epiog) mpo(q) Advii(v) “Qpo(v) xpri(cemc) (Sp.) B

opo(royia) “Qpo(v) to(d) IMetesb(mc) Tpo(q) Oauicarv Tebim(q) xpri(cewc) [(Bp.) a] (0B.) &
opo(Aoyia) Ieteco(Vyov) to(D) Ietdro(v) Tpo(c) Todm(p- ) ITtoArin(voc) évork(oewc) (dp.) &

xepoy(papiag) onepp(drmv) (Bp.) y (6B) s
V3poPLA(aKiog) (0B.) s
row(Ov) ypappat(ikov) Appmvio(v) 0By
vmop(vnpat-) (6B.) B
avapo(piov) (0B.) d

(yiv.) € (3B.) &, (GV) Agpod( ) date gic gwl 1.()
£ic Kazax(@ptouov)? (5p.) a (68.) y, Tok( ) (5p.) a ko Xpax( ) (5p.) a, Aowr(ad) (3p.) 1B (5.) B
(yiv.) (8p.) pxs (6B.) a

Col. XIII (P.Mich. inv. 4385, col. VII)

(&dv) Appod( ) du(cr) “Hpavo(s) x(dptov) (p.) n Aowm(al) (3p.) pm [(8B.) o]
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1B picb(woig) Apraydd(ov) to(d) ZaraB(odrtoc) mpo(s) Ayxd(pewd) Medéw(s) Bagi[A(ikfic)] yii(c) (3p.) [ (6B.)].
opo(royle) Pdogrt(oc) To(d) Kepat() npo(c) Qpov [ 1.[ 16p)al
xepoy(papias) onepp(drmv) (Gp.). ..
5 @V TpO(Q) Sdxpioi(v)
amo te[Upi(9)? ov () [ ]
(ytv.) (8p.) vy (8B.) &, (@v) Agpp[0]d( ) du(a) “H[pla() [ ]
~ Zox() (3p) [1(6B.) o, Ro(mad) (3p.) 0 (6B.) |, (viv.) (3p.) [ ]
ty dpo(hoyia) Teoedpro(c) tii(c) @, () mpd(c) Aoyy. v.() [ ]
10 xepoy(poplac) omepu(drov) [ ]
opo(royia) xo( ) wo(d) Me[tleso(dyov) mpo(c) Appw()  o()[ ]
opo(royia) Tom o( ) tfi(c) Tlebém(c) cuvym(pripatog) [ ]
amd edpo(v) [ylpageio(v) d, [ ]
(yiv.) (8p.) 95 [(BBI] 5, (&v) Zo() [ ]
15 avepx(opeve) &ig [ 1.() [(3p.) k8] 7. [1[
100 @an(o1oc) kat[a]y(opiopod) kai tei(c) xapt(ov) [
L...0) @p.)pxC (OB e ]
Aour(oi) (3p.)? & (6B.) s, (yiv.) (Bpaxuad) p, (6B.) 3
émt tp(dmelav) (8p.) oS \e gV mpocopeth( ) (3p.) ...
20 dahoc AmoA( ) x(dptov) (8p.) ¥, (yiv.) (8p.) okl v kol G
1B opo(royia) Tatafo(Droc) To(d) “Qpo(v) mpo(s) Yyeivo(v) Avy. . (Spoyp-) [ ]
duo(hoyia) ‘Opaevo(bpog) To(B) Amoh( ) mpd(c) Xapri(uovar) Troh( ) p,. (Spopyui) o

xewpoy(papiog) onepp(dtav) (3p.) BB L]
avapo(piov) Gp) 1]
25 Mow(0v) ypappat(ikov) gig ITtod( ) MTrodw( )  (8p.) .

(yiv.) (8p.) iy (6B.) o (V) g T0? Tpocogethop(évag)
(8p.) Lo (0B.) y Mowr(ai) Tpocoeeth(dpevar) (8p.) i (6B.) B

al kal Eyopi(Onoav) ig otvo(v) kep(duia) B oertod(Oyorg) kol k Tod

Col. XIV (P.Mich. inv. 4383, col. I)

[1e 1 xpfi(oemq) (0p.) &
[ 1LL.I 1. xo(picewc) (8p.) &
[ Towm() [ ] (0p.) 15
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xepoy(paplac) o[mepp(drov) ] (6p.) s

5 yeopy(lag) ] (6p.) @
vrop(vnuat- ) ] (6B.) &
[0]uo(royla) TTeBéw(q) T 1 TI[vIep[ 1 . [ 1 dmoy(fic) (Sp.) B
(yiv.) [ ] S
Hp, .. [ mpoco]eeti( ) (5p.) n (6B.) B
10 Ao [ ]
[1s opo(hoyia) Mtokepaio(v) [tod)  mpd(q) 1.po() mapay(wpicenq)
[ JwoO) e[ . 1L 1nO) (8p.) vacat?
[opo(royla) Jv. . . [ d]moy(fic) (8p.) vacat?
] dmox(fic) (Sp.)m
15 Lo [ 1 (6p.)1s
xewploy(paplac) onepp(drov)? ] (6p.) v (6B.) B
yewpy(iog) ] (%p-) B
mept [ ] (dp.) B
avapo(piov) ] (0B.) B
20 vrop(vnuat- ) ] (0B.) B
(ytv.) (8p.) [ 1.3
traces [ 1 (0B.) B
(v [
[\C.].. Hetoiplo(c) [to(d) ]mpa(c) [ 1. mopax(wpicenc) (6p.) 15
25 [ ] wo®)IL[ 1l I1() (6p.) o[
xeploy(poplac) olme[pudt(wv)] (p.) 3 (0B.) [ ]
vmop(vnpat- ) (6B.) B
(v [ 1x
Jtegerm[ 1. 8B s
30 Kol £yAdyo(v) [ Ja
1(ytv.) Bp.) [

1.0 to(D) Zokpn(vioc) mp[o(c)] [ Jr. WL L1
Col. XV (P.Mich. inv. 4383, col. II)

g x (Spayuat) T [ 1[?]

(0p.) x

[Opo(Aoyin)

m opfo(loyia)] ‘Opoevo(vroc) to(d) Zatapo(dtog) mpo(s) ITtor( ) Atovucio(v) xpr(oemc) (8p.) n

1L,

Al
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xepoy(papiag) onepp(drmv) (6p.) 3
(yiv.) (8p.) 1 kol mapd k() G’ OV ELapev
ém thig 1y (3p.) k3 date dvnh(opdtov) (8p.) 10 \(yiv.)/ (3p.) &
~ (yiv.) (Bp.) 1€ xal [€]yAdyov (8p.) &B, (yiv.) (3p.) 0O
[16] p[ic]0(woic) Zokun( ) To(d) Amdyy(toc) kal GAAa(V) mpd() Ocaf( ) Tov \kal/ Axu(AA- ) o\/a(lag) yfi(c) (5p.) B
opo(royia) [ JoA( ) To(D) ZaraBo(droc) mpo(c) Edpo(v) ‘Hpax( ) mpod(opatikiic) x6pt(ov) (3p.) B
[6]po(hoyia) Tyepepdr(og) TA(c) Iv[e]@[e(pdToc)] mp[0(c)] Xapuo( ) Hpax( ) xpri(cewg) (3p.) & (6B.) a
[6]uo(royla)? TTgBén(c) To(D) TTrordd k[afi Ax[ ] () . m() mpo(c) Hpax()
‘Hpox() émy(opnoemc) (8p.) n [
how(ov) [ylpappat(uwov) T [ ca. 7 J[]1... Gp)nl
xewpoy(paoioc) ong[pu(dtav)] (3p.) &
(yiv.) (3p.) 1B (6B.) B, (&v) Alglpod( ) dote
xai? (0B.) s [[...... 1 Mo(urai) (Sp.) pa (OB.) y
Kol &y Ady(ov) (8p.) 00, (yiv.) [(8p.)] px (8B.) ¥
oneppdt(owv) (3p.) a [(6B.)] B
avago(piov) (8p.) a (6B.) a
dmopvn(pat-) (6B.) B
(yiv.) (8p.) B (8B.) &, (¥iv.) (8p.) pxy (6B.) o
(ov) Appod( ) [dc]te Hpa( ) kymad() (3p.) As
Aour(oi) (3p.) 7wl (0B.) o
ko g[replufd]r(wv) (6B.)y
Dmop(vnpat- ) (6B.) B
(ytv.) (8B.) &, (yiv.) (8p.) 7 (8B.) s

Al

Col. XV A.1-2. Note in bottom margin

p. (6B.) B
p, (6B.) S

Col. XVI (P.Mich. inv. 4383, col. III)

KB opo(royia) ‘Hpat(oc) t[o(D)] Hpat(og) mpo(s) Hpav Hpat(og) tpod(opatikic) (8p.) &
suo(hoyia) Amolre( ) to(9) o[ |, 1pd(<) Amorka( ) ‘Qpo( ) xpi(oes) (3p.) [ ]
xelpoly(papiac) omegp(pdtav)  (Sp.) B (9.) ¢
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avae[o(piov)] [(6B.)] &
5 VTOM(VNHOT- ) ~ [6B)] B
(yiv.) (8p.) 1y (6B.) a, (wv) Aepod( ) dua) Appod(eitov) (8p.) 1B
nowr(a) (3p-) & [(5B.)] o (yiv.) (5p) 7O [_]
e ) Ky op(oroyia) AAMN(Aov) TTeBim(c) To(D) Pan(otog) kai EAL®(V) di(apéoens) yem(pylog) (8p.) B
doeth( ) pio(wotc) Nay, [ ] 10(0) 0, [ ()] 1pd(<) Képavo(v) Hpax( ) (3p.) b
10 piob(wotc) “Qpo(v) o®) L] () ki [ Ja() mp[o(c)] Tepdvo(vumv) Anp( ) kai dAdo(v) [(3p.)] 8
[6]uo(hoyla) Parcio(s) To(D) Daf ] drapé(oeaq) [
opo(royia) Appod() Ti(s) [ 1 1p[0(c)] Z[éx]un(viv) Zokpi(viog) [ ]
su0(hoyio) Zoih(ov) To(B) I[ 1 mpd(c) Mapex( ) Méoert(oc) dxylw(priceac) ],
xewploy(pagiag)] onepp(drav)  (3p) [ (6B.)] 9
15 yewp[y(iag)] @B«
(ytv.) (8p.) ky (8B.) 5, (@V) Zox( ) x(dpTov) (3p.) &
Me0éag ddpoy 761poy() omepp(dTov) (9B.) ¥, Aowr(al) (3p.) 19 (3B.) y
~ (ytv.) (3p.) pn (0B.) ¥
K3 opo(Loyla) Apmdho(v) Apal. ] . Appo() mpo(c) ™(v) yu(vaika) Mog(we) sopfydoewc) (8p.) §
20 opo(royla) Tedtog t0(D) Te®tog pepetteiog (dp.) n
0D awt(0d) dAAn(c) (3p.) 1B
(V) Appod( ) (3p.) 1B, amepp(dtav) (3p.) & (8B.) &
avap[o(piov)] (6B.) y
_ (ytv.) (3p.) [UC (yiv.) (3p.) pre (OB.) ¥
25 & howm(év) ypappar(icdv) ghel ] (3p.) B
onepu(dtmv) (Op.) o (0B.) €
vmop(VnpoT- ) (6B.) B
~ (ylv.) (8p.) 3, (yiv.) (3p.) px8 (OB.) ¥
K bpo(Royie) Amoh( ) To(0) Anl_Joh( ) m0d() IT[o]( ) TTra( ) 7p(oewc) (3p.) O
30 o) Opoevo(Vgog) to(d) [A a( )] \eregou[ /], [1. mpo(q) ... poto( ) xphi(oews) (5p.) B

Col. XVII (P.Mich. inv. 4383, col. 1V)

opo(roylo) Kinpev( ) dnehelud(ep-)? Aupa() npo(s) [ le[
vel].. mlpdclen(s) dvo(v) ©Gp)al ]
onepp(dTov) [Bp)]s [
(riv.) (Bp-) [ (3Bodod) Y1 \C (8B.) </, (yiv.) (3p.) pAIENY/ .
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10

15

20

25

30

35

B (V) Zok( ) x(dptov) (5p.) [ ]
kC opo(hoyia) "Ecovpio(c) to(d) IMebéwe mpo(g) Ovarep(i- ) éky(wpicemc) [ 1. [
tlo]n() .
opo(royia) Zappad(iovog) To(D) ZauP( ) mpo(c) Tabdvt(v) Iebé[w(c)]
xPi(oenq) (3p.) a (6B.) B
su0(Royi) Tapetvo(v) [ .. () 1pd(<) Pike( ) Masia(vos) [kalk

