
 



 
 

 
 

&
%
 

g
 

%
 

e
 

a
fi
.
d
fi
 
g
y
 

o
 
.
%
@
w
 

7 
\
\
«
v
\
\
f
»
 

o
 
o
 

T
P
 , 

. 
L
 

e S > = e 
=
 

>
 
e
 

O
E
=
 

@ 
o
 

5
%
 

3.2 
b
 

n
 

£
6
 

25 
w
 

o 

    
   
 

 





 



AMERICAN STUDIES IN PAPYROLOGY 

 



For 

Prof. Naphtali Lewis 

ayaddL TomTu 
{dudTNG avTOoYEdLAC WV 

 



=
 

AMERIEANSTHUDIESEINERARYR O @G 

NA@IB TV EA G RN 

“IMPERIAL ESTATES 
IN ROMAN EGYPT 

GEORGE M. PARASSOGLOU 

ADOLF M. HAKKERT - AMSTERDAM « MCMLXXVIII  



Set in Times Roman by Fotron S.A., Athens 

Printed in Greece 

Published for 

THE AMERICAN SOCIETY OF PAPYROLOGISTS 

by 
ADOLF M. HAKKERT 

Calle Alfambra 26 

Las Palmas G.C., Spain 

Copyright 1978 A.M. Hakkert 

1.S.B.N. 90 256 0744 6 
1.S.B.N. 90 256 0754 3 

 



Preface 

I have but few points to clarify or emphasize in advance, for if this study does not succeed in 

justifying itself in the eyes of the reader, it is pointless that I undertake to do so here myself. My 

aim has not been to add another work to the roster of books and articles on the imperial estates 

throughout the empire. My purpose has been much more modest and limited: I deal only with 

Egypt, and only with the period during which the emperors were in fact personal owners of private 

property in that province. This is not the first time that such a study has been undertaken, nor will 

it be the last. In some areas I repeat or reinforce the opinions of my predecessors; in many others I 

offer a different approach and, hopefully, a more plausible interpretation. Throughout this work I 
have tried to guide myself by two strong beliefs: that certainties are luxuries a papyrologist ought 

to learn to live without; and that it is always more advantageous to the progress of knowledge to 

confess ignorance than to construct false edifices. 

A slightly different version of this study was presented as a dissertation to the Faculty of the 

Graduate School of Yale University in November 1972. To Professor Ramsay MacMullen, who 

supervised the writing of it, I am grateful for helping me glimpse something of Roman history, a 

history which as a Hellenist and a philologist I had always neglected; for trying to make my 

English readable; and for forcing me, time and again, to elucidate various points and to avoid lack 

of precision or of documentation. To Professor Naphtali Lewis, who suggested that I undertake 

this study, I am grateful for showing me my first papyrus and teaching me how to read it; for 

revealing to me a new and strange wonderland; and for offering me a large number of improved 

readings and of various suggestions, all of which I gratefully incorporated in my text. To both I 

tender my warmest thanks. 

My thanks are also due to many other scholars whose assistance has proven invaluable. 

Some supplied me with offprints or copies of their work; others with photographs or transcripts of 

published as well as unpublished papyri; all took time to offer me help and advice. I am 

particularly grateful to Dr. R. A. Coles, Prof. J. F. Gilliam, Prof. H. G. Gundel, Mrs. S. Kambitsis, 

Prof.J. G. Keenan, Dr. H.-C. Kuhnke, Miss G. Matheson, Prof. W. Miiller, Dr. G. Poethke, Prof. 

J. Scherer, Prof. J. Schwartz, Prof. R. Seider, Prof. E. Seidl, Mr. T. C. Skeat, Prof. A. Tomsin, 

Prof. E. G. Turner, Dr. C. Voigt, Prof. H. C. Youtie, and the Trustees of the British Museum, 

London. 

Athens, 

December 1972 G M. P. 
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   Abbreviations 

For papyrological publications the standard abbreviations have been employed and should 

cause no difficulties. The non-expert may consult E. G. Turner, Greek Papyri. An Introduction, 

1968, pp. 154 ff.,or M. David and B. A. van Groningen, Papyrological Primer, 1965, pp. 6~ ff. As 

a rule all corrections recorded in BL (=F. Preisigke et al., Berichtigungsliste der griechischen 

Papyrusurkunden aus Agypten, 1922-69), are assumed as having been incorporated into the 

texts; later corrections, or ones that require comment, are given full documentation. 

A number of unpublished papyri have been used for this dissertation, and are collected here 

for the reader’s convenience. Prof. J. Scherer presented me with the late R. Rémondon’s 

transcripts, and subsequently with photographs of P. Sorbonne inv. 2364, 2367 and 2370, also 

known as P. Weill inv. 104, 108 and 114. He was also kind enougn to undertake a long and 

tedious, and unfortunately unproductive, search for the Louvre papyrus mentioned by 

Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 121. Prof. A. Tomsin kindly gave me information regarding P. Berl. inv. 

11534, 11550 recto, 11550 verso, and 11561 recto, and allowed me to use the numbers assigned 

them by the late T. Kalén for their forthcoming publication, supervised by Prof. Tomsin, namely 

P. Berl. Leihg. 29, 31, 33 and 37. Dr. G. Poethke presented me with a full transcript of P. Berl. 

inv. 11529, a section of SB 10512 which he will soon publish in APF. Finally, Mrs. Kambitsis, who 

is preparing an edition of the carbonized papyri from Thmouis, was kind enough to send me long 

transcripts of P. Reinach inv. 2062, of two small scraps, frs. 14 and 36, of the collection of the 

Académie des Inscriptions et Belles Lettres, Paris, and of P. Bibl. Nationale de Paris, Suppl. gr. 

1374, frs. 44 and 48a-b. [See below, Addenda.] 
With regards to non-papyrological publications, standard abbreviations have been also 

used. For the works of Greek and Latin classical authors see LSJ (= Liddell-Scott-Jones, A 

Greek-English Lexicon, 9th ed., 1940) and Oxford Latin Dictionary, 1968-. For periodicals and 

serial publications the abbreviations in use in L’année philologique have been employed 

whenever possible; for these, as well as for references consisting of the author’s last name plus a 

catchword from the title, see the Bibliography at the end of this work, where all abbreviations are 

expanded. 

The following are additional cases: 

@6 Corpus inscriptionum Graecarum. Berlin, 1828-77. 

@l . Corpus inscriptionum Latinarum. Berlin, 1863-. 

DEAR Dizionario epigrafico di antichita romane. 

IGRR R. Cagnat et al., Inscriptiones Graecae ad res Romanas pertinentes. Paris, 

IONRIEPVE 
IRIRGERIRS Prosopographia imperii Romanisaec. I, II, III. 1sted., E. Klebs, H. Dessau, 

P. de Rohden. Berlin, 1897-98. 2nd ed., E. Groag, A. Stein, L. Petersen. 

Berlin/Leipzig, 1933-. 

SDHI Studia et documenta historiae et iuris. 

Dessau, ILS H. Dessau, Inscriptiones Latinae selectae. Berlin, 1892-1916. 
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Chapter One 

Origins and Terminology 

Augustus’ brilliant victory off Actium and his subsequent conquest of Egypt, accomplished 

with relative ease, made him undisputed ruler of the largest and richest grain-producing area in 

antiquity. From August of 30 B.C. to January of 27 B.C., when he relinquished his extraordinary 

war powers and at which time he probably surrendered as well his possession of Egypt to the 

aerarium, Augustus ruled Egypt as an absolute monarch.' Directly or indirectly (through his first 

two prefects, C. Cornelius Gallus and Aelius Gallus), he initiated a far-reaching reorganization of 

the administrative machinery and the economy — a reorganization which was still in progress as 

late as the prefecture of C. Petronius (24-1 B.C.). 

Although thwarted in his attempt to display Cleopatra as the crowning touch of his triumph 

planned for 29 B.C., Augustus succeeded in securing her private fortune, a treasure by all 

accounts immense. Estimated at over one billion sesterces, accumulated over three centuries of 

Ptolemaic autocracy, and lately augmented by the confiscations carried out by Cleopatra after her 

defeat, its loss was a serious blow to the economy of Egypt, but its capture of paramount 

importance to Augustus. He was in great need of ready money and the treasure enabled him not 

only to repay the considerable loans advanced to him prior to and during his campaign against M. 

Antonius, but also to discharge other heavy obligations: large bounties to his generals and 

officers; land for his soldiers’ colonization (none, it should be noted, within the borders of Egypt) 

and the promised bonuses; a donative of four hundred sesterces to each of approximately a 

quarter of a million members of the plebs of Rome; and probably the repairs of the temples 

undertaken in 28 as well as the cost of the games of the triumph of 29 B.C. Augustus’ fear that 

Cleopatra might carry out her threat and burn this vast fortune together with herself in her 

mausoleum was indeed understandable. 

1. Immediately upon this surrender, of course, Egypt was Abbott and A. C. Johnson, Municipal Administration in the 

returned to him as an imperial province, for him to govern and Roman Empire, 1926, p. 34), is to introduce a dangerous 

administer through an equestrian procurator as he saw fit. The 

idea, however, that Augustus considered Egypt as his private 

domain, and that subsequent emperors followed him in this, is 

quite wrong. This is not the meaning of the famous passage of 

the Res gestae: Aegyptum imperio populi Romani adieci(5.24), 

or of Velleius’ well-known assertion that the annual revenues 

from Egypt in aerarium reditus contulit (2.39); cf. CILIV 701, 

702=Dessau, ILS 91, Aegypto in potestatem populi Romani 

redacta. See briefly Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 28 f. Hence, to 

consider the ovotomde Aéyog (on which below, Chapter IT) as ““a 

curious sort of imperial patrimony within Egypt, which as a 

whole was regarded as a personal possession of the crown” (E.F. 

differentiation between Egypt and the other provinces which 
did not exist. The current, and I believe correct, theory sees 

Roman rule in Egypt not as a simple continuation of the 
monarchic administration of the Ptolemies, but as an effort to 

incorporate this important province into the empire. See now N. 
Lewis, ““Greco-Roman Egypt’: Fact or Fiction?”” Amer. Stud. 

in Pap. 7, 1970, pp. 3 ff. 
2. I follow on the whole the persuasive arguments of T. 

Frank, “On Augustus and the Aerarium,” JRS 23, 1933, pp. 

143 ff., and Rome and Italy of the Empire, pp. 7 ff. On 

Cleopatra’s threat see Dio Cass., 51.8.5.  
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As for the second, and more durable, part of the conquest, the very land of Egypt, Augustus 

introduced some important changes. Approximately 800,000 km? (or ca. 300,000,000 arourae) 

were added to the empire with the bite of an asp, of which only about 20,000 km? (or ca. 

7,000,000 arourae) were cultivated or cultivable, the remainder being inhospitable desert. The 

tax revenue in grain from this land, however, was of greatimportance to Augustus and was sorely 

needed in Rome. Changes made by the Romans in the Ptolemaic administration of land were 

designed to curb the influence of the priesthood, to encourage the development of private 

ownership of land (at least to the extent that this was possible and practical, i.e. profitable, in 

Egypt), but above all to change the basic structure of the country from a Ptolemaic kingdom to a 

Roman province which, regardless of the peculiarities that persisted, was brought into line with 

the rest of the empire.’ 
The royal or domain land, the y1j facihxn which the Ptolemies had taken over from the 

pharaohs with little change, was now taken over by the Romans en bloc. It was transformed into 

ager publicus, as Roman law regarding the territories of conquered peoples dictated, and was 

placed under the control of the prefect and his immediate subordinate in charge of fiscal 

responsibilities, the dioiketes. Its administration was the primary function of the dioixnoig, the 

Egyptian fiscus. To this, by far the largest portion of cultivated and cultivable land, there was 

added the y# dmuooia, a category which still remains obscure.* The administration of these two 

categories was identical, however, and any distinction between them, if indeed one was ever 

strongly felt, ceased to exist, and the terms faocihixy and dnuoaoia took on the same meaning of 
public or fiscal land. 

In reality, of course, this was little more than an alteration in nomenclature. The lot of the 

local Egyptian tenant, the faothixdg or dMudorog yeweyods who leased and farmed the land, did 

not change with regard to his legal or economic status. The cultivation of the land and the 

exploitation of the fellahin remained basically unaltered, although the collection of rents and 

taxes was now more rigorously enforced than under the Ptolemies. 

But the second category of Ptolemaic land, 1| &v dgpéoeL 1, or “land released” by the king,’ 

underwent radical changes. That part of it which made up the temple land, the 7} iepaTixy, was 

substantially reduced in size by the simple and drastic procedure of removing it from the control of 

the priests and assigning it to the administration of the fiscus.® In a real as well as in a legal sense it 

became public land, and the power of the priesthood, which not even the strongest of the 

Ptolemies had succeeded in curbing effectively, was crushed once and for all. 

The remaining released land comprised two similar categories, the dwoead, or large areas of 
land granted by the kings either to members of the royal family or to trusted high as well as local 
government officials, and the xAfjpot, smaller allotments given to various classes of soldiers and 
local guards.’ 

3. I cannot enter here into any lengthy discussion of the 
classification of the land, and my presentation is of necessity 
sketchy. Valuable information and useful tables in O. Eger, 

Zum Zgyptischen Grundbuchwesen in rémischer Zeit, 1909, p. 
31; Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, pp. 1 ff. (Ptolemaic), pp. 85 ff. 
(Roman period), still the standard work; Wilcken, Grundziige, 
pp- 287 ff.; Hohlwein, L’Egypte romaine, s.v. yi); Johnson, 
Roman Egypt, pp. 25 ff.; Wallace, Taxation, pp. 1 ff. 

4. See now A. Tomsin, “Bacthixi| et dnuooia yij dans 
I’Egypte romaine,” Mélanges ... René Fohalle, pp. 271 ff. 

5. Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, pp- 4 ff.; Wilcken, Grundziige, 
pp. 270 ff.; J. Herrmann, “Zum Begriff vij év &qpéoer,” 
Chronique 30, 1955, pp. 95 ff. (but cf. E. Seidl, SDHI DINI0S5H 
  

p- 457); J. C. Shelton, “Ptolemaic Land #v dqéoe: an 

Observation on the Terminology,” Chronique46,1971,pp. 113 
ff. 

6. The locus classicusis P. Tebt.302.6-7, ottindc 4oovoag 
@O’ 10 EGTEQOV TMV TTEOXL Uéva Fedv, dvalngdeicag Ot Hrd 

Ietowviov] ToU fyeuovevoavog el Bacthiv yiv (the rest of 

the document makes the restoration certain). See F. Schubart, 

GGA 170, 1908, p. 194; Otto, Priester und Tempel, passim; 

Rostovtzeff, GGA 171, 1909, pp. 626 ff. and Kolonat, pp. 101, 

164, 178; Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 114, 300. 
7. The classic discussion of dweead is still Rostovtzeff, A 

Large Estate in Egypt; see also C. C. Edgar’s introd. to P. Mich. 
Zen., 1931, and E. Wipszycka, “The dwged of Apollonios the    
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At present we have no information regarding the number of the dwpeai in existence just 

prior to the Roman conquest, let alone their size or location. It should be noted, however, that 

immediately after her defeat off Actium, Cleopatra punished her enemies, and especially those in 

high administrative positions, by death, confiscation, or both, and further augmented her treasury 

(perhaps with a view to renewed resistance to Augustus) by plundering various temples and 

shrines: el ¢ &v 16 AOPAAET £YEVETO, TTOAMOVG UEV TV TOMTOV, JTe nail del ol dyFouévav, nal 
ToTE £MTL T} CUUEPOEQY QDTG EMNOUEVAV, EPOVEVDE, TTOMDV O %ol TAOTTOV, Ex Te TOV Exelvav 
nTNUATOV %al € TOV AV, xal 6oiwv xal Felwv, undevog Tav Tdvy dRGTmv lepdv peldouévn, 

fi%ooLle (Dio Cass., 51.5.4-5). In this instance xtpuata can mean only landed estates and, given 
the land administration of Ptolemaic Egypt, are almost certainly dwoeaid. 

The dweeai that survived the confiscations of Cleopatra certainly did not survive those of 

Augustus. This time it was the members of the royal family, the loyal supporters of the queen, her 

trusted officials, and those who had taken the field against the Romans who were the primary, 

though not the sole, victims: oAk 8¢ xai maQ’ Eéxdotov T@V aitiodéviwy T Hooiodn. xal 

X0EIG ol Aowutol dvtes, dool undev (dLov Eyxhnuo Aafety £dUvovto, Ta dVo uéen Td@V oVoLdY 

foidnoav (Dio Cass., 51.17.7). Here, too, in both woAA& and ovoiow we should see landed 
properties as well as money and treasures. 

In spite of constant assertions to the contrary, I am convinced that no new dwpeai were 

created by Augustus or by any other emperor. In the first attempt at a systematic examination of 

the categories of land in Egypt, M. Rostovtzeff stated that ‘‘the ovotal were the successors of the 
y1 v dwped and, at least to some extent, privileged (as were also the dwopeat) estates granted by 
the emperor.”® A few years later, in his study of the Ptolemaic dwpeai, the identification is 

presented in even stronger terms: ‘A temporary revival of the dwpeai is to be found in the dwoeai 

[sic] of Roman imperial times, grants which some leading persons in Rome received from the heirs 
of the Ptolemies, the Roman Emperors.” In this Rostovtzeff has been followed by almost all 
scholars, although the equation of ovot{aw with dweeai has never been proven. So P. Collart 

defined ovotan as “the large estates granted by the emperors, at the beginning of the Roman 

conquest, to members of their family, to favourites, to leading Roman, Greek and Egyptian 

persons. They are comparable, mutatis mutandis, to the dweeal of the Ptolemaic period, being 

closer to them than to the Byzantine latifundia.”’® In the opening paragraph of his work on 

taxation, S. L. Wallace wrote that *“‘to the members of the imperial family and to favourites ... were 

granted estates which comprised the most fruitful land in Egypt. ... These large private estates, 

like the dweeai of the Ptolemaic period, satisfied a temporary need and later reverted to the 
Roman emperors, either through inheritance or by confiscation, when they were no longer 

necessary to the most efficient exploitation of Egypt.”"! In a lecture given in Alexandria, P. 
Jouguet said that “like the kings of the third century [B.C.], who had granted tenures of land, 

occasionally of considerable size, to their soldiers, and large estates to their favourites and to high 

officials ... Augustus too granted — and his successors imitated him — Egyptian land to princes of 

Dioeketes in the Memphite Nome,” Klio 39, 1961, pp. 153 ff. 

There is a good list of Ptolemaic dwoeai in W. Peremans and 

E. Van 't Dack, Prosopographia Ptolemaica IV (Studia 
Hellenistica 12, 1959), pp. 169 ff. For xAfjgol see esp. J. 

Lesquier, Les institutions militaires de I’Egypte sous les 

Lagides, 1911, pp. 202 ff.; Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 303 ff.; 
Rostovtzeff, “The Foundation of Social and Economic Life in 
Hellenistic Times,” JEA 6, 1920, pp. 161 ff.; C. Préaux, 

L’économie royale des Lagides, 1939, pp. 463 ff.; F. Uebel, Die 

Kleruchen Agyptens unter den ersten sechs Ptolemiern, 1968, 

with discussion and lists; lists also in Prosopographia Ptolemaica 
1V, pp. 57 ff.; F. Zucker, “Beobachtungen zu den permanenten 

Klerosnamen,” Studien ... Friedrich Oertel, 1964, pp. 101 ff. 

8. Kolonat, p. 128. 
9. A Large Estate in Egypt, p. 145. 

OSNENBoNTSE ppasls OBl 
11. Taxation, p. 1.  
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the imperial family and to great servants of the state.”"? 

It is one of the objects of this study to illustrate the insubstantiality of this view, while the 

evidence will, of necessity, be examined in various parts of this work as the occasion arises. But I 

should point out here that the very discontinuation of the term dwoed. in reference to allotments 

of land must be taken as an indication of the fact that, with the end of the Ptolemies, this 

institution also came to an end." It was a Hellenistic concept for which there was no room within 

the Roman system of government and provincial administration, nor indeed within the Roman 

law. : 
I have been able to find only one scholar, T. Frank, who does not share the commonly 

accepted theory regarding imperial estates in Egypt, and who expressed, in two generally ignored 

footnotes, my own way of thinking. “The assumption,” he wrote, “‘that Octavian gave Egyptian 

plots to members of his family ... seems to me impossible to believe. ... Even Julius Caesar did not 

do that kind of thing. The agents of relatives like Livia may have bought properties at the auctions 

of confiscated Egyptian land, and one may be offended at such participation, but atleast the legal 

Roman forms were probably observed.”'* A few years later he stressed the point that ““it would be 

unwise to suppose that when Octavian confiscated the estates of Cleopatra’s partisans in Egypt he 

distributed some of these directly to Livia and her sons, even though their names are later 

connected with such properties in the papyri. ... This assumption has been made by many, but it 

completely misrepresents the spirit of Augustus’ administration. Roman business agents would 

accompany an expedition like that of Octavian and bid in properties at the public auction. In some 

such way, I doubt not, the agents of members of the royal household secured their plots in 

Egypt.”*? 
The fate of military »Afjoot, in a sense small-scale dweeat, was totally different. They, too, 

were a Hellenistic institution totally alien to Roman tradition and practice. Moreover, they were 

now obsolete and unnecessary, for the Roman army in Egypt would henceforth be an occupation 

force living in military camps, not scattered in the countryside, and certainly not cultivating fields. 

Augustus carried to its inevitable and logical conclusion the reluctantly conceded tendency (and it 

never was anything more than a tendency) of the last Ptolemies to treat these allotments as if they 

were private property. Those holders of yij xAngovyu (and in the Arsinoite, where there was a 

heavy concentration of Greco-Macedonian xdtouxot, of more privileged yij notowix) who were 

alive at the time of the conquest and whose allotments were not confiscated were granted full 

rights of possessio. 

Since ownership of yf) xAngouywx] or xarowxixi entailed exemption from the capitation tax, 

as well as some other minor privileges, non-Hellenized Egyptians were barred from owning such 

land. They were, nevertheless, allowed, if not actively encouraged, to purchase unproductive or 

neglected land of other categories and cultivate it, and in such instances they, too, were granted all 

the rights of possessio. 
This institution of private ownership of land is one of the most radical changes introduced in 

Egypt by the Romans, and the example most illustrative of the fundamental differences between 

Hellenistic and Roman tradition. The encouragement of such ownership was very active during 
the entire rule of the Julio-Claudians, and the sudden and abrupt introduction of such a novel 

12. La domination romaine, pp. 14 f.; see also Kuhnke, illegitimate sons of soldiers and veterans were admitted to 

Ovowaxd) I, p. 4, n. 1, and below, Appendix I. succession ab intestato), and BGU 655 (the constitutio 

13. In P. Ryl. 207a (II) the Kopovod dweed. is a Ptolemaic Antoniniana); cf. also Dessau, ILS 8794 (Nero). 

one; see the editor’s comments. The term continued, of course. 4SSy RSBSOS MDA 6:En a7~ 

to be commonly used for an emperor’s grants of privileges and 15. Rome and Italy of the Empire, p. 26, n. 47. 

beneficia; e.g., BGU 140 (Hadrian’s dwped by which the
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concept in a country which had been for millennia totally unaware of it created a checker-board 
effect in all parts of Egypt. This is most notable in the Arsinoite, for which our information is more 

complete and where there was a greater concentration of privately owned land than in any other 

part of Egypt. Soon, perhaps already by the end of Augustus’ reign, it became the rule rather than 

the exception that an individual’s private holdings in land formed not a geographical unity but a 

scattering in various parts of a village, and often in many villages. The right, now introduced for 

the first time as a consequence of the introduction of private ownership, to divide up one’s land 
among one’s relatives in one’s will contributed not a little to this. Other equally important factors 
were the constant buying and selling of portions of landed properties, confiscation for 

non-payment of taxes, reselling of such lands by the state, or the purchase of whatever pieces of 

land were offered by the department of the idios logos. This lack of topographical unity is more 

evident in larger holdings and even more so in imperial estates which, due to the constancy of 

nomenclature, can be traced over longer periods of time, and which, once they became part of the 

patrimonium principis, tended to fossilize, at least as far as their boundaries were concerned. But 
it is erroneous to assert that scattered parcels are characteristic of only one type of estate, the 

so-called ovoto. It is the norm in Egypt, whether the land is an imperial estate of immense size or 

the humble property of a fellah consisting of a few arourae.' 

Half a century, however, of weak and incompetent rule prior to the fall of Egypt, the civil 

wars that marred the early part of Cleopatra’s reign, the queen’s policies and preoccupations, and 

the disastrous defeat off Actium had left ineradicable scars upon the very land itself. Whatever the 

subsequent effects of the Roman administration and exploitation of Egypt (and there can be no 

doubt that in the long run they were calamitous), the early part of the Julio-Claudian regime saw 

the introduction of a new life to a sagging economy and the return to productivity of large areas of 
neglected land."” In the Arsinoite, for example, which was and still is the pride and problem of 
Egypt, the irrigation system was in a deplorable state of neglect, and the desert had reclaimed 
much of the land that more energetic and thoughtful Ptolemies had wrested from it. Augustus did 
employ his legions in the task of cleaning and deepening the canals there and elsewhere in Egypt, 

but there remained the more arduous toil of reclaiming the land." 
This land was, of course, ownerless, and as such was classed as state or domain land, 

although the distinction between yfj faothixy and xAfjoor was maintained for reasons of taxation. 
It never was the practice, either of the Ptolemies or of the Romans, to bring such land back to 

16. Cf. Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 124: “From the data 

available in the grain receipts [e.g., P. Chic.], it appears that at 

least some ovoiaw were set out as parcels of land belonging to the 

areas of various villages. Geographical and topographical unity 

does not belong to the characteristics of an ovoila. What gives 
the ovoia its unity is the fact that the entire complex belongs to 

one and the same person. This complex was soon given the name 
ovoia, property, and was called by the name of its owner.” This 

basically correct observation, however, has often been 
misinterpreted to mean that lack of geographical or 

topographical unity is one of the major characteristics of a 

special kind of private property (e.g., Collart, P. Bour., p. 160). 
‘We should also note the often ignored fact that, while the entire 

complex of various plots may be called ovoia, so may also each 
individual component, e.g. the ovoia of Seneca was made up of 

more than a dozen odolau in various localities. In P. Wisc. 19.2, 

21.2 and P. Mich. inv. 366.2 (ZPE 1, 1967, p. 165), we even 

hear of a xdrw ovoia (implying an &vw), which is but the Greek 

parallel to surh Latin expressions as fundus or ager superior and 
inferior, or major and minor; see A. Schulten, “Fundus,” 

DEARIIIL, 1906, esp. pp. 341 f. It would be pointless to list here 

all the known instances of privately held land which did not 
constitute a continuous whole. Wealthier persons purchased, 

and fellahin leased or subleased, whatever desirable piece of 

land was available. 
17. In addition to general histories (e.g., Rostovtzeff, 

SEHRE, pp. 273 ff.) see esp. J.G. Milne, “The Ruin of Egypt by 
Roman Mismanagement,” JRS 17, 1927, pp. 1 {f.; Rostovtzeff, 

“Roman Exploitation of Egypt in the First Century A. D.,” 
Journal of Econ. and Business Hist. 1,1928/9, pp. 337 ff.; H. L. 

Bell, “The Economic Crisis in Egypt under Nero,” JRS 28, 

1938, pp. 1 f.; A. Piganiol, “‘Le statut augustéen de I'Egypte et 
sa déstruction,” MH 10, 1953, pp. 193 ff.; Chalon, L’édit, pp. 

S3ifE 
18. Dio Cass., 51.18.1, tdg Te Oubouxag TAG UEV 

£Eenddmoe Tag 08 éx wouviig dubouEe. Cf. Suet., Aug. 18: 

Aegyptum in provinciae formam redactam ut feracionem 

habilioremque annonae urbicae redderet, fossas omnis, in quas 
Nilus exaestuat, oblimatas longa vetustate militari opere 

detersit.  
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cultivation through forced labor. Classed as “land in deduction,”” vsw6Aoyog Y, it was considered 

8poog, unproductive, and although Bocihuxol and dnudoior yeweyoi often leased it from the 

state, it was more desirable that an individual should purchase and bring it back to constant, if 

partial, productivity.'® Such land was rarely good for raising cereals, but under proper care it could 

be ideal for vineyards, olive groves or kitchen-gardens; at the very least it could be sown with grass 

and used for raising sheep and cattle. To encourage such purchases, three years of full exemption 

from taxation, &téhera, and in some instances five more years of partial exemption, xovqotéAeLa, 

were offered to the new owner.” 
It was under such circumstances, and possibly in some similar ways (although to a far greater 

extent, since wealthier and more powerful personalities were involved), that the genesis and 

blossoming of large estates suddenly took place in Egypt. Those that later became part of the 

patrimonium principis stand out not so much because of their size (some of them were indeed very 

large, but others were of average, if not small, size),”! but because the names of their original 

Roman owners were permanently affixed to them. Hence we can follow their history, and in some 

cases speculate about their origins, even though very often the earliest available documentary 

evidence comes from many years after the death of their owners. Of the other estates formed 

during the Julio-Claudian period we know little, since their appellation was not constant, and 

since many of them may have been broken up in wills or parcelled out in sales. We should not 

forget, too, the distressing fact that the first half of the first century A.D. is perhaps the least 

documented period of the Roman occupation of Egypt. But estates, owned by Romans, 

Alexandrian Greeks and Jews, as well as Greek metropolitans in various nomes, and totally 

unconnected with the imperial house, did exist, although their numbers declined seriously during 

the second half of the first and the first half of the second centuries.” 
The ways in which land could be acquired for the formation of an estate were diverse. It is 

very likely that the lands of the dwopeoi and those confiscated ®Afjoou which at the time of the 

conquest were under cultivation were offered for sale at public auctions. Neglected and wasted 

land, from both y1j foothixy and xAfjpor, was offered either at the same public auctions or, as we 

have seen, at low and standard prices by the department of the idios logos. Private holdings, of 

course, of various sizes and value were available for sale whenever their owners felt the desire or 
the need to sell. Immediately after the conquest some parcels of land may have been given by 

Augustus to those members of his staff who welcomed part of their manubiae in landed property, 

  

19. Definition in P. Oxy. 2847.12-15, [Vméholyog- 
amaong g dgoefoJu (ot)ong x[voijaxii[s] S Toietiag 

énionePig  yeiveton: xahettafe  8¢] UVméhoyog Emeldn 
vrohoyetton €x ToU pétoov T[fis YIig Tod xoTd mediov dg 
Vrorewpdfvor T houtdv Eugogov. Discussion in Rostovtzeff, 

Kolonat, pp. 95 ff.; Hohlwein, L’Egypte romaine, pp. 160 ff.; 
Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 360 ff.; Plaumann, Der Idioslogos, pp. 

61 ff.; C. H. Roberts and T. C. Skeat, “A Sale of dséhoyog at 

Tebtunis,” Aeg. 13, 1933, pp. 455 ff.; M. Talamanca, 

“Contributi allo studio delle vendite all’asta nel mondo 

classico,” MAL Ser. VIII 6:2,1954, pp. 175 ff.; Skeat, P. Beatty 
Panop. 2.129 n.; Youtie et al., P. Petaus 17-23 introd. 

20. Ownerless and confiscated #Afjpot, the land of which 
had become unproductive through inattention, were joined to 
neglected royal and public land, and both categories, sometimes 

collectively termed vméroyog Baocthuxy yij, were under the 
administration of the idios logos. The locus classicus and one of 
the earliest surviving petitions for the purchase of suchland is P. 

Oxy. 721 (13/14). Note that the petitioners are two Greeks 
(since the plots in question are confiscated %Afjpot) perhaps 

forming a corporation; that a three-year dtéheia is offered; that 

the petition is addressed to the idios logos. Similar documents 
from the Augustan period are P. Oxy. 635 (13) and P. Soc. 320 

(18); see Tomsin, “‘Les continuités,” p. 83. Worth noticing is the 

remarkably low price, 10 to 12 silver drachmae per aroura (the 

average for sales of land in private ownership during the first 
century was 185 silver drachmae per aroura; see Johnson, 

Roman Egypt, p. 147), which, coupled with the short-term 

remission of taxation, was designed to encourage buyers. 
21. See below, Chapter III. 

22. Examples of medium-sized and large estates (in 
addition to the non-imperial ovoiau listed below, Appendix I) 

from the early Julio-Claudian period: P. Soc. 1129 (24 B.C.) 
Tebtunