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A. SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

In this study I propose to present a description and an analysis of a group 
of Ptolemaic documents. The documents are receipts issued from the granary of 
Diospolis Magna during the years 164 to 88 BC; the analysis will be concerned 
with the significance of the phrases employed on those receipts to describe the 
taxes towards which the payments recorded on them were made; the description 

will be concerned with information presentedby the receipts, not individually, 

but as a group: Persons and functions of granary personnel, seasons of tax pay- 

ments, and amounts paid for grain taxes. 

All the receipts to be discussed here have been gathered from published 

collections of ostraka and papyri. Of the many granary receipts that have been 

published in such collections, a large proportion is considered, with varying 

degrees of certainty, to have come from the granary of Diospolis Magna; in this 

study, however, I have included only the receipts that bear the place-of-payment 

phrase, efs TOv év A1ds TOAer TH pey&An Bnoaupdv. The provenance of these pieces 
is certain, and the collection of information about them will provide a securer 

basis for accepting and rejecting the Theban provenance ascribed to receipts 

that bear no place name. 

On the receipts that bear the place-of-payment phrase eis TOov év A1ds ToAeL 

Tf} peydhn Bnoaupdv there are a number of variables that might provide bases for 

discrete groupings: The name of the signator, or that of the countersignator; the 

name of the taxpayer; the amount of grain paid; the year, or the month, or the day 

of payment. But one of the most interesting results of the study of these receipts 

is a better understanding of the number and nature of the various taxes on grain 

that were paid into the Ptolemaic granaries. There are a limited number of distinct 

phrases used on these receipts to describe the taxes towards which payments are 

recorded on the Diospolis Magna receipts, and I have chosen to make these tax- 

phrases the primary variable according to which I shall group and study the Dio- 

spolis Magna receipts. The names of officials and of taxpayers, the dates and 

amounts of payment—these variables will be studied in their application to groups 

of receipts bearing different tax- phrases, and a comparison between their occur- 

rences in the different tax-phrase groups will be used to assess the significance 

of the difference between the tax-phrases themselves. 

This, then will be the form of this study: In Part One, material will be pre- 

sented in eight Groups—one for each type of expression used on Diospolis Magna  
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receipts to describe the taxes towards which recorded payments were made. In 

each Group I shall list the published receipts that bear a single tax-phrase, 

along with the official signatures appended to those receipts, the formula in which 

the receipts are written, the amounts of payment recorded on them, the dates of 

payment recorded on them, and the names of the taxpayers written on them. 

In Part Two, the material thus presented will be collated in six Sections. 

Under “Granary Officials”, Section One, I will try to describe the relationship 

between the two sorts of officials responsible for issuing granary receipts in 

Diospolis Magna. In Section Two, I will record general trends and individual 

variations in the formula of the receipts. In Section Three, I will compare the 

distributions and central tendencies of amounts recorded for payment of taxes 

on receipts bearing different tax-phrases; in Section Four, the distribution and 

central tendency of dates recorded for grain-tax payment. The seasonal distribu- 

tion of payments, and their amounts, will be examined for implications bearing 

on the question of the Ptolemaic method of grain-tax collection. 

The nationality of taxpayers’ names will be discussed in Section Five; in 

Section Six, “Grain Taxes”, I will assess the significance of information pre- 

sented in Sections One through Five for the meanings of the various tax-phrases 

recorded on Diospolis Magna granary receipts. 

The research that led to this study began with questions raised by Professor 

C. Bradford Welles in connection with his study of P. Yale 55! a letter dated 

August 6, 107 B.C., acknowledging receipt of payment of wheat. The prevailing 

view of the methods used by the Ptolemaic regime to collect taxes in grain is 

one proposed by Rostovtzeff as long ago as 1904:2 Crown officials on the village 

threshing floor removed crown taxes from each landholder’s crop as it was thresh- 

ed. As Welles has pointed out, the date of August G can hardly apply to a pay- 

ment extracted on the threshing floor, for August was the season of the Nile 

flood, when field and threshing floor alike were under water. 

Examination of the dates of payment recorded on any large number of gran- 

ary receipts will reveal that August is no impossible, perhaps no very unusual, 

month from which to find records of payments of grain for taxes. To what extent, 

though, must this observation affect our notion of the Ptolemaic method of collect- 

ing taxes in grain? Just how unusual is it to find Ptolemaic granary receipts 

dated in August? Have receipts for such payments any other characteristics that 

set them apart from those for payments made during the season of harvest and 

threshing? 

These questions and many others require answers that can only be obtained 

from close studies of groups of documents. Much of the information available in 

1. First published in 1964: “On the Collection of Revenues in Grain in Ptolemaic 
Egypt,” Studien zur Papyrologie und antiken Wirtschaftsgeschichte: Friedrich Oertel 

zum achtzigsten Geburtstag gewidmet, pp. 7-16. 

2. M.I. Rostovtzeff, "Kornerhebung und Korntransport im griechisch-romischen Aegypt- 
en,” Archiv III, p. 204. o 
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the large numbers of published Ptolemaic documents will never be fully available 
to editors or historians until groups of related documents are available in analyti- 
cal collections. I chose to begin my researches with a study of granary receipts 
because these documents, by their brief and formulaic nature, offered limited 
numbers of variables for relatively simple analysis. Of the granary receipts 
published from Ptolemaic Egypt, I chose to study those bearing the name of the 
Diospolis granary because they formed a large group that observed, to a great 
extent, the unities of time and place. 

The chief modern sources of data are, of course, the published collections 
of Ptolemaic ostraka; those collections are also the only scholarly works known 
to me that offer, in somewhat the same sense as this work of mine, close studies 
of the Diospolis Magna receipts. The receipts to be studied here were published 
in Wilcken’s Griechische Ostraka, 1899; ]J.G. Milne's Theban Ostraca, 1913; 
Schubart’s Papyri und Ostraka der Ptolemaerzeit (BGU Vol. VI), 1922; Viereck’s 
Griechische Ostraka zu Strassburg, 1923; and Tait’s Greek Ostraca in the Bodlei- 
an Library, Vol. I, 1930. 

Of these works, it is Wilcken’s great and pioneering study that makes the 
greatest effort to correlate, describe, and analyze the information presented by 
the documents published in it. Subsequent editions of ostraka preserve, in a 

general way, Wilcken’s categories; such commentary as appears in them addresses 

itself to Wilcken, supplementing, corroborating, or criticizing his remarks. 

Thus Milne, editor of the second group of receipts studied here, prefaces his 

collection of Greek receipts with this remark: ®Any large collection of Greek 

ostraca must now be treated in the main as supplementary to Wilcken’s great 

publication.” For Milne, the chief value of his publication of ostraka is to be 

found * . . . in the additional light which it may give upon the taxation of Egypt,” 

and he accordingly groups his granary receipts, much as I have done in the first 

part of this study, according to the tax-phrases they bear. Unlike me, however, 
he includes within his tax-phrase groups receipts that omit the place-of-payment 
phrase efs TOv év A1ds mOAer TH peyaAn Bnoaupov. Milne provides at the beginning 
of each tax-phrase group of granary receipts a discussion of scholarly opinion 

regarding the meaning of the tax-phrase involved; in these discussions he refers 

particularly to Wilcken’s remarks, and to those of Grenfell and Hunt, in the first 

volume of Tebtunis Papyri, 1902. 

As Milne himself indicates (Theban Ostraca, p. 70), the receipts presented in 

his edition are only a selection of those available in his collection. Later, more 

inclusive publications of ostraka group the documents according to chronological 

or other principles. In Schubart’s Papyri und Ostraka, granary receipts bearing 

the place-of-payment phrase eis Tov év A1ds ToAet TH) pey&An Bnoaupov are printed 
alongside all the others of Theban provenance without distinction based on tax- 

phrase. In Viereck’s Griechische Ostraka, receipts bearing the place-of-payment 

phrase eis TOvV év A10s mOAer TR pey&An Onoaupdv appear as a separate group in- 

cluding receipts without distinction based on tax-phrase. In Tait’s Greek Ostraca, 

receipts from the Diospolis granary are published in chronological order, without 

distinctions based on place-of-payment or tax-phrase. 
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Tait seems to have had a remarkable grasp of the sense and significance 

of earlier-published documents parallel to those of his collection, and remark- 

able sureness in the establishing of texts. His edition of the Bodleian ostraka 

is at once the most cogent and the most cryptic of the publications I have used. 

Tait provides no introductory remarks, neither to his publication as a whole, nor 

to his separate groups of documents. His notes on individual documents are few, 

and those few are more likely to describe the condition and appearance of a text 

than to argue even dates or the identification of individuals mentioned in his 

.exts. Only once — in connection with 0.Bod. 150, p. 26 — have I found him to 

remark upon the historical or economic sense of a document, and in that case he 

does not so much argue the sense of the document as point out its relevance to 

a historical matter. And yet his very texts and dates often constitute, or imply, 

argument on textual or historical questions related to the Diospolis Magna receipts. 

For instance: It seems to have been Tait who discovered — perhaps I should 

say ‘decided’ — that some receipts of the Diospolis Magna formula bear the tax- 

phrase efs 10 (fjuiou &pTdPrs). His collection is the only one that includes re- 

ceipts with that tax-phrase (see O. Bod. 195 and O. Ash. 7); the other, earlier- 

published receipts that I have regarded as records of payment for the fjuiou &pTaPns 

in my Groups Five and Six have been corrected from their original readings either 

by Tait (see Berichtigungsliste I1.1on WO 704) or after his example. Tait provides 

arguments neither for his readings of 0. Bod 195 and O. Ash. 7, nor against the 

readings in earlier-published collections that his interpretations seem to demolish. 

And yet his opinion seems to be almost universally accepted (see Berichtigungs- 

lite 11,1 passim, and my rather grudging deference below, p. 69). 

Tait’s method seems closest to that of the Berichtigungsliste itself, where 

corrections of the readings of published papyri and ostraka are printed with the 

names of their authors (sometimes) and without argument (nearly always). Karl 

Fr. W. Schmidt’s corrections of Tait’s readings, printed in Berichtigungsliste 1III, 

after Schmidt’s review in Philologische Wochenschrift, 1931, are set forth with as 

little explanation as were those readings themselves. 

B. STATISTICAL METHODS 

It may have been obvious from the vocabulary in which I chose to express 

the purpose of Sections Three to Five in Part Two of this work (above, pp. 4 f.), 

that I intend to resort to statistical methods in describing and assessing some 

of the information offered by the Diospolis Magna receipts. It was not my purpose, 

in approaching the study of these documents, to design and execute exercises in 

statistics; on the contrary, I was at first unwilling to attempt any such techniques 
more sophisticated than the calculation of arithmetic means and the construction 
of frequency charts. In the end, though, I felt compelled to locate and incorporate 
a few simple statistical tests, and that for these reasons: 

In the first place, the receipts in my eight tax-phrase groups present numeri- 
cal .information, particularly in their dates and amounts, and the attempt to avoid 
statistical terms in describingthem proved futile. Great numbers of such sentences 
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as, “The average size of wheat payments recorded on receipts of Group Four is 
rather larger than that of those on receipts of Groups One and Two, much larger 
than that of those on receipts of Groups Five and Seven, and very much smaller 
than that of those in Groups Three and Five,” are intolerable — even in a tech- 
nical study. 

In the second place, information thus presented is impossible to analyze. 
How great a difference between two groups in respect to their average size of 
wheat payments must we find before we can say that that difference is signifi- 
cant, and not merely accidental? No amount of non-mathematical reasoning can 
provide the answer to that question, particularly when the number of receipts 
from which the two averages have been computed may be quite different. 

The statistical terms and procedures I have used in examining this material 
are described in most elementary statistical textbooks. For my part, I relied 
mainly on two books: For a straightforward explication of the fundamentals of 
statistics, McCollough and Van Atta’s Statistical Concepts, 1963; for application 
and analysis of specific tests, Sidney Siegel’s Nonparametric Statistics for the 
Bebavioral Sciences, 1956. 

In order to describe a series of numbers succinctly, one ordinarily resorts 
to some measure of central tendency, the so-to-speak average number that may 
be taken to represent the series. There are three common ways of describing the 
central tendency of a series of numbers: Mode, median, and mean. The mode, or 
modal class, of any set of values, whether numerical or nominal, is simply the 
class most frequently represented within the set. If I classify the nationality 
of taxpayers’ names as recorded on published Ptolemaic receipts as Greek, 
Egyptian, Semitic, and Nubian, and determine the frequency with which names 
of these four nationalities appear, I shall be able to describe as modal the nation- 
ality that most often occurs. In the case of the Diospolis Magna granary receipts, 
the modal class would be Greek. 

Numbers, too, can be described by their modal class. For example, suppose 

that these numbers represent artabs of wheat paid on a set of nine Ptolemaic 

taxireceiptss 1, 2.1 2 3,°4, 6, 12, 17, 23.1f one decides toiregard each number 

as a single class, the number 2 will be the mode, for it appears most frequently. 

Or, if the numbers are grouped in sets of five, the modal class will be that in- 

cluding numbers 1 through 5. 

The median of any set of values is the midpoint in the ranked series. Calcu- 

lation of a midpointrequires, of course, that a set of values be capable of ordinal 

arrangement. The nationality of taxpayers’ names, since no progression is implied 

from one nationality to another, cannot be described by a median. If, however, I 

ranked the published Diospolis Magna granary receipts according to their anti- 

quity, the date I would regard as median would be that of the receipt preceded 

and followed, in point of time, by equal numbers of receipts. The exemplary set 

of numbers given above can be ranked according to increasing size; the median 

among them would be 4. 

An arithmetic mean can be calculated neither for sets of nominal values 

(such as nationalities) nor for sets of ordinal values (such as progressive anti-  
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quity), but only for mathematical values assigned on some ?bjective scale —inches, 

pounds, miles, or, as in the exemplary set of numbers given above, artab.s.ijhe 

mean is computed by adding the values of a set of measurements, and dividing 

that sum by the number of measurements in the set. The mean size of payments 

in our exemplary group is 7.78 artabs. 

Obviously, the number that describes the central tendency of a set of values 

may differ, depending on whether one uses mode, median, or mean — in our exemp- 

lary set, the mode is 2 (or 1 through 5), the median 4, the mean 7.78. Differences 

between mode, median, and mean are due to patterns of distribution within sets 

of numerical observations. The addition of one large number to a group of ten 

small ones, for instance, will affect the mean considerably, the median slightly, 

and the mode not at all. One cannot tell from any single measure of central tend- 

ency whether that measurement was obtained from a set of fairly large numbers 

that included a few much smaller ones; from a set of fairly small numbers that 

included a few much larger ones; or from equal numbers of larger and smaller 

numbers. 
, 

A comparison of mean and median, though, will give some indication of the 

distribution of the set. If mean and median are identical, the set includes equal 

proportions of larger and smaller numbers; if the median is greater than the mean, 

the set includes more larger than smaller numbers; if the mean is greater than the 

median, the set includes more smaller than larger numbers. Statisticians use the 

term ‘normal’ to describe a distribution in which mean and median are identical; 

in any other case, the distribution is termed ‘skewed’. 

Statisticians have precise ways of measuring the distributions of sets of 

numbers; they do so in terms of the average divergence from the mean. These 

methods, though, are applicable only to sets of numbers whose distribution is 

normal, and the distribution of most sets of numbers to be considered in this 

study is far from normal. 

In the first part of this study, where I describe the information presented by 

groups of Diospolis Magna receipts, I have provided lists of numbers, where 

numbers occur. In the case of amounts of grain paid for taxes, the information 

provided by the list of numbers of artabs recorded will be supplemented by a 

calculated median and calculated mean. In the case of seasons of payment, I 

have grouped the dates within months of the Julian calendar, and constructed 

therefrom charts illustrating the frequency of payments within those months. The 

central tendency for dates of payment is best expressed in terms of the modal 

month, usually June or July. 

In the second part of this study, where I compare and analyze the informa- 

tion presented by groups of Diospolis Magna granary receipts, further statistical 

procedures become necessary. The development of the probability theory has 

made it possible for statisticians to devise ways of assessing the signficance 

of variation between the central tendency or distribution in discrete setsofobser- 

vatio.n.s. These procedures, or ‘tests’, determine the probability of obtaining any 

spe.c1f1c degree of variation by accident from separate samplings of a single popu- 
lation. If the probability determined is, for example, 0.5 —five times in ten, or a 
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50 percent probability—the difference between the sets of observations is said 
to be insignificant, and the sets are then supposed to represent a single popu- 

lation. If, on the other hand, the probability obtained is .01, or .05, oreven 0.1— 

the figure is usually chosen arbitrarily by the investigator — the difference between 
the sets of observations is said to be significant, and the sets are then supposed 
to represent distinct populations. 

Because the significance of variation in central tendencies between discrete 

sets of observations depends not only on the degree of variation, but also on the 

number of sets, and on the number of observations within each set, the calcula- 

tion of statistical tests is often a lengthy business. 

A very common statistical test for the significance of variation in central 

tendency is the chi-square. The chi-square test evaluates the differences in 

modal classes between two or more sets of observations; it can be used for sets 

of nominal, as well as for sets of arithmetic, observations. 

Suppose that in two groups of Diospolis Magna granary receipts the propor- 

tions of Greek to Egyptian names among the taxpayers vary. In Group A, let us 

say, there are seven taxpayers whose names are Greek, and three whose names 

are Egyptian; in Group B there are three whose names are Greek and seven 

whose names are Egyptian. Am I to suppose from this that persons whose 

names were Greek were more often required to make payments of the sort recorded 

in Group A, Egyptians to make payments of the sort recorded in Group B? Or 

does the reversal of proportions merely represent an accident of sampling? Here 

is the procedure of the chi-square tests: 

TOTALS (Y) ADDENDS OF X2 
  

  

        
  

  

GREEK NAMES 10 .8 .8 

EGYPTIAN NAMES 10 .8 .8 

TOTALS (X 20 (Z) 

Recorded observations are placed in the upper left corner of each cell; in the 

lower, righthand corner, here number 5, are the frequencies expected by chance — 

in each cell, the number representing a proportion to the column total (X) that 

equals the proportion of the row total (Y) to the final total (Z). The difference 

between observed frequency and expected frequency in each cell is squared; the 

square is divided by the expected frequency in that cell; the numbers thus obtain- 

ed for each cell are added; the sum is called chi-square. The sum chi-square may 

be located in a table of the values of chi-square? under the degrees of freedom 

allowed by the table from which it was computed. Degrees of freedom are .equal 

to the number of rows less one, times the number of columns less one; 1in our 

example, the degrees of freedom are only one, and the probability of obtaining 

3. Such a table will be found in almost any statistical textbook, or in a handbook 

of mathematical tables.
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at one degree of freedom the chi-square value 3.2 by chance is greater t.han 055 

but less than .1. There is thus less than one chance in ten that the difference 

between the proportions of Greek and Egyptian names in our hypothetical groups 

is accidental. 
; 

The chi-square test can be used to test the difference between the mefhans 

of sets of ordinal or numerical observations; in this case it may be called simply 

‘the medians test’. Suppose that we wish to test the significance of the difference 

in medians of sizes of payment in wheat recorded on two groups of Diospolis 

Magna granary receipts. First, combining the amounts paid in both sets, we will 

determine their common median; then we will construct the following chi-square 

    

  

   

  

  

  

  

  

  

table: 
OVER UNDER i 

MEDIAN MEDIAN |TOTALS ADDENDS OF X~“ 

GROUP A 

GROUP B         
  

TOIRALS 

In each cell we will record, at the upper left, the number of observations that 

applies; we will then proceed as with the chi-square test. 

Another test for the significance in variation between medians of sets of 

observations is called the Kruskal-Wallis test. It is more sensitive than the chi- 

square medians test, because it takes into account more information —not only 

how many observations in each group fall above and below the common median, 

but also how far, relatively speaking, each observation is distant from that median. 

To compute the Kruskal-Wallis test, one ranks all observations from all sets one 

wants to compare. One adds the ranks assigned to each set, and tests the signi- 

cance of the difference between the resulting sums by the following formula, 

where N is the total number of observations in all sets, n the number of observa- 

tions in a single set, r the sum of the ranks in a single set: 

12 (_r_f r; (and similar fractions for each of A(N+ 1) 
N(N+1)\n, n, however many sets are to be tested) e 

The result obtained by the application of this formula can be evaluated bv con- 
sulting a table of the values of chi-square, using for degrees of freedom the 
number of sets tested less one. 

One ordinarily uses the Kruskal-Wallis test only for analysis of three or 
or more sets of observations, and those three must normally contain more than 
five observations each. For a relatively simple example see Table 14. 

The statistical tests designed to assess the significance of the difference 
between arithmetic means in sets of observations commonly require normal distri- 
butions of observations within those sets. As I have said already, the numerical 
information presented by the Diospolis Magna receipts fails to meet this assump- 
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tion, and so I have avoided tests of the significance of variation between means. 
Application of the descriptive and inferential methods I have outlined here 

must be preceded by a word of caution. The terms and charts I have used in the 
first part to describe numerical information presented by published Diospolis 
Magna granary receipts involve no assumptions about the populations from which 
those receipts were drawn. That is not the case with the tests used in the second 
part to assess the significance of differences among sets of observations drawn 
from different groups of those receipts; these tests are valid only on the assump- 
tion that the published receipts of my various groups are fair samplings of the 
larger population of ancient receipts that they represent. 

In the physical and behavioral sciences for which the science of statistics 
has chiefly been developed, the sets of observations used in statistical tests 
are usually drawn from large and available populations. In that case, the selection 
of sample observations can be made in such ways as to ensure randomicity and 
independence in those samples; in case of doubt, further samplings can be taken 
and added to or compared with the earlier observations. In the case of the Dio- 
spolis Magna granary receipts, obviously, the situation is quite different. I have 
no way of knowing whether the historical accidents that have preserved and 
brought to light the receipts that remain to us were of a nature to ensure random- 
icity; I have no way of knowing even whether the published receipts of this kind 
are a fair representation of all those preserved in modern collections. And I am 

not able to gather another sampling of the ancient receipts in order to check the 

randomicity of the ones available to us. 

In order to avoid presenting lengthy and repetitive qualifications throughout 

the second part, let me say here, once and for all, that the results obtained in 

all the tests used to compare and analyze information presented in two or more 

tax-phrase receipt groups are valid only if those receipts are in fact fair samplings 

of the vast numbers of their like issued in Ptolemaic Thebes. I do not mean these 

remarks to disqualify my own methods. If numerical information presented on 

ancient documents is to be analyzed at all, it must be analyzed statistically, or 

else impressionistically — and the latter is hardly a more satisfactory method. 
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Group One: Receipts with No Tax Phrase 

O. Bod. 162 BGU 1426 @ iliheh 29 

O. Bod. 163 

O. Bod. 164 0. Petr. 43 WO 718 

0. Bod. 165 0. Petr. 50 WO 726 

O. Bod. 188 WO 728 

O. Bod. 189 O. Queens 2 WO 1255 

0. Bod. 194 WO 1353 

0. Bod. 199 O. Strassb. 316 WO 1511 

Formula 

Etous xx Month xx. Me(pétpnkev) efs Tov év A1ds mé(Aer) i pe(ydAn) On(oaupdv) 

XX (tous) Name of Taxpayer Kind and Amount of Payment in Words/in Figures. 

Signature. Countersignature pe(pétpnuat) Kind and Amount of Payment in Words/ 

in Figures. 

Signature Groups 

I. Signature ApPpucwv. 

a. Countersignatures [TToAepaios, AmoAAdvios, MeveUs. 

O. Queens 2 

b. No Countersignature. 

0. Bod. 167 

O. Bod. 163 

wo 7261 

c. Countersignature AmwoAAdv10s. 

WO 13532 
O. Petr. 43 

1. Taxpayer’'s name read by Wilken: "AB&Tos..Auoiudyou; by Bilabel (BL 2.1) "AReTos 

51& Auoiudyou. The formula suggests that the missing signature was Ambr.yon S. . 

2. Assigned by Wilcken to Euergetes’ reign. After the example of Tait, I have assign- 

ed all receipts signed by Ambryon to the reign of Philometor. 

155 
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d. Countersignatures "AmoAAGv1ios and ‘EpUOKP&TTS. 

wo 7283 
wo 12554 
WO 15117 . : , 

II. Signature Omitted; Demotic Subscript and Countersignature Epuoxpatns. 

O. Bod. 164 / 

III. Signature in Countersignature Form: "AokAniadns. 

0. Bod. 165° 
IV. Signature "Apevéo(8ns); No Countersignature. 

0. Strassb. 316 

V. Signature Omitted; No Countersignature. 

0. Bod. 1887 
O. Bod. 189 

0. Bod. 194 

0. Bod. 199 ; 

VI. Signature ’Avtioyos; Countersignatures Demotic. 

0. Theb. 228 
wo 718° 
0. Petr. 5010 
BGU 142611 

Amount of Payment 

Artabs of Wheat: Current Tax. 

2.1/2 - WO 718 12 1/12 - BGU 1426 

3 5/6 - WO 728 16 2/3 - O. Bod. 165 

4 - 0. Bod. 189 21 - O. Strassb. 316 

5i1/2 @ Petr 43 90 - WO 1255 

87/12 - WO 726 90 - WO 1511 

10 - O. Bod. 188 

Artabs of Wheat: Late Tax. 

3-0. Bod. 162 6 1/2.- 0. Bod 163 

3-0. Bod. 162 8 - 0. Bod. 194 

51/2 - 0. Bod 162 15 1/6 - O. Queens 2 

3,4, 5. For the date see Note 2 above. 

6. Tait suggests either 154 or 143 as year-date. As Ambryon signed receipts from 
153, I prefer the date 143. 

7. Taxpayer’s patronym read by Tait: KapouiTwvos; by Schmidt (BL 3) Kapoupiwvos. 

8. After the example of Tait, I have assigned all receipts signed by Antiochus to 
the reign of Ptolemy Alexander. 

9. For the date see Note 8 above. 

10. The formula suggests that the missing signature was Antiochus’. 
11. For the date see Note 8 above. 
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Artabs of Barley: 

41/4- 0. Bod 164 

51/12 - 0. Bod. 199 

66 11/12 - O. Theb. 22 

Artabs of Croton: 

174 - WO 1353 

Amount of Payment Lost: 

O. Petr. 50 

WO 726 

Central Tendencies 

Wheat for Current Taxes: Mean size of payment 24.02 artabs; median size of pay- 
ment 10 artabs. ; 

Wheat for Late Taxes: Mean size of payment .86 artabs; median size of pay- 
ment 6 artabs. 

Barley: Mean size of payment 25.42 artabs; median size of payment 5 1/12 artabs. 

Season of Payment       
Wheat for the tax of the current year: 

8 February 153; WO 1255 

| 12 April 154; WO 726 

19 April 154; WO 726 
20 April 129; O. Strassb. 316 

13 April - 29 May 92; O. Petr. 50 

12 May 89; BGU 1426 

13 May 120; O. Bod. 188 

16 June 154; WO 728 

c. 7 July 153; ©. Pelr. 43 

22 July 118; O. Bod. 189 

27 July: =25 August 1530 WO 511 

31 August 97; WO 718 

Wheat for the tax of a previous year: 

30 March 155; O. Bod. 163 

30 March 155; 0. Bod. 16212 
10 June 156; O. Queens 2 

27 November 156; O. Bod. 16212 

29 November 156; 0. Bod. 16212 

30 December 114; O. Bod. 194 

12. The regnal year is lost in the date of receipt on O. Bod. 162. To judge from the 

months and days recorded on it, though, it is far more likely to have been a payment for 

late than for current taxes (see below, p. 61).          
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Barley for the tax of the current year: 

14 April 97; O. Theb. 22 

S June 88; O. Bod. 199 

19 June 151; O. Bod. 164 

Date of payment lost: 

WO 1353 

@ Bod. 165 

Taxpayers 

Greek Names: 

A1ookoupidns Kapoupiwvos - O. Bod. 188 

AwoiBeos Ya..... @ Petr. 50 

"lodikis STp&Twvos- 0. Bod. 164 

KoAAias Mevfitos - O. Bod. 194 

Klepotee sl s.o - 0. Bod. 165 

Siuwv ‘Eppiou - WO 728 

Siuwv ‘Qpaiou - 0. Petr. 43 

S fuwv ‘Qpatou - WO 1511 

S Tp&Teov Mnvoddpou - O. Strassb. 316 

STp&Twv STpaTwvos - 0. Bod. 163 

Egyptian Names: 

*ApTofi(pros) kai Auoauolv TaTUuews - BGU 1426 

T os ‘Hpo( ) PoTvol(gios) - O. Bod. 189 

Hlodmos il anots - 0. Bod. 199 

Semitic Names: 

> fpwv lodépou-WO 1255 

>bAokTos Sipwvos kai oi uetoyxot - WO 718 

Nubian Names: 

NouBiwv 'Quiou - O. Bod. 162 
Mixed Names: 

‘Eputos TTToAepaiou kai ...oauots Yevapouvios - O. Theb. 22 

MikdAxos TeeUtou  Tl..... ou KepdAwvos - WO 1353 

........ "ARETos 81& Auctiubyou - WO 726 
Names Lost: 

O. Queens 2 

  

  

  
  

e
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Group Two: Receipts for Payments “Ymép ToU TOTOU 

    
BGU 1428 0. Bod. 181 0. Strassb. 320 
BGU 1430 O. Bod. 183 

BGU 1431 O. Bod. 184 WO 724 
BGU 1432 0. Bod. 185 WO 725 
BGU 1433 O. Bod. 186 WO 734 

0. Bod. 187 WO 740 
O. Bod. 152 0. Bod. 190 WO 745 

' O. Bod. 154 O. Bod. 200 WO 746 
* O. Bod. 155 WO 747 
i 0. Bod. 156 0. Ash. 6 WO 748 

€). Bod. 157 WO 750 
O. Bod. 158 O. Petr. 46 WO 754 
0. Bod. 159 WO 1350 
0. Bod. 160 0. Cam. 10 WO 1521 
0. Bod. 166 WO 1524 
O. Bod. 168 O. Strassb. 317 

0. Bod. 173 0. Strassb. 318 e a7 
O. Bod. 180 O. Strassb. 319 SB 8039 

Formula 

; Etous xx Month xx. pe(ueTpnkev) efs Tov €v A10g o(Aer) TH pe(ySAn) Bn(oaupov) 

i Umép ToU TOTou xx (€Tous) Name of Taxpayer Kind and Amount of Payment in 

Words / in Figures. Signature. Countersignature pe(pétpnuan) Kind and Amount of 

Payment in Words / in Figures. 

Signature Groups 

[. Signature ’AokAnmi&Sns; Countersignature Petiesis. 
O. Bod. 152 

II. Signature TTavds. 

a. No Countersignature. 

0. Bod. 154 

i b. Countersignature TMaviokos. 
i 0. Bod. 155 

0. Bod. 156 

0. Petr. 4613 
SB 803914 

  

  

3 ) 

13. The date and formula suggest that the lost signature was Panasu. 

14. SB readings to be corrected from Utmép ToU aUTOU toUTép TOU TOTOU; from { Mavis} 

to the signature TTavas. 

¢ 

i 
i 

é N8 

i 
1 I8 
I     
 



  

20 Part One 

c.Countersignature "ATToAAGV 105, 

@. Baod. 157 

©. Bod. 158 

0. Bod. 159 

O. Bod. 160 

d. Countersignatures "AmoAAdv1ios and TTToAepaios. 

0. Cam. 10 

III. Signature "AuPpUcov. 

a. Countersignatures TTToAepaios and ’ATTOAAGV1OS. 

wo 72515 
Wo 135010 

b. Countersignature TITOAepaios. 

BGU 143017 
WO 72418 

IV. Signature Omitted; Countersignature A1okAns. 

O. Bod. 166 

V. Signature ‘HpoxAeidns. 

a. Countersignatures ‘HpaxAetdns and "AmoAAdvios. 

@ Baod 168 | 

0. Bod. 17319 
WO 747 

b. No Countersignature. 

0. Bod. 20020 
wo 74021 % 

c. Countersignature ’AToAAGV105. 

O. Ash. 6 

d. Countersignature TIToAepxios. 

WO 745 

e. Countersignature ‘HpaxAeidns. 

O. Bod. 180 

WO 746 

WO 748 

BGU 1432 

BGU 1433 

  
15. Assigned by Wilcken to the reign of Euergetes; after the example of Tait, I have 

assigned all receipts signed by Ambryon to the reign of Philometor. 

16. Forthe date, see above, Note 3. 

17. Countersignature [TToAepaios suggested by Viereck (BL 2.1) for editors’ T..... 05 4 

For date, see above, Note 3. § i 

18. Forthe date, see above, Note 3. 

19. The presence of two countersignatures on the receipt suggests that they were 
those of Heraclides and Apollonius. 

20. The formula suggests placement in this group; the tax-year should perhaps read 
els 17O Ae (&T05). 

21. Readings by Wilcken corrected and expanded throughout by Bilabel and Grenfell, 
Bl 2. 
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VI. Signature TTToAepaios o1ToAdYo0s. 
a. No Countersignature. 

WO 734 

b. Countersignature “HpoaxAeidns. 
0. Bod. 181 

VIIL. Signature "Apevéo(fns); No Countersignature. 
O. Strassb. 317 

O. Strassb. 318 

0. Strassb. 319 

VIII. Signature “Appc(vios); No Countersignature. 
; BGU 1431 

WO 152422 
IX. Signature AmoAAdvios. 

a. No Countersignature. 
Wo 152123 
0. Bod. 18324 
0. Bod. 184 
Wo 75023 
0. Bod. 186 

O. Bod. 187 
b. Countersignature AvTiyévrg. 

0. Bod. 185 

X. Signature ‘Epu( ) ’Ap( ); No Countersignature. 
WO 754 

XI. Signature Omitted; No Countersignature. 
O. Theb. 27 

BGU 1428 

* 0. Bod. 190 
5 0. Strassb. 320 

  
    

Amount of Payment 

Artabs of Wheat: Current Tax. 

5/12 - 0. Bod. 200 3 - SB 8039 
3/4 - 0. Strassb. 319 41/6 - 0. Bod. 183 

5/6 - BGU 1431 41/6 - WO 750 
1-0. Bod 187 4 5/6 - O. Strassb. 317 
2 - WO 725 6 1/6 - 0. Bod. 184 

3 - WO 748 7 2/3 - WO 734 

22. Bilabel (BL 2.1) finds the signature 'AmoAAé(vios) possible — but notes that 

Tait inclines towards "Appéd(vios). 

23. Signature supplied by Bilabel (BL 2.1), who corrects the readings through?ut. 

24. The date and formula suggests that the signature lost was that of Apollonius. 

25. Signature supplied by Bilabel (BL 2.1).     
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Part One 

75/6 - WO 1524 22 - WO 1521 

8 - 0. Strassb. 318 22 1/3:-.0.. Bods 155 

8 - 0. Bod. 166 25 - 0. Bod. 186 

9ioi@: Alsh 6 26 - O. Bod. 185 

O/ S BEl] 1435 28 1/6 - BGU 1430 

11 1/4 - BGU 1428 31 3/4 - O. Bod. 168 

112/3 =0 Bod 1%5 33 5/6 - 0. Bod: 152 

15 - WO 750 40 - O. Bod. 190 

15 1/2 - WO 746 40 - WO 754 

s @ Strassb. 320 45 - 0. Bod. 181 

18 -0, Tiheb. 27 50 3/4 - WO 724 

19 1/3 - BGU 1432 64 1/2 - 0. Theb. 27 

1901/3 - @, Bod. 154 72 1/4 - O. Bod. 180 

Artabs of Wheat: Late Tax. 

1 3/4-0. Bod 156 7 2/3 - 0. Bod. 160 

2 1/4 =0 Bod: 157 30 - WO 1350 

1 3/3 .0 Cam, 10 67 5/6 - 0. Bod. 159 

6 5/6 - O. Bod. 158 

Artabs of Barley: 

5 - WO 740 12 1/2 - WO 740 

5 1/3 - WO 745 14 7/12 - WO 724 

10 5/6 - WO 740 20 5/6 - WO 75% 

10 11/12 - O. Bod. 200 

Amount of Payment Lost: 

O. Petr. 46 

Central Tendencies 

Wheat for Current Taxes: Mean size of payment 18.70 artabs; median size of 

payment 13 1/3 artabs. 

Wheat for Late Taxes: Mean size of payment 17.14 artabs; median size of pay- 

ment 10 11/12 artabs. 

Barley: Mean size of payment 11.37 artabs; median size of payment 5 1/12 artabs. 

Season of Payment 

Wheat for the tax of the current year: 

28 March 123; O. Strassb. 317 

6 April 128; O. Theb. 27 

7 April 123; 0. Bod. 185 
7 April 122; WO 750 

8 April 108; O. Strassb. 320 

9 Aptild 28:.Q: Thebl 77 

11 April 122; WO 750 

  

  

  

 



  

  
  

Receipts for Payments Utrép ToU TdToOU 

13 May 131; WO 748 

17 May 130; WO 1521 
18 May 121: O. Bod. 187 
20 May 128; O. Strassb. 318 

26 May 122; O. Bod. 186 
20 May - 18 June 120; BGU 1428 

3 June 131; 0. Bod 181 

Dilune 11550, Bod 190 
17 June 119; WO 754 
17 {June 161 O Bod 154 
18 June 140; O. Bod. 168 
18 June 136; O. Bod. 173 

c. 19 June 135; O. Bod. 200 
21 June 126; BGU 1431 
22 June 125; WO 1524 
26 June 132; O. Bod. 180 

28 June 160; O. Bod. 155 

12 July 157; BGU 1430 
14 July 157; wo 724 

18 July 139; WO 734 
27 July 163;'0. Bod. 152 

1~ 10 August 1355 0. Ash 6 

2 August 157; WO 725 

7 August 126; O. Strassb. 319 

8 August 126; O. Bod. 184 

11 August 132; WO 746 
16 August 142; O. Bod. 166 

28 August - 26 September 160; O. Petr. 46 

17 September 128; O. Bod. 183 

26 September 160; SB 8039 
Wheat for the tax of a previous year: 

Ll Japuary 157: O. CGam. 10 

29 January 157; O. Bod. 160 

30 March 158; O. Bod. 158 

17 May 159; O. Bod. 157 

7 July 156; WO 1350 

22 September 160; O. Bod. 156 

23 November 158; O. Bod. 159 

Barley for the tax of the current year: 

1 April 135; WO 740 

8 May 135; WO 740 
13 May 131; WO 747 
11 June 135; WO 740 
c. 19 June 135; O. Bod. 200 

20 June 132; WO 745 

14 July 157; WO 724 

23 
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Date of receipt lost: 

BGU 1432 

BGU 1433 

Taxpayers 

Greek Names: 

’AyaBorAfis Atovuoiou - O. Bod. 190 

*Appdovios ‘Epuiou - 0. Bod. 168 

*Appdovios ‘Epuopiou - WO 1521 

*Appdovios TMabpwvos - SB 8039 ; 

AmroMébvios TTpa€iou - O. Bod. 184 

"AcKANTIESNS ...ueees - BGU 1428 

Afpihos *AAeEavSpou - O. Bod. 180 

Alpihos *ANe€&vdpou - O. Bod. 181 

Aépos Abpou kai oi puétoxot - O. Bod. 154 

AwotBeos TTuppou - WO 724 
“EAANV Awoibeou - O. Bod. 160 

Eutuyi8ns Auoiuéyou - O. Bod. 155 
‘HpakAeidns EppoxAcous - BGU 1433 

‘HpaxAeidns ‘EppokAéous - WO 734 

‘HpaxAeidns ‘EppoxAéous - WO 740 
‘HpakAeidns ‘EppoxAeous - WO 745 

‘HpakAeidns ‘EpuoxAeous - WO 746 

‘HpaxAeidns ‘EppoxAéous - WO 747 
‘HpaxAeidns ‘EppoxAéous - WO 748 
GedBoTOS ....... = 0. Bod 157 

BedSoTos BaponTol - O. Bod. 159 
BedypnoTos SoAapivios - WO 1350 
’ldocv l&oovos - WO 725 

....... Avoaviou - BGU 1432 
TMavkpfis Xeo1w .... - WO 754 

TTéTados - O. Strassb. 317 

MA&Tov Sap.... - 0. Petr. 46 

STp&Twov MnvoSdpou - O. Theb. 27 

Stpb&rev MnvoSopou - 0. Strassb. 320 
Stp&rwv STpéTwvos - 0. Bod. 158 

Swkpdrns ‘lo8dpou - O. Bod. 186 
....... Tpupwvos - WO 750 

Xopidnpos AleE&vdpou - O. Bod. 200 
Egyptian Names: 

Bnoais Siooitou - BGU 1431 

NexBucovhns Yevbdotou - 0. Ash. 6 
........ YevBoTou - 0. Bod. 166 
........ YevBéTou - 0. Bod. 183 
Movoipis Mavexatou - WO 1524 
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Mepuduis Yevydovoios - O. Strassb. 318 

MeTevepdoBns ‘Epiéws - 0. Bod. 187 
PleowaBe s saiis. - 0. Bod. 185 

........ YevBews - O. Strassb. 319 
Yeyxovois TaBlTtos - BGU 1430 

Semitic Names: 

"Ivd&s *ABioTou - 0. Bod. 156 
TToAAoUs °APSaiou - 0. Cam. 10 

Mixed Names: 

MatoeoUs kai Emaivns - O. Bod. 152 

Meteapofi(pis) kai ‘HpaxAfis - O. Bod. 173   
Group Three: Receipts for Payments 

Eis THv émiypaghv Umép ToU TdTOU. 
  

0. Bod. 149 @ Bod 17l 0. Gam. 11 

0. Bod. 150 0. Bod 172 

0. Bod. 151 0. Bod. 174 

0. Bod. 153 ©. Bod. 175 wo 709 

0. Bod. 169 @. Bod. 176 WO 735 

0. Bod. 170 0. Bod. 178 WO 736 

Formula 

Etous xx Month xx.Me(pétpnkev) eis TOV év A1ds wé(Aer) T He(y&An) On(oaupov) 

eis Thy émyp(aghv) ToU xx (&rous) Umép TolU Tom(ou) Name of Taxpayer Kind 

and Amount of Payment in Words / in Figures. Signature. Countersignature 

ue(uétpnuor) Kind and Amount of Payment in Words / in Figures. 

Signature Groups 

I. Signature ®1AkTOS. 

a. Countersignatures Petiesis and "Appcvios. 

O. Bod. 149 

0. Bod. 150 

wo 709 

b. Countersignatures Petiesis, Patous, and "AHuGOV10S. 

0. Bod. 151 

II. Signature TTavds; Countersignature ’ATToAAGOV10S. 

0. Bod. 153      
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III. Signature TTodp1s; No Countersignature.20 

0. Bod. 170 

@ Boaq: 17l 

IV. Signature in Form of Countersignature: ‘Epuwv. 

@. Bod: 175 

@ Gam. 11 

0. Bod. 176 c ; 

V. Signature TTToAepaios o1ToAGyos; Countersignature HpaxAe1dns. 

0. Bod. 169 
WO 735 

WO 736 

VI. Signature ‘HpaxAeidns; No Countersignature. 
@ Boa. 172 

VII. Signature Omitted; No Countersignature?8 

O. Bod. 174 

O. Bod. 178 

20 

Amount of Payment 

Artabs of Wheat: Current Tax. 

1.1/2 0.+ Bod: 149 161/6-0. Cam. 11 

1.3/4 - 0. Bod. 153 20 1/3 - 0. Bod. 151 

31172 - 0. Bod. 178 25 - 0. Bod. 169 

41/2 - 0. Bod. 149 26 19/24 - 0. Bod. 175 

5:2/3 = 0. Bod. 150 41 - WO 735 

7 2/3 - WO 709 45 - 0. Bod. 169 

12 2/3- 0. Bod. 176 228 1/2 - 0. Bod. 150 

14 5/12'- WO 736 

Artabs of Wheat: Late Tax. 

2002/3 - 0. Bod 172 

26. The signature TTod(pis) was suggested by Karl Fr. W. Schmide, BL 3; Tait read 
ITow( )in the signatures of O. Bod. 170 and 171. Tait assigned these receipts to the 
reign of Euergetes because the taxpayers named on them are also named on receipts issued 
in the reign of Euergetes by the receipt writers Heraclides and Ptolemy the sitologus 
(see O. Bod. 169, 172, 180, 181). I have reassigned the receipts O. Bod. 170 and O. Bod. 
171 to the reign of Philometor because that dating allows a more plausible description of 
the succession of receipt writers at the Diospolis granary (see below, pp. 47-49. 

27. Tait assigned Hermon’s receipts, for the same reasons as Pooris’ (see note 26 
above), to the reign of Euergetes. I have reassigned them, for much the same reasons as 
Pooris’, to the reign of Philometor. Signatures in the form of countersignatures seem to be 
typical of receipts issued in the forties of the second century (see below, pp. 47-48). 

28. Tait assigns these receipts to the reign of Euergetes. There seems to be no com- 
pelling reason to believe that they couldn’t have been issued in the reign of Philometor; 
unsigned receipts, though, are more common in the later part of the second century, and 
I prefer the later date. 
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Artabs of Barley: 

511712 - O. Bod. 170 
Artabs of Croton: 

2350 Bad 171 

Amount Lost: 

O. Bod. 174 

Wheat for Current Taxes: Mean size of payment 30.30 artabs; 
payment 14 5/12 artabs. 

Central Tendencies 

Season of Payment 

Wheat for the tax of the current year: 
4 June 134; 

8 June 145; 

15 June 145; 

18 June 164; 

21 June 139; 

21 June 164; 

23 June 164; 

23 June 164; 

26 June 162; 

0. Bod. 

O. Bod. 

0. Cam. 

O. Bod. 

0. Bod. 

0. Bod. 

0. Bod. 

0. Bod. 

O. Bod. 

174 

175 

11 

149 

169 

150 

150 

149 

15 

16 July 145; O. Bod. 176 

12 August 139; O. Bod. 169 

20 August 164; O. Bod. 151 

24 August 139; WO 735 

20 September 139; WO 736 

25 September 134; O. Bod. 178 

Wheat for the tax of a previous year: 

22 January 136; O. Bod. 172 

Barley for the tax of the current year: 

13 July 137; O. Bod. 170 

Croton for the tax of a previous year: 

26 November 147; O. Bod. 171 

Date of payment lost: 

WO 709 

Greek Names: 

Atpidos *AAeE&vSpovu - O. 
Aipidos "AAeEavdpou - O. 
Aipidos "AAeEavdpou - O. 

Aipidos "AAeEavdpou - O. 

Taxpayers 

Bod. 169 

Bod i1/ 

Bod. 172 

Bod. 174 

median size of 
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Afpihos *ANe€&vBpou - O. Bod. 176 

A&pos Adpou - WO 709 

‘HpakAeidns ‘EpuoxAéous - WO 735 

Maroeots *ApTepidopou - O. Bod. 150 

Motoeols “AptepiSépou - O. Bod. 151 

S&oos "ANeE&vSpou - O. Bod. 175 

S&oos "ANeE&vSpou - O. Bod. 170 

Sbhotpatos Zévwvos - O. Bod. 178 

Egyptian Names: 

MaBwdtns Mayvolupios - O. Bod. 149 

MeAadas Keapaious - WO 736 

EEVeCI Ll L -0. Cam. 11 

Semitic Names: 

S{uwv "ApSiolUTos - O. Bod. 153 

Group Four: Receipts for Taxes for Specified Places 

0. Bod. 161 WO 721 

WO 723 

@4 Gam 137, WO 727 

WO 731 

0. Strassb. 314 WO 1505 

Formula 

ETous xx Month xx.Me(péTpnrev) efs Tov év A1os wo(Aer) i uey (aAn) Bn(oaupov) 

xx (#71ous) Name of Taxpayer Umép Name of Place Kind and Amount of Payment 

in Words / in Figures. Signature. Countersignature ue(péTpnuar) Kind and Amount 

of Payment in Words / in Figures. 

Signature Groups 

I. Signature TMavds; Countersignatures ’AmoAA@vios and TTToAeuaios. 

0. Bod. 161. Tax-phrase before taxpayer’s name: Umép ToU MaBupiTou Nrjoou 

ThevTopd. 
II. Signature "ApRpUcv. 

a. No Countersignature - 

WO 7212 ymip iepds viigou. 

WO 7237" Tax-phrase before tax-year: Umép ToU KomTiTou. 

29. ‘lepds Nmfoou suggested by Grenfell, BL 2.1, for Wilcken’s iep///. Wilcken 

assigned this receipt to the reign of Euergetes; after the example of Tait, I have dated 

all receipts signed by Ambryon to the reign of Philometor. 

30. The date and formula suggest that the missing signature was Ambryon’s. “YTrép 

ToU Kom(tiTou) ky (ETous) suggested by Viereck, BL 2.1, for Wilcken’s Umep tomoU K... 

For date, see note 29 ahove. 
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b. Countersignature TIToAepaios. 
O. Cam. 137. Tax-phrase before tax-year: Umép To¥ KomriTou. 

c . Countersignature "AmoAAGV10S. 
WO 150531 TToavepoUv. 

d. Countersignatures [TToAepaios and ‘EpuoxpdTns. 
WO 72732 Nfisou Tuofpecs. 

e. Countersignature ‘Eppoxpérrg. 
wo 73133 Nfoou TTTo( Aepaiou). 

III. Signature Omitted; Countersignatures "AockAnmi&Sns and Avtimarpos, 
0. Strassb. 31434 Utrép ToU TlaBupiTou. 

Amount of Payment 

Artabs of Wheat: Current Tax. 

4173 -wo 721 

16 174 - 0. Bod. 161 

29 273 - wo 731 
Artabs of Wheat: Late Tax. 

111/12 - O. Strassb. 314 

46 173 - 0. Cam. 137 

Artabs of Barley: 

15 5/12 - WO 1505 
Artabs of Croton: 

421724 - wo 727 

Amount Lost: 

WO 723 

Central Tendencies 

Wheat for Current Taxes: Mean size of payment 16.75 artabs; median size pay- 

ment 16 1/4 artabs. 

Season of Payment 

Wheat for the tax of the current year: 

30 March - 28 May 157; WO 721 

10 July 153; WO 731 

Wheat for the tax of a previous year: 

25 January 143; 0. Strassb. 314 

6 March 157; WO 723 

25 November 157; O. Cam. 137 

31. For the date, see note 29 above. 

32. Compare Tuwvmopd read in O. Bod. 161 above. For the date, see n.ote 29 ab:)ve. 

33. ’lodkis suggested in BL 2.1 for the taxpayer’s name read by Wilcken: Kaxis. 

For the date, see note 29 above. ‘ . ’ 

34. ‘Ywip ToU TMaBup(itou) reported by Tait and Viereck, Bls 281 for Viereck:s 

original reading UTr(ép) TOU TaTp. . ..  
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Barley for the tax of the current year: 

9 April 154; WO 1505 

Croton for the tax of the current year: 

5 May 154; WO 727 

Date of payment lost: 

€, Bod. 161 

Taxpayers 

Greek Names: 

AwoiBeos TTaypatou - WO 723 

“EAAnv Awoiféou - O. Cam. 137 

"loduis STpdTwvos - WO 731 

Nouprvios TaxeAhoUTos - WO 727 

"OpBéas Opbéou - 0. Bod. 161 
Egyptian Names: 

Mepx&s YevBodTou - O. Strassb. 314 
Semitic Names: 

’lwofimros "ApSiou - WO 721 
SapPataios ARimAou - WO 1505 

Group Five: Receipts for Payments 

Eis 1O (fraction) &pTaPns 

O. Bod. 195 WO 704 
]' SP Ay 

@ Ashl ‘.O j—_ 
WO 152 

@ Theb: 16 WO 1529 

Formula 

"ETous xx Month xx. Me(pétpnkev) eis Tov év A1ds wd(Aet) T ue(yain) 8n(oaupov) 

efs 7O fraction (&pTdPns) xx (éTous) Name of Taxpayer Kind and Amount of Pay- 

ment. Signature. 

Signature Groups 

I. Signature AvTiyévns; No Countersignature. 
O. Ash. 7, eis 1O <~. 

WO 75233 Tax-phrase after tax-year: eis To <y. 

A0 e (’iate‘ and formula suggest that the illegible signature was Antigenes’. BL 
2.1 suggests €is 10 <y for Wilcken’s reading, &is 70 &. ' 
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wo 152736 Tax-phrase after tax-year: eis 16 fi(uiou) &(pTéPns). 
0. Theb. 163’ elciTO <= 

II. Signature TTau( ); No Countersignature. 
WO 152938 & 1o <d. 

III. Signature Omitted; No Countersignature. 
0. Bod. 195. &is 10 <y. 
WO 70427 eis 1O <. 

{ Amount of Payment 

| Artabs of Wheat: Current Tax. 
/ 

2/ 71/2 - wo 1527 
3172 - WO 752 9= O A sh 

3 

7 1/2 - 0. Bod. 195 13 3/4 - 0. Theb. 16 
Artabs of Barley: 

17 2/3 - WE 1529 

Central Tendencies 

Wheat for Current Taxes: Mean size of payment 6.99 artabs; median size of pay- 

ment 7 1/2 artabs, 

Season of Payment 

Wheat for the tax of the current year: 

20 June 113; O. Bod. 195 

11 July 119; O. Theb. 16 

14 July 122; WO 752 

16 July 123;'0. Ash. i/ 

12 August 122; WO 1527 

17 August 113; WO 704 

Barley for the tax of the current year: 

18 March 121; WO 1529 

Taxpayers 

Greek Names: 

"Appcovios ‘Eppopidou - WO 1529 

"Aupdovios ‘Eppogidou - WO 1527 

36. Reading of signature provided by BL 2.1, which also suggests Aluov) &@ETENS 

for Wilcken’s reading, Aupd(viov). 

37. BL 3 suggests k8 for Milne’s k8 in the date of receipt. In date. OfPayment,Gren— 

fell suggests (BL 2.1) va for Milne’s ). Tax-phrase and Signatur? st{pphed nvBL2 1 

38. Eis T& <8 suggested in BL 2.1 for Wilcken’s reading, €5 7O &... ; 

39. Eis 7 <~ suggested by Tait, BL 2.1, for Wilcken’s read%ng, EVIK/. I:IETenclos 

suggested as taxpayer’s name by Grenfell, BL 2.1, for Wilcken’s reading, TTeTepaios.            
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Anuftpros ‘Evedéou - 0. Ash. 7 

‘HpaxAeidns ‘HpakAeiSou - WO 752 

®iAimrros OiimTmou - O. Bod. 195 

Egyptian Names: 

TMeTenoios Yevoaipios - WO 704 

SehoUAis Aohjvios - O. Theb. 16 

Group Six: Receipts for Payments 

Eic 7o (fraction) &pt&Pns for Specified Places 

Formula 

“Etous xx Month xx. Me(uétpnkev) eis Tov év A1ds wd(hen) T u(eydAn) fn(ocaupov) 

Name of Taxpayer ¢eis TO fraction Name of Place Kind and Amount of Payment 

in Words / in Figures. 

Signature Groups 

I. Signature Omitted; No Countersignature?0 

WO 1341. eis & Ap(boviov) iepds viigou Moavepou(vews), Wilcken. eis T0 <+ 

{epds vnoou TloavepoUvews, Tait. 

WO 702  efs T...s iepds vii(oov) ..avehauvels, Wilcken. gfs To Apudoveiov) 1epds 

vn(oou) Tloavepouvews, Grenfell. 

Amount of Payment 

Artabs of Wheat: Current tax. 

S0 - WO 1341 

121 5/6 - WO 702 

Central Tendencies 

Wheat for Current Taxes: Mean and median size of payment 85.92 artabs. 

'40. Wilcken and Tait, if not Grenfell, seem to be of two minds about whether these 

receipts’ tax-phrases should read ‘els 10 Ap(uédoviov) or ‘eis T f(iov) &(ETERnY.” The 
place-name is, at least, fairly certain, and I have extended Tait's opinion about the tax- 
phrase of WO 1341 to cover that of WO 702 as well, making these two receipts a special 

class. I have assig{led both receipts to the reign of Soter II because of their resemblance 
to O. Bod. 195, assigned by Tait to that reign. 
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Season of Payment 

Wheat for the tax of the current year: 

23 April 113; WO 1341 

14 June 113; WO 702 

Taxpayers 

Greek Names: 

MpoiTos TMaviokou kai Kévwv Adpou kai oi pétoyor - WO 702 
MpoiTos TTaviokou kai Kévwv Adpou kai oi pétoyor - WO 1341 

Group Seven: Receipts for Payments €€ AvTiSioypagfis 

BGU 1446 @. Bod. 179 

BGU 1447 

WO 742 

O. Bod. 167 WO 1509 

0. Bod. 1577 WO 1533 

Formula 

"Etous xx Month xx.Me(pétpnrev) eis Tov év A1ds wo(Aet) 17 pe(ydAn) 8n(oaupov) 

xx (Etous) €€ &vTiSixyp(agpfis) Name of Taxpayer Kind and Amount of Payment 

in Words / in Figures. Signature. Countersignature pe(uétpnuai) Kind and Amount 

of Payment in Words / in Figures. 

Signature Groups 

I. Signature "ApPpuwv; No Countersignature. 

WO 150941 
II. Signature flToi7§sucxfog o1ToAdyos; No Countersignature. 

0. Bod. 167%3 
0. Bod. 177 

III. Signature ‘HpakAeidngs; Countersignatures ‘HpakAeidns and TTToAepaios. 

BGU 1446 
0. Bod. 179 

41. Assigned by Wilcken to the reign of Euergetes. After the example of Tait, I have 

assigned all receipts signed by Ambryon to the reign of Philomet?r- I : 

42. BGU reading of taxpayer’sname to be corrected from ‘HpdwAer (109 to HpaxheiGns). 

43. The date and formula suggest that the lost signature was Ptolemy’s.  
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IV. Signature Omitted; No Countersignature. 

WO 742 

WO 1533 

Amount of Payment 

Artabs of Wheat: Current Tax. 

5/6 - WO 742 6 7/12 - BGU 1446 

2 1/2 - BGU 1447 15 - O. Bod. 177 

41/6 - WO 742 15.1./12 < 0. Bods 119 

5 - BGU 1447 34 1/6 - WO 1509 

Artabs of Wheat: Late Tax. 

2 - WO 1533 

Amount of Payment Lost: 

@. Bod 167 

Central Tendencies 

Wheat for Current Taxes: Mean size of payment 10.42 artabs; median size of 

payment 5 19/24 artabs. 

Season of Payment 

Wheat for the tax of the current year: 
c. 8 June 139; BGU 1447 

21 June 136; BGU 1446 

26 June 132; O. Bod. 179 

21 July 135; WO 742 

20 August 135; WO 742 

20 August 134; O. Bod. 177 

31 August 154; WO 1509 

Wheat for the tax of a previous year; 

13 August 117; WO 1533 

24 November 139; O. Bod. 167 

Date of payment lost: 

BGU 1447 (first payment) 

Taxpayers 

Greek Names: 

Atrovioios Xaiprjuovos - WO 1533 
‘Epudpidos TTToAepaiou - WO 1509 
‘Epuogidos ‘HpakAeidou 8 kai Qotiun( ) 

ki ‘Hp&kAetos - O.Bod. 179 
‘HpaxAel(8ns) ‘EppoxA(éous) - BGU 1447 
‘HpaxAeidns ‘EpuoxAdous - WO 742 
@éwv Awpiwvos - 0. Bod. 177 
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Names Lost: 

BGU 1446 

0. Bod. 167   
Group Eight: Payments of iepds mupds and iep& kpif)   0. Bod. 166 @ 'Bod 176 O. Strassb. 316 

O. Bod. 167 O. Bod. 180 O. Strassb. 318 

0. Bod. 168 O. Bod. 190 O. Strassb. 320 
0. Bod. 170 WO 740 

0. Bod. 171 O. Cam' 11 WO 746 

O. Bod. 173 WO 747 

0. Bod. 174 BGU 1428 WO 1341 
0. Bod. 175 WO 1521 

Formula 

(in superscript to receipt 

recording another payment) 

‘lepol (TTrupol) xx (&pTEPnS) 

or 

‘lepas (kp16fis) xx (&pTSPNS) 

Signature Groups 

I. Signature [Todpis; No Countersignature. 

0. Bod. 170 

0. Bod. 171 
II. Signature in Form of Countersignature: ‘Epucov. 

0. Bod. 175 
0. Cam. 11 

0. Bod. 176 

IiI. Signature Omitted; Countersignature A1oxAf. 

0. Bod. 166 

IV. Signature TTToAepaios oiToAdyos; No Countersignature. 

0. Bod. 167 

V. Signature ‘HpaxAeidns. 

a. Countersignatures ‘HpaxAei8ns and AmoAAdvios. 

0. Bod. 168 

0. Bod. 173 

  
WO 747     
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b. No Countersignature. 

wo 740 

c. Countersignature “HpaxAeidngs. 

O. Bod. 180 

WO 746 

VI. Signature AmoAA&vios; No Countersignature. 

wo 1521 

VII. Signature "Apevé(6ns). 

0. Strassb. 316 

0. Strassb. 318 

VIII. Signature Omitted; No Countersignature. 

O. Bod. 174 

0. Bod 190 

0. Strassb. 320 

  
BGU 1428 

WO 1341 

Artabs of Wheat: 

In Receipt 

Lost 

8 

8 

I 14 

Lost 

11 2/3 

12243 

L5172 

16 1/6 

157 

2l 

22 

26 19/24 

31 3/4 

40 

S0 

720 4 

Artabs of Barley: 

5 11412 

20 5/6 

28 1/6 

Artabs of Croton: 

25 

Amount of Payment 

0. Bod: 167 

0. Bod. 166 

O. Strassb. 318 

BGU 1428 

O. Bod. 174 

0O. Bod.: 175 

O. Bod. 176 

WO 746 

0. Gam. 11 

0. Strassb. 320 

O. Strassb. 316 

WO 1521 

0. Bod: 455 

O. Bod. 168 

0. Bod. 190 

WO 1341 

O. Bod. 180 

0. Bod. 170 

WO 747 

WO 740 

6. Bod 171 

  

In Superscript 

1712 

1412 

Lost 

Lost 

1/6 

1/6 

1/6 

1/6 

1/6 
et
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Central Tendencies 

Payments of Wheat: Mean size .23 artab; median size 1/6 artab. 

Season of Payment 

Wheat for the tax of the current year: 

8 April 108; O. Strassb. 320 

20 April 129; O. Strassb. 316 

23 April 113; WO 1341 

17 May 130; WO 1521 

20 May 128; O. Strassb. 318 

20 May - 18 June 120; BGU 1428 

4 June 134; O. Bod. 174 

5 June 115;: 0." Bod 190 

8 June 145: 0. Bod. 175 

15 Juneil45: 0. Gam: 11 

18 June 140; O. Bod. 168 

18 June 136; O. Bod. 173 

26 June 132; O. Bod. 180 

16 July 145; O. Bod. 176 

11 August 132; WO 746 

16 August 142; O. Bod. 166 

Wheat for the tax of a previous year: 

24 November 139; O. Bod. 167 

Barley for the tax of the current year: 

1 April 135; WO 740 

8 May 135; WO 740 

13 May 131; WO 747 

11 June 135; WO 740 

16 July 148; O. Bod. 170 
Croton for the tax of a previous year: 

26 November 147; O. Bod. 171 

Taxpayers 

Greek Names: 

"AyaBoxAfs Atovuoiou - 0. Bod. 190 

"Appcovios ‘Epuiou - 0. Bod. 168 

‘Appcovios ‘Eppopidou - WO 1521 

Ao KANTIABNS ........ - BGU 1428 
Afpidos *AAeE&vdpou - O. Bod. 180 
Aipihos *AAeE&vSpou - 0. Bod. 171 
Aipihos *AAeE&vSpou - O. Bod. 174 
Aipidos *AAeE&vSpou - O. Bod. 176 

37 
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‘HpoxAeidng ‘EppoxAgous - WO 740 

“‘HpakAeidns ‘Epupoxéous - WO 746 

‘Hpaxeidns Eppoxiéous - WO 747 

TMpoiros Maviokou kai Kévev xai oi péToyot - WO 1341 

Stp&rwv Mnvodébpou - O. Strassb. 316 

Stp&rev Mnvodhpou - O. Strassb. 320 

S&oos Ale€dvdpou - O. Bod. 175 

Séoos *AleEavdpou - O. Bod. 170 

Egyptian Names: 

-------- YevBéotou - O. Bod. 166 

TMepuduis Yeyxdovoios - O. Strassb. 318 

SHepoteiis s il D - 0. Cam. 11 

Mixed Names: 

Meteapofi(pis) kai “‘HpaxAfis - O. Bod. 173 

Names Lost: 

©- Bod. 167 

Payments of iepds Tupds and iepk kp1B7 do not form an independent group in 

the same sense as payments described by other tax phrases. These payments 

are not recorded on separate and independent receipts as are those in other 

groups; rather, they are recorded in superscripts to receipts in which the main 

body records payments of some other sort. In a sense, then, my listing documents 

and signature groups under this Group Eight is redundant — all the documents 

here recorded have been recorded already under the group to which their tax- 

phrases, as written in the lower text, suit them. 

All the same, the occurrence of the iepds superscript makes it necessary to 

study these documents together; convenience suggested their inclusion in this 

section as an eighth main receipt-group. Their nonindependence, on the other 

hand, and the fact that the amounts recorded in the superscripts are so strikingly 

different from those recorded in the receipts of the other groups make it nec- 

essary to discuss these payments of iepds Tupds and iep& kp1Br| separately, rather 

than discussing them, along with the documents recording payments of other 

kinds, in the next part of this study. 

The superscript iepoU (or iepds) does not appear on any Diospolis Magna 

receipt dated earlier than 148 B.C. Considering the large number of published 

receipts that are dated to the sixties and fifties of the second century, it seems 

certain that the failure of the superscript to appear at an earlier date is signifi- 

cant. Either the superscript represents an impost that was never paid before the 

fort'ies., or, if it was paid earlier, it was not paid to the royal granary (if the word 

}Epog indicates, for instance, that the grain was to be assigned to the temples, 

it may originally have been taken to those temples directly by the taxpayer), 

or, if it was paid at the granary, it was not recorded by receipt. ; 
The iepds superscript appears on about 20 per cent (21 out of 108) of the 

Diospolis Magna receipts here studied. All the tax-groups but Four, Five, and 
i : : : . vaen }nclude receipts on which the superscript appears; as the total numbers 

of receipts assigned to those three groups are eight, seven, and eight, respective- 
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ly, the absence of the iepog superscript among them may well be due to chance. 
The size of the payment recorded in a 1epOs superscript is very much smaller 

than that of the payment recorded in the main text of receipts of all other groups. 
‘lepds payments are always expressed in terms of fractions; these fractions range 
from 1/12 to 1/2; the mean amount recorded in these fractions is 1/6; that is also 
the median, and the fraction most often recorded. 

There is a clear correlation between the amount of payment recorded in the 
lower text of any receipt and the size of the fraction written in the iepds super- 
cript. Wilcken was the first to assess this relationship; as he expressed it (WO 
I, p. 223), the superscript payment represents, “im Durchschnitt, nach oben oder 
unten abgerundet,” one percent of the amount recorded in the lower text. Wilcken’s 
was a fair assessment; with the help of more recently-published receipts, we can 
see from the figures the outlines of a proportional scale that must have been 
used at the Diospolis Magna granary in assessing the fepds payments. Thus, when 
the size of the lower-text payment is eight artabs, the superscript reads 1/12. 
When the size of the lower-text payment is 11 2/3 to 21 artabs, the superscript 
reads 1/6. The fraction 1/4 is attached to a lower-text payment of 22 artabs; 
1/3 to a lower-text payment of 31 3/4 artabs; 1/2 to 40 or 50 artabs. 

Among payments in wheat, published texts only twice seem to break this 
continuum of relative amounts of lower-text and superscript payments: Once in 
the case of O. Bod. 175, whose main text records a payment of 26 19/24 artabs, 
while the superscript fraction is read as n'«’8’;once in the case of 0. Bod. 180, 

where the main text records a payment of 72 1/4 artabs, while the superscript 

isreadase y1B". 

In other cases where Tait’s readings seem to challenge some notions of 

Wilcken, it seems to be because Tait has some other notion in mind — some 

revision of accepted opinions supported by earlier editors. In this case I, at 

least, am unable to discern the sense of Tait’s out-of-the-way readings of the 

superscript fractions in O. Bod. 175 and O. Bod. 180. I cannot accept, in the 

first place, the fraction n'k’8" as read in O. Bod. 175; 1/8 and 1/24 add up, 
after all, to 1/6, and the Ptolemaic scribes write the fraction 1/6 as 5. I would 

prefer that the reading of this superscript be altered to §'k’'6' — 1/4 and 1/24, 

or 7/24. In that case, the superscript fraction would fit nicely into the series 

formed by amounts read on other receipts, between 1/4, as recorded over the 

next smaller lower-text payment, and 1/3, recorded over the next-larger. 

And while 72 1/4 artabs is a large main-text payment, it is not sufficiently 

larger than S0 artabs to justify an increase in the amount recorde'd in the super- 

script from 1/2 artab to 5 5/12 artabs. Perhaps the superscript in O. Bod. 180 

should read <1B’, or 7/12 —or, less likely, <y1'B’, 11/12. : 

The number of iepds payments recorded in grains othe.r than wheat is too 

small to give any sure indication of how the series of fractlf)ns corresponded to 

that of lower-text payments. If the correlation is the same as in the’ case ofwheat, 

as [ suspect, we should read, on WO 747, s’ (1/6) in place of B (2/3); on WO 

740, 8'x"8"(7/24) in place of & B (4 2/3). Whether Wilcken was aware that these 

readings were not in agreement with his own belief that superscript payments 

amount to some one percent of lower-text payments I do not know; he nowhex:e 

states that the proportions he suggests hold true for payments of no other grain 
than wheat.  
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Within the various tax-phrase groups, the superscript payment is recorded 

only on receipts whose lower texts record comparatively large payments for other 

taxes. The least amount recorded in the lower text of a receipt that bears the 

iepds superscript is eight artabs, and the majority of payments in most of the 

tax-phrase groups is below eight artabs. A medians test shows a high degree of 

difference between the number of superscripted receipts recording below-the- 

median lower-text payments and those recording above-the-median lower-text 

payments (see Table 9). 

Still, while it is true that the fepos superscript appears above no payment 

that is less than eight artabs in size, it is equally true that not all receipts 

for payments of more than eight artabs bear the superscript. As one can see 

from the chi-square test referred to above, the number of above-the-median pay- 

ments bearing no such superscript is nearly equal that of those that do. 

Thus, while we may say that the iepos superscript appears only in conjunc- 

tion with relatively large payments for other taxes, we are still left with the 

problem of why the superscript appears on some receipts for large tax payments, 

while it is omitted on others. 

Wilcken remarks (WO I, p. 223) that the receipts bearing the iepos super- 

€ script _ sind durchaus den anderen Grundsteuerquittungen conform, sodass 

sich gar kein Grund finden liesse, weshalb gerade hier und nicht auch in den 

anderen Fallen das Procent berechnet worden sei.” With the additional evidence 

of receipts published during the course of this century, the situation remains 

unchanged. Receipts that bear the iepds superscript are not distinguished by 

their season of payment, for they occur during the months normal for payments of 

other sorts (see below, pp. 59-60). The nationality of the taxpayers’ names is not 

a distinguishing factor, for the different nationalities are represented among 

receipts bearing the iepds superscript in proportions comparable to those in 

which they occur in other tax-phrase groups (see below, pp.64-65). Nor is the 

status or personality of the taxpayer at issue, for published collections ofize- 

ceipts include, in several cases, different receipts — some with, some without 

the superscript — issued to the same ta.\:pa'\'er.i“i 

It is no wonder that Wilcken, after the remark quoted above, felt compelled 

to conclude that the iepds payment must have been exacted in connection with 

every payment of grain for taxes, and that it was only sometimes recorded on 

receipts. I cannot accept a theory that attributes such caprice, in the point of 

one detail, to men who wrote, in other respects, such rigidly formulaic receipts. 

I cannot, on the other hand, offer any better theory to replace Wilcken’s. I can 

only suggest that the iepds superscript records a payment assessed on grounds 

that cannot be determined from the evidence of the receipts themselves. 

44. Group Six, for example, consists of two receipts both issued to the company that 

went by the name of TTpoiTos MMaviokou; of the two, WO 1341 (lower text payment 50 artabs) 
includes t},le 1epOs-superscript payment; WO 702 (lower text payment 121 5/6 artabs) has 
none. Z1p&Twv Mnvoddpou, Alpidos AAe€&vSpou, Apudbvios Epuopiou, and “HpoxAeldng 
< ’ 

Epuorfheoug are four other taxpayers whose names appear on Diospolis receipts both with 
and without the superscript. 
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SECTION ONE: GRANARY OFFICIALS 

The Ptolemaic granary, as it is commonly described,l acted as a sort of 
state bank in grain. Its officials were, first and foremost, agents of the state 
treasury, responsible for receiving grain paid to the state for taxes, and for 
issuing payments of grain at the direction of the government. They were also 
able to act as bankers in grain for private citizens. 

The Diospolis Magna granary receipts furnish a detailed record of one of 
the primary functions of the Ptolemaic granary—that of receiving payments for 
taxes in grain. They furnish, too, the names of granary officials who were respons- 
ible for writing and for countersigning receipts for such payments. Tables of 
signatures and countersignatures from Diospolis Magna granary receipts will be 
found at the end of this Section, pp. 47-51. 

A cursory glance at the lists of names in both tables will reveal that most 
writers and countersigners of Diospolis Magna granary receipts used Greek names. 
Some few names, though, in both categories are Egyptian—and, of course, a Greek 
name, in second-century Egypt, was no assurance as to the national origin of 

the man who used it (see my remarks on taxpayers’ names below, p. 64). The 

names of the granary officials who wrote and countersigned Diospolis Magna 

receipts seem to support the accepted opinion that granary officials in Ptolemaic 

Egypt might be either of Egyptian or of foreign extraction.?2 

To judge from the evidence of the receipts themselves, the relationship 

between writers and countersigners of receipts in the Diospolis Magna granary 

changed, to some extent, during the course of the second century. The situation 

between these two sorts of officials is quite clearly indicated in the earlier 

receipts—those issued between 164 and 153 B.C. In those years, there was at 
all times just one person whose duty it was to write and sign receipts for pay- 

ments of grain to the state; Philotas in 164; Asclepiades in 163; Panas from 

162 to January 29, 157; Ambryon from March 6, 157 to 153. No receipt from this 

period omits the signature of the receipt-writer, and it seems that in the absence 

1. As, for example, in Rostovtzeff’s Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic 

World, pp. 1286-7; see also Bouché-Leclerq, Histoire des Lagides, Vol. 3, p. 373; x.d\.'Cal— 

derini, ‘©foaupot’, Studi della Scuola Papirologica di Milano, Vol. IV, part 3; Preisigke, 

Girowesen in griechischen Aegypten. , 
2. See W. Peremans, Vreemdelingen en Egyptenaren in vroeg-ptolemaeisch Egypte, 

PL 70 
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of the one man entitled to write them, receipts could not, at that period, be issued. 

There were also, at all times, one or more persons whose duty it was to 

countersign receipts for payments of this sort. We have receipts countersigned by 

Ammonius in 164, Petiesis in 164 and 163, Paniscus in 160, Apollonius between 

159 and 153, Ptolemy in 157 and 156, Meneus in 156, and Hermocrates from 156 

to 151. Whether there was a constant number of persons entitled to countersign 

receipts at any one time cannot be determined, but the discrepancy in the span 

of time they seem to have held office suggests that countersignators were ap- 

pointed singly rather than as a group, and that one might continue in office after 

his fellows had resigned. 

When two or more officials possessed the right to countersign receipts, 

countersignature might be made by one or by several. So in the years 157 and 

156 we have receipts countersigned by Apollonius only, by Ptolemy only, by Apol- 

lonius and Ptolemy, and by Apollonius, Ptolemy, and Meneus. Countersignature 

is sometimes omitted during this early period, indicating that, in the absence of 

officials who ordinarily countersigned receipts, valid receipts might be issued on 

the sole authority of the receipt-writer. 

It is clear that in the years 164 to 153 the separate offices of receipt- 

writer and countersigner were by no means coterminal. Thus Panas continued to 

write receipts after the countersigner Paniscus had yielded place to Apollonius 

and Ptolemy; Apollonius and Ptolemy continued to countersign receipts after 

Panas had been replaced by Ambryon. 

Receipts from the forties of the second century are rather few and insecurely 

dated (see above, p. 26). Signatures which I have assigned to this period are 

Pooris (148 and 147), Hermon (145), and Asclepiades ( 143). Countersignators 

include Asclepiades and Antipater (144), and Diocles (142). This period offers 

the curious phenomenon of countersignature appended to unsigned receipts: 

O. Strassb. 314, 0. Bod. 166, and O. Bod. 164 are receipts from the forties of the 

second century on which editors read, in a hand distinct from that of the body 

of the receipt, a countersignature similar in form to those of the earlier period. 

Even more curious, perhaps, are 0. Bod. 165, 175, and 176, and O. Cam. 11, 

where a subscript similar in form to countersignatures of the earlier period seems 

to have been written in the same hand as the body of the receipt. 

The texts of these receipts are brief, of course, and often damaged as well. 

The editor of the four last-mentioned receipts may have been unable to distinguish 

between two separate but similar hands used in the body and in the counter- 

signature of the same receipt. If that is the case, then in the forties of the second 

century it became common practice for the writer of receipts to omit his name and 

for countersigners to append theirs directly to the body of the receipt. If, on the 

other hand, Tait is correct in indicating that receipt and countersignature were 

made in the same hand on four of his receipts, there seems in this period to have 

been. a certain breakdown in the distinction between writer and countersigner of 

receipts. In either case, the Asclepiades listed below as Signature 7 is probably 

the same person as the Asclepiades listed as Countersignature 11 in the pre- 

Cfedmg year—a further indication that the distinction between writer and counter- 

signer was breaking down. 
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Documents from the thirties of the second century are commoner again, and 
the information they supply correspondingly clearer. Only two signatures appear 
on receipts dated between 140 and 131: Those of Ptolemy the sitologus (in 139, 
134, and 131) and Heraclides (in 140, 136, 1355132, 1.31). As the two persons seem 
to have held office during the same years, and as Heraclides’ signature appears 
so much oftener than that of Ptolemy the sitologus, it may be reasonable to 
assume that Heraclides was the person ordinarily responsible for issuing receipts 
in the thirties, and that Ptolemy the sitologus did so only in Heraclides’ absence, 
or in other extraordinary situations. 

Several persons countersigned receipts in the thirties: Heraclides (who is 
surely not the same Heraclides who signed receipts during the same period, 
since he countersigns the writer Heraclides’ receipts) between 140 and 131; 
Apollonius between 150 and 131; Ptolemy between 136 and 132. An Apollonius 
and a Ptolemy countersigning receipts in the thirties, might seem to be the 
same Apollonius and Ptolemy who did so in the fifties, but the countersignartures 
of the earlier set occur in regnal years 22 and 23, too early to be assigned to 
Euergetes’ reign, while receipts countersigned by the second set are dated in 

- 

regnal years 37, 38, and 39, too late to be assigned to Philometor’s reign. Further- 

more, the countersignatures of the later set exhibit peculiarities unknown at 

the earlier period—abbreviation of names, and other characteristics noted below, 

p. 53. It is not, of course, impossible that the selfsame men may have been 

at the granary for a period of thirty years—but the absence of the countersigna- 

tures Apollonius and Ptolemy in the forties makes it unlikely. 

Receipts from the period 130-119 exhibit a variety of signatures overlapping 

in date and suspiciously similar in appearance. Accepting the present readings 

of documents, it appears that Amenothes and Ammonius signed receipts between 

129 and 125; Antigenes between 123 and 119; Pau( ) in 121; Herm( ) At ) in 18O 

and Apollonius from 130 to 121. Only one countersignature appears after the 

year 130, and that is Antigenes’. Antigenes of Signature 13 is probably the 

same man as Antigenes of Countersignature 18 in the same year, and it appears 

that granary officialdom in the twenties made no distinction at all between the 

offices of writer and countersigner of receipts, but consisted rather of a body 

of officials all empowered to issue receipts without countersignature. Apol- 

lonius of Signature 12, who signed receipts between 130 and 121, may be'the 

same man as Apollonius of Countersignatures 14 and 15, who countersigned receipts 

between 140 z;nd 131, if we understand that a man earlier accustomed to count.er- 

signing receipts was required, under the later organization, to write them him- 

self. . 

After 119, omission of signature, which had been increasingl.y common 1n 

the preceding periods, became regular, indicating a further ste.p in the brea.k— 

down of earlier granary observances. In the years 97 to 89 receIprs aPpear Wllth 

the signature of Antiochus, but if these represent an attempt to revive earlier 

granary practices, that attempt was only temporarily successful. After 89, we 

have almost no receipts at all, and unless we assume that historical events 

perhaps) have removed later teceipts from (a new location for the city dump, : : 

nal formula of the Diospolis Magna granary our reach, it appears that the traditio  
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receipt was altogether abandoned, the distinctive words of the place-of-payment 

phrase discarded, and remaining receipts doomed to the “provenance-unknown” 

sections of modern collections. 

Modern scholars’ descriptions of the functions of the various granary officials 

generally indicate a supposition that it was the o1ToAOyos of the Ptolemaic gran- 

ary who was responsible for writing receipts for payments of grainfl for taxes, 

and the &vTiypogels who was responsible for countersigrfing them.3 Any such 

supposition assumes a kind of bureaucratic stability that did not, so far as the 

Diospolis Magna granary receipts indicate, in fact exist. The receipts give us 

no reason to suppose that there was any great change, during the second century 

in the numbers or titles of Diospolis Magna granary officials. But they give us 

no reason to suppose, either, that the title of the official who wrote and signed 

receipts, for example, in the sixties of the second century was necessarily the 

same as that of the official who wrote and signed them in the twenties. 

The notion that the o1ToAoyos issued, and the &vTiypoageus countersigned, 

receipts is, on a priori grounds, convincing. What better official, after all, to 

whom to attribute countersignatures than an &vTiypageus? And the addition of 

the receipt-writer Ptolemy’s title, 01ToAOyos, to his signature adds some weight 

to the notion that the o1ToAdyos was commonly responsible for writing and sign- 

ing granary receipts. 

I have sometimes thought, though, that if the o1ToAoyos was ordinarily the 

man to sign receipts, Ptolemy’s habit of writing his title into his signature was 

indicative of an extraordinarily time-consuming form of self-importance. Perhaps 

he used his title in order to distinguish himself from the Ptolemy (Counter- 

signatures 15 and 17) who countersigned receipts during the same period. But 

the countersignature Ptolemy never appears below the signature Ptolemy the 

sitologus, even though both officials were at the granary during the same period. 

What if Ptolemy the sitologus is in fact the Ptolemy who commonly countersigns 

receipts? In that case, he might be expected to add his title when he was per- 

forming a task—in this case the writing of receipts—not ordinarily assigned to 

a man of his position. Such an interpretation would make it appear that the 

o1ToAOYyos was responsible, not for writing, but rather for countersigning receipts. 

The best way of establishing the titles of the writers and countersigners 

of granary receipts would be to find them referred to by name and by title in 

some other of the second-century Theban documents. The only possible identifica- 

tions of this sort that I have been able to locate offer contradictory indications. 

If the Apollonius who wrote Diospolis Magna granary receipts in the years 

from 130 to 121 (Signature 12) can be identified with Apollonius the &vTiypageUs 

(Number 1760 in the Prosopographia Ptolemaica), who held office in 121 (see 
UPZ 168.2; 169.2), then we may suppose that the &vTiypagels was commonly 

responsible for issuing and signing receipts. If, on the other hand, the Ptolemy 

D 

3. So Bouche-Leclerq, op. cit., B 374 
Wilcken, Grundziige, p. 181. 
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who commonly countersigns receipts in 157 and 156 (Countersignature 8) can be 
identified with Peremans and Van 't Dack’s &vtiypagels (Prosopographia Ptole- 
maica number 1807) who held office in the year 155 (see UPZ 164.3), then we 
must suppose that the &vTiypapeUs commonly countersigned receipts. Without 
patronymics, which are of course omitted in both signatures and countersignatures 
of receipts, we cannot tell whether either, both, or neither of these identifications 
is correct. 

Signatures, Dates of Documents, Tax-phrase Groups 

1. DidwTag 

4. "ApBpucwv 

6. (In countersignature form) “Epupcov 

1 

156 
156 
155 
154 
154 
155 
155 
155 
20 

i 

163 

161 
160 
160 
160 
160 
1559 
158 
158 
157 
157 

157 
1Sy 
157 
156 

5 
164 
164 
164 
164 

162 

148 
147 

145 
145 
145 

4 

157 

6 
157 
15 
154 
154 
19985 

S0 

154 
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1 

7. (In countersignature form) AokAnmiadns 143 

8. TTTohepaios S1ToAOYOS 

9. ‘HpoxAerdns 

10. Apevad(Bns) 

11. Appco(vios) 

12. AmoAA&V10S 

13. AvTiyévns 

14. "Epu(Q) ApQ 

15. Tau() 

129 
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D
 139 

139 
139 

136 

125 
122 
122 
1S 

121 
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132 
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16. AvTtioyos 

17. No Signature 

it
 

w
 

N 

1 

97 
o 
92 
89 

L5 
120 
118 
114 
88 

142 
128 
120 
111> 
108 

49 

134 144 113 113 135 
134 88 1l 

Countersignatures, Dates, Tax-phrase Groups 

. Petiesis and Appdvios 

. Petiesis, Patous, and Appcvios 

. Petiesis only 

. Maviokos only 

. AmoAAcvios, TTToAepaios, and Meveds 

. AmoAAcvios and ‘Eppokpé&Tng 

. ATmoAA@vios only 

. TTToAepaios only 

156 

154 
155 
155 

N
 

V
A
N
 

V
W
 

163 

160 
160 
160 
160 

159 
158 
158 
157 

157 
D 

164 
164 
164 
202 

164 

154 

154 
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9. AmoAAébvios and TTToAepaios 

10. ‘EpuokpaTns only 151 

11. AokAnmiédns and AvTITATPOS 

12. AwoxAfis only 

13. ‘HpaxAeidns and AmoAAdovios 

14. ‘HpoxAeldns and TMToAepaios 

15. AmoAAdvios only 

16. TTToAeupaios only 

17. ‘HpoaxAeidns only 

18. AvTiyévns only 

19. No Countersignature 156 
155 
154 
143 
129 
120 
118 
114 
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o 

89 126 
S84 195 

122 
122 
121 
120 
119 
115 
108 

SECTION TWO: FORMULA 

The text of the receipts discussed in this study may be divided ifto eight 
basic formulaic elements: Date of receipt, place-of-payment phrase, tax-phrase, 
tax-year, kind and amount of payment, signature, countersignature, and miscel- 
laneous additions.4 Not every element appears in each receipt. The tax-phrase, 
for instance, is omitted in a great many receipts that have for that reason been 
examined together in the first Part of this study as Group One. Signatures are 
sometimes, countersignatures often omitted; and miscellaneous additions only 
rarely appear. But the elements enumerated, where they do appear, are subject 
to only the slightest variation during the century spanned by the Diospolis Magna 
granary receipts. The following discussion is meant to suggest to what extent 
these variations may be described as chronological developments, and to what 
extent they are the result of chance deviation and the idiosyncracies of the 
various writers. 

1. Date of Receipt: Commonly £Tous xx (Month) xx. All the receipts dated 

earlier than 143 use this form, except for those written by Panas, where the 

year-sign L is substituted for the word étous roughly half the time. Roughly 

half the receipts written after 143 use the sign L ; the various writers, except- 

ing Apollonius and Antiochus, who seem to have used L exclusively, are incon- 

sistent in their usage. Only one writer, Ptolemy the sitologus, is found to have 

written the date of receipt—including the numbers of regnal years and month-days— 

entirely in words, and that he does in roughly half his receipts. : : 

2. Place-of-Payment Phrase: Commonly pe(pétpnrev) eis TOv v A10s mo(Aet) 

™ pe(ydAn) On(ooaupdv). Eisue(uétpnkev) is used twice at an ‘early date ‘(bY 
Panas and Asclepiades), and once at a rather late date (by Ant1ochu§)- T(ov) 

(written by Amenothes), A(1ds) (by Heraclides), A(16)s (by Apollonius), and 

c . rscript that 
4. T have omitted from this catalogue of formulaic elements the supe p 

: i iscussed above records payment of iepds Tupds and fep& kp16M; that superscript has been d s 

Pp. 38-40.  
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A1(os woher) (by Antiochus) are abbreviations that occur only once. WOAet is oc- 

casionally written out by Philotas, Panas, Ambryon, Ptolemy the sitologus, 

and Antiochus; TOA(gt) appears sometimes in Ptolemy the sitologus’, Heraclides’, 

Apollonius’; regularly in Pooris’, Antigenes’, Herm( ) Ar( )’s, and Pau( )’s 

receipts. 

T peyGhn is once omitted by Philotas; appears as 1) nE)y(@n) once 

over Ambryon’s signature. pey&An is sometimes written out by Philotas, Panas, 

Ambryon, and Ptolemy the sitologus; sometimes appears as pey(ain) on Ambryon’s, 

Asclepiades’ (Signature 7), Ptolemy the sitologus’, and Heraclides’ receipts. 

n(eyahn) appears occasionally on receipts from 121 to 110. Bnoaupov is some- 

times written out by Antiochus and Ambryon; appears as 8no(aupov) on all Philo- 

tas’ receipts. 

The place-of-payment phrase is the element by which Diospolis Magna gran- 

ary receipts of the second century are identified; it is perhaps the element least 

subject to change in the texts of these receipts. There are indications of a trend 

towards increasing abbreviation—moAer and pey&An are seldom written out after 

139, and u(eySAn) is common after 120. Other variations are few and infrequent. 

3. Tax-phrase: Omitted on receipts of Group One. In Groups Two and Three 

Ymip ToU Té(Tou) is commonly thus written. Philotas once omits UTEp, once (on 

a Group Three receipt) omits Umép ToU TOTOU. TOTOV is written out sometimes 

by Ambryon, Panas, and Hermon; sometimes appears as tom(ou) on Hermon’s, 

Ptolemy the sitologus’, Heraclides’, Amenothes’, Ammonius’, Apollonius’, and 

Herm( ) Ar( )’s receipts. Umép T(oU) TO(TTOU) appears once over Ptolemy the 

sitologus’, Umép T(oU) TOT(OU) Once over Apollonius’ signature. 

On receipts of Group Three, €iS thv émiyp(ognv) is commonly thus written. 

Umép ToU Témou is omitted in one Group Three receipt signed by Philotas. On 

most Group Three receipts, eis Thv émyp(apnv) precedes Umép ToU TO(ToU); 

only Panas writes Utép ToU To(Tou) first. The abbreviation émiypa(env) is used 

by Pooris, Ptolemy the sitologus, and—only once—by Heraclides. 

EE &vTi8ioyp(opfis) is commonly thus written; Ptolemy the sitologus some- 

times uses GuTid1ypax(Pns)- 

The designation of geographical sites for which payment is made in Group 

Four receipts varies, and the reading of the fraction-of-an-artab tax-phrase in 

Group Five is very much in doubt (see above, pp. 30-32; below, p. 69). 

4. Tax-year: Often written ToU xx L. The tax-year follows the tax-phrase 

except in receipts of Group Three, where it is written between the two elements 

of the tax-phrase: eis Thv émiyp(agiiv) ToU xx L Umép ToU T6(TOU). €iS 10 xx L 

is used occasionally by Asclepiades (Signature 2), Panas, Ptolemy the sitologus, 

Heraclides, and Antiochus; xx L is used often by Heraclides, always by Panas, 

Ambryon, Asclepiades (Signature 7), Amenothes, Ammonius, Apollonius, Antigenes, 

and Herm( ) Ar( ). 

5. Kind and Amount: Commonly written once in words and once in figures. 

However, abbreviation of kind (by the mark* to indicate artabs of wheat, by 

kp to indicate artabs of barley) even in the first writing is common on receipts 

of all signatures; sometimes the amount is simply written twice in figures. 
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6. Signature: Commonly the name(s) only. Hermon and Asclepiades (Signa- 
ture 7) use a countersignature form: Name followed by a repetition of the amount 
of payment. Writers of receipts dated between 140 and 120 are inclined to abbre- 
viate their names: Ptolemy the sitologus’ name appedrs [l1o o170, TITo G1TOA, 
and Tlto o1Tohdoy with comparable frequency; Heraclides appears as ‘Hpax or 
‘Hpo; "Apevao(8ns) and "Appd(vios) abbreviate their names as indicated; Apol- 
lonius writes either ’AToA or ’AmoMw; ’AvTi(yévns) and [Tau( ) abbreviate 
their names as indicated. “Epu ’Ap must be some sort of abbreviation. 

Omission of signature occurs with increasing frequency in the course of 
the century spanned by the dates of the Diospolis Magna granary receipts: Never 
before 151, rarely between 151 and 120; then regularly until the brief appearance 
of Antiochus, 97 B.C. 

Signature would appear to be one element particularly subject to the phenom- 
enon of increasing abbreviation, which is only barely noticeable in most other 
formulaic elements. In general we observe that from 164 to 143 signatures are 
neither abbreviated nor omitted; from 143 to 120 they are often abbreviated, 

occasionally omitted; from after 120, they are regularly omitted. 

7. Countersignature: Commonly written (Name) pe(ueTpnuat) (Kind and 
Amount in Words / in Figures). As with signatures, the abbreviation of name 

occurs particularly between 140 and 120: ‘Eppoxpa(Tns) (Countersignature 13) as 
indicated; Heraclides either ‘Hpax or “HpakA; TTto(Aepaios) signs once as indicat- 

ed; 'AvTiy(évns) always as indicated. 

Me(peTpnual) is sometimes omitted in the later countersignatures. Abbrevi- 

ation of kind in the first writing of amount is common in all periods. Kind in the 

first writing of amount is sometimes altogether omitted. Sometimes kind and 

amount are written twice in figures, or even once, particularly on receipts dated 

140 to 120. 

Omission of countersignature occurs even in the earlier receipts; it becomes 

common in receipts of the forties, and regular after 130. 

Although countersignature, like signature, is an element subject to increas- 

ing abbreviation in all its parts, countersigners occasionally add uncommon ele- 

ments to their texts: The tax-year is sometimes included in the countersignatures 

of Asclepiades, Heraclides, Apollonius (Countersignature 15), and Ptole.rny 

(Countersignature 16). The date of receipt is recorded once by Heraclides, twice 

each by Ptolemy (Countersignature 16) and Apollonius (Countersignature.IS). 

The tax-phrase is sometimes repeated by Asclepiades, Diocles, Heraclides, 

and Apollonius (Countersignature 15). : : : 

8. Miscellaneous Additions: The cautionary TG 5¢ TTPOTEPOV YPOAPEVTL UM XPMOT 

appears on two receipts: 0. Bod. 160, where it is inserted immediat.ely. pr.eceding 

Panas’ signature, and O. Theb. 16, written by Apollonius, Wherf 1t, 1s~mierted 

before kind and amount of payment. In both cases the phrase ToU aUTol (&€TOUS) 

is included; O. Theb. 16 includes also the year of payment, ' 

Dated subscripts recording additional payments are commonly written (Month) 

xx & aUTtés (Kind and Amount in Words / in Figures). O. Bod. 183 records the 

vear. and WO 726 and WO 750 omit the month (which I then understand to be the 
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same as that in the date of payment in the body of the receipt), and give only 

the day of payment. Ordinarily the subscript records a later payment, but O. Bod. 

150 and O. Bod. 183 seem to refer in their dated subscripts to earlier payments 

than those recorded in the main text of the receipts. O. Bod. 162 and WO 740 

contain two dated subscripts apiece. It is not difficult to perceive that having 

several, or even all, payments for the tax of a single year recorded on a single 

receipt would be convenient to the taxpayer. It seems that he was able either 

to return an earlier receipt when making subsequent payments, and have the 

subsequent payments recorded in subscripts to the earlier receipt, or to request 

that receipt of an earlier payment be transferred to the margin of a receipt for 

later payment. 

The placement of the dated subscript varies. When signature is omitted, the 

phrase appears after the body of the receipt (so O. Bod. 183, WO 726, WO 742); if 

signature is included, the subscript commonly appears after the signature (see 

WO 740, WO 750), but may be inserted (see O. Bod. 162) before the signature. 

On O. Bod. 150, where both signature and countersignature appear, the subscript 

is written in the signator’s hand following the countersignature; the subscript, 

which is not re-signed, is followed by a second countersignature. 

Undated subscripts which appear recording additional payment are usually 

written &\Aas (Kind and Amount in Words / in Figures). WO 735 and WO 736 read 

6 a0Tds &AAas; 0. Bod. 180 and 194 write kind and amount twice in figures; O. 

Bod. 163 includes the tax-year, omits &AAas; WO 735, after kind and amount of 

the additional payment written once in words, gives in figures the total of both 

the main-text and the subscript payments. Considering the care with which date 

of payment is otherwise recorded, I suppose that undated subscripts may very 

well record additional payments made on the same date as that of the main text 

to which they are appended. 

Where signature is omitted, the undated subscript appears after the body of 

the receipt (see 0. Bod. 194); where signature appears, the phrase may be in- 

serted before the signature (see O. Bod. 163); where signature and countersigna- 

ture appear, the undated subscript may be inserted before countersignature (see 

WO 735 and 736), in which case the countersignature acknowledges both the main- 

text payment and the payment recorded in subscript. On O. Bod. 180 and WO 724, 

the undated subscript follows both signature and countersignature. 

Dated subscripts recording additional payments occur at random on receipts 

between 164 and 122; undated subscripts appear between 155 and 114, but par- 

ticularly during the thirties of the second century. 

SECTION THREE: AMOUNT OF PAYMENT 

Any discussion of the amounts recorded for payment of taxes in grain on 

the Diospolis Magna receipts must begin with the remark that these amounts 

cannot be considered to represent payments in full for the taxes towards which 
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they are paid. A number of these receipts—seventeen out of a total of 1075— record two or more payments towards a single tax for a single year, and of these 
seventeen, ten® record separate dates for the several payments. The existence 
of receipts recording multiple payments indicates that the Ptolemaic taxpayer 
was able to pay his grain taxes in installments. 

Nor was it necessary for installments on the tax of a single year to be re- 
corded on a single receipt. In four separate cases? we possess two published 
receipts issued to a single taxpayer for amounts paid towards the same tax in 
the same year. 

It might be argued that installment paying was exceptional, and that in gen- 
eral a single receipt recorded a single taxpayer’s total payment for one tax in 
one year. In that case, we should expect the separate amounts recorded for an 
individual’s installments to be noticeably lower than the amount usually recorded 
for single payments towards that tax; one would likewise expect that the sums of 
such installments would be roughly equivalent to the amounts of single payments 
on receipts for the same taxes. These expectations are not supported by a com- 
parison of amounts paid for installments with amounts paid on other, single- 
payment, receipts. On the contrary, a medians test indicates that the sums of 
installments paid by single persons for the taxes of single years are significantly 
higher with respect to their median than single payments paid by single persons 
(see Table 10). 

In short, it seems fairly certain that installment paying was the regular, 
rather than the exceptional, practice for the payers of royal grain taxes, and it 
is probably safe to assume that single payments, even by taxpayers to whom no 
other published receipts were issued in the same year, are ordinarily only install- 
ments towards the total amount of one year’s tax. 

I do not believe that the total grain tax can be estimated from the information 
given us by the Diospolis Magna receipts. The cases in which we have record 
of more than one payment by a single taxpayer in a single year are few, and even 

in these cases we cannot be confident that we have record of all such payments 

made by that taxpayer for that tax in that year. 
It is, of course, possible that amounts of installments were affected by the 

total tax assessment per annum, or by other considerations connected with the 

nature and with the collection of the tax. The following discussion is based on 

the amounts of single payments regarded as installments. Where receipts record 

several payments by single taxpayers within single years, I shall treat those 
payments as separate amounts, without computing or considering their sum. 

5. 10.iBod. ‘149, 150, 162, 163, 169; 180; 194, 200; O. Theb. 27; BGU 1447; WO 724, 

726, 735,:736,1740,:742,:750: 

6. O. Bod. 149, 150, 162, 169, 200; O. Theb. 27; WO 726, 740, 475 750, ) 

Issued to ‘HpakAeldns EpuokAéous in 132: WO 745 and WO~ 7?6. Issuyed to ’Hp(XK- 

AefSns EpuokAéous in 131: WO 747 and WO 748. Issued to MatoeolUs ApTepidopou in 164: 

0. Bod. 150 and O. Bod. 151. Issued to TTpoiTos and Kévev in 113: WO 702 and WO 1341. 
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Payments in three crops appear on receipts of the Diospolis Magna formula: 

Wheat, barley, and croton. Of these, the number of payments in wheat is far 

greater than that of payments in barley and croton—the proportion is greater than 

six to one8—and this circumstance suggests that wheat was by far the most com- 

mon grain crop in second-century Diospolis. ? 

It has long been known that it was the habit of the Ptolemaic government 

to assess taxes on cereal crops by specifying the grain, as well as the emount, 

to be paid. It is known, too, that the per-volume value of different grains was 

not identical, and when a taxpayer chose to pay in one grain some part of a tax 

assessed in another, the amounts were adjusted according to a set proration.lo In 

one of the Diospolis Magna granary receipts—WO 1529—we have evidence of such 

prorations. In that receipt, payment is recorded in artabs of barley; a subscript 

gives the equivalent in terms of wheat: 'kp18(fis) 1§ B'al (wupol &pTéPas) Ny’ 

Despite their apparent discrepancy in value, the size of payments in barley 

matches that of payments in wheat very well; a medians test indicates nodifference 

at all between the distributions of payment size in the two grains (see Table 1l). 

This medians test is based, however, on the total number of payments. The number 

of payments in barley is too small for effective comparison, either cf sizes of 

barley and wheat payments within single tax-phrase groups, or of sizes of barley 

payments in different groups. 

By far the greater number of published Diospolis Magna granary receipts 

were, as I have said, issued for payments of wheat. Of these, nearly 15 percentll 

record late payments—payments of wheat towards the tax of a previous year. 

And there appears to be a significant difference in the distribution of size between 

payments of wheat for late and for current taxes. A medians test shows that more 

than two-thirds of the late payments fall below the median size of payments in 

wheat (see Table 12). The number of late payments in wheat is too small for 

effective comparison either with current payments within single tax-phrase groups 

or with late payments between the various groups. The following discussion will 

deal only with amounts of payment of wheat for current taxes. 

The means and median sizes of payment in wheat for each tax-phrase group 

appear in Table 13. Even a casual assessment of their relative values draws one’s 

attention to the very large amounts recorded in Group SIx, and to the very small 

amounts recorded in Group Eight. Group Six, however, contains only two receipts— 

both issued to the same taxpayer in the same year—and I have elsewhere recorded 

8. Recorded payments: in wheat = 102, in barley = 13. 

9 Thg promine.nce of wheat among the cereal crops has been discussed by Schnebel, 

Qze Landwirtschaft im bellenistischen Aegypten, pp.94-100. Hohlwein, in Le ble d’'Egypte, 

finds that the Ptolemaic predominance of wheat over the native Egyptian grain, olyra, is 
S e : : 

du§ to a cap'ltahstlc evaluation’ — the more easily exportable crop was preferred to that 

which was suitable for domestic consumption. 

10. See Wilcken, WO I, p. 667. 

11. Payments of wheat for current taxes = 76, for taxes of a previous year = 16. 
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my doubts as to the actual independence of this groupl!? Group Eight, which 
consists of no independent payments, but only amounts paid in connection with 
other taxes, cannot reasonably be compared with the independent amounts paid 
for other taxesl3 Among Groups One through Five, and Group Seven, the mean 
size of payment for current taxes ranges from seven to thirty artabs, and the 
median size of payment from six to sixteen artabs. In all groups but Five, the 
mean 1s larger than the median. 

The statistical tests ordinarily used totest the significance of the differences 
between means are parametric—they suppose that the samples tested have been 

drawn from a population with a normal, or symmetrical, distribution. The distri- 

butions of amounts paid on Diospolis Magna granary receipts are far from normal; 

rather, they are heavily skewed, for the average difference between mean and 

median is approximately seven artabs —the median, in other words, is ordinarily 

about one-third lower than the mean. 

The Kruskal-Wallis test, a nonparametric technique for measuring the signifi- 

cance of the difference between discrete sets of numerical information with respect 

to their averages, indicates no greater discrepancy between the average size of 

payment in wheat in Groups One through Seven than can be accounted for by sampl- 

ing variation (see Table 14). A chi-square medians test also indicates no signifi- 

cant difference between the median size of payment of wheat for current taxes 

in the several groups (see Table 15). So far, then, as regards their amounts, the 

payments of current wheat on Diospolis Magna receipts might best be described 

as a single population, with a mean of 21 artabs, and a median of 12 artabs. 

The size of payments made during the course of the century spanned by the 

dates of Diospolis Magna granary receipts indicates no general tendency with 

respect to size. The payments seem neither to grow nor to diminish in size during 

that time. A chi-square test based on the number of payments above and below the 

general median during successive periods yields an emphatically insignificant 

result (see Table 16). Either the size of the wheat harvest was fairly stable from 

one twenty-year period to another—as is quite possible—or the amounts of payment 

failed to reflect differences in the size of the crop. 

We have already seen that the size of payment does not reflect a known 

difference in the values of different crops, and it is apparent from the foregoing 

discussions that, unless we suppose that the amount of every tax described 

by the seven tax-phrases under consideration was identical, we must reject the 

hypothesis that the size of payment reflected a difference in t}.le total Assess- 

ment of the grain taxes. Perhaps the only satisfactory explanation of the sizes 

of payments recorded on Diospolis Magna granary receipts is that they describe 

the amounts of grain that it was convenient for the taxpayer to transport to the 

granary at one time. 

See below, p. 69. 
A 

3 i f id 1 ipts up Eight 
2 For a discussion of amounts paid in the superscripts that mark Group g 1 

1 
receipts, see above, pp. 38-40. 
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To judge from the tomb paintings of the pharaonic period,l4 it was customary 

for Egyptians to transport grain by land on the backs of asses. And we have 

documents from the hellenistic period in Egypt that describe shipments of 

grain by donkey-train. In the third volume of the Tebtunis Papyri, 13 for instance, 

are a number of second-century papyri recording large shipments of grain. The 

writers seem to have calculated the amounts of grain shipped by counting 

donkeys, and multiplying by 3, 3 1/2, or 4. It would seem that the average 

donkey was expected to carry three to four artabs of wheat. 

We have already observed that by far the greater number of payments in 

all groups but Four and Six—and those groups describe payments for taxes raised 

at specified places that may have been out of the Diospolis topos and might thus 

present special transportation problems—are between one and ten artabs in size. 

Perhaps we may assume that payments of this size were made when men drove 

pairs of donkeys laden with wheat into town. 

Payments of between ten and twenty artabs are also fairly common: These, 

like even larger payments, might represent amounts hauled by several asses (or 

possibly in carts—though I know of no evidence that carts were commonly used 

for transporting grain). 

Still larger payments might result from the use of packs of asses driven 

together. Or, more likely, they represent the sums of several payments. 

We know that payments for one tax in one year could be recorded on separ- 

ate receipts. Some taxpayers may have preferred having a fresh receipt for each 

payment made. But we have a number of receipts that record several separate 

payments made on different dates; it appears that some taxpayers preferred 

bringing their earlier receipt to the granary so that new payments might be 

recorded on the same ostrakon. One can sympathize with this preference— 

ostraka are bulky things, and a man who expected to pay his taxes in half a 

dozen or more installments would find himself with a very heavy filing cabinet— 

particularly if he were required to keep tax records for a minimum of three years. 

Of course, ostraka provide only a limited amount of space for recording 

payments. We have no published receipt that bears record of more than three pay- 

ments. It may well be that when a taxpayer had filled one ostrakon by having 

several payments recorded on it, he might take it to the granary with his next 

payment, and turn it in for a new one that recorded the total of all payments to 

date. This would account for the very large amounts sometimes recorded for 

payments; it would explain the subscript T& 8t TpOTEPOV YPAPEVTL LM XPNOY 

(see O. Bod. 160, O. Theb. 16)—"let him not use the receipt written earlier’. 

That phrase would be a necessary precaution in the case of a taxpayer who 

claimed loss of an earlier receipt, and who visited the granary to obtain a 

receipt for all payments of grain to date. 

‘14. See Pierre Montet, Everyday Life in Ancient Egypt, p. 117; Claire Préaux, L éar 
nomie royale des Lagides, p. 144. ' 

15. See P. Teb. 848, introduction; see also 849, 850, 855, 858. 
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y on mode of transportation, of course there is some difficulty in interpreting the apparently significant difference between the sizes of late and of current payments of wheat (see Table 17).] can only suggest that in the case of late payments, the amount due did in some slight way affect the usual size. If we suppose that amounts in arrears were usually smaller than amounts currently due, we can understand that late pay- ments would seldom require the use of so many donkeys as current ones; their totals would seldom be as high as the totals of current payments. 

) 

SECTION FOUR: SEASON OF PAYMENT 

The harvest of wheat in Egypt was brought in during the month of Aprill6 
and that month, as is apparent from Tables 1 through 7 and Table 22, is the 
first in which any appreciable quantity of wheat is recorded as paid for the 
taxes of the current year. Payments continued to be made for current wheat 
taxes during the months of May, June, July, and August; some occur during the 
month of September; none between the months of October and January. 

The regnal year, during the portion of the Ptolemaic period to which the 
Diospolis Magna granary receipts belong, ended in the month Mesore. The 
regnal year would have ended on the equivalent of our second of October in 164, 
the year of the earliest Diospolis Magna receipts, and on the equivalent of our 
thirteenth of September in 88, the year of the latest. Since the dated payments 
of wheat for current taxes that have been recorded for the month of September 
all occur before the end of Mesore, we may deduce that the due date for pay- 
ment of grain taxes was the end of the regnal year!” The general limits of the 

period of payment of grain taxes were, then, on the one hand, the harvest, which 

gave the farmer the wherewithal to pay them; and, on the other, the end of the 
regnal year, when they were due in full. 

This general description—during the months from April through September— 
fits the payments of wheat for current taxes in all the tax-phrase groups; the 

distribution of payments within those months, however, varies between one 

tax-phrase group and another. A Kruskal-Wallis test, in fact, reveals a high 

16. Schnebel, Landwirtschaft, gives April as the month of harvest in the south of 

Egypt; May and June he calls harvest months in the north. Wilcken, WO I, p. 213., gives 

February as the month of harvest in the Thebaid — but notes, p. 224, that pa.yments 1n grain 

were ordinarily made in April and June. Preisigke, Girowesen, p. G4, gives March and 

April as the season of harvest. 

17. Preisigke, Girowesen, p. 64, notes the correspondence between the end of the 

regnal year and the end of the business of tax-collection.  
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degree of significance in the variation between the distributions of dates of 

payments in those groups (see Table 18). 

If, as I have suggested, the distribution of dates of payment in wheat for 

current taxes was controlled by the season of the harvest and by the end of the 

regnal year, there seems to be no good explanation for a significant difference 

in the distribution of dates of payment between one group and another. I feel 

that the significance of the Kruskal-Wallis test is due, in this case, to the 

failure of the evidence to meet the assumptions which that test makes. 

Like other statistical tests, the Kruskal-Wallis can be applied only to 

samplings that can be regarded as independent and random. The randomicity of 

published receipts in representing the populations of receipts of their kind 

cannot, as I have said in the introduction to this discussion, be tested. Their 

independence, however, can be shown to be limited by the fact that some receipts 

record more than one payment. 

The nonindependence of multiple payments recorded on single receipts 

applies to the problem of size of payment, of course, as well as to that of 

season. But if, as I suggested above, the size of payment was controlled by 

the amount that it was convenient for a farmer to transport to the granary at one 

time, there is no very good reason to suppose that multiple payments recorded 

on single receipts would vary in size any differently from a random sampling of 

the same number of payments recorded on separate receipts. 

If, on the other hand, multiple receipts were formed in the way I have sug- 

gested above (see p. 58) —if. that is, a farmer would have had several payments 

recorded on a single receipt until it was filled up, then start a new one—thenone 

might expect that the dates of multiple payments recordel on single receipts 

would vary less than a random selection of the same number of dates from sepa- 

rate receipts. 

The average number of days that separates the dates of the several pay- 

ments recorded on single receipts that bear more than one dated payment is 

nine—those payments, then, that are recorded on single receipts are quite likely 

to occur within a week of each other. But in the few cases in which there re- 

main to us separate receipts issued to single taxpayers during single years, 

their dates are an average of forty-six days apart—suggesting that a random 

sampling of the dates of separately-recorded payments would be quite likely 

to bear dates more than a month apart. 

I know no simple way to analyze the contributions of single groups to the 

significance of the Kruskal-Wallis test, and the numbers of payments in Groups 

Four, Five, Six, and Seven are too few to contribute to a valid chi-square test. 

One can arrange a chi-square test for the significance of the difference between 

seasons of payment for Groups One, Two, and Three; the result of that test 

indicates a probability of less than 0.1, and the group that contributes most to 

the sum of chi-square is Group Three (see Table 19). Group Three is also the 

group that, of these three, contains the highest proportion of payments recorded 

on multiple receipts—forty percent, as compared with eleven percent for Group 

Two, and seventeen percent for Group One. 

Both these considerations, then, support the view that it is the occurrence       
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of multiple payments on single receipts that creates a significant difference in 
the distribution of dates of payment between the various tax-phrase groups, 
which we may therefore regard as identical in respect to their dates. A frequency 
chart of all payments for current wheat taxes recorded on Diospolis Magna 
granary receipts describes a season of payment fairly closely confined to the 
months April through September (see Table 22). The frequency chart is somewhat 
irregular —but some twenty percent of the payments it describes are on multiple 
receipts. I expect that a truly random sampling of dates of payments for current 
wheat taxes in Diospolis Magna in the second century would describe a nearly 
normal curve, with an apex in the months of June and July, and one tail cut off 
sharply in September. 

A chi-square test shows no significant difference in the sizes of payments 
made at different parts of the harvest-to-year-end paying season, though there 
seems, In our present evidence, to be some slight shift from equal numbers of 
over- and under-the-median payments in April and May to a larger proportion of 
over-the-median payments in June and July to a larger proportion of under-the- 
median payments in August and September (see Table 20). 

A chi-square test for the significance of the difference in dates of payment of 
wheat for current taxes during successive chronological periods yields a certain 
degree of significance—but no clear pattern emerges from the findings, and one 

cannot say either that payments tended to take place later during the course of 

the century nor that they began to take place earlier (see Table 21). Here again 

the problem of the nonindependent payments interferes with an interpretation of 

the data, and we may suppose either that this consideration has suggested shifts 

in seasons of payment where none occurred, or that it has obscured what shift 

there may have been. 

Payments of barley for the taxes of the current year occur within approxi- 

mately the same seasons as those of wheat; if there is any slight difference 

between the dates of payment in wheat and those of payments in barley, it is 

that payments in barley come somewhat earlier, for of the thirteen dated payments 

in barley, none occurs later than July (see Table 23). It seems reasonable to 

suppose that taxes in barley, like those in wheat, were due by the end of the 

regnal year. Barley, though, was harvested somewhat earlier than wheat, and a 

larger and randomer sampling of payments in barley for current taxes would prob- 

ably form a curved peaked in the months of May and June. . 

The dates of payment of wheat for late taxes are, as one might expect, 

strikingly divergent from those of any grain for current taxeé. Of the twenty 

dated payments of wheat for late taxes recorded on Diospolis Magna granary 

receipts, only one appears in each of the months from May through September, 

while five each are dated to the months of November and January, four to the 

month of March (see Table 24). It appears that payments of wheat for late'ta)fes 

were more likely to be made between the start of the regnal year and the beginning 

of harvest than they were to be made between the harvest and the end of the 

regnal year. 4 

As I noted in the introduction to this study, one of the problems that led me 

to the study of the granary receipts concerns the seasons and methods of collec- 
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tion of grain taxes in Ptolemaic Egypt. 

Many of the Ptolemaic taxes were leased to contractors, or tax-farmers, and 

Wilckenl8in 1899 was of the opinion that the tax-farming system extended to the 

collection of taxes in grain, and that the persons named as payers on the Ptole- 

maic granary receipts were, in fact, the tax-farmers responsible for their collection. 

Wilcken also notedl? that the span of months covered by the dates of these receipts 

was rather broad, and he made no attempt to define closely the manner in which 

the payments were collected. 

In 1904, however, Rostovtzeff published a new and rather dogmatic account 

of the method of collection of grain taxes in Ptolemaic Egypt?0 This new account 

was based largely on a document published by Grenfell and Hunt in 1902. That 

document, P. Teb. 27, brought to modern attention the existence of officials 

called yevnuaTtogUAaxes, whose duty it was, apparently, to guard harvested grain 

on the common threshing-floor until state taxes had been removed. So, according 

to Rostovtzeff, “Ueber die richtige Zufuhr zu den Tennen wachen die yevnuaTto- 

pUAakes. Auf der Tennen wird das Korn gedroschen und wohl nur notdiirftig gesi- 

chtet. Nichts soll von der Tenne vor der Abrechnung mit dem Staate weggenom- 

men werden.”21 

Rostovtzeff's conclusions were accepted by Wilcken (see Grundziige, p- 181), 

and by almost everyone else. Rostovtzeff has reasserted:22 “The grain on the 

threshing floor was inspected and divided between the crown and the peasant, 

and what remained after the claims of the former were satisfied (émiygsvnua) 

was released (&peois) and carried home by the peasant. The government grain 

was then transported to royal barns scattered all over the country and handed 

over to the keepers of the grain (giToAoyor).” The same view is asserted by 

A. Bouché-Leclerq23 M. Schnebel24 F. Heichelheim,2> and Claire Préaux.26 

All modern authorities seem to have based their notion of the method of 

grain-tax collection in Ptolemaic Egypt primarily on the evidence of P. Teb. 27. 

But the evidence of the granary receipts ill accords with that of ‘P Teb, 27 

The dates of the receipts fall as often as not in July and August; those are the 

months of the inundation, and unless we suppose that threshing floors were so 

far removed from the fields as to be above flood level, and that a man’s total 

crop was sequestered for months after the harvest, the accepted account of the 

method of grain-tax collection fails to account for the dates of the receipts. 

Two scholars in recent years have taken exception to the prevailing opinion 

about grain-tax collection in Egypt, and both have done so in connection with 

18 WO T 5pl i 
19. 1bid., pp. 213-14. 

20. ‘*Kornerhebung und Korntransport im griechisch-romischen Aegypten,’ Archiv I, 

1904, pp. 201-224. 
20 Ibid ips 204, 
22. Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic World, p. 280. 

23. Histoire des Lagides, vol. 3, p. 374. 

24. Landuwirtschaft, p. 165. 

25¢ RE Suppl VI s/ wiisitos,% p. 866: 

26. L’économie royale, p. 128. 
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studies of ancient receipts. Verne B. Schuman, in a study of special charges on 
grain in Roman Egypt, 27 has asserted that taxes in kind were not normally paid 
at the threshing floor, but weeks or even months after harvest. C. BradfordWelles, 
in his publication of a Ptolemaic receipt notes that dates of Ptolemaic receipts 
indicate that many taxpayers found it possible and convenient to make their pay- 
ments of grain not from the threshing floor, but after the harvest season. 28 

The dates of the receipts of the Diospolis Magna granary, of course, support 
this more recent view. There is no trace of such concentration of payments about 
the harvest season as to suggest that taxpayers were under any compulsion to 
yield their taxes at the threshing floor. 

Not only the dates, but also the amounts recorded for payments of grain 
taxes on the Diospolis Magna granary receipts are incongruous with the pre- 
vailing opinion of Ptolemaic grain tax collection methods. The only theory I have 
been able to construct to account for the distribution of amounts paid on those 
receipts has involved two conclusions: First, that payment of grain for taxes 
was ordinarily made in installments; second, that the size of payment was in part 
determined by the means of transportation available to the taxpayer. If all taxes 
were removed from a man’s crop on the threshing floor, those taxes could hardly 
be paid in separate installments; and if the taxpayer furnished transportation to 

the granary, it is hardly likely that transportation occurred after taxpayer and 

grain tax had been parted. 

I have no new explanation for the yevnuaTopUAaxes and their duties as out- 

lined in P. Teb. 27. I do believe that the situation described in that document 
cannot be taken as representing the method of grain tax collection at all times and 

in all places in Ptolemaic Egypt. The best evidence of the Diospolis Magna re- 

ceipts—and, so far as I can tell from more casual readings, all other receipts—is 

that grain taxes were paid in installments from the time of harvest till the end of 

the regnal year, when they were due in full, and that they were transported by the 

taxpayer directly to the state granary. 

SECTION FIVE: TAXPAYERS 

It is possible to suggest a certain number of family relationships among 

the taxpayers whose names are recorded on Diospolis Magna granar.y receths, 

and I have provided a list of possibly-related individuals at the end 'of'thxs section. 

Apart from such connections, however, little concerning individuals can be 

learned from the receipts. Addresses and occupations are nowhere recorded, 

27. ‘Light on Taxes in Kind in Roman Egypt,” Proceedings of the IX Intemmational 

Congress of Papyrology, 1961. ' ’ | 

28. ‘On the Collection of Revenues in Grain in Ptolemaic Egypt, Studien zur Papy- 

rologie und antiken Wirtschaftsgeschichte: Friedrich Oertel zum achtzigsten Geburtstag 

gewidmet, 1964, pp. 7-16. 
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nor are the scars and status-designations sometimes recorded on contracts, 

affidavits, and other of the weightier Ptolemaic documents. Even the nationality 

of individuals cannot surely be guessed from their names. 

We know that Egyptians sometimes took Greek names. Among the Diospolis 

Magna receipts we find a trace of this practice in the ‘Eppogidos ‘HpaxhAeiSou 

of O. Bod. 179, who is there described as 6s kai GoTipn(). Egyptians might also 

give their sons Greek names: In WO 723 we find a Awo18eos flonxpc’x'rou.zg 

There is little evidence of the reverse of this process, i.e. of Greeks taking 

Egyptian names. The nearest thing to it is the creation of Greek names incor- 

porating the names of Egyptian cult-gods—so on O. Bod. 186 the father of Zwkpd- 

(tns) is named ’loi8wpos. In general, one may suppose that convenience and 

snobbery combined to prevent Greeks from adopting Egyptian names and to encour- 

age Egyptians to take Greek ones: Convenience, because the language of official 

documents in second-century Diospolis Magna was Greek, and a Greek name 

would be less subject to mutilation thereon than an Egyptian name; snobbery, 

because the ruling class was Greek, and a man of political or economic ambitions 

might have been more acceptable under a Greek name. 

Still, in general, one cannot identify the nationality of a taxpayer from his 

name, and this difficulty extends to Semitic names, the third nationality represent- 

ed to any extent on Diospolis Magna receipts. In the following discussion, I 

intend to consider the nationalities of taxpayers’ names, rather than the nationali- 

ties of taxpayers themselves. Where, as is sometimes the case, a man’s name 

seems to be of a different nationality than his patronym, I have described his 

name as Greek if either is Greek; Semitic or Egyptian only if both name and 

patronym seem to be of that nationality. 

Greek names account for a total sixty-nine percent of all taxpayers’ names 

recorded on published Diospolis Magna receipts. Egyptian names make up eighteen 

percent, Semitic names some eight percent; the remaining five percent of the 

receipts seem to record joint payments by two or more persons whose names 

are of different nationalities and the effect of nationality on these payments 

cannot be weighed. Taxpayers appear to make payments in the different grains 

in numbers appropriate to their overall proportions (see Table 25); late payments, 

too, occur in equivalent proportions by persons whose names are of the different 

nationalities (see Table 26). There appears to be no significant re lationship be- 

tween the nationality of a taxpayer’s name and the season during which he makes 

payment for current taxes (see Table 27). 

In most tax-phrase groups, the numbers of payments made by persons with 

Egyptian and Semitic names are too small to be analyzed separately in a chi- 

square test. There is, however, no significant difference in the proportions of 

taxpayers with Greek names to those with other sorts of names among the various 

groups (see Table 28). Groups One, Two, and Three exhibit no significant dif- 

29. For the earliness and frequency of intermarriage between Egyptians and Greeks, 

see Peremans, Vreemdelingen, p. 285.   
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ference in the proportions of Greek, Egyptian, and other names among them (see 
Table 29). It seems safe to state that the nationality of taxpayers’ names is in no 
way related to the various phrases that describe the taxes they pay39 

Nor do the proportions of nationalities of taxpayers’ names seem to shift 
during the course of the century spanned by receipts of the Diospolis Magna 
formula: A chi-square test analyzing the proportions of Greek to other names 
among taxpayers during successive periods yields no significant result (see 
Table 30), and a runs-test indicates a random distribution of Greek and other 
names in chronological order (see Table 31). 

There does seem to be some correlation between the nationality of a tax- 
payer's name and the amount of payment recorded on his receipts. In almost 
every group, the averages and medians of payments in wheat made by taxpayers 
with Greek names are larger than those of payments made by taxpayers whose 
names are of some other sort. A chi-square medians test indicates a high degree 
of difference between the median size of payments made by persons with Greek 
names and that of payments made by persons with other sorts of names (see 
Table 32). 

If my earlier statements regarding the regulation of sizes of payments for 
current grain taxes were sound—if, that is to say, the sizes of these payments 
reflect the amounts it was convenient to transport on donkeys—the explanation 

for the significant difference in amounts paid by persons with Greek and persons 
with other sorts of names is not readily apparent. I hesitate to suggest that 

donkeys owned by persons with Greek names were able to carry more than those 

owned by others. But a frequency chart of sizes of payments shows a far higher 

proportion of payments by Greek-named persons falling into ranges of amounts 

that could be carried by four or more donkeys than is the case with payments 

made by other persons (see Table 33). This suggests that taxpayers with Greek 

names used more donkeys than those with other names. 

It may also be, as I have suggested, that very high amounts recorded on 

single receipts represent sums of earlier payments rather than single deliver- 

ies of grain by eight or more donkeys; thus the higher proportion of such amounts 

ascribed to persons with Greek names may indicate that they did in truth pay 

more for taxes. The assessment of this statistical evidence offers a substantial 

basis for the conclusion that hellenic origin or hellenization did indeed produce 

prosperity in Ptolemaic Egypt. : 

Either explanation, or a combination of the two, is plausible, for Greek'Sy 

as the ruling classes, may be expected to have owned larger farms than. native 

Egyptians, and therefore to have owned more farm animals and to h?ve paid e 

grain into the government treasury from their larger crops. The native Egypt'lans 

who took Greek names would also be likely to have been those who were relatively 

well-propertied. 

30. Peremans (Vreemdelingen, p. 278) finds that, in the third century, most Ptolemaic 

taxes fell on subjects regardless of their nationality.  
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SECTION SIX: THE TAXES IN GRAIN 

Of the grain taxes towards which the payments recorded on receipts of the 
Diospolis Magna formula were paid, it may first be said that there is no reason 
to believe that any of them was levied only on one grain. In the case of two tax- 
phrase groups, no payments are recorded on published receipts for any grain 
other than wheat. Those groups, however, are Six, with only two receipts, and 
Seven, with nine receipts. As the overall proportions of receipts recording pay- 
ments of wheat to receipts recording payments of other grains is forty-six to 
seven, or nearly seven to one, there is no reason to suppose that the absence of 
payments in grains other than wheat in Groups Six and Seven is due to anything 
but chance. 

Nor do any of these taxes seem to have been levied on persons of one par- 
ticular nationality. Group Six, with its two receipts, is the only one of my tax- 
phrase groups whose receipts describe payments by persons of only one national- 
ity—and beth receipts are issued to the same taxpayer. 

Real differences—if there were any—in season of payment among the various 
taxes are difficult to assess, because of the nature of the evidence (see above, 
pp- 60-61); from the evidence we have, it seems quite likely that all taxes in 
grain were paid in installments all during the months from harvest till the end of 

the regnal year. And the amounts of those installments depend more on the nature 

of the transportation used to get them to the granary—donkeys, as I have suggest- 

ed (above, pp. 58-60) —than on anything to do with the taxes themselves. Only in 

the cases of very large amounts, where the record may indicate the sums of 

earlier installments rather than single transports by many donkeys, do the amounts 

recorded in any way reflect the total amount actually paid for the tax—and then 

only as a suggestion of how high that total amount might be. 

One can, then, describe the grain taxes of second-century Diospolis Magna; 

one can describe them as a group, their grains, amounts of single payments, 

seasons of payment, method of payment, taxpayers, and granary officials. The 

difficulty comes in trying to distinguish these taxes one from another. 

How does the tax described as paid Umép ToU Tomou differ from that des- 

cribed as efs TV émiypagnv UTép ToU TOTou? And how do thesg differ from that 

described as paid €€ &vmiSiaypagfis? Is there no way to distinguish these taxes 

save by the phrase used to describe them? No way to understand them except 

by guessing at an interpretation of the sense of the Greek phrase? ’ . 

There is one respect in which the seven groups of receipts are not identical, 

and that is in their overall chronology—the years in which they were issued. Some 

three-quarters of a century—from 164 to 88 B.C.—are spanned by the dates of the 

Diospolis Magna granary receipts. The distribution of receipts of the seven tax- 

is, as a glance at the table of signa- phrase groups within this period of time 

tures (above, pp. 47-49) makes clear, far from random; a runs-test on the dates of 

any two groups of documents will yield a highly significant result. 

Two explanations suggest themselves regarding the non-random chrono- 
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logical distribution of receipts bearing the different tax-phrases. First, it may be 

that taxes in grain were introduced or revoked during the seventy-six years 

covered by the dates of the receipts—for instance, it may be that the tax 

els TO (fraction) &pTaPns does not appear before the year 123 because it was not 

introduced until around that time. 

Or it may be, in some cases, that a certain tax was differently described in 

different periods. Thus Group One documents may begin to appear in 156, while 

Group Two documents cease to appear in that year, for the reason that the tax- 

receipt writers had decided, instead of writing UTrép ToU TOTOU, to omit the tax- 

phrase in connection with payments of this sort. 

For Groups One (No Tax Phrase), Two (“Ymip ToU TOomoOU), and Three (Eis 

THv émiypagny Umep ToU témou), 1 believe the second explanation to be correct. 

It can hardly be that the lack of Group Three receipts between 162 and 148, and 

again after 134, is accidental, for we have receipts of other groups during these 

periods. Similarly, accident cannot account for the absence of Group Two receipts 

between 156 and 142; nor for the absence of Group One receipts before 156, 

between 151 and 143, and between 143 and 129. 

The introduction and revocation of taxes can hardly be the explanation here. 

It seems highly unlikely that the tax efs THv €miypaghv was revoked after 162, 

reintroduced in 148, and re-revoked after 134; that, meanwhile, another tax, identi- 

cal for all we can see, called UTép ToU TOTIOU, Was introduced in 163 and revoked 

in 156, then reintroduced in 140. 

No: The best explanation of the alternating occurrences of receipts of the 

tax-phrases I have called One, Two, and Three is that all three describe the 

same tax—the commonest tax on grain—and the different writers, in different 

periods, described it differently for the purpose of the receipts. Philotas seems 

always to have described this tax as eis THv émiypaghv Umép ToU TOToOU; Ascle- 

piades, in the one receipt we have from his hand, shortened the phrase to UTep 

ToU Témou. Panas’ earliest receipt reverts to the eis THV gmiypapnv Umep TOU 

témou phrasing; during the remainder of his office, he wrote simply UTép ToU 

témou. Ambryon, in his earliest receipts, described this tax as paid UTmep ToU 

té1ou; in his later receipts he simply omits the tax-phrase. 

Pooris and Hermon used the phrase eis Thv émrypagnv Utep ToU TOTIOU; Ascle- 

piades omitted the tax-phrase. Ptolemy the sitologus used efs THv €miypagny UTEP 

ToU ToTou, or simply Umép Tou TOTou; he seems to have preferred the longer 

phrase. His contemporary, Heraclides, once used €S v émiypagnv UTep ToU 

témou, ordinarily he used Umép ToU Tomou only. All the later receipt writers who 

have left us their signatures used Utrép ToU ToTou exclusively, except for Ameno- 

thes, who once omits the phrase, and Antiochus, who, in the years 97-89, omits 

the tax-phrase on all his receipts. ( 

The interpretation of the other, smaller, tax-phrase groups is less certain. 

I believe that the receipts of Group Four—those that record payments for specified 

places—are issued for the same basic grain tax as those of Groups One, Two, 

and Three; place-names are perhaps included because the places they name lie 

outside the topos whose taxes were ordinarily paid into the Diospolis Magna gran- 
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ary. The Group Four receipts appear only in the years 157 to 153, and (one receipt 
only) 144; it may be that in other periods payments for these out-of-the-topos 
places were made to granaries in other cities; it may be simply that Panas and 
Ambryon were the only writers scrupulous enough to record them specifically— 
that other writers merely recorded them as payments under the phrases One, Two, 
or Three. Amounts of payment in Group Four are slightly higher in the median 
than those in other groups. If payments for out-of-the-topos places had to be 
transported farther, it would be understandable that they should tend to be larger. 
Because a long journey would take a man’s time, he would try to transport as 
much at a time as he possibly could. 

In the case of Groups Five and Six, I have grave doubts as to their existence. 
The readings of many of the tax-phrases are disputed; in half the relevant docu- 
ments the tax-year (often at this period written eis 70 xx L) is omitted, while the 
tax-phrase (efs TO <&pT) appears. Almost no other Diospolis Magna granary 
receipts omit tax-years, and it is tempting to believe that these Group Five docu- 
ments should have the tax-year restored in place of the tax-phrase, being there- 
after assigned to Group One. Group Six documents, after a similar restoration of 
tax-year, could be assignable to Group Four. I have preserved Groups Five and 
Six, however, for two reasons: In the first place, none of the editors who has seen 
the receipts has been able to read a tax-year where I should like to restore it; in 
the second place, at least three of the Group Five receipts (0. Ash. 6, WO 752, 
and WO 1527) seem to have both tax-vear and tax-phrase—however disputable the 
second. 

I[f Group Five is real, and not a mirage, it may indeed represent a new tax 

introduced before 123 B.C. For it is hard to suppose that, with three phrases to 

choose from, Antigenes and Pau( ) should have wanted to introduce a fourth 

that described the same tax. 

Group Six must bear the same relationship to Group Five that Group Four 

bears to Groups One, Two, and Three. 

The phrase €€ &uTiiaypagris seems to suggest rather a method of payment 

than the title of a tax. According to LS], the phrase is used when taxes in kind 

are paid in cash. I fail to see how such a transaction could be described by the 

Diospolis Magna receipts that include the phrase €€ &vTidi1aypagfis. If a taxpayer 

wished, and were permitted, to substitute species for kind in payments for taxes 

in grain, would he present his cash to the granary, rather than to the stat.e bank? 

If to the bank, surely it would not be the granary that issued receipt; if to the 

granary, would the tax'payer be said, in the terms of the receipts, to hav.e measured 

in so much grain—rather than to have paid so much cash in placeNOf‘ gram?' 

Heichelheim’s interpretation3lof the phrase €€ &uTi81aypagms is ‘that At ref.ers 
to a transfer of, as it were, funds, from one account to another. Grain production 
was so much at the heart of the Ptolemaic economy, and grain so f.requently a 

medium of exchange, that private citizens, as well. A the §tat€, might keepac- 
counts of grain in their city’s granary, making deposits and withdrawals as we do 

31 RESUppl. VI s.ve isitos, p. SV 
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with banked money. A payment of taxes €€ &uTi1810ypagfis, then, would be made 

when the taxpayer transferred grain from his private account to the account of the 

crown. 

Heichelheim’s explanation accounts very neatly for most of the features of 

the receipts of Group Seven. Consider their dates, for example: Six of the receipts 

are assigned to the years from 139 to 132, the remaining two to 154 and 117. 

Very likely, most receipt-writers neglected to distinguish between payments 

made by bank draft and those made by delivery of grain; the reason for the con- 

centration of receipts bearing the phrase ¢€ &vTiSiaypagfis during the thirties is 

simply that Ptolemy the sitologus and Heraclides were more careful than other 

writers in designating method, as well as purpose, of payments of grain to the 

state. 

The phrase €§ &uTiSixypagfjs occurs in receipts that describepayments 

gtép ToU ToTOU or Els TNV émiypaghv. Apart from the utility of isolating this 

group for study, there seems to be no reason not to assign these payments to the 

sets of receipts that are described by those phrases alone. 

One of the Diospolis Magna receipts for payments €€ avTidrxypagrs (BGU 

1447) also describes the payment as koT& 15 xpn(paTiopov) Tol Tom(apyov?), 

and a similar phrase—xata xpn( ) TOU oikovéuou—appears in connection with 

a payment €€ &uTiSiaypagrs on O. Strassb. 305, a receipt not of the Diospolis 

Magna formula. It may be that some payments made by transfers of grain from 

private accounts were due to official action, possibly in cases of tax default or 

fraud. 

Since interpretation of the tax-phrases from the Diospolis Magna receipts 

has been a matter of some scholarly controversy, it will not be out of place to 

compare the interpretation arrived at in this study with interpretations set forth 

in the past. 

Wilcken, in his Griechische Ostraka, was working from much of the same 

material that I have gathered to study in this work; the interpretation of tax- 

phrases he expressed was much like that I have put forth above. The main 

land tax, in his opinion, was what was paid on receipts that bore no tax-phrase, 

and also on those designating payments UTép ToU ToTou and &iS TV €Ty popnV 

Phrases that describe tax-payments by geographical names, he thought, are parall- 

el to, only more concrete than, those marked UTép TOU TooU 2 

As with methods of grain-tax collection (see above, pp. 61-63), so with the 

interpretation of tax-phrases. The publication of the Tebtunis papyri in 1902 

furnished new kinds of information, the interpretation of which seemed to many 

scholars to refute Wilcken’s views. Grenfell and Hunt33 noting that in the Teb- 

tunis tax-registers it was the &pTaPieia or variations upon it that most frequently 

appeared, believed that that tax must be regarded as the general land tax in Ptole- 

maic Egypt. They dismissed Wilcken’s similar claims for the eis THv €1y PPNV 

32. WO, pp. 194, 306, and 308. 
33. Tebtunis Papyri 1, pp. 38-40.   
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R: v 9 and related taxes as ‘ingenious,’ and suggested, on a prior: grounds, that eis Ty 
emypagnv could only be interpreted to mean ‘for the supplementary tax,’ 
post secondary to the main land tax, the &pTaBieia, 

an im- 

Heichelheim seems to have accepted Grenfell and Hunt’s opinion of the 
relationship between &pTafieia and eis Thv émiypaghv;34 Préaux certainly did, for 
she describes the eis v €miypagpnv as an ‘imposition supplementaire’ which 
alourdit les charges du paysan’.35 

Preisigke, on the other hand, seems to have accepted Wilcken’s view of the 
phrase eis THv €miypapnv—that it simply described payments made ‘towards the 
tax-receipts-account’, i.e., for the main land tax.36 And Tait, to judge from his 
brief but pointed remark37appended to his text of a receipt for payment of ninety 
artabs of wheat eis THv émiypaghy, held to Wilcken’s opinion in this respect—even 
though he, Tait, has contrived to read references to the &ptofieia on Diospolis 
Magna receipts (see above, p. 6). 

Tait further remarks, in reference to the text of a receipt not of the Diospolis 
Magna formula, that payments towards the &ptaPieia are found on receipts only 
from the later part of the Ptolemaic period.38 As he notes in that same place, 

Ptolemaic receipts exist that record payment for both é€miypaen and &pTafiefa; 
on such receipts, émiypagn is always mentioned first. 

On the basis of the Diospolis Magna receipts alone we can reject Grenfell 

and Hunt's interpretation of the relationship between &pTaPieia and émiypagn. 

In the first place, the émiypapn payments—and those Umep ToU Totou and without 
tax phrase, which we have shown reason to believe were identical with the 

€mypagn in significance—occurred in great number throughout the period spanned 

by the dates of these receipts. Payments for any form of &ptapieia, on the other 

hand, are not attested before 123. Unless we are to believe that, at least in 

Diospolis Magna, the main land tax was not assessed before 123, or that no 

receipts for it have been preserved when we have so many that record payment 

for a supposedly ‘secondary’ tax, we can only deduce that the main land tax in 

Diospolis Magna was in fact that described by the phrases of tax-phrase Groups 

One through Four. 

Although no single receipt of the Diospolis Magna formula records payment 

for both émiypagn and &ptaPieia, we have found reason to suppose that there may 

have been a distinction in the sense of those two tax phrases. - Since, as Tait 

points out, other receipts record payment for both émiypagr and dpTopreia, we 

may take it as certain that the sense of the two phrases was distinct. And the 

34. RE Suppl. VI, s.v. ‘sitos,’ p. 868. 

L’ économie royale, p. 132. 

36. Girowesen, p. 148. 
3 st ount here 
37. Ostraca in the Bodleian Library, p. 26, O. Bod. 150: The large im 1 

paid for émiypagn scarcely agrees with the theory, which seems at present to be generally 
2 ’ " accepted, that émiypagn means ‘extra tax’. 

8. Op.iert p. 43, 0. Bod: 1255,  
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&pToPieia appears only on the later Prolemaic receipts, while émiypagn is the 

earlier and more frequent. 

Whether either of these sorts of taxes—those described by tax-phrase Groups 

One through Four, or those related to the &pToPieia—represents the ékQopiov 

exacted from yewpyol BaoiAikol (land-rent from tenants of royal land), or rather 

a pbpos (tax) exacted from holders of yf év &péoel (privately-owned land)3? cannot 

be decided from the Ptolemaic receipts, since these neither use the term ékpopiov 

nor designate the status of the persons and lands on which they fall. 

Schwahn lists as examples of the éxpdpiov payments of the tax-phrases 

making up Groups One through Four; the &pTaPieia and the fraction-of-artab pay- 

ments he assigns to holders of temple land and of yf €v dqéoer.40 According to 

Rostovtzeff, the &pTapieia fell on cleruch and Bao1Aikds yewpyos alike. 41 

From the preponderance of Greek names among the tax-payers in every tax- 

phrase group of the Diospolis Magna granary receipts, I am inclined to believe 

that the receipts were issued to holders of yf| év &péoei—whether exclusively or 

or along with PagiAixoi yewpyol, I cannot say. If these imposts fell on holders 

of yf év &oioel, they were taxes—@opoi—rather than rent—éxpopilov. But, as Rosto- 

vtzeff suggests, and also Préaux, in assigning single taxes to cleruch and Pooi- 

Aikds yewpyds alike, the latter may have had to pay gopot as well as €kPOpP1OV; 

in that case, all the taxes described by receipts of the Diospolis Magna formula 

may have been paid by holders both of PaciAikn yf and of yf év &QeoEL. 

SECTION SEVEN: SUMMARY 

This study was begun under the premise that there remain, among the stores 

of surviving Ptolemaic materials, great numbers of documents that are generi- 

cally related, and whose contribution to our understanding of Ptolemaic society 

and economy cannot properly be discerned except as the information provided by 

by them is studied together, in sets. 

The Diospolis Magna granary receipts form such a group. Documents of a 

single kind, of a nearly-invariable formula, of one city and one century—any one 

is a fair example of its kind; any ten, randomly selected, a fair suggestion of 

the limits of the variability of the group. And still, each receipt furnishes in- 

formation—amounts, dates, names of taxpayers and of granary officials—whose 

significance can only be assessed in comparison with similar information from 

39. For a discussion of categories of land and landholders in Ptolemaic Egypt, see 

Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic World, pp. 1381 H. : 

40. Schwahn, RE V A, s.v. ‘Tele,’ pp. 272 and 287. 

4. Op.ictt., p.'286. 
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the other receipts. Modern notions of Ptolemmaic grain taxes and their administra- 
tion cannot fairly be tested by information from single, but only by information 
from all, the receipts. 

A study of related documents such as these furnishes two sorts of information. 
It provides a frame of reference by which to judge the significance of single docu- 
ments, whether those within the study itself, or others yet to be published. It 
further provides some bases for judging current opinion on matters of historical 
interest, supporting or controverting these opinions or, in some cases, supplying 
reasons for disqualifying the evidence of the related documents as irrelevant 
where they may previously have been appealed to as evidence. 

The information gathered in this study makes it possible to assess the 
significance of single Diospolis Magna granary receipts with respect to their 
dates and with respect to the amounts paid on them. It can easily be determined, 
for example, whether any single receipt is an early or a late example of the Dio- 

spolis Magna receipts in general or, in particular, of any subdivision of those 

receipts. It can likewise be determined whether any single receipt was paid 

early or late in the season, or whether it records a large or a small payment, 

compared to the majority, or with respect to any determined percentage, of the 

Diospolis Magna receipts in general, or of any set of them. 

On an even more basic level, the sort of information gathered here may help 

to established secure texts and dates for single receipts. The prosopography 

and chronology of receipt-writers and countersigners in Part Two, Section One 

may help to determine the reign to which any signed and dated receipt should be 

assigned. The general formulaic developments and idiosyncracies of individual 

writers noted in Part Two, Section Two, will make it possible, in some cases, to 

restore the texts of damaged receipts, and, in cases where the dates of receipts 

are entirely unreadable, to suggest an approximate date. The discussion of the 

correlation between superscript payments and payments in the main texts of the 

Diospolis Magna granary receipts (Part One, Section Eight) will make it poss'ible 

to judge from the size of a main-text payment what fraction ought to appear 1n a 

superscript—or, on rare occasions, to judge from the superscript fraction the 

general size of the main-text payment. " ; 

Much of the material gathered in this study has, of itself, some .hlstorlcal 

interest. The study, for example, of the functions of the granary officials (Part 

Two, Section One) who wrote and countersigned the Diospolis Magna pERnARy 

receipts indicates that there were several changes in the relationships of 

these two sorts of officials during the seventy-odd years spanned by the dates 

of the receipts. Awareness of such bureaucratic developments prevents our.acce[;t- 

ing such general assertions as that the writer of receipts can at all times be 

- ifi 
i i ifi as an 

identified as a o1ToAdyos or that the countersigner must be identified 

QVT1ypageUs. 
The analysis of the nationalities of taxpayers’ 

in supporting the general notion that nationalities we 

in the assessment of the kinds of taxes for which the 

receipts were issued; the prevalence of Greek names amon 

names is of some interest 

re not a determining factor 

Diospolis Magna granary 

g the taxpayers named  
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on these receipts indicates the extent to which second-century Diospolis had 

been hellenized— whether genetically or culturally we cannot determine from the 

receipts themselves. The relatively large amounts of grain paid by persons whose 

names are Greek indicate to what degree the hellenized portion of the population 

was economically advanced over the rest. 

But the chief areas of historical interest touched upon in this study are 

those concerned with the number and kind of taxes paid in Ptolemaic Egypt, 

and the method used in that period and at that place to pay and to collect those 

taxes. 

An analysis of the phrases used to describe the grain taxes for whose pay- 

ment the Diospolis Magna granary receipts were issued indicates that these pay- 

ments were exacted for only three sorts of taxes: Those recorded in superscripts 

marked iepoU Tupol or iepds kp1Bfg; those described as paid for some fraction of 

an artab; and those variously described as paid for the topos, for the tax-assess- 

ment for the topos, for some place whose name is recorded, or for a tax-year 

without any tax-phrase. This analysis substantially reduces the numbers of 

grain taxes commonly cited by scholars; further analysis alters the relationship 

commonly described between the artab-taxes and others. The receipts indicate 

that artab-taxes were introduced at a later date than those described by other 

phrases, and that they were less commonly assessed than the others. 

Scholars have commonly asserted that, in the Ptolemaic period, government 

officials extracted grain taxes in toto from the grower’s crop before that crop 

was released from the threshing floor. Among the surviving Diospolis Magna 

receipts, however, we find some that record multiple payments toward a single 

tax in a single year. The amounts of these multiple payments, moreover, are quite 

in line with amounts recorded where we know of only one payment made for the 

taxes .of a single year. We may therefore suppose that most of the Diospolis 

Magna receipts record, not the sum of, but only installments toward, the taxes 

of single years. 

The dates of the Diospolis Magna granary receipts, set out in a frequency 

chart arranged by the months of the Gregorian calendar, form a regular curve 

from March to September, with peak numbers of payment occurring in June 

and July. This indicates that, far from being submitted in the season of 

threshing, taxpayers’ installments toward their grain taxes were delivered to the 

granary during the course of some six months after the harvest. Payments of grain 

for taxes between the beginning of the regnal year and the season of harvest 

almost never occur except when they are submitted to make up arrears for the taxes 

of the preceding year. 
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[I. PERSONAL NAMES 

A. Granary Officials 

The letters S and CS after officials’ names refer to the chronological tables of 
signatures and countersignatures, above, pp. 47-51. The dates at which each 
official seems to have been active are given before the numbers of pages on 
which each is referred to. When a name is found both in signatures and in coun- 
tersignatures at about the same date, it may be considered that one individual 
has both issued and countersigned receipts of that period: So Antigenes S 13 
probably = Antigenes CS 18; Asclepiades S 7 probably = Asclepiades CS 11; 
Ptolemy the sitologus, S 8, probably = Ptolemy CS 16. Heraclides S 9, on the 
other hand, is probably not the same person as Heraclides CS 17; see above, 
p. 45. 

ApPpuwv, S 4, 157-153: 15, 20, 28, ‘Eppokpierns, CS 10, 153-151: 16, 20 
53,435 A4 AHb I GRL 44, 49, 53. 

Auevés®ns), S 10, 129-126: 16, 21, “Epuowv, S 6, 145: 26, 35, 44, 47, 52, 
36; 450 4BRSTINS0 53 68" 68. 

Apuwo(vios), S 11, 126-125: 21, 45, *HpaxAeidns, S 9, 140-131: 20, 26, 
48452, H3! 334 B85 45 4B SR 68 W) 

Appiovioss GSHIL 64" 25 44 49, ‘HpaxAeidng, CS 17, 140-131: 20, 21, 
AvTiyevrs, S 13, 123-119: 30, 45, 205380 (35, Gl MO0, 90 

525 53, 169¢ Mevels, CS S, 156: 15, 44, 49. 

AvTiyevrs, ‘CS 18.-123: 21, 45, 48, lilawas, St 30 162157 190 95 898 45 
DU D3 A4 AT SIS 631 

AvTioxos, S 16, 97-89: 16, 45, 49, llevickes: @S 4 160119 44 149 
51; 5268 Patous @S 20 164¢ 25, 407 

AvTimtarpos, €S 11,944 29, 44 50. flecu@): S 150 121 3145 SeA8 F o0, 

AmoAAwvios, S 12, 130-121: 21, 36, 59, 69 

45,465 48,51, 52,53 Petiesis, son of Portis, CS 3, 164- 

AmoAAdvios, CS 7, 159-153: 15, 16, 163: 19 25, 44,49 

20, 25, 28, 29, 44, 45, 49. Mod(pis), S S, 148-147: 26, 35, 44, 
AmoAAwwvios, CS 15, 140-131: 20, 4752068 

39,143,950, H3: MToAepxios, sitologus, S 8, 139-131: 

AckAnmi&dng, S 2, 163: 19, 43, 47, 21, 26, 33,35 45,48 18 JINsY 
51, 52, 68. 53, 68, 70. 

AokAnmiddns, S 7, 143: 16, 44, 48, MroAepaios, CS 8, 157-156: 15, 20, 
D25 9B 28, 29,44, 45, 46; 47, 4% 

AoxkAnmadns, CS 11, 144: 29, 44, Traleuaios; CS 16, 1368152¢ 205 35, 

90,05 A5% 46, ©0; 5. 

AtoxAfs, CS 12, 142: 20, 35, 44, ®idbTas, S 1, 164: 25, 43, 47, 52, 
20 O3t 68. 

‘Epu() Ap(), S 14, 119: 21, 45, 48, 
D25 53, 
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B. Other Names 

ARSias, f. of leofimos, 30, 66. 

ABSaios, f. of TToAAoUs, 25, 66. 

ApSiols, f. of Ziuwv, 28. 

ApifjAos, f. of SaupaTaios, 30. 

ApinoTos, f. of ‘lvdas, 25. 

ApéTos, 15. 

AyabokAfis Atovvaiou, 24, 37, 66. 

ANE Eavpos, f. of Aigidos, 24, 27, 

28, 37, 40, 66. 
ANéEavBpos, f. of Zaaos, 28, 38, 66. 

AAéEavSpos, f. of Xapidnuos, 24. 

Aupdvios ‘Epuiov, 24, 37. 

Appdovios ‘Eppogidou, 24, 31, 37, 

40. 

Aupdovios Malpwvos, 24. 

AtmoAAdvios Tlpaiou, 24. 

‘Apmon(pros), 18. 

ApTepidwpos, f. of TaroeoUs, 28, 55. 

AoxAnmiadns, 24, 37. 

Bnoais ZiooiTou, 24. 
AnunTpros *Eveoeou, 32. 

ArovUoios , f. of AyaBoxAfis, 24, 37, 

66. 

ArovUoios Xaipnuovos, 34, 66. 

Arookoupidns Kapoupiwvos, 18. 

Alpihos Ale€avdpou, 24, 27, 28, 

B 40, .66 

Awpiwv, f. of Ocwv, 34. 

Adpos, f. of Adpos, 24, 28. 

A&pos, f. of Kévwv, 33. 

A&pos Awpou, 24, 28. 

Awaoibeos, f. of ‘EAANV, 24, 30. 

AwotBeos Moy patou, 30, 64, 66. 
AwotBeos TTuppov, 24, 66. 

AwotBeos Ya....., 18. 

“EAAnv AwoiBeou, 24, 30. 

*Eveoeos, f. of AnunTpios, 32. 

"Emradvng, 25. 

Ep1els, f. of TleTevepadrns, 25. 

‘Epuics, f. of Aupdvios, 24, 37. 

‘Epuias, f. of Efpwv, 18. 

‘Epuias TMToAepaiou, 18. 

‘EpuoxAfis, f. of ‘HpaxAeidns, 24, 34, 

38, 40, 53. 

‘Epuogidos, f. of Appdovios, 24, 31, 

37, 40. 

“Epudpiios ‘Hpaxheldou s kai Goti- 

un(), 34, 64, 66. 

E¥Tuyidns Avotuayou, 24. 

‘HpaxAeidns, f. of ‘Eppopthos, 34, 64, 

66. 

‘HpaxAeidns, f. of ‘HpaxAeidns, 32, 

66. 

‘HpaxAeidns ‘Epuoxiéous, 24, 28, 33, 

34, 38, 40, 55, 66. 

‘HpaxAeidns ‘HpaxAeiSou, 32, 66. 

‘HpaxAetos, 34. 

‘HpakAfs, 25, 38. 

QaponTds, f. of BeoSoTos, 24. 

BeodoTos, 24. 

BeoboTos OaponTol, 24. 

QedypnoTos Zahauivios, 24. 

Qéwv Awpiwvos, 34. 

GoTiun(), 34, 64. 

’l&lopos, f. of Ziuwv, 18. 

’ldowv, f. of ’lacwv, 24. 

’l&owv ‘lagovos, 24. 

’lvEas APinoTov, 25. 

lodxis STpdTwvos, 18, 30, 66. 

"lot8wpos, f. of ZwrpaTng, 24, 64. 

"loootjros APSarou, 30, 66. 

KaAAias MevfjTos, 18. 

Kapoupiwv, f. of Atookoupidns, 16. 

Keauains, f. of MeAaias, 28. 

KegaA...., 18. 

KepdAwv, f. of Tl.....os, 18. 

Kévwv Adpov, 33, 38, 55. 

NoAfjvis, f. of ZehoTAis, 32. 

Avoopotv TaTtupews, 18. 

Aucavias, 24. 

Avoipayos, 15, 18. 

Avoiuayos, f. of EUTUXiSTS, 24. 

Mevfis, f. of KaAAias, 18. 

Mnvédwpos, f. of ZTpdTwv, 18, 24, 

38, 40. 

      
 



      

NexBuwvlns YevBwTou, 24, 66. 
NouBiwv Quiou, 18. 

Nouunvios TTaxeAAoUTos, 30. 

=evwv f. of SwoTpaTos, 28. 

‘Opbeas, f. of Opbeas, 30. 

‘Opbeas "Opbeou, 30. 

ER s, os ‘Hpa() Potvoi(pios), 18. 
Mo ou KepaAwvos, 18. 

MabwuTtng MoxvouPios, 28. 

MakeAAoUs, f. of Noupnvios, 30. 

Mavexarng, f. of Mauoipis, 24. 
lMaviokos, f. of TlpoiTos, 33, 38, 40. 

[avkpfis Xeoiw...., 24. 
TMatoeols, 25, S5. 

[atoeols ApTepidwpou, 28. 

MoatUuis, f. of AvoaupoUv, 18. 

MMavpwv, f. of Appwvios, 24. 

[Tavoipis TMaveyaTou, 24. 

[TayvoUBis, f. of TaBwuTns, 28. 

Mayxpatns, f. of AwoiBeos, 30, 64, 66. 

[TeeuTrg, f. of TTikoAaos, 18. 

[TeAaias Keapaious, 28. 

Mepkds YevBwTou, 30, 66. 

[Teppds Yevywvoios, 25, 38. 

[TeTaAos, 24. 

eTeapofi(p1s), 25, 38. 

[Tetenoios Yevooipios, 31, 32. 

MetevepaoBns ‘Epiews, 25. 

MikdAaos MeeUTou, 18. 

Matwv Zau...., 24. 

MMuevwid..., 25. 

[ToAAoUs APRSaiou, 25, 66. 

Mpa&ias, f. of AmoAAwvios, 24. 

[MpoiTos IMaviokou, 33, 38, 40, SS. 

[TToAepaios, f. of ‘Epuiag, 18. 

MMuppos, f. of Awoibeos, 24, 66. 

2aAauivig, f. of GeoxpnoTos, 24. 

2O f. of TTAaTwv, 24. 

2auBaTaios APinAou, 30. 

2eloUA1s AoAnvios, 32. 

Zipwv, f. of 20AokTos, 18. 

>1pwv APRSiouTos, 28. 

S ipwv ‘Epuiou, 18. 

2ipwv ‘lalépou, 18. 

21wy ‘Qpaiou, 18. 
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2ig0itos, f. of Bnoadis, 24. 
20MokTos Siuwvos, 18. 
21paTtv, f. of ’lodkis, 18, 30, 66. 
21paTwy, f. of ZTpdTwv, 18, 24, 66. 
2Tpatwv Mnvoddpov, 18, 24, 38, 40. 
2TpaTwv ZTp&Twvos, 18, 24, 66. 
2wkpatns ‘loidwpou, 24, 64. 
2&oos AleEavdpou, 28, 38, 66. 
2WOTPATOS =evwvos, 28. 
Smooe, - 18 

Tpugwv, 24. 

Oihimrmos, f. of OiAtrmos, 32. 

OrArmrros GiAiTou, 32. 

Domyounisiif of It i | ostiEpw (), 18, 

Xaipuwv, f. of Atovioios, 34, G4. 

Xopidnuos AAeEavdpou, 24. 
Xeoiw...., f. of Tavkpfs, 24. 

Wevaisii: 28 380 

EvalloUvis, if. of ... .0Uais, 18 

YevBels, 25. 

YevBotns, f. of NexBudwvins, 24, 66. 
YevBétng, f. of Tlepxds, 30, 66. 

YevBaotns, 24, 38, 66. 

Yevooipis, f. of TleTenoios, 32. 

Yevydvois, f. of TTepu&uis, 25, 38. 

"Quias, f. of NouPiwv, 18. 

‘Qpaios, f. of Zipwv, 18. 

...auo1s Yevauouvios, 18. 
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References to Diospolis Magna, which appears o 

Indices 

II. PLACE NAMES 

through Eight, are not cited here. 

Au(udoveiov) / Au(bviov) iepds vn- 

oou TMoavepolvews, 32. 

‘lep& vijoos, 28. 

*lep& vijoos TMoavepouvews, 32. 

KotrTitos (TOoTos? ), 28, 29. 

Nfioos: ‘lep& vfjoos, 28. 

‘lep& viioos TToavepouvews, 32. 

Nfioos TTto(Aepaiou), 29. 

Nficos Tponpews, 29. 

Nficos Tuevmapd, 28. 

n every document in Groups One 

MaBuprtos (Tomos? ), 29. 

TMaBuprTos Nfjgos Tuwvtrapd, 28. 

TToavepoUvews vijoos, 32. 

TMoavepouvis, 29. 

TMto(epaiou) vijoos, 29. 

Tuonpews viijgos, 29. 

Tuwvtape vijoos, 28. 

[II. DOCUMENTS OF THE DIOSPOLIS MAGNA FORMULA 

References in Part I of this work are given to the Group (cited below as One, 

Two, etc.) to which each document i 

tables within that Group. 
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BGU 

BGU 

BGU 

BGU 

BGU 

BGU 

BGU 
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0
0
0
0
 

0
o
o
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1426: 

1428: 

1430: 

1431: 

1432: 

1433: 

1446: 

1445 

Ash. 6: 

Ash. 7: 

149: 

150: 

157 

152: 

1533 

One. 

Two, Eight. 

Two. 

Two. 

Two. 

Two. 

Seven. 

Seven, pp. 55, 70. 

Two, p. 69. 

Five, p. 6. 

Cam. 10: Two. 

Cam. 11: Three, Eight, p. 44. 

Cam. 137: Eour. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

idthreel p& 5o, 

shhreel Dt 551 

Two. 

Three. 

Three, pp- 6, 54, 55. 

s assigned. Each is cited repeatedly in the 

Bod. 

Bod. 

0
P
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
P
O
R
O
R
O
E
O
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 Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 
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Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

Bod. 

154: 

1593 

156: 

157 

158: 

159: 

160: 

161" 

162: 

163: 

164: 

165: 

166: 

167: 

168: 

169: 

170: 

171 

173 

173 

Two. 

Two. 

Two. 

Two. 

Two. 

Two. 

Two, pp- D3, D8: 

Four. 

One, pp- 54, 55. 

One, pp. 54, 55- 

One, p. 44. 

One, p. 44. 

Two, Eight, p. 44. 

Seven, Eight. 

Two, Eight. 

Three, p: 5> 

Three, Eight. 

Three, Eight. 

Three. 

Two, Eight. 
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SB 8039: 

WO 702: 

WO 704: 

WO 709: 

WO 718: 

WO 721: 

WO 723: 

174: Three, Eight. 

175: Three, Eight, pp. 39, 

176: Three, Eight, p. 44. 
177: Seven. 

178: Three. 

179: Seven, p. 64. 

180: Two, Eight, pp. 39, 54, 

181: Two. 

183 Two, b: 54. 

184: Two. 

185: Two. 

186: Two, p. 64. 

187: Two. 

188: One. 

189: One. 

190: Two, Eight. 

194: One, pp. 54, 55. 

195: Five, p. 6. 

199: One. 

200: Iwo, p. 55. 

43: One. 

46: Two. 

50: One. 

Queens 2: One. 

Strassb. 314: Four, p. 44. 

Strassb. 316: One, Eight. 

Strassb. 317: Two. 

Strassb. 318: 

Strassb. 319: Two. 

Strassb. 320: Four, p. 44. 

Two, Eight. 

16: Five, pp. 53, 58. 

22: One. 

272 kwo, p. 55. 

Two. 

S1x;Ipp. 405 552 

Eive,p. 6. 

Three. 

One. 

Four. 

Four. 

Indices 

WO 724. 

WO 725: 

WO 726: 
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WO 728: 
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WO 1527: 

WO 1529: 

K@ 1533: 
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Two, pp. 54. 55, 
Two. 

©One \pp. 53 54 55 
Four. 

One. 

Four. 

Two. 

Theee, pp. 54,55, 
Ehree op. .54 55 

1wo, Eight. pp. 39, 5%4. 5%, 
Seventinp 54155 
wo, p. 55 

Two, Eight, p. 55. 

Two, Eight, pp. 39, 55. 
wo, p. 55, 

%0 pp 03, 04, 350 

Five, p. 69. 

Two. 
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Sixe, Eipht, bp. 40, 55, 

Two. 

One. 

Four. 

Seven. 
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Two, Eight. 

Two. 

Five, p. 69. 
Five, p. 56. 
Seven. 

IV. OTHER DOCUMENTS 
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S Yale 
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255: p. 71. 

55: pp- 4, 63. 
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UPZ 164.3: p. 47. 
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Indices 

V. SUBJECT INDEX 

  

Amount paid for taxes in grain: Cf. Groups One through Eight, Tables 1-8, 

pp- 55-58, 61, 65567 

Abbreviations in formula of receipts: pp. 51-54. 

in names of granary officials: p. 53. 

Antigrapheus: p. 46. 

Asses: pp. 58-59, 65. 

Collection of taxes in grain: pp. 4, 54-55, 61-63. 

Countersignatures, chronological list: pp. 49-51. 

alphabetical list: Cf. Index L 

Crops paid for taxes: pp. 56257161, 64: 6V 

Genematophylakes: pp. 62-63. 

Formula of Diospolis Magna granary receipts: Cf. Groups One through Eight, 

pp: 51-54. 

Granary officials, chronological lists: pp. 47-51. 

alphabetical list: Cf. Index L. 

as writers and signers of receipts: pp. 43-47. 

Granary receipts, editions of: pp. 5-6. 

Harvest, season of: p. 59. 

Inundation, season of: pp. 4, 62. 

Late payment of taxes: pp. 56, 61, 64. 

Multiple payments towards taxes: pp. 53-54, 54-55, 58. 

Personal names, nationality of among granary officials: p. 43. 

among taxpayers: pp. 64-65, 67. 

see: Countersignatures, Granary officials, 

tures, Taxpayers. 

Place Names: Cf. Index II. 

Signatures, chronological list: pp. 47-49. 

alphabetical list: Cf. Index L. 

Sitologos: p. 46. 

Taxes in grain, kind and number of: pp. 38-40, 67-72. 

Taxes in grain, method of collection: pp. 4, 54-55, 61-63. 

Taxpayers, list of: Cf. Index IIL 

nationalities of names: pp. 63-66. 

Transport of grain to granary: pp. 58-59. 

signa- 
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TABLE 9 

Chi-Square Medians Test Showing a High Degree of Difference 
between the Number of Superscripted Receipts Recording Below- 
the-Median Lower-Text Payments and Those Recording Above- 
the-Median Lower-Text Payments 

  
  

  
  

                

WITH NO 
LOWER-TEXT SUPER- SUPER- 
PAYMENTS SCRIPT SCRIPT | TOTALS 

: b 13 14 OVER MEDIAN 75 9.5 %7 4.03 1555 

UNDER MEDIAN 2 25 ; 27 2.70 1.04 
D 19.5 . ' 

TOTALS 15 ae 54 

x2=9.32 

.01>p>.001 

TABEE 106 

Chi-Square Medians Test Showing that the Sums of Installments 

Paid by Single Persons for the Taxes of Single Years Are Signi- 

ficantly Higher with Respect to their Median than Single Payments 

Paid by Single Persons 

     
        

  

  

  

        
  

OVER 
MEDIAN' | MEDIAN JTOTALS 

SINGLE PAYMENTS 63 .3889 | .3889 

SUMS OF INSTALLMENTS 15 1.6333 |1.6333 

78 TOTALS 

 



  

TABLE L1 

Chi-Square Medians Test Showing No Significant Difference 

Between Sizes of Current Payments in Barley and Wheat 

  

  

  

  

        
    

OVER UNDER 
MEDIAN | MEDIAN |TOTALS 

42 41 
WHEAT 71.5 1.5 83 .006 .006 

BARLEY 6 7 13 006 006 
6.5 65 i ' 

TOTALS 48 48 96 

x2=.088 
8>po 

TABLE 12 

Chi-Square Test Showing Significant Difference Between Sizes 

of Payments of Wheat for Late and for Current Taxes 

    

        

   

  

  

  

  

      
  

OVER UNDER 
MEDIAN | MEDIAN | TOTALS 

CURRENT WHEAT 83 2951} .295] 

LATE WHEAT . 17 1.4412 |1.4412 

TOTALS 50 \ 100 ' 

x7—:3.4726 

i1 prziiy 

TABLE 135 

Size of Current Wheat Payments in the Eight Tax-Phrase Groups 

8 

  

  
1 + 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 

6.86 i7.14 '} 2067} 28:21 2 [.23] 
  
              

  

¢ honiavleaiagiving - g ) 11761     
  

 



      

TABLE 149 

Kruskal-Wallis Test Showing No Significant Difference Between 

Current Wheat Payment Sizes in the Seven Tax-Phrase Groups 

  

        

1 2 3 4&6# 5 7 

16 2 8 %1 155 10 
17 4.5 54 14.5 67 29 19 

25 8. 2 22 76 | 30 24 
36 2. 9% 26 82 54 B 

43 15 60 44 158 49 

53 19 61 46 0. 

80 235 164 58 

81 66 62.5 

420 31.5 68 65 
o 33 69 73 

34 7l 74.5 

50 2 83 

95 745 | L 
295 7 
4] 78 

4279 

1651     
  

2 2 2 2 2 

> &+£.z+5+@.+_fs_+zi]~3<N+n 
NN+ o, ny 0y D, 05 0y 

;2 212060.25+2725801 +443556+88804+24964+63756.25]_3(84) 

83(84) 11 38 15 5 6 8 

6.9866 

B> pe2 

 



     

          

    

    

TABLE (15 

Chi-Square Medians Test Showing No Significant Difference 

Between Amounts Paid for Current Wheat Taxes in the Various 

Tax-Phrase Groups 

TOTATLS 
  

GROUP 1 1 

  

   
    

  

    

    

  

    

  

   

  

   

    

   

  

    

     
    
   

  

  

GROUP 2 
  

GROUP 3 
  

GROUPS 4 & 6 
  

  

GROUP 5 
  

    GROUP 7         

      TOTALS 

  

x2=5.68 
P> 

TABLE 16 

    

Chi-Square Medians Test Showing No Significant Difference 

Between Sizes of Current Wheat Payments in Successive Chrono- 

logical Periods 

   

  

   

    
OVER UNDER 

MEDIAN MEDIAN 

il 1 
164—-150 0.5 

148—130| 1’ 11 

       TOTALS 
  

  

   

    

  

    

    
    

  

  

  

129-119 
          
        TOTALS 

X2:2.4102 

S5 p>i5
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TABLE 15 

Kruskal-Wallis Test Showing Significant Variation Between 

Distributions of Dates of Payments in Various Tax-Phrase Groups 

1 2 3 5 7 

I Bl 20 92 2225 

D 34.5 20.5 45 34.5 

10 3 24 41 

11 41 29 52 

12 43 34.5 65 

46 34.5 65 
25 47.5 38 . 68.5 

44 13.5 51 39 348.5 

53 15 54 41 

16: 5D 
17 56 

184 Y 65 

O 558 67 
2l 59 il 

26,62 72 

¥ 0 Laus 
290013 

29 1140.5 

12 TAES Rl R 
[ ‘+—3+—r‘~+—r—‘+—r—]— 3(N+1) 

N Db o o8 

  

        
73(74) L 10 35 15 6 

12 [?1009+A1300740.25<+445556.25<F88506;35+_Lfl;g;;;g
fl__3(74) 

11.40248 
05>p>.02 

TABLE 19 

Chi-Square Test Showing Significant Difference Between Seasons 

of Payment in Tax-Phrase Groups One Through Three 

TOTALS 

  
  

  
  

GROUP 2 

  
  

        
  

   



TABLE 70 

Chi-Square Medians Test Showing No Significant Difference in 

Sizes of Payments Made in Different Seasons 

AT OR 

OVER UNDER 
MEDIAN MEDIAN |TOTALS 

    

5 11 
APRIL-MAY 11 

    

JUNE—JULY 

    

AUGESEPF                 TOTALS 

x2=1.30 

Bpr.2 

TABLE 21 

Chi-Square Test Showing Significant Difference in Season of 

Payment During Successive Chronological Periods 

APRIL—| JUNE- AUG— 
4w JULY SEPT | TOTALS 

    

164-150 

148-130 

4 14 
5.82 

  

  

  

129-119 

118-88 

4.81 
  

        

  

TOTALS 

2.44 

1O         
x2=13.3299 
.05>p>.02 
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TABLE 25 

Chi-Square Test Showing No Significant Difference Between 
Proportions of Wheat to Other-Grain Payments Made by Taxpayers 
with Greek and Other Names 

    NAMES |TOTALS 
  

    

          

WHEAT 73 L0507 | 1407 

RAREEY, [HLC. 10 .3704 [1.0274 

TOTALS 83 

x2=1.7780 

2pe 

TABLE 26 

Chi-Square Test Showing No Significant Difference Between 

| Proportions of Current to Late Wheat Payments Made by Taxpayers 

with Greek and Other Names 

  
  

  

  

        

  

| LATE 1186 1 .2727 

CURRENT .0260 | .0597 

TOTALS   

  

x2=.4770 
D opais 

 



        

   

  

TABLE 27 

  

   

  

GREEK OTHER 

NAMES NAMES |TOTALS 

APR & 3 11 

EARLIER 
  

MAY 

JUNE 

Y. 

AUG & 
LATER 

YEAR OR   MORE LATE 

TOTALS 

  

    

  

  

   

  

    

    

Tax-Phrase Groups 

GREEK 
NAMES 

10 
GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

    

    

      

1.83 

11 

     26 

¥ 2=1.2093 

.95>p>.9 

OTHER 
NAMES 

   

24 

TABLE 28 

  

277 

  

14 

90 

TOTALS 

Chi-Square Test Showing No Significant Difference Between 

Seasons of Payments by Persons with Greek and Other Names 

     

  

  

.0051 .0125 
  

  

  

  

   
  

.0474 

    

    .0117 

  

  

.0051    

  

.0125 

  

  

.1841 
   

  

.4587 

  

1227     22951     

  

  

Chi-Square Test Showing No Significant Difference Between 

Proportions of Greek to Other Names Among Taxpayers in Various 

       

  

  

  

  

  

GROUP 3 

    

  

  

GROUPS 4 & 6 

    

  

  

GROUP 5 

    

  

  

GROUP 7 

    

  

  

GROUP 8 

  

   20   .0990 
   

.2810     
    TOTALS 

         

        

  

¥ 2=3.7209 
18 D 

119 

  

       

 



TABLE 29 

Chi-Square Test Showing No Significant Difference Between 
Proportions of Greek, Egyptian, and Other Names Among Tax- 
payers in Tax-Phrase Groups One, Two, Three 

GREEK 
NAMES NAMES |TOTALS 

    
    
      

          

   

v 
  

  

  

  

  
  

          
  

GROUP 1 3 16 11651 Jr.0406 2.4124 

GROUP 2 44 0170 b.os91 1 G227 

GROUP 3 16 .0349 | .0408 | .0537 
kv 

TOTALS l 76 

x2=3.1296 
=P 

TABLE 30 

Chi-Square Test Showing No Significant Difference Between 

Proportions of Greek to Other Names Among Taxpayers During 

Successive Chronological Periods 

        
  

  

  

  

  

          
        

GREEK | OTHER 
NAMES NAMES |TOTALS 

164—150 25 145070 3574 
1 

148—130 B2 .7858 | 1.9386 

e 

129-119 26 .1216 | .3000 

118—88 1 .0880 | .2173 

TOTALS 74 30 104 

x2=3.9537 
33> P> 

 



TABLE 351 

Runs Test Showing Random Distribution of Greek and Other 

Names in Chronological Order on Dated Receipts 

Number of Receipts =N =102 

Number of Greek Names =n,=66 

Number of Other Names =n, = 36 

Number of Runs=r=41 

2n 
= __1_&4_ 1 

n,+1, 
e N e 

’2nlr1212n]nz~nl—n25 

Zn,+nn$21nl+nz =) 

_(2(66)(36) 
- (66+36 *9 

(66)(36)[2(66)(36)-66-36) 

(66+36)*(56+36-1) 

= -1.4795 
  
  

7 >~ 1.48; p=1(2)(.0694)= .1388 

TABLE 32 

Chi-Square Test Showing Significant Difference Between Amounts 

Paid for Grain Taxes by Taxpayers with Greek and Other Names 

AT OR 

OVER 

MEDIAN MEDIAN | TOTALS 
  

GREEK NAMES 44 
  

  OTHER NAMES     
  

TOTALS 

X2=11.4156 

.001>p>.0005  
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