0(v) npldoen(s) E6ra(v) (8p.) o [(6B.)] B
xewpoy(paoiog) ang[p]p(drav) (Sp.) B

ol 3[u(c) ] (6p.) B (8B []
yeopy(iog) (Sp.) o[

~ (yiv) (Bp) [ (0], (viv.) (3p.) pLIISTS/ (5B.) B
(o) Appod( ) Zokpat() Awop( ) Abnvaio(v) (3p.) v [
Mowur(at) (8p.) [o. (6B.) B \rn (8B.) B/ traces
50e1A( ) kN dyo(royia) Tovk( ) Qolake]piavo(®)? mpd(c) Mebéa Tapor( ) dmoy(Rc) |
opo(royia) Oacapio(v) thi(c) Mdoert(og) npd(c) Zofeivo(v) Me [ ][
amoy(fic) [ 1.
e ) opo(royia) Tangreso(vyov) thi(c) Ieb(éwg) mpd(c) Ameu( ) Irol( ) anfoy(fig)] (dp.)
opo(royia) Mebéw(c) To(d) Towd( ) mpo(s) Medé(a) Aptep( ) Ekxm(pricens) (3p.) ] (0B.)
ypappot(ikov) Amol( ) mpo(c) ITroh( ) Swup(éocwq) (8p.) [
xewpoy(pagpiag) onepp(drmv) (3p.) [
vrop(vipatog) (6B.)
(yiv.) (3p.) kB (B.) & ki () [(3p.) 0 (3B.) Bl (3p) [1[
(yiv.) (8p.) p1 (0B.) 5, (0v) Zook( ) eig tew(mv) [ ][ (8p.)15]
Kal gl katoy(opiopov) Abvp un(voc) (8p.) 8 kai &o[ik(ovouiceng)]
(8p.) K8, (yiv.) (8p.) ud, Aowr(at) E[n]\s/ (0B.) s
0petl( ) k0 picO(woic) ZapBad( ) Ti(s) K[ Jee( ) kol Aim(v) mpo(s) Hamovr(dv) [
opeM( ) opo(royia) Mrorepa(iov) to(d) “Qpo(v) kol FAA®(V) duapéoemc) [
xepoy(pagiag) onfe]pp(drtov) [
vrop(vnuat- ) [
Kol Su(a) Appod( ) [
(ytv.) (8p.) 1€ (8B.) v, (yiv.) (3p.) 7B (OB.) B

BIL
B
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Col. XVIII (P.Mich. inv. 4383, col. V)

10

15

20

25

30

B gag? . (3p.?) pl
A nicb(woc) [1[.1..0) mpo(e) [ 1L.1.L1L.1.
opo(royia) [ 1p[o(9)] [ ]

L 1O L

..L.1 omepp(drav) [
traces

traces

traces

traces

traces

traces

traces

traces hour(ol)

TOB[r

oufo(hoyia)]
sulo(oyia)]
oufo(hoyia)]
ou[o(royia)]
u[i]e0(wo1)

xepoy(papiog)

vnfop(vnpat- )]

(ytv.)

Yok()

....() B dpo(hoyia)

Si0(royio)

.L170p
xewploy(pagiog)
dmop(vnpat- ) [
traces |
traces |
Aowr(ai) traces |
(yiv.) traces|
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O, 10(0)’Io  traces|
xepay(papiag) onfeppdr(wv)
ava@o(piov)

35 (yiv.)
(ytv.) 3p.) p.[

Col. XIX (P.Mich. inv. 4391, col. I)

[ el]g (V) TOMw) avepyop( ) dote gig £€or(kovounov) (8p.) kn
[ I Mow(a) (5p.)
3 piod(woig) Medéfo(q) 1 at() kol dEAAm(v) mpo(c) MtoA() [ ] Pacti(ikiic) yA(s) (8p.) 8
[0]uo(Aoyia) TTak[Vvo10(c) To(D) Zata]Bodt(og) mpo(c) [rol( ) Atovusio(v) ypri(cews) (8p.) 1
5 Mow(ov) [ypa]u[pa]t(ikov) Irok( ) To(d) Atovusio(v) (3p.) &
xepoy(paplac) o[n]epp(drav) (6p.) s (8B.) s
meplt ] [ ] (6B.) &
avae[o]pio(v) (Sp.) B
(yw.) (3p.) xn (6B.) 8, (yw.) (3p.) pp (6B.)
10 [0pet]A( ) (Bp.) 8. € Opo(royia) [Tvepepdt(og) T0(D) Bcofé(vvemc) pepert(eiog) (8p.) VI(OL.)INS/
opo(royia) Ackrdt(oc) To(D) 'Opoevo(Herog) mpd(c) Zafeivo(v) ITrol( ) xpri(cewc) (dp.) B
xewploy(paplac) onep]u(drov) [(p.)] o (OB.) &
Slmlon(uvnuat- ) (6B.) B
[(yiv.) Bp.) ] (wv) Aepod() [ 1.
15 [ Aow() (3p) L

ca. 16 lines missing

Col. XX (P.Mich. inv. 4391+4386a, col. II)

B €0 1(dp.) oxkn (8B.) y
n opo(royia) Irorepaio(v) to(d) Atovusiov Tpo(s) Hpak( ) Zatafo(dtog) darnox(fic) (8p.) &
opo(royie) Amorre( ) Mdpwvo(c) mpo(c) Xarpri(ove) Xaupri(povos) dmoy(fic) (3p.) B
opo(royia) MeBéw(c) xai Atpeio(vg) appo(tépmv) Zapup( ) npo(c) tov adeM(@ov) Keo() xpfi(cemc) (3p.) o (0P.) &
5 dpo(hoyin) Ebnuépov) 1o(d) Zokpi(vioc) []pd(c) Tdo(v) Aoyyyeivo(v) onu(edgopov) 1pri(czec) (3p.) o
Aowt(0v) ypappat(tkov) Zatafo(dtog) £ic Tov anto(v) (8p.) a
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yewpoy(papiog) orepu(dtov) (dp.) a (6B.) &
vmop(vnpat-) (6B.) B
~ (ytv) (8p.) w0 (8B.) &, (yiv.) (Sp.) o (0B.) 5
10 0 opo(hoyla) Zappar(oc) ro(d) un( ) mpo(s) Qp( ) ‘Qpua( ) xpri(oewd) (3p.) o (6B.) y
opo(royia) Mebew(c) To(d) Hpax(r-) npo(s) M[t]oA( ) “Hpwvo(s) xpi(ceng) (3p.) o (B.) B
oporoyia ‘Todm(pac) th(c) Atpeio(vc) mpd(c) Tawbed(av) Mdpm(vog) dppaB(dvoc) (dp.) &
0pet\( ) (8p.) ¥ oufo(hoyia) Juapo( ) ti(s) ZataBo(dtog) mpo(c) A [ Ty APvxio(c) xpri(ceng) (3p.) a [?]
opeA( )] opfo(royin)] Mavou(yéwg) to(d) "Ecovpio(q) mpo(s) Irod( ) Amorlm( ) xpri(cewc) (8p.) o [?]
15 xepoy(paplac) ofnep]u(drov) (3p.) y (6B.) &
vmop(vnpot- ) (6B.) ¥
Aow(ov) yp[oppat(ukov) ca. ?]

ca. 6 lines missing

[ 1 . (dp.) o
[bmo]p(vnpat- ) (8p.) y (0B.) ¥
20 v Bp.) 15 (OB @, (yiv) pEe ]

[1o] opo(hoytar) [1[ 10() mpo(c) Hpoud( ) Hpdr(oc) xpn(cews) (3p.) &
opfo(oyla)] H[  Ipo( ) mpd(c) AmoA( ) Amo[A()] x[pI(cewc)? (3p.) a (6B.) B
opo(royla) [ Ixw() mpo(s) T'dro(v) Aoyyu(v-) [mpo(q)] . xpfi(oemc) (3p.) o (6B.) €

xeploy(pagiog) onlepu(drav)  (6B.)y

25 vmop(vnpat- ) (6B.) B
1. (ytv.) (3p.) n (0B.) &, (yiv.) (8p.) pod traces
1.voo() [ 1., Aowr(al) [(3p.) ploP (8B.) [a]

Col. XXI (P.Mich. inv. 4391, col. III)

6pel( ) 1B opo(royla) [MMebdléme B Iebéng n[po(c) . I evn() Apmaydd(ov) x[pli(cews) (5p.) a (6B.) ¥
opo(royia) ‘Hpakieid(ov) to(V) ITtol( ) Tpo() Pdnctv 'Ecovpe(wc) npd(cemc) yild(v) tém(wv)? [(8p.)] a (0B.) €

xepoy(papiag) onepp(drmv)  (3p.) 8 (OB.) ¥
vTop(VnpoT- ) (BB
5 (viv.) (3p.) € (8B.) 5, (&V) Agpod( ) Gote eic Mvepe(pdv) (5B.) B
Aor(a) (3p.) G (8B.) 8 kal T e&n( ) du(a) . pov (3p.) B (6B.) a, Aow( ) (Sp.) € (6B.) ¥
(ytv.) (8p.) poC (6B.) 5
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edpov ypapeiov Ocoy(évoug) (8p.) &
opo(royia) Tepadr(og) Th(g) Mvepepdt(oc) uvym(phipaTog) (3p.) un
10 (yiv.) (8p.) pn, (ywv.) (3p.) ome (6B.) &
émt tp(dnelav) (3p.) p Kol dua) [Zw]k()? ic 8€[o]uc( ) (8p.) m, (viv.) (p.) pol (6B.) &
1y opo(hoyia) I [ Jepa( ) to(D) TePépe(wa) pepert(elag) (3p.)
opo(royle) Amodra( ) thg yovork(oc) . () cvvye(pfipatod) (3p.) 8
[0]po(royia) IT  vo() To(®) AL . Jou() mpo(c) Tovr() [1 .[1.(3p.) e [(6B.)] o
15 [Lout(ov) ylpau[plat(uov) [ 1) .ol ]

ca. 16 lines missing

Col. XXI A.1-2. Marginal note in left intercolumnar space corresponding to 1. 11.
i €€owk( ) "Qpov 10(D) Iet[e]oo( ) .
Meparo( ) Mo apo( ) ofkod(o- )

Col. XXII (P.Mich. inv. 4384, col. I)

[ ] Mebéo[c] mapoy(@piicend) (3p.) 3 [
[uicB(wo1c) 1..0u() mpd(c) MeBé(ar) Pan( ) ovoi(ag) yii(c) (3p.) & (6B.) s
[ono(hoyia) 1) Kduwvog dmoy(#ic) (8p.) B
[ 17p0(c) Eppiav Appovy() (Spoyu-) [ 1.[
5 [6po(royia) 1x() A.gu() xpi(cewg) dt(6Kov) (5p.) 1
cJuvopetie( ) &ic To(v) TTrol( ) (3p.) o
[ ] (3B)y_ )
1 (vtv) (3p.) oxa, (@v) Aepod() tfi 18
] xa
10 [mopo(roylo)  Jad [ 1e0() xal EAra(v) drox(fic) (3p.) .
[6po(royia) 17po(q) Tepg[ 1. ... mp(doewc) pod() (p.) B

[ J.uo[ 1 pere() ITroA( ) [ () 1 oo() (3p.) P
[xeuploly(papiac) o[me]pudt(cv) (5p.) n
[opo(hoyla) DiA[0]EEvo(v) To(D) Apmok( ) Tpd(s) Aidvp(ov) Hlpla( ) dmox(fic) (3p.) §

15 [xlewp[o]y(papiog) omepudt(wv) (8p.) o (0B.) s
(ytv.) (8p.) AB (8B.), (¥iv.) (Sp.) pvy (6B.) @
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20

25

10 opfo(hoyia) . Juko() T0(D) . o( ) mpd(c) Aglov @ihwvo(c) dmox(fic) (Sp.) &
opo(royla) | vy () to(d) . ku[.] mpo(c) Aglo(v) Appavi( ) éxx(wpicenc) (3p.) 1
opo(royta) €[ 1. .[1[ca. 5 Jlxal m(v) ddeh(env) drox(fis) (p.) <
LLLLLT L] @arsdr(og) nfpo(c) 1 Toyvpimvog éxx(wpicewc) (3p.) B
[ ] TeBéwg n[po(c)? ] Tuydprov (3p.) 1B

yewpoy(papiog) one[ppat(dtov)] (8p.) a (6B.) a

vr[o]u(vnpas- ) (6B.) B

(yiv.) 8p.) [ ] &ic kotayw(piopov) PpAim(v)

[3.[1(60 2OJ]K]( )2 [ 1p() Happovd() (3p.) 3, (yiv.) (3p.) Ae [

Col. XXIII (P.Mich. inv. 4384, col. II)

10

15

B gag x (3p.) opy (8B.) ¥
K opfo(hoyio)] T[], to(®) Davépylen(c)] mpo(c) @doev 'Ecodpeng xpri(cend) (p.) a (8B.) y
opfo(royia)] Zokvor(aiov) to(d) etooi(prog) mpo(s) Aoyyi(vov) Edmop( ) Zvpeop( ) xpn(oews) (8p.) o (6B.) B
yewpoy(papiog) one(ppdtonv) (0B.) &
AQur(ov) ypappot(wov) @ho&évo(v) mpo(s) Aidvpo(v) (3p.) B
(ytv.) (p.) € (OB.) B, (yiv.) (Bp.) p&y (OB.) 5 (wyv) [ebel
Ednuépov (8p.) B, Aour(ai) (8p.) pEa (0B.) s
opo(royia) Mebémg 0(D) Ayyo( ) mpo(q) Mdpav(a) “Qpov drox(fic) (8p.) &
opo(royia) Anlag tig [Trod( ) mpog Mdpk(ov) Aoyyivo(v) gig ko(mnv)? dpak(og) (dp.) n
opo(royia) T0d antod mpo(g) Tov [[t] adti(c) adeM@ov) [ 1.()? (8p.)n
xepoy(paplag) oneppdr(wv) (9p.) & (88.) B
dmop(vitpot- ) (6B.) B
~ (ytv) (Bp.) Ay (0B.) 8, (yiv.) (Bpaxmat) poe (SBolal) y
P duo(hoyia) o, () To(D) TMeéar(<) mpd(c) Ocdnon(v) Mebéolc] xph(ceas) (3p.) O
opo(royia) 10(D) adt(od) Tpo(Q) T(v) avt(v) E€otdogmg (8p.) n
opo(royia) Kdotopog 1o(d) ‘Hpak( ) mpd(c) Atdok(opov) ITtol( ) np(doemc) dvo(v) (8p.) &
opo(royia) Mopmm(fov) 10D Zekovvd(ov) mpo(c) Oepuovd( ) Ietego(vxov?) dmox(fic) (3p.) B

20 dpe( ) opo(royia) Ayxo( ) to(d) Adveio(vg) Tpo(q) MMebéa ZataBo(dtoc) yxpr(cews) (8p.) o (4B.) B

Aou(ov) ypappat(ikov) pod(doeng) Akodtog (8p.) &
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x[elpoy(paplag) oneppdr(wv) (6B.) y
(v Bp.) ky (0B.) &, (yiv.) (Bp.) 018 (B.) o .
1Ky opo(hoyia) Hpat( ) o(d) Mdpwvo(s) apyxepd(dov) mpo(s) Qpo(v) “Qpo(v) dpyé(podov) ¢ [ ]

25 opo(hoyia) Apeanioio(s) To(D) ‘Ovva(pproc) mpo(c) Mrorepaio(v) “Hpwvog xpri(cens) (5p.) [[1(3B.) .
opo(hoyia) Haveppépi(og) to(d) ZataBo(brog) mpo(s) Mérako(v)? Metdro(v) xpi(oema) (3p.) [1(9B.) s
opo(Loyla) Tarnedém(c) Thi(c) Osayé(vovs) mpo(s) Trodepai(ov) “Qpov drox(fic) (Spaxual) ..
nicO(wotg) Mrol( ) To(D) Mebéwg kai TdV Aowt(dv) TpeoP(utépv) kowng) Tpo(s) Aidvp(ov) IMHppo(v) (8p.)

avagopiov (dp.) a (6B.) y
30 yewpoy(papiog) orepudt(wv) 0B s
vrop(vnpat- ) (6B.) B

(ytv.) (8p.) 1€ (6B.) B, (yiv.) (3p.) o[A]d (OB.) ¥
Col. XXIV (P.Mich. inv. 4384, col. III)

(®V) Appod( ) 81" Appodsit(ov) dovr(ov) (8p.) P (OP.) a, hour(ai) (5p.) AP (6B.) P
k3 opo(hoyia) Zapeivo(v) to() ITto( ) mpo(g) Amor( ) ‘'Ovvad(eprog) dr_kom( ) (8p.) &
opo(royia) Pavép(yema) to(d) Hpox( ) mpo(c) Amorrm( ) Aroilo( ) xpi(cewg) (3p.) B
opo(Aoyia) "Ecovpio(c) to(D) IMebéme mpo(c) Zokvom(aiov) Zokvom(aiov) xpri(cemc) (8p.) B
5 yewpoy(papiog) orepudr(wmv) (6p.) o (0B.) s
dmop(vnpot- ) A (6B.) B
(ytv.) (p.) 1 (3B.) 0, (@) Appod() (Sp.) B (6B.) @
Ao(umai) (6p.) m, (yiv.) (8p.) op (8B.) B
e ) ke opo(royia) Amorrm( ) to(d) Io[yx]upio(vog) Tpo(c) Amor( ) “Qpo(v) xpn(ceng) (8p.) &
10 kB opo(royia) @doeit(og) To(D) Apera( ) mpd(q) IMebéa Metoop(aimdog) kxw(pnoews) (5p.) B
T30 xewpoy(pogias) oalelpudt(ev) kol dmox(fc) U dpo(updv) Iepp(avikiavic)
[Mrolep[ai]d(oc) Néag (6p.) &
avag[o(piov)] i (8p.) . (0B.) &
(ytv.) (8p.) wt (8B.) 8, (0v) Zax( ) i avey )
15 (0B.) v, Aowr(ai) (8p.) 1o (OPB.) a, (yiv.) (8p.) ova (6B.) ¥
opo(royia) Tapdab(og) Th(s) IMe[t]oiplo(g) kol TdV VidV Tpdg Mdpko(v)
Ar.pn() ....() xpi(ceng) (8p.) 15
opo(royia) Thc ad[t(fic) mpo(c) 1 prov kapm( ) (3p.) &
Aoum(0v) [ypop]uat(ikov) dmoy(fic) Xeven( ) Axovoy( ) (3p.) &
20 [(yiv.)] (Bpaynal) k3, (yiv.) coe (8B.) y
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0épa Alppold() ... (p.)m
a1 Gpan
(yiv.) ey (6B.) ¥ A
(ov) [ ] gl tp(dmelav) ag’ wv Exou(ev) Oep(dtwv)

25 Bal 15 howr(al) (8p.) kC (6B.) v, (Gv) Mhavn( )

(3p.) 15 (0B.) 5, howr(ai) (8p.) 1 (4B.) &

ks xewpoy(popiag) (omep[u(drov)] (6p.) & (8B.) ¥
vIop(VnpoT- ) (6B.) B
Aow(OV) ypappat(ikov) [ ] (6p.)m

Col. XXV (P.Mich. inv. 4384, col. IV)

(yiv.) (8p.) 0 (8B.) & (&) Hpo()is . _a() Gpinl..]

Aour(ai) (5p.) o (8B.) €, (yiv.) (8p.) 1B (6B.) B
0petl( ) (OB.) vy kT dpo(hoyia) Oacdt(oc) thi(c) Mebéw(c) [npo(s) .. Xarpi(povoc) . () (3p.) B (OB.) @
0pel( ) (3p.) 3 xewpoy(pagiag) oneppdr(wv) kal dmox(m) . [1.8() (Sp.) S
5 onepu(dtmv) GAA®(V) (0B.) €

vrou(vnuat- ) i (0B s
(yiv.) (8p.) € (8B &, [(6v)] Tok( ) ava( ) exe()
elc Mvepep() .. [.1(3p.) @ (9B.) @
Aou(ai) (6p.) 5 (6B.) 3 [ 1. (8Bo}-)

10 foo........[1....... (0Bokol) STl
i dpo(hoyia) Tirorkio(vos) To(8) ‘Opsevo(bpend) mpd(c) . Ayxe( ) drox(fic) (3p.) . [
opo(royla) ZapPab(iov) Ti(c) ‘Ovvad(pprog) [ Joo() "Hpat() (3p.) m

opo(hoyie) Happevie(voc) . [ ]......() xapr() (3p.) S
Aou(ov) ypappot(wov) g [ ] Xorpii(novoc) (8B.) s
15 Mowr(Ov) ypa(upatikov) xepoy() orepu(dtmv) mpocsdd(ov) Kepi(esohymv) kn [dpovp]d(v)
ypaga, () du(a) [Z]ak() (6p.) &
xepoy(papiag) ongpp(dtmv) kai? [ 1 B)s
ypappot(ikov) Th(c) mpoy(eypappévng) Zappadio(v) ‘Ovva(pprog) gig Zipo( )
..pom() (8p.)
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20 hou(6v) Ypoppat(ov) ‘Hplo]t( ) (8p.) o
51(d) Agpod( ) xpoy(pagias) .. [ 1 (3p)y(©p)a
(ytv.) (Bp.) pe (6B.) . . hour( )
Kopigiov (6B.) B ol (3p.) 8 (66.) B
Zo( ) dya) "Hpevog dewgal 1[.1.() (3p.) 8
25 ~ dow( ) (3p. ) A (OB.) B, (yiv.) (Bp) [ (OB)] @
K0 opo(hoyia) Tebéwg 10(D) Mebéwg mpa(c) [[1.[]..&() Pan(ctoq) eepvii(c) (3p.) n
opo(royia) Nefod(o10c) Th(S) Mdpm(vog) mtpo(q) Aniav ITtol( ) Moewg pecert(eiog)
[ e
opo(royia) Aniog tH(c) ITtod( ) Tpo(g) Mdpro(v) Aoyyw ()? mapoy(wpnoemc) EM(aimvog) (8p.) vB
30 opo(royia) Tadpro(c) thg Ovva(ppiog) mpo(s) yv(vaika) Hetpm(v- ) mp(doens) d oiki(ag) (8p.) 1p

Col. XXVI (P.Mich. inv. 4382[b], col. I)

L...Os8l 1..O.0 1
..[170®) [ ] apo() xaiAr () Srupéoen(q)? [ (8p.)] € (8B.) B
Ao[Un(ov) ypap[plat(iov) @eppo( ) Ti(s) Osaf( ) (3p.) 8
onepu(dtmv) (0B.) s
5 lomepu() .[1.O] traces (6B.)y
(ytv.) (8p.) 0B (8B.) 8, (®v) Appod( ) kot ITroA( ) olvom( )
(39.) 1, howr( ) (3p.) AB (3.) 3, (¥iv.) (3p.) 9 (0B.) &
[A op]o(hoyia)? Davop(yemc) ToD --? mpo(c) Tov adedpov [vepe(pdtog) Tp(dosws) TpoP(drwv) (dpayuoal)
oufo(royiw)] [ .1 to(d) Mebéwg mpo(q) Zata[Bo(dv)] Medéng mpeaf( ) Exxm(picens) (3p.) B
10 [6pe]tr() 6po(hoylo) Hp [ ()] Th(c) Hpax() [kai] mpo(c) An[  &v]oun(cems) (3p.) & (B.) s
vmop(vnpat- ) (6B.)y
how(Ov) ypap(patikov) gig Aoyyivo(v) Ilpeiok(ov) (Spaxual) .
(ytv.) (3p.) x (6B.) B, (yiv.) (3p.) prav
x(dptov) (8p.) B (6B.) 8, "Hpwvt &ig peottey ) {Avor-?} €€
15 ?] o1 IroA( ) i Agy(yivov) Tlpiok(ov) (3p.) k, Mot]n( ) (3p.) p (6B.) ¥
Aolyytvo(v) Tpg\i/ok(ov) traces
(ytv.) 3p.) [.1\em (8B.) . [
108() Aour( ) ta [ ][
1L, (B B.I

20 trace of one line
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16p) B[

Ca. 9 lines missing

Col. XXVII (P.Mich. inv. 4382[b], col. IT + 4387b, small fragment below, exact location unknown)

Faint traces of Iines.

[ ]

Mexelp @ po(hoyia) Zoui( ) 10(8) Owwib(epios) mpd(s) Zovom( )? Zoxo( ) xphi(cenc) (3p.) o (0B.) &
sro(hoyia) Amorda( ) 10(9) Angtvio(q)? mpd(c) Mépr(ov) Av[_1 () _a() (3p.) B
suo(hoyie) Op.[ 16 T(S) Kéot(opoc) mpd(s) Aiduu(ov) derik(uxa) Tpogi(iov) Sovk(uod) (3p.) B

5 Aor(0v) ypappat(ikov) drop(vnpat- ) A ) &owko( ) (8p.) &
avapopiov (OB.) &
vmop(vnpat- ) (6B.) s

(ytv.) (8p.) 1. (8B.) B, howr( ) dmd t() e[ ]...()
(8p.) Mt (6B.) & (Bp.) []x (6B.) B

10 B traces (0B.)y

ey (papiog) anepu(dtov) (6B.)y

[ 1TItol() . . &l 10 m[pocogehop(évac)

[ 1..6BB.[ 1I

[ 1Qoa .. .. o() [

[

[y? 1. mpo(e) [
[ I

15

ca. 9 lines missing

Col. XXVII A. Illegible marginal note of four or five lines to the left of 11. 4-6.
Col. XXVIII (P.Mich. inv. 4382[a], col. I)
howt(ov) ypap[pat(wov) ] [ Ja  th(Q) [ ]
dmop(vnpot-) (6B.) B
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onepp(drwv) (6B.) B
(ytv.) v (OB.) v, &lg 105 mpogopethop(Evac)
5 (8p.) A& (8B.) s, Aowr( ) (Sp.) ka, (OBoAol) y
3 6po(royia) [1..e0() 1o®).... () Sapéoenc)] (8p.) &
avapopiou (6B.) €, (yiv.) (3p.) 5 (B.) &
(&v) Agpod() UM T (p.) o (B.)
howr(oi) (dpaxal) ¥, lils Tag mpogopeti(optvac) [ ] (Sp.) ke (O.) o

10 Aowr(ai) (Spaxpat) [[17n (6B.) @
£ opo(hoyia) Beppovd(aplov) [t]fi(c) Xaprium(voc) mpo(s) Tovhov Il mp 2 (8p.) k
opo(roylo) Tangdém[c] () E. 1() mpo(c) ... .. % M) traces (3p.)

\i/ 6po(royie) @o,[ ] . mpo(q) Qpo(v) Mebéw(c) kapl ] (3p.) B (OB.) B
opo(royle) Eu[ ][] Mebéa(c) mpa(c) ‘Qpo, () Medéw(c) [ 1. (3p.) B
15 opo(royia) Mebéw(c) To(d) “Qpov mpo(s) .......o( ) Aniwvo(s) mapa. () (3p.) o [B]
Ao[Um(ov) ypoppot(wov)  fraces  (Sp.) o[ ] (OB.) @
xelwpoly(paploc) amepu(drov) . (Sp.) B
traces of 5 lines

ca. 9 lines missing

Col. XXIX (P.Mich. inv. 4382[a], col. II)

e ) opo(hoyia) tod adt(od) Tpog tov éEema,  (dp.) &
5u0(Aoyia) Décert(oc) To(5) Képar(oc) mpd(c) Amok( ) Davopy(éec) dmox(ic) (3p.)
5 opo(royia) ITro( ) Ti(g) Zatovpvi(lov) to(d) Apeio(v) Tpo(g) oy anoy(fic) (8p.) &

xewpoy(paopia) yempy(iog) (8p.) o
onepu(dtmv) 0By
avtryp(deov) (0B.) €
(ytv.) (Bp.) Rt (6B.) a, (yiv.) (3p.) M3 (OB.) @
10 (&) Hpo( ) &g dEow( ) y kai mg,_( ) y Toppo(v)? ko

Ocov() kot [ 1\Eok vo( )/ (3p.) k (3B.) 3, Aow(ad) (3p.) n [(3P.) 312
i karare(piopdv) Pira(v) Xofox (3p.) 3, [Zax( ) (0B.) 3]
Zok( ) (3B.) 3 ko Kap( ) (3p.) 8
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~ (ylv.) dvni(npdrov) (8p.) 1 (8B.) S, owr(od) (3p.) O (8B.) B
15 Topo(hoyia) Qpov to(d) Ayxo( ) mpo(s) Qpo(v) Tledéw(c) xpri(oews) (5p.) B
onepu(dtmv) (4B.) B
~ (ylv) (8p.) B (OB.) B, (yiv.) (Sp.) 101 (B.)
n opo(royia) Xarpr(povog) To(d) Xapn(povoc) mpo(c) Zapom( ) AmoA( ) kapm( ) (8p.) n
sulo(royia)] 0 ()\..... I/ 10() e () mpo(<) Towd( ) Khavya( ) xpi(oeec) .
20 Al ] traces o () AmoM) [ ]...0)

[ ] traces [ ] traces

[ ] traces [ x]ai dAAo(vg)?
[ npo). [ 1 (Bp)d

[ Ixpi(oeac) (3p.) B

ca. 12 lines missing

Col. XXX (P.Mich. inv. 4382[a], col. III)

traces
traces £gx0(uev) copBo(r-) (8p.) v Aour() [
(ytv.) (Sp.) o1 (dBoAod) dum [
6 opo(royia) ... () To(®)? @eppov. () mp[o()] ....[
5 ongppdt(ov) . []. [ ]
dmop(vnpot- ) [ ]
(yiv.) (3p.) y (0.) A
(V) Agpod() (5p.) & (3B) & (@) [
1 opo(hoyia) Iebémg to(d) “Qpo(v) mpo(c) [
10 opo(royia) ‘Opoevo(vioc) to(D) Mebéme mpd(c) [
vTOp(VNpoT- ) [ ]
rou(Ov) ypappat(tkov) Anuf
(v (3p) |
(ov) Hpova()? &ig [
15 Zok() PP () [
_ our(ad) (8p.) vy (6B.) [
@ po(hoyia) Meg[én(c)] wo(®) T ()] 1pd(©) [
[6]uo(toyia) [1.() 10(6) .,.03() [
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opo(royia) . [1t0(d) ... [
20 opo(hoyla) Mappel [ ] traces
opo(royla) [
Al
Ul

ca. 10 lines missing

Col. XXX A. In left margin at 1. 13-14.
goct
(3p.) phe (OB.) y

Col. XXXI (P.Mich. inv. 4387, col. I)

1B opoA(oyia) Mebéw(c) [to(d)  mpo(c)] Evpepo(v) Mehéw(c) xpi(oema) .

opol(oyta) I1[ Lev() Hebé(wc) [ Ja()[.1O)]
opo(royla) Zo, [ 1Hwod() . 6C0)[ 1[ 1
[ L.L1.I
5 (iv) [ 1..L1(3p.) 0
[ | traces
[ty opJo(royie) e[ 1.0l
[O]poi(oyia) A [ 1. nepeu(elac) [
L.1I I.I
10 I ]
[oplo(royia)? IT voerp] 1.o() &Ll
traces
(yiv) [ ]
line
15 (yiv.)
dyav[iov 1. @paxpai) . (9BoAS) o
(OV) Zok( ) [ | traces oo
Appodia[ lepo() [?] (Spaxuad) . (OB.) B
(iv) Gp) [ 1L1.el 1 (5p.) o (3Bokds) o
20 Kol ai Tod Bépat(og) . o() (Bp.) v, (yiv.) dpek( ) (8p.) v
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opo(royla) Al 1.() [tlo(®) Akovcy(rdov) [n]po(c) ... () ... [Iwe[ Jo() (3p.) kB
traces
vTop(VnpoT- ) (6B.)y
(yiv.) (3p.) [

Col. XXXII (P.Mich. inv. 4387, col. II)

1e opoMoyia) Tap tat () ThH(c) Ofwvo[g t]po(c) IMeténoy(v) Pevi(oewc) mapay(opiioenc) kAnpo(v) (8p.) [
opo(royia) Zokpun(viog) to(d) Mebémg [r]po(g) Ovarépi(ov) Ipeiok(ov) inmé(a) np(doews) EA(at-) (8p.) o [(OB.)] .
onepudt(wv) (0B.) B
dmop(vnpat- ) (0B B[ 10t
5 (yiv.) ...
[Lo(uwod)? ylpapuot() (5p.) % ...
(yiv.) 3p.) -
traces |
1S fraces [
10 traces |
traces |
traces |
Lo[u(oi)
[ 6]po(royia) IMebéng [
15 traces |
traces |
Teo)( ) 10(0) [
Amol( ) to(0) [
traces |
20 traces |
traces |
traces |
(yiv) 3p) o [
Gp) vl
25 ot €ic amod( ) dpay( )? (dp.) o_p [hour(ai)]
Mour(at) (8p.) 6 (0B.) B opow( ) Aepo( ) dote  ???
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30

Mowur(at) (8p.) 15 (0B.) B

opo(royia) Zoydt(ov) to(D) Zatapo(dtog) Tpo(s) Towdd(a) ‘Hpat(og) dmoy(fic)? (8p.) o (6B.) y
A1080po(v) T0(D) AmoA( ) Tpo(c) Amo( ) ITtol( ) mp(doewc) Svovu (8p.) a (OP.) €

[ ].0A() xai Aowr(ov) ypappot(ukov) Amor( ) [TTto]A() (6B.) &
traces

Col. XXXII A. Two lines in margin left of 11. 30-31.

0Qeh( ) (6B.)
xpn() ov ()

Col. XXXIII (P.Mich. inv. 4387, col. III)

10

15

20

(@V) [ .1 (8p.) n xoi x(dptov) (5p.) 8, howr( ) (8p.) A[a?] (OB.) &
.0() (6B)?y (8p-) n (6B.) B, (yiv.) (3p.)
e ) (8p.) a 1B opo(royin) Zapeivo(v) to(D) Irod( ) (mpo(q)) Mebéa Mebé[w(c)] dmox(fic) (3p.) ¥
opo(royia) Zapf( ) to(d) Zapan( ) tpd(s) Hpax() I[e]roipo(s) (5p.) B
opo(royia) Tomebém(c) thi(c) Tlamovid(tog) suvyw[pM(patoc) (3p.) n
ivagopio(v) (3p.) o (B.)
drop(vnpat- ) (6B.)
Wour(ov)/ [ .. I ypoppor(ucov) ic [ I\pag/ .
Mou(ov) [ylpappot(ikov) [ ] Zokuni(viog) [t]o(d) IMeb(€mc)
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KP op
opei(M-) (8p.) 1B

25 opeM() (8p.) &
traces (last line!)

Col. XXXIV — missing

Col. XXXV
1 «C opu[o(hoyia)

152



5.2 Sample Translation: Col. xxiii (P.Mich. inv. 4384, col. 1T)

20th

let

22nd

DUE

23rd

Through the 20": 243 dr., 3 ob.
Contract of loan between PN, son of Phaomgeus and Phasis, son of Esouris
Contract of loan between Soknopaios, son of Petosiris and Longinus Eupor( ) Symphor( )
Sworn statements concerning seed grain
Remaining writing fee (of the contract) between Philoxenos and Didymos
Subtotal: 5 dr., 2 ob. Total: 163 dr., 6 ob. Of which, to Petheus
son of Euhemeros, 2 dr. Balance: 161 dr., 6 ob.
Contract of habitation between Hatres, son of Harpokrates (?) and Kastor, son of Harpogathes
Contract of receipt between Petheus, son of Ancho( ) and Maron, son of Horos
Contract for cutting vetch between Apia, daughter of Ptol( ) and Marcus Longinus
Contract of sale of undeveloped lot between Petheus, son of Teos and Thermouth( ) daughter of Thermouth( )
Contract between the same man and her brother
Sworn statements concerning seed grain
Memoranda
Subtotal: 32 dr., 4 ob. Balance: 195 dr., 3 ob.
Contract of loan between Pa.m.1( ), son of Petheus and Thaesis, daughter of Petheus
Contract of renunciation between the same man and the same woman
Contract of sale of a donkey between Kastor, son of Herak( ) and Dioskoros, son of Ptol( )
Contract of receipt between Pompeius, son of Secundus and Thermouth( ) s./d. of Petesouchos (?)
Contract of loan between Ancho( ), son of Aunes and Petheus, son of Satabous
Remaining writing fee from Akous’ lease
Sworn statements concerning seed grain
Subtotal: 23 dr., 5 ob. Balance: 219 dr., 1 ob.
Contract of ... between Herat( ), son of Maron, policeman and Horos, son of Horos, policeman
Contract of loan between Panephremis, son of Satabous and Petalos (?), son of Petalos
Contract of receipt between Tapetheus, daughter of Theagenes and Ptolemaios, son of Horos
Loan between Ptol( ), son of Petheus and the other elders of the village and Didymos, son of Pyrros
Petition
Sworn statements concerning seed grain
Memoranda
Subtotal: 15 dr., 2 ob. Balance: 234 dr., 3 ob.

1 dr., 3 ob.
1 dr., 2 ob.
4 ob.
4 ob.

4 dr.
4 dr.
8 dr.
8 dr.
8 dr.
1dr., 2 ob.
2 ob.

4 dr.
8 dr.
4 dr.
2 dr.
1 dr., 2 ob.
4 dr.
3 ob.

--dr., -- ob.
--dr., 6 ob.
--dr.
-- dr.
1 dr., 3 ob.
6 ob.
2 ob.
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5.3 Commentary
Col. 1

Only line ends are preserved, with a few contract types and grammatika identifiable.
Col. II

1 d1(a)) vprov. Possibily the same person as in xxix.10, which also involves an
gEowcovounoig, although there I tentatively read IToppo(v).

2 kol vacat Tig Ta[. The writer leaves the name of the second party blank, although he
apparently knew her patronymic.

3 tehi(g). Two joining strokes appear to be written over the tau.

- Telpf(Q) xdptov (8p.) o (0B.). This is the only place where xdptov is written out in full;
elsewhere it usually appears as a chi with a sinusoidal abbreviation. This is the lowest
price for papyrus recorded in the account and may have been for a roll of inferior quality
or short length. See further Chapter 4.17.

- Motm(ol) (3p.) 18 [ ]. We expect (yiv.) (8p.). An oblique stroke can perhaps be made
out after the numeral, but it does not seem to ligature into the drachma sign.

9-10  These two lines no doubt contain the usual day’s end accounting, but nothing
recognizable is preserved.

11 IMoo[ _Jt(). Mdoeitog is likely.

13 This line contains another contract, based on the traces at the beginning of the line, which
should be part of the name of the first party, and the [n]po(g) later in the line.

17 _Oopo(Aoyia). There is a trace in the margin that does not look like the end of d¢@&tA( ).

Col. I

What little is preserved shows that three days were covered in this column. The clear
d@el\( ) appears to be about six lines down, and the checking stroke below it probably
corresponds to another contract, so I estimate that at least seven contracts were entered on Hathyr
10. Hathyr 11 probably begins on 1. 12, with three registered contracts recorded (note the blank
space under 1. 14). 1 is preserved, marking the next day, and traces close to the left margin of
the column suggest that five contracts were registered on this day.

Col. IV-VI

Three columns are estimated to be missing since there is at least a nine-day gap between then
bottom col. III and the beginning of col. VII.
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Col. VIIL

1 This line has the regular format for an entry of a registered contract, but apparently no
ypappatikdv was recorded. Cf. P.Mich. 11 124, verso col. i.10.

8-11 A new day likely begins in one of these lines. It would have included a small number of
registered contracts because other income, then disbursements are already found in 1l. 13-
14.

15 OMw) . A slight trace of the raised lambda can be seen just after the breal. Afterwards,
there is a raised trace of ink, but it is uncertain if this belongs to Aphrod( )’s
disbursement, or if this was written in the next line.

16 Jeic () [ebém(c) To(D) Pan(cioc) (dp.) n. Parallel passages have gig é&otkovdunocy
here, but it is difficult to make this out from the traces.

18 The transaction type is not recorded.
19 Yatafo(bv). Only the beta, which is surmounted by a small omicron, is clear.

20 [uioB(wo1c)] ... kApo(v). This supplement explains why there is no transaction type
before kKAnpov.

- ®dnlk( ). Most likely to be expanded ®riik(oc), the Roman name Felix, but cf. P.Ryl 11
127.18 (Euhemeria, 29 CE), ®nlikimv, where a Greek ending is added to the name. The
name Felix has not so far been attested in Karanis, but a woman named Valeria Felicla is
found in the Tax Rolls. Derivatives like Felicianus are possible, but these are only
attested later.

23 [xewoly(popia) [ 1x[ 1B() Hat(cdviemc) (0P.) €. Before IMot(chviews), one might
think of n[pec]B(vtépwv) or, less likely, n[po]B(dTwv).

Col. VIII

1 Ambdyyu(oc) B. An iota, or possible an epsilon-iota ligature, comes down off the raised
chi.

12 Since this is a one-party homology, the transaction type must be a will, either termed

LEPITELD, OF GLYYDPNLLOL.
13 This does not appear to be a registered contract, but its character escapes me.

18-19 The same woman, Isidora daughter of Satabous, appears to be involved in back-to-back
contracts.

23 (yiv.) (8p.) xa (4B.) €. The total is four obols too high.
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23-24 (&v) Appod( ) dvepr(onéve) els T(v) moMw) els Tew(iv) | xapt(@v) (8p.) n. For the
expansion yapt(®v), corresponding in all likelihood to two rolls purchased at 4 dr. each,
see Chapter 4.17.

25 [ Hwod() (<) &

Col. IX

10 (yiv.) [(8p.) In (0B.) €. ¢]n or p]n can be supplied. Either way, the total is wrong; the
correct amount is 104 dr., 3 ob.

11 [tp0(c) 1. OvAépro(v) TTpeiok(ov). A praenomen appears to be partially preserved after
the break. This individual might be found in P.Strasb. V 437 (121 CE).

12 Wevapo(vviog). For a clearer comparison of how this name is written, cf. xi.15.
13 A[].o(). Probably Ayyd(peanq).

17 v[r]op(vnua- ). There is no corresponding entry for ypappatikév (the 6p. y on the right
is a superlinear correction in the next line).

28 ®doev 'Ecod(plog). The patronymic is difficult, but this appears to be the same
individual as in col. xxxiii.2.

Col. X

1-4 A vertical streak of ink runs through these lines at the right.
7 Yexvto( ) (?). A genitive Zvkdtovog is known from P.Tebt. I1310.6.
14 [Mokvo1o(c) To(d) Zatafo(dtog). He is found also at col. xix.4.

21 [Mebém(c) to(d) To1dmd(pov) (6B.) B. Presumably the Aouwov ypoppatiko.

27 Kol GAA®(V). Sc. damovdv. These expenses are itemized in the marginal note.
Col. XI
1 [TeBéws. An ink spill has obscured the middle of the name.

- Agovid(ov) Ayxo(pewg). Found in P.Cair.Goodsp. 27 (Karanis, 104/105 CE), where he
is described as 38 years old, with a scar on the right side of his forehead. This contract is
a receipt of 120 drachmas for Leonides’ purchase of certain goods (poprtio) stored on
property he had been inhabiting by right of évoiknoic.

2 Yokovom(vemc). A rare name, found with the spelling Zoxv- in P.Corn. 21 + P.Princ. I 2,
col. viii.142 (Philadelphia, 33 CE) and P.Grenf. II 64.1 (Soknopaiou Nesos, III CE). The
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nominative ending is not preserved in either case, but should be Zokvéwvig on analogy
with Zokévomic (namelD 1133) and Z6xvovyig (namelD 1131).

3 Nekoe(p- ) to(d) Pavop(yéws). A resident of Kerkesoucha (Herakleides meris) with this
name is found in P.Mich. XII 642 (Philadelphia, after 48/49 or 62/63 CE), but this is
probably too early to be the same man.

- [Mopovvi(iog). Found with this spelling in the Tax Rolls.

4 “Qpo(v) to(d) \Meyyeiovg/ [Ieteso( )]. The deletion of Tleteso( ) is indicated by a low
horizontal stroke that transverses the bottom of the pi before fading away.

8 vdpouA(axiog) (8p.) a (4B.) . Little remains, but it is possible that an epsilon was
written, which would make the sums add up.

23 kol du(a) Zwk( ) (Bp.) a (0B.) €. This is a contribution to the grapheion account from
Sokrates, although the same amount expended back to him on the same day (1. 27).

27 nepl TH(S) mpoodiakpi(oemg). Cf. col. xii.6 and xiii.5.

Col. XII

1 £w¢ 1(8p.) pos. This does not represent the account balance either before or after the
10th. It may have been an attempt to calculate the grapheion’s income for the first ten
days of the month, which was in fact 197 dr., 1 ob.

4 ‘Hpaido( ). ‘Hpaido(c) or ‘Hpardo(dtog). A Hpaic Davopyéme appears in the Tax Rolls
(P.Mich. IV.2 362).

6 Th¢ mpo(Q) dudkpi(ov). Also at col. xi.27 and xiii.5.

20 Kaotopo(Dtog) yova(ikog)? Ivepe(pdtog. A Kastor s. of Pnepheros is found in P.Mich.
IX 561 (102 CE), but the names are too common to insist on a family connection.

22 [MeteoB(£mc). This name was previously found only in Upper Egypt.

Col. XIII

9 Teoep1o(c). A relatively rare name found at Karanis only in O.Mich. 11 961 (late 1T CE).
It is the female equivalent of the common “Ecovpig, “the Syrian;” such “ethnic” names
usually have a divine origin.

- Aoyy v (). Perhaps Aoyyewvo().

13 ano eopo(v) [ylpageio(v) @A [. Clearly the beginning of ®1lomdropog, though it is
uncertain how it was abbreviated or whether Tfic kai @coyévouc followed.

20 ®v kol 6_. Perhaps Zok().

Col. XIV
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15 ] (8p.) 1s. This appears to have been a later insertion.

Col. XV

7 AxuAr-). Likely Axyiihag (Ayiddedg is not found in Karanis).
8 [JoA(). Likely either the name AmoA( ) or ITtoA( ).

- npod(opotikic) xdépt(ov). Cf. P.Kron. 10, SB XVI11843.

13 ].evoP(). Likely the name WevéBoaotic or OevoBacTic.

15-16 (V) A[p]pod( ) Hote | kai (3B.) s. Despite Hote, the reason for the 6 ob. expenditure
was not recorded, it seems.

Col. XVI

9 Kdpovo(v). This rare name is found, with a few exceptions, only in the northeastern
Fayum. It refers to the legendary first king of Macedon, from whom Karanis itself drew
its name.

10 [ ]1..(). MeBéwg is possible.

22 (®V) Appod() (8p.) 1. Evidently the 12 dr. collected from Teos for his second peptreio
(cf. 1. 20-21) went straight to Aphrod( ). This entry, aligned to the far left of the column,
is not properly part of the line, which has the first entry for income from non-registered
documents. The day and overall balances reflect this outlay to Aphrod( ).

Col. XVII
6-7  éxy(wpnoewc) [ 1. [| tlo]m(). Likely yil(0D) tém(ov) or yid(GVv) tom(wv).
10 Yapeivo(v) [ 1..(). Probably a short named like Amol( ) or TTtoA( ).

10-11 opo(hoyia) ... n[pldoem(c) E6rw(v). For an example of a sale of wood, see P.Stras. IV
184 (Oxyrhynchus, middle II CE), the verso of which describes the documents as
1paagis E0Mwv) Agwva O&v[puyyeitou(?)].

13 kol d[ua). Cf. col. xvii.34: kol di(a) Appod( ).

22 ITe0é(a) Aptep( ). The second epsilon of T1e0é(w) is not raised in abbreviation, so one
might wish to read to ITe0&(a).

Col. XIX

4 [Mox[Vo10(c) T0(D) Tara]Bodt(og). He is found also at col. x.14.
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Col. XX

6 €ic TOv anto(v). An unclear reference, probably referring to one of the previous two
contracting parties.

9 okP. There is a hook-shaped mark above the sigma.

13 ABvkio(c). The kappa is simplified into two short strokes that form a wedge, with a
ligature to 1.

27 [(8p.) ploB (0B.) [a]. Supplied by subtracting the next day’s net income of 5 dr., 3 ob.
(xxi.6) from the account balance of 177 dr., 4 ob. (xxi.7).

Col. XXII

7 (®V) Appod( ) TR 18. This indicates the date on which Aphrod( ) actually received the
expenditure.

11 np(docwc) pol( ). For the writing of wp, cf. col. xxiii.11. pvA( ) can be expanded
uoA(ov), “mill stone” (cf. P.Mich. IX 550, Karanis, 99 CE) or poX(aiov), “mill.”

13 Only two of the four dr. charged for grammatikon was paid on this day; the grapheion
collects the remaining two dr. two days later on the 20th (xxiii.5).

Col. XXIII

5 This payment of remaining grammatikon was due from the receipt drawn up for
Philoxenos and Didymos on the 18th, two days earlier (xxii.13).

Col. XXIV

2 an_xon( ). Further specification of the contract is expected here. At first glance, and in
comparison with surrounding words, it seems that dro- should be read at the beginning,
but this does not produce sense (drmookon?). Perhaps we can read dy instead, with a mu
similar to those of most examples of opo(hoyia). Guoxom(pnylag)? Cf. the adjective
appoxorpnydc in SB 1423.5 and the contract for transporting silt (dppoc) and dung
(kompdg), P.Col. X 255.

10 ddoeit(og) to(d) Apeu(og). The only other name beginning Apgio- is Apgiov,
which is not attested at Karanis. If the expansion of the patronymic is correct, this
Phaseis could be the father of the Amphiomis, son of Phaseis, known from SB X/7/11011
and the Tax Rolls.

11-12 To a regular entry for yeipoyp(aeioc) onepp(drwv) is added: kol dmoy(fic) 1 dpo(vp@dv)

Cepp(ovikiovig) ITrolep[ai]d(oc) Néag,.
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24 (V) [ ] &ig tp(dmelav). Probably the intermediary of the payment to the bank was
mentioned in the lacuna.

Col. XXV

3 (). Perhaps dmox(fig)?

4 yewpoy(pagiog) onepudt(wv) kol dmox(M) [ 18() (8p.) 8. For this longer type of
xewpoypopia orepudtov entry, see Chapter 4.13.

12 ZapBad(iov) i(c) ‘Ovva(eprog). Only traces of the patronymic remain; it seems this is
the same woman mentioned in 1. 18, however.

14 Aowr(ov) ypappat(ikov) € [ ] Xopr(novog) (0B.) s. In xxv.3, a son/daughter of
Chairemon is the second party to a contract whose grammatikon is 2 dr., 1 ob., with 13
ob. still due (for a total charge of 4 dr.). Now here, it seems, the son/daughter of
Chairemon pays 6 of the remaining 13 ob.; the 7 ob. still outstanding were perhaps owed
by the first party.

15-16 This is the payment of the 4 dr. due from the previous day (xxv. 4).

18 This appears to be entry for grammatikon arrears, despite the absence of Aour( ).
Sambathion is “aforementioned” just above, in 1. 13. Both the grammatikon from that
contract and that entered in this line contribute to the day’s total in 1. 22; she thus appears
to have paid 12 of a total 30 dr. grammatikon.

29 Amiag th(c) ITtol( ). She also appears at col. xxxiii.10 and probably just above at 1. 27.

Col. XXVII

16 With the traces of a sum visible in the preceding line, a new day, Mecheir 3, likely began
on this line.

Col. XXIX

10 [Toppo(v) (?). Possibly the same person as in ii. 1.

11 \Zok vo( )/. It is unclear whether this is the grapheion employee Xwk( )’s name written
more fully or another individual.

12 [Zwk() (8B.) 8]. The writing appears smudged, perhaps indicating an attempt to erase.

Col. XXXI

2 L. 1o [.1(). Possibly a npactc.
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Figure 9. Karanis Register, col. i-iii (P.Mich. inv. 4390b verso). Image courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology Collection.
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Figure 90. Karanis Register, col. vii-x (P.Mich. inv. 4385 verso). Image courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology Collection.
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}ngure 101. Karanis Register, col. xi-xiii (P.Mich. inv. 4385 verso). Image courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology Collection.
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Figure 112. Karanis Register, col. xiv-xviii (P.Mich. inv. 4383 verso). Image courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology Collection.
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Figure 123. Karanis Register, col. xix-xxi (P.Mich. inv. 4391+4386a verso). Image courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology
Collection.
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Figure 134. Karanis Register, col. xxii-xxv (P.Mich. inv. 4384 verso). Image courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology Collection.
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Figure 145. Karanis Register, col. xxvi-xxvii (P.Mich. inv. 4382b verso). Image courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology
Collection.
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Figure 156. Karanis Register, col. xxviii-xxx (P.Mich. inv. 4382a verso). Image courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology Collection.
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Egue 167. Karanis Register, col. xxxi-xxxiii (P.Mich. in

v. 4387 verso). Image courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology Collection.
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Chapter Six: Conclusions

The relationship between Rome and Egypt cannot be easily encapsulated. The gamut of
Roman views ranges from Tacitus’ famous denunciation of the inhabitants of Egypt** to Strabo’s
praiseworthy judgment that “from the beginning they have led a civic and gentle life and have
been settled in well-known places, so that their modes of organization are worthy of comment.”*%3
On the Egyptian side, the defiance of the Acta Alexandrinorum or cataclysmic native prophecies
stands opposed to the praise bestowed on emperors and their representative or the adulation of the
imperial cult. In Karanis, some residents may have read such dissent literature, while the village
community would have participated in public prayers of thanksgiving for imperial benefactions,
as reflected in the Karanis Prayer Papyrus.*®® Yet in between these extremes, on both the Roman
and Egyptian sides, is a more pragmatic vision focused on finding common ground, or at least a
stable equilibrium, between ruler and ruled.

This equilibrium was maintained in Egypt for a remarkably long time, even, for the most part,
during the tumultuous middle of the third century. The native revolt under Egypt’s first prefect,
however, shows that the relationship between Egypt and Rome required active maintenance and
was not simply a matter of “adding” something to the empire and establishing “dominion,” as
Augustus’ propaganda would have it.*” To be sure, Rome always had the upper hand and could
simply impose new institutions or institutional change, as indeed was the case with the poll tax
(which might in fact have instigated the revolt). Yet one of the keys to the success of the Roman
Empire was not resorting to absolutism; put positively, Rome was bound by its own ideology to

govern rationally.

484 He denounced the province as “quarrelsome and fickle because of its superstition and licentiousness, ignorant of
laws, and unacquainted with magistrates” (provinciam ... superstitione et lascivia discordem et mobilem, insciam
legum, ignaram magistratuum, Hist. 1.11.1).

485 Strabo, Geogr. 17.1.3.

486 «“dissent literature:” P.Mich. inv. 4800 (Mertens-Pack 2242), found in Karanis, has been included among the Acta
Alexandrinorum (Harker 2008), although see now Rodriguez 2009, who thinks the text is of Jewish origin. On the
Karanis Prayer Papyrus (P.Mich. XXII 842, forthcoming), see above, Chapter 1.4.

47 “adding:” Aegyptum imperio populi Romani adieci (Aug., Res Gestae 27); “dominion” refers to the common
dating formula according to 1 kpdrnoic Kaicapog 0£0d viod, “the dominion of Caesar, son of a god.”
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In Chapter One, I outlined this ideology of consensus and argued that it motivated Rome to
assess the institutional profile of Egypt and make modifications that were not inconsistent with
local tradition and practice. My focus in this work has been the notarial system that the Romans
inherited from the Ptolemies, starting from the Karanis Register, which provides a keyhole into
this larger system. Yet I believe that this approach is applicable to other institutions and other
provinces, even if the details can differ significantly.

Such an approach will always require a careful assessment of pre-existing institutions.
Accordingly, Chapter Two traced the development of the Ptolemaic system of contract regulation.
At the outset of Ptolemaic rule, both Egyptian and Greek contracts were written without any central
oversight, although the native temples exercised notarial authority through specially-trained
“document scribes,” who wrote and registered Egyptian contracts. Slowly, the Ptolemaic state
began to legislate on the form of contracts and create institutions to monitor private transactions.
Agoranomeia were established in the metropoleis for writing Greek notarial contracts, while
Egyptian temple contracts began to be monitored by grapheia, registration offices, in the middle
of the second century BCE. These grapheia grew to become fully-fledged notarial offices by the
first century, when Greek contracts were both written and registered by grapheion notaries.

I argued that while these developments were state directed, they required the cooperation of
native Egyptians scribes, who were traditionally attached to local temples. As the Ptolemies
developed their own institutions, they slowly chipped away at the power and prestige of these
temples, while opening up avenues for advancement within the state bureaucracy. 1 have
understood this process as a “reorientation” of temple-based and private contract writing towards
the Ptolemaic state. The success of this process can be witnessed in the late Ptolemaic grapheia,
which produced standardized notarial contracts throughout Egypt and were frequently run by
hellenizing Egyptians. This institutional success story runs counter to the traditional narrative of
Ptolemaic decline and forces us to reconsider our understanding of the late Ptolemaic state and the
transition to Roman rule.

I approached this transition to Roman rule in Chapter Three through the lens of village writing
offices, which the Romans inherited from the late Ptolemaic state. After analyzing grapheion
operations, which are known to us in great detail from texts like the Karanis Register, I focused on
three key innovations in the Roman period: 1) the formal transformation of grapheion contracts

into fully public, notarial deeds; 2) the consolidation of Egyptian and Greek contract writing in the
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grapheion; and 3) the integration of these local writing offices into the larger archival system. The
first innovation, which merely cemented a process that was initiated by the Ptolemies, derives its
importance from the fact that it demonstrates Rome’s willingness and ability to modify local
institutions at such a fine-grained level. The consolidation of all village contracting in one place
was a more radical step, in line with other efforts to curb the influence of local temples under
Augustus, although it could also be seen as a culmination of Ptolemaic oversight over temple
contracting. The development of an integrated archival system was the most important and also
the most drawn-out innovation.

This integrated system, which built on the standardization of village contracting in the earliest
periods of Roman rule, marks a decisive break from Ptolemaic practice. Rome’s interest in
modifying and expanding a local institution may occasion surpise: Haensch has rightly pointed to
the preservation of local institutions as one of the keys to Rome’s successful incorporation of the
eastern Mediterranean into the empire.*®® In a recent article on the public archives of Roman
Egypt, Jordens drew a contrast between Rome’s development of archives for administrative
documents and those for private legal instruments.*® The former, represented by the Patrika in
Alexandria and by the BipAoOnkn dnuociov Adywv, “archive of public accounts,” in the nome
metropoleis, she found to be of readily apparent purpose: they served to support the state’s
administration and taxation of the province. The Nanaion and the nome-level BipiioOnxat
gyktnoewv, on the other hand, were exclusively for documents related to private legal transactions
and property ownership. “This is evidence of a Roman interest in local documentary practice,
which in itself is a surprise.”*"

This surprise is tempered, as Jordens goes on to show, when we consider that the system was

' Yet this dissertation has also

beneficial to both the Roman state and the provincial populace.*
given credence to Rome’s commitment to the administration of justice in the provinces as part of
an ideology of consensus. Haensch was quick to point out that, despite a prudent conservatism

in regard to local institutions and a preference to govern through urban elites, the administration

488 Haensch 2008, 101.

489 Jordens 2010, especially 159-161.

49 Jsrdens 2010, 161: “Dies zeugt von einer romischen Anteilnahme an dem einheimischen Urkundswesen, die
schon als solche iiberrascht.”

41 Jordens 2010, 176, “DaB die Vorteile, die einerseits der Einwohnerschaft, andererseits der Administration aus der
Einrichtung solcher Archive erwuchsen, sich gegenseitig in hochst willkommener Weise ergénzten, hat diese
Entwicklung sicher nachhaltig unterstiitzt.”
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of justice was an ““area, in which the representatives of Roman power could not rule so
indirectly.”*? Indeed, Roman governors and other high officials actively took up the tasks of
policing the country, settling disputes, and attempting to improve the administration of their
province; in their ideological pronouncements to the populace, governors represented their role
in imperial terms, claiming to share in the emperor’s providentia and cura for the populace. The
administration of justice did not entail an imposition of Roman legal norms, but rather was a
complex series of interrelated interpretations and rationalizations of local laws and customs.
Roman emperors and governors were sensitive to local traditions, but certainly did not feel
bound by them.

In Chapter Four I returned to the Karanis Register for a detailed analysis of this witness to
day-to-day activities in a village grapheion of the early second century, while Chapter Five
represents the first edition of this text. The amount of raw data from this text is impressive:
although only abut a third of the year’s account is preserved and is quite fragmentary in places, I
have identified 235 registered contracts, along with the names of over 300 of the contracting
parties, some of whom are identifiable elsewhere in the text or in other papyri from Karanis. We
can estimate that just over 1,000 registered contracts were written in Karanis over the course of
the year, larger than the output in mid-first century Tebtunis, which provides our only
comparandum, not to mention thousands of non-registered documents that are only recorded as
composite entries in the account.

The Karanis Register presents some unique features, suggesting that the day-to-day
operations of grapheia were largely left to the discretion of the lessees. For instance, the
grapheion of Karanis was open for business on every day covered by the extant portion of the
Register, in stark contrast to the practice in Tebtunis in the middle of the first century, where the
office was open on average only every other day. The form of the account, moreover, is unlike
the documents of similar function in the Tebtunis grapheion archive, but rather finds a better
parallel in an account from Narmouthis;*” grapheion lessees could track their finances as they
saw fit. They also apparently had the freedom to lease multiple offices and we find in the
Karanis Register a previously-unattested subordination of the grapheion of Philopator alias

Theogenous to Karanis’ grapheion. While the Romans exercised remarkable oversight over a

492 Haensch and Heinrichs 2007, ix.
493 P Narm.11.
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large network of archives and notarial offices, they never made the position of village notary a
liturgical office, preferring instead to farm out the position, thereby guaranteeing a stable
revenue from village-level contracting. The notaries were uniformly responsible for regularly
submitting documents to the state archives and had to conform to the diplomatic standard of
Roman-period contracts, but they otherwise had a fairly free hand to conduct business as they
saw fit.

The Karanis Register also highlights the village notary’s role as a prime intermediary
between local society and the authority of the state. The numerous one-line entries for contracts
all represent documents that the notary registered and entered into the expansive, province-wide
archival network. The non-registered contracts, although recorded as summary entries and thus
less informative on an individual basis, provide further evidence of the notaries’ mediating role
in the village. This is particularly the case with written oaths documenting a promise to fulfill
state obligations, sworn by the 7yche of the reigning emperor. Given the time of year, these are
mostly the oaths required of state farmers for the receipt of state seed grain. Thus, even those
whose meager assets may have provided little reason to document their private transaction
through a notary had recourse to the grapheion for the annual tradition of reaffirming their
relationship with the Roman state. The village notary, at the center of this little ceremony and
intimately involved in the private transactions of his fellow villagers, was clearly one of the key
nodes in local social and economic networks.

Rome’s “empire of information” was built on the simple premise of keeping open channels
of communication between Rome and the provinces and supporting institutions to store these
communications and much other information besides. Rome gladly built on pre-existing
structures, whether those of self-governing cities or those found in the inherited fabric of the old
Hellenistic empires. In Egypt, the Romans recognized the Ptolemies’ elaborate notarial system
as a key administrative element of the land and chose not only to perpetuate it, but to improve
the system and expand its archival functions. The Karanis Register opens a window onto this
system at the level of the village. It reveals a miniature “village of information” overseen by the
local notary, who facilitated access to the larger information networks of the Roman Empire for
his fellow villagers.

Papyrus texts like the Karanis Register provide fine-grained views of the “mechanics” of

empire: the institutionalized set of practices that produced a common ground for Romans and
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provincials alike and thereby supported the ruling ideology of consensus. This dissertation has
demonstrated the value that papyri and the study of the province of Egypt bring to broader
understandings of the Roman Empire. Certainly, no two provinces were alike in their
particulars; this work has signaled an approach that acknowledges the wide variety of local
practice and institutions in the Roman Empire, while attempting to single out patterns in the way
Rome incorporated and adapted them into their empire. But it has also highlighted provincial
agency in contributing to and shaping Rome’s “empire of information.” There was always a
certain tension between local practice and imperial ideology and the great accomplishment of the

Roman Empire was finding a stable equilibrium, even if this tension was never resolved.
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Appendix: Rogue Notaries? Two Unusual Contracts from the Late
Ptolemaic Fayum***

Edited below are two unusual late Ptolemaic double documents, P.Fay. 240 (Euhemeria, 74 [?]
BCE) and P.Mich. inv. 3380 (Theadelphia, 71 [?] BCE), which are notable for their lack of
standard features: both have a large blank space where the body of the contract would normally be
written, neither contains the acknowledgement of the syngraphophylax, and the lender’s name is
omitted in both cases. Despite their apparent state of incompleteness, the two contracts were duly
registered in their respective writing offices.

The missing or incomplete body of a registered document has so far not been found in other

> There is some

Ptolemaic contracts, which otherwise adhere to the format outlined above.*’
diplomatic variation among these contracts, in particular in the level of detail of the inner script,
which was now just an abstract of the contract, but in general they exhibit a remarkably uniform
implementation of the reform that introduced the registration of Greek contracts.

Keeping the dearth of late-period Ptolemaic contracts in mind, we must turn to the better-
documented Augustan period for parallels. There is in fact a common type of early Roman

grapheion contract from the Arsinoite nome, discussed above in Chapter 3.3, that leaves a large

494 P Fay. 240 was edited as part of the International Seminar on Unpublished Papyri in the Egyptian Museum,
sponsored by the Association Internationale de Papyrologues (AIP), in cooperation with the Egyptian Museum,
Cairo, the Center for the Tebtunis Papyri at the University of California, Berkeley (which digitized photographs
originally taken several decades ago by the AIP’s International Photographic Archive of Papyri), and the Institute
for the Study of the Ancient World, New York University. Funding for the seminar was provided by the
Tianaderrah Foundation and a private donor. P.Mich. inv. 3380 was also presented at our final meeting in
Alexandria in April 2014, generously hosted by seminar participant Mohamed El-Maghrabi. I thank the organizers
Rodney Ast, Roger Bagnall, Alia Hanafi, Todd Hickey, and Cornelia Romer, as well as my fellow participants for
their feedback on these two papyri, but above all for such an enjoyable and instructive experience.

495 Another example may be P.Col. inv. 91 (APIS dating: II-I BCE), which deserves more study (image:
http://papyri.info/apis/columbia.apis.p517). The well-preserved scriptura interior contains an abstract of a three-year
lease of 50 arouras made by Didymos, son of Apollonios to Petesouchos, son of Epimachos, with rents due in wheat,
lentils, barley, chickpeas, and other goods. A paragraphos just below the abstract marks where the body contract
was to have begun, but instead there are two well-spaced lines of uncertain writing, the second of which does not
reach the end of the line. The papyrus is broken below, so we cannot tell if it also contained a subscription and the
registration docket. I have not studied the contemporary Demotic deeds in detail, but note in passing the handful of
registered contracts from Tebtunis that lack the scribe’s signature (Arlt 2008, 20).
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blank space above the registration docket and subscription,**® where normally the Roman-period
body contract (the old scriptura exterior) would be written out in full. Towards the top of this
space there are various, often short, notations, such as a description of the parties involved and/or
the date and location of the contract (i.e., the regular opening of the body contract), while four
exhibit incomplete renderings of the body contract. These of course are not double documents;
yet, like the two Ptolemaic contracts published below, they lack a full objective account of the
transaction and were nevertheless certified as registered.*®” It is tempting to see the parallels
between these contracts as another example of continuity between the late Ptolemaic and early
Roman grapheion.

Another peculiar omission in the two contracts is the lack of the lender’s name. This finds a
parallel in a contemporary loan registered in the grapheion of Neilopolis in 74 BCE, first published
by Arthur Boak, then re-edited by Herbert Youtie.*’® Unlike the two contracts published here,
however, the body of this contract was written in full, with blanks left wherever the lender’s name
would normally appear. The top of the contract, containing the abstract, was folded over and
sealed, while the names of the two borrowers and the six witnesses were written around the seals.
There is no evidence of sealing on our two papyri and the backs are blank.

Boak suggested that the blank spaces were intended to allow the obligations of the contract to
be “transferred by the original lender to another person who, by insertion of his name in the blank
space, would become qualified to receive the repayment of the loan.”*” Youtie, following most
commentators, endorsed this view, drawing attention to evidence for the legal transfer of praxis.>*
Annette Schutgens, however, offered the intriguing suggestion that the creditor’s name was left

out because the syngraphophylax (who was supposed to be a disinterested party), or someone close

4% During Augustus’ reign, the registration docket is generally written above the subscription, in contrast to earlier
and later practice.

497 The registration docket sets them apart from the later series of subscriptions from the Tebtunis grapheion archive,
which were retained in the grapheion and thus not handed over to the contracting parties: see P.Mich. V, pp. 3-11.
Also distinct are copies of grapheion contracts that omit the body contract, such as P.Lond. 11 277 (p. 217)
(Soknopaiou Nesos, 23 CE), which contains only a brief title of the contract, before proceeding to the copy of the
subscription and registration docket, all written in one hand. These subscriptions and copies, however, coupled with
the registered contracts under discussion, demonstrate very clearly that to both the notaries and the contracting
parties the subscription could be seen as the most important part of the contract.

498 Boak 1933 (SB'V 7532); Youtie 1973 (BL VII, 194). The lender’s name is occasionally omitted in the
summaries of agoranomic loans from Krokodilopolis and Pathyris (P.Bingen 39-40, p. 197), but these of course
could be found in the main contract.

499 Boak 1933, 108.

500 Youtie 1973, 161-162. Cf. Wolff 1978, 166-168.
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to him, took on the role of creditor.>"!

She argued that if the creditor’s name was left blank to
make the contract negotiable, this would put the syngraphophylax in an unrealistically difficult
position, since he would not know who the creditor was and could not ascertain if the loan was
actually repaid. Finally, since the Neilopolis contract was folded and sealed, she reasoned that one
would have to have broken the seals to insert the creditor’s name, which did not occur.

Whatever the case, it is hardly imaginable that the notary’s registration of a contract with an
unidentified party was allowed under state regulations. As discussed above, already in the third
century BCE a law laid out detailed rules for the identification of parties to loans,>** while the
procedures published in 146 BCE regarding the registration of Demotic contracts also required a
full identification of the parties involved.>”® Later, Roman decrees include similar provisions.>*
Regulations of this sort must have been in force for double documents in the first century BCE.
When we find notaries in at least three Arsinoite grapheia going “rogue” and registering
incomplete contracts, we are therefore faced with a glaring “divergence of prescription and

practice,”>%

which suggests an occasional lack of supervision over the standards of notarial
practice in the first century BCE.’® The Yiftach-Firanko model that stress near-perfect

implementation of Ptolemaic regulations must take into such cases of bureaucratic independence.

1. Loan of Radish Seed

Euhemeria 29.2x 11.8 cm 30 August, 74 (?) BCE
Cat. Gen. 10825 (P.Fay. 240 descr.) Fig. 18

This papyrus was discovered in the temple of Euhemeria during Bernard Grenfell and Arthur
Hunt’s Fayum expedition of 1898/1899 and described as P.Fay. 240. The temple contained “some
late Ptolemaic documents, chiefly demotic, together with some Roman,” along with ostraka, and
a pot containing ritual apparatus.>®’ Grenfell and Hunt did not note the precise locations of these

small finds, nor did they produce a plan of the temple, so little more can be said about the

01 Schutgens 1976.

52 BGUXIV 2367.4-14 (Alexandria [?], 11l BCE).

503 P, Par. 65, with the analysis of Pestman 1985.

304 E.g., the edict of the prefect T. Flavius Titianus: P.Oxy. I 34 verso (= M.Chr. 188), col. I-1I (22 Mar., 127 CE).
305 Burns 2010, 76.

596 Tt is less clear whether the lack of body contract can also be interpreted in this way. The numerous examples
from the Augustan period suggest that a fully-executed body contract was not explicitly required in all copies of a
contract until Tiberius’ reign (see above).

07 P Fay., p. 45.
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archaeological context of this papyrus other than that it accords chronologically with the other
dateable finds and that it was likely written and deposited when the temple was still in use.

The text is a loan of radish seed in the form of a double document that was registered in
the grapheion of Euhemeria, most likely in 74 BCE (see below). Besides the formal features
discussed above, this text is notable for providing the first evidence that Euhemeria’s grapheion
was established already in the Ptolemaic period. One often reads of the spread of village grapheia
in the Roman period,>®® but much of this could be an illusion caused by the paucity of evidence
from the first century BCE (cf. above). Also of is interest is the reference to the oil-makers’
measure in 1. 4 and 10. Commentators have noticed the lack of evidence for radish oil in the
Ptolemaic period, when castor and sesame were the preferred vegetable oils, even if radishes were
grown.>” In contrast, during the Roman period radishes displaced these other vegetables as the
primary source of everyday oil, a phenomenon that caught the attention of Pliny.’'® This text
provides the first evidence that radishes were already being used for producing oil in Egypt before
the Roman period.

The papyrus is in poor condition and is much in need of conservation. Autopsy has not proven
possible, so the following reconstruction must be considered provisional. The main fragment is
well preserved until the bottom third of the papyrus and all margins are intact. At the top, a small
margin of ca. 0.5 cm was left before the start of the abstract. The abstract itself occupies ca. 4 cm,
below which is a paragraphos, then a blank space of 13 cm, where normally the body of the contract
would have been written. The subscription is ca. 7.5 cm in height, below which there are two
curved horizontal lines, perhaps indicating where the syngraphophylax’ confirmation was to be
written. Finally, the registration docket is written 2 cm below the subscription. Like the rest of
the text, the registration slopes up to the right and is 1.5 cm from the bottom at the left and 2 cm
at the right. The left margin varies between 1 and 1.5 cm and the lines come close to the right
edge. The dimensions and overall format of the document closely parallel the Neilopolis contract

discussed above (n. 15) and document 2 below.>!!

S8 B.g., Yiftach-Firanko 2009, 549.

3% Sandy 1989, 6 and Mayerson 2001, 109.

10 Nat. Hist. 19.26.79: Aegypto mire (sc. raphanus) celebratur olei propter fertilitatem quod e semine eius faciunt.
hoc maxime cupiunt serere, si liceat, quoniam et quaestus plus quam e frumento et minus tributi est nullumque 1bi
copiosius oleum. Cf. 15.7.30. On radish oil in later periods, see Bagnall 1993, 30-31.

3! The early-Roman contracts cited above for their lack of body contract (n. 7) are also of a tall and narrow format.
See Yiftach-Firanko 2008, 211-212 for the typical format of late Ptolemaic double documents.
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The bottom third of the papyrus is marred by large lacunae and even the preserved portions are
either tenuously attached to each other or taped together. The fragment containing 11. 8-10 is not
correctly attached and must be shifted about 1 cm to the right, as should everything below it. Three
loose fragments preserve text (numbered 1-3 from top to bottom). Fragment 1 preserves parts of
1. 9 and 10, with traces of the preceding and following lines. Its position in Fig. 1 is only
approximate, but attention to the tear and crease lines seems to support the proposed lateral
position, which also allows sufficient space for the supplements at the ends of 1. 9 and 10. The
vertical placement does not leave satisfactory room for the bottom of 1. 11, traces of which are
visible on fragment 1, but this must be due to the adjacent parts of the main fragment shifting and
squeezing together between 1. 11 and 12.  Fragment 2 consists of two separate fragments stuck
together: the smaller one to the right (2b) preserves a few letters from 1I. 8 and 9, while the larger
one (2a), when flipped, fits the lacuna at 1l. 12 and 13, where the patronymic beginning ® on the
main fragment continues with tAnp[ in fragment 2a’s second line. I have not been able to find a
place for fragment 3; its letters appear both smaller and thinner than those of the subscription and
so probably does not belong to this papyrus. Fig. 1 is digitally altered to reflect the proposed
reconstruction; the original black-and-white and a color image can be viewed in the online
Photographic Archive of Papyri in the Cairo Museum.’'? The text is written along the fibers.
Verso non vidi.

Two hands can be distinguished in this text, although they are similar in style: the first,
belonging to Philemon, son of Philemon, is responsible for the subscription; the second, that of a
grapheion scribe Didymos, is found in both the abstract at the top and the registration docket at the
bottom.>’* Comparable hands to the subscriber Philemon’s (Il. 5-14) include P.Tebt. IV 1143
(115/114), SB XXII 11078 (ca. 100), the third hand of SBV 7532 (74), BGU VIII 1813 (62/61),
and P.Oxy. LV 3777 (57). Hand three of SB'V 7532 is especially close to both hands of our text,
so I prefer to date this text to the reign of Ptolemy XII and Kleopatra V (74 BCE).

The contract is a simple loan of radish seed, which is to be returned 10 months later, after the
next harvest. The phrase cOv fpoAion in the receipt clause means that the amount stated (three

artabas) already includes the standard 50% interest on in kind loans; the actual amount lent, then,

312 http://ipap.csad.ox.ac.uk/4DLink4/4DACTION/IPAPwebquery?vPub=P.Fay.&vVol=&vNum=240. Accessed 23
June 2014.
313 For this practice see Yiftach-Firanko 2008, 215 and Hoogendijk 2013, 68.
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was two artabas (see l. 3 n.). Neither the abstract nor the subscription mentions a penalty for non-

payment.

(Hd. 2)88d(veicev)  vac. A AT TdL KOl
‘Tvapdutt Appodiciov tod kai [Tvepepd(tog)
[Tépont thig (Emtyoviic) pae(avivov) om(éppatog) (aptdfag) y ovv nuor(iat) dmod(dtm)
4 Tladvi tod 1 (Eroug) v Ed(muepiar) ué(tpmr) (E€a)x(owvikmr) EM(aovpykdn)
ou(yypapo@Orag) Irol(epalog).

(blank space of ca. 13 cm)

(Hd. 1)Ayiddev[c 6 kol Tlv[apdvg Agplodisi[o]v tod kol

[vepepdtog I[épong Th]g éntyoviig
Eyo 10 dav[eov Tag T]pig aptdfag tod

8 pepavilvie[v  Ip.[1.[1.... d=o-
ddow &v [pun]vi I[ad]vi Tod dyddov [Etoug]
év Eonuep[ia pérplo latovpyuk)d [kobda]
Yéypan[ton kol wébetpon Ty [ovyyplagn[v]

12 xoplav mapa [Mrorep[oim]. Eypayey drep avtod
Oupov P1npolvog] a&lwdeig 810 to
pdoxel[v avtov] ) [énlioTachor ypdupata.

(Hd. 2) &toug { Mecopn k8 avo(yé)yp(amtar) év Ed(muepiog) yp(apein) dio Aidduov.

1 £8%pap. 2 a@podiclov, TvePep® pap. 3 g, om, =, NUIOA, 0od pap. 4 L, gv, pg, s, €\, ov, Ttoh, pap. 7 L. tpeic 81

pagavivov 9 dyddov corr. ex 0kdéov 15 avayp, gv, yp, d1° pap.

Abstract (1. 1-4): “(blank) lent to Achilleus, alias Inarous, son of Aphrodisios, alias
Pnepheros, Persian of the epigone, 3 artabas of radish seed, including the
additional one half. He is to return it in Pauni of the 8" year in Euhemeria by the
6-chornix, oil-makers’ measure. Guardian of the contract: Ptolemaios.”

Subscription (1. 5-14): “I, Achilleus, alias Inarous, son of Aphrodisios, alias Pnepheros,
Persian of the epigone, have the loan, the three artabas of radish seed, including
the additional one half (?), which I will return in the month of Pauni of the eighth
year in Euhemeria by the oil-makers’ measure in accordance with what has been
written and I have placed the valid contract with Ptolemaios. Philemon, son of
Philemon, having been asked, wrote on his behalf since he says that he does not
know letters.”

Registration (1. 15): “7™ year, Mesore 24. Registered in the grapheion of Euhemeria
through Didymos.”

1 ¢da(veioev). This same abbreviated opening is found in some agoranomic loan contract
summaries (“prototype 2:” P.Bingen 39-40, p. 198). Cf. 2.1.
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15

There is a vertical stroke with a hook to the left just before AyiAAel that may mark the end
of the space left for the lender’s name.

"Ivapdvtt. Demotic Ir.t-Hr-r.r=w, “the eye of Horos is against them,”>'* the name of the
famous Egyptian rebel against Persian rule.>'> This name, with its apotropaic qualities
and link to a native hero, remained popular into the Roman period. The spelling found
here, however, is much more common in the Ptolemaic period.>!®

[Tépont thig (Emyoviic). A horizontal line extends from the end of the eta of tfig and joins
the top part of the sigma, apparently a low abbreviation stroke.

pag(avivov) on(éppotoc) (aptdfag) y cvv nuiod(ior). That is, the amount stated already
includes the 50% interest on the loan: the borrower actually received two artabas and
must return three.’!’

ué(tpwr) (E€a)y(owikmi) EM(atovpykdt). An otherwise unattested measure. puétp
ghoovpyk® (sometimes pétpm Elauk®) appears 13 times (DDBDP search, 13 June,
2014), all in the Roman period, and often with a further modifier, such as the measure’s
amount or a topographic reference. Aayavoonepuov was occasionally measured by a six-
choinix pétpov (e.g., P.Leid.Inst. 25, 95-96 CE). For the abbreviation ys, cf. e.g. P.Tebt.
193, passim (113 BCE, image accessible via papyri.info), where it is written °.

pepavi[v]o[v (l. papavivov). P.Fay. 240 was cited in the LS/, s.v. papdvivog, as an
example of the substantive use of the adjective. Based on the abstract, however, we
expect onéppatog (then cvv nuioiiar) to follow. pagpdvivov does, however, appear as a
substantive in other texts, with an understood &.atov or onépuo depending on context
(e.g., BGUXVI 2619.5-6, ca. 21-5 BCE).

At the end of the line one expects 0 / g (koi) before 4nolddow.

uétplo Ehaovpyik)®. Cf. 1.4 n. There is no room for a reference to the six-choinix
measure. For the position of the reference to the measure, cf. P.7ebt. 1110.7 (92 or 59
BCE) and P.Fay. 89 (9 CE).

gtouvg (. The writing of the year is more careful and clear, which differentiates it from the
rest of the docket. Cf. the similar writing of tovg in the docket of the Demotic contract
P.Hawara 23 (written in Ptolemais Euergetis, 67 BCE).

314 See Trismegistos.org, namelD 371.

315 Herod. 3.12, 7.7; Thuc. 1.104, 109-110; Diod. 11.71. A recently-published document is dated to year 2 of
“Inaros, prince of the rebels” (P.Zauzich 2, 462-458 BCE).

516 The only Roman-period examples are from the Hermopolite nome: P.Flor. 1 80, P.Lond. 111 903 (pp. 116-117),
and P.Sarap. 52.

S17 Lewis 1945.
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- ava(y€)yp(amrar) &v Ev(nuepiac) yp(apeim). The usual phrase is avoyéypamton d1a 1od &v
... ypageiov, but P.Fay. 89.6-7 (9 CE) offers a parallel: dvayé(ypoamtar) &v IIn(Aovciov)
yp(apeim) pe( ). This is the first mention of Euhemeria’s grapheion.'®

2. Loan of Money

Theadelphia 28.5x 14 cm 22 December, 71 (?) BCE
P.Mich. inv. 3380 Fig. 19

This papyrus was part of the University of Michigan’s allotment of the British Museum
consortium’s 1925 purchase from Maurice Nahman.’'? It is complete on all sides, with only a
small section missing at the bottom left and some deterioration, in particular along the vertical fold
line in the middle.

The overall appearance of the document is quite similar to 1. The first section of text, the
scriptura interior, written in abstract form, begins just below the top edge of the papyrus, with a
small margin of ca. 0.75 cm, and side margins of 1 cm on the left and ca. 0.75 cm on the right. A
paragraphos marks where the scriptura exterior would have begun, but instead there is a blank
space ca. 9 cm in height. Below this blank space is the debtor’s subscription, written with a left
margin of 1-1.5 cm, and occupying 10.75 cm of the papyrus’ height. After a small gap of 1-1.5
cm, the registration docket is written at the bottom of the papyrus, 1.5 cm above the bottom edge.
There are two (?) lines of indistinct writing towards the left of this bottom margin. The verso is
blank.

As in 1, the hand of the scriptura interior appears to be the same as that of the registration
docket, which we consider to be hand 2. The first hand, that of the subscription, has enough
similarities to 1’s subscription and hand 3 of the precisely dated SB 'V 7532 (see above) that |
prefer dating this contract to 71 BCE.

In this contract, Zosimos, alias Arebrus/Arebrous, son of Pasion, and his mother Apollonia,
alias Senyris, receive a loan of 75 drachmas, which they are to repay six months later with the
standard monthly interest of 2%. The borrowers are designated “Persians” and they are mutual

sureties for one another. The registration docket at the bottom appears to contain the earliest

518 For a list of this grapheion’s registration dockets, see Reiter 2013, 164.

319 1t was part of Bell’s “Lot II1,” described as a “great mass of material” of disappointing quality: H.I. Bell,
“Preliminary Report on Nahman’s papyri, 1925,” p. 1. A copy of this report is kept in the University of Michigan
Papyrology Collection and a scan can be found under “Acquisitions” on the collection’s webpage
(http://www.lib.umich.edu/files/libraries/papyrology/acq-
reports/Report%200n%20Papyri%2C%20etc.%2C%200f%201925%20consignment.pdf, accessed 14 May, 2014).
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example of the title vopoypdgog as well as an unparalleled combination of this title with 0 Tpog

0 Ypapeio.

(Hd. 2) (8rovc) 1 Xowy 18 §dd(vewoev) vac.
2a ®WVog
Zooipor o k(al) ApeBp[d]1(1) Hagi[o]vos (TTépony) ti(s Emtyoviic) kai ()
to(6t0v) pn(tpt) Amoria(viaw) Th(v kai) Zev[ 1 | () Zwoinoy tod kai
ApeBpoitolc] . [ca. 4], . viod Gpyv(piov) én(iohpov) dox(iov)
5 Tzoh(suaod) | [ca. 51, dlplo(uic) & ( ) o6 amod(6te) Madv(y)
to(5) a(0d) 16 (Er0vg) . [ ha.k() [ 1.0) Atov(6c10¢) o(vyypagogtiad) ITrok( )

(blank space of ca. 9 cm)

(Hd. 1) Zoowog o kot ApePpag Haslovog ITEpang thig

EMLyoviig &xm 10 ddvelov GuV ThHL PNTPl
1od Anodovig th k[a]l Zevopet [eposivnt

10 peta kupiov Epod Tag Tod EMONUOL dpyvpiov
doxkipov IMrolepatkod vopicuarog dpayu(ag)
£Bdopovta TEVTE £y TOKOIG G13PAXH(0LS)
Kol droddcopev &v unvi IModvi 10D Evde-
KATOL £T0VG Kol £yyudped’ dAMAovg

15 &ig &xteiowy kabog yéypantal Kai Te-
Oefpeda my cvyypapny kupiav mapa ITok-
[ ca. 8 ]. &ypayev Awovigiog Alovuaioy
[GE1OEL] VT adT@V 810, TO QACKELY 0D-
Q06 pn énictacOon ypdppata.

20 (Hd. 2) #rovc 1o Xouway 18 (Hd. 3) dvayéyp(antar) i ITeEdpov
vop(oypdpov) to(D) mpog Tt yp(apeint) Ocadel(peiog)
traces of two (?) lines

1 L pap., xowoy;: first x corr. ex o, (?), €3% pap. 2 1wk, apePp[v]%, 4, ™, *pap. 3 10, U, amor?, T pap. 4 apyv, e,
dok pap. 5 mwtoA, d[ploy, omod, wavv 6 toa, L, [ Jio X, Swov, -, o, wtok pap. 9 1. Tlepoivmt 11 Spay* 12 Sidpayx* 12 1. &v 151
gktiow, kabog 20 avayeyp, 5t a pap. 21 vo¥, 1o, yp|, Ocade Apap.

Abstract (11. 1-6): “11%™ year, Choiach 14. (blank) lent to Zosimos, alias Arebrus, son of
Pasion, Persian of the epigone, and ... his mother Apollonia, alias Senyris, with
her son Zosimos, alias Arebous as guardian (?) ... 75 (?) drachmas of coined
silver of genuine Ptolemaic issue. He is to repay it in Pauni of the same 11"
... Dionysios. Guardian of the contract: Ptol( ).”

year

Subscription (1l. 7-19): “I, Zosimos, alias Arebros, son of Pasion, Persian of the epigone,
have the loan, along with my mother Apollonia, alias Senyris, Persian, with me as
her guardian, the seventy five drachmas of coined silver of genuine Ptolemaic
issue, at the two-drachma interest rate, and we will pay it back in the month of
Pauni of the eleventh year and we are mutual sureties for full repayment
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according to what has been written and we have placed the valid contract with
Ptol.... I, Dionysios, son of Dionysios, having been asked, wrote on their behalf
since they said that they do not know letters.”

Registration (1. 15): “11'" year, Choiach 14. Registered through Pexamos, notary in
charge of the writing office of Theadelphia.”

2a ovog. These faint letters can be read between 1. 1 and 2, perhaps Arebros’ patronymic
written as a note and partially erased.

2 ApeBp[d]r(1). Written in 1. 4 as ApePpwdto[c] and in the subscription (1. 7) as ApeBpdc.
documents for words beginning with a pi and containing a rho or lambda, or even

the whole phrase I1épong tic émtyoviic.”?° It originated among late Ptolemaic
notaries>?! and in the Roman period its use spread outside the notary offices.>??

- g (ITépont). I read this as the symbol that appears commonly in grapheion

- kol A(). ol Thtis expected with the following To(vtov) un(tpt), but this does not seem

possible.

3 Amolo(viaw) Ti(1 ko) ev[ ] () Zooipov. From the parallel passage in the
subscription, we expect Zevipet [Tepoeivnt peto kvpiov, but if so, it must have been
highly abbreviated.

5 vopiopatog should follow TTtoA(gpaikod), as in line 11 of the subscription.

- d[play(nac) € () og. Perhaps the statement of interest can be found in here.

6 [ Tio k(). A reference to mutual surety should be sought here, perhaps ending [€]ig

Ek(tiow).

- [ 1() Awov(Voiog). The missing term, abbreviated with one or two letters, should refer to
Dionysios’ role as subscriber (cf. 11. 17-19), which was called Dmoypapevg in the Roman
period.

520 For discussion, see P.Mich. I1 121r, introduction; P.Mich. V 241.13 and 17 n.; and P.Mich. V 293, introduction.
321 A clear example can be found in the double document from Nilopolis to which I have frequently referred, SBV
7532.2 (74 BCE), where the symbol stands for the patronymic ITtolepaiov. An earlier example can be found at
P.Stras. 11 88.13 (Pathyris, 105 BCE, with P.Mich. V 241.17 n. = BL1II, 232). While I agree that the “TTéponc”
symbol should be read, there is a clear rho following (as the editor notes), which is not found in later examples. No
convincing explanation for the emergence of the symbol has been offered. The possibility that it derives from a
monogram of pi and rho (P.Mich. V 293, intro.) might receive some support from the Strasbourg text, as well as
from the examples with two verticals (see Claytor 2013a, 88); cf. also the examples in P.7ebt. 1 105.1 (103 BCE)
and P.Tebt. 1109.2 (93 BCE), both of which are printed T1é(pong), but may be related. Another possibility is that
the similar symbol for mupdc, which may have derived from a pi-upsilon monogram (Blanchard 1974, 45, n. 21.),
was re-interpreted and applied to other common pi-rho words.

52 E.g., the tax list CPR VIII 1.40 (Arsinoite, I-II CE): (ITtokepaidoq) Apdp(wv).
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8 ovv AL untpl ktA. Coming after T0 ddvetlov, the inclusion of his mother in the
subscription appears to be an afterthought. Cf. SB VI 9612.2-3 (Theogonis, 88/87 [?]
BCE): (Names) pepictopeda ic £ tpia 4o 10D 1plokoctod £100g, 6LV AKOVGIAGML
Kol Td1 Tov[tot (1. Tovotv) LVidL Nikaiwt ...

12 gy (1. év) téxoic. This would be an unusual exchange, since normally v becomes y only
before velar stops. Two parallels can be cited: P.Col X 285.32 (with note) and P.Bon.
17.2.

20 [TeEGpov. The name ITdEapog is attested in two later texts: P.Oxy. XVII 2129, passim
(205/206 [?] CE) and P.Lips. 133.2, 10, 19 (Hermopolis, 368 CE).

20-21 avayéyp(amrtor) dua) [e&dpov | vop(oypdeov) to(D) mpog Tt yp(apeint) Ocadel(peiog).
Such a combination of titles is unparalleled in Greek documents, although it is generally
assumed that in the Roman period these two positions were equivalent or at least
frequently held at the same time.>** In a number of early-Roman documents from
Soknopaiou Nesos, moreover, we find what may be the Demotic equivalent of this
combination of titles: sh gnb.t sh mtn, with sh gnb.t, “writer of documents” equating to
vopoypdpog and sk mtn, “writer of the (registration) mark” equating to 0 TpOg T
ypogpeimt.>** Nopoypdeog had so far only been attested in one uncertain context from the
Ptolemaic era,>?’ but becomes common in the Roman period,>?® while 6 npdg 1@ ypoapein
is much older, making its first appearance shortly after the introduction of registration for
demotic contracts in 145 BCE.*?’

523 See below, Chapter 3.2.1. There is still much room for improving our understanding of the relationship between
the various titles associated with the grapheion.

524 p.Dime 111, pp. 103-104. Cf. also CPR XV 1.17 (Soknopaiou Nesos, 3 BCE), in which the writer of the
document is titled vopoypd]e[o]g kai mpog T[dt x]ap[a]yndt kdun[g] Tovdy[o]v [tiig] Zokv[o]rn[ai]ov Nf[c]ov. S.
Lippert and M. Schentuleit consider the latter title, attested only here in Greek, to be a translation of Dem. sh min,
“writer of the (registration) mark,” which receives support from the unexpected absence of the Greek article.

525 BGU VI 1777.6 (64-44 BCE): _ voy

26 Earliest example: P.Lips. 11 128 (Talei, 19 BCE).

321 P.Choach.Survey, pp. 337-339.
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Figure 18. Cat. Gen. 10825 (P.Fay. 240 descr. ). Image courtesy of the Photographic Archive of Papyri in the Cairo
(http://ipap.csad.ox.ac.uk/). The original image has been edited to show the proposed placement of loose fiagments.
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7jgu;e 19. P.Mich. inv. 3380. Image courtesy of the University of Michigan Papyrology Collection.
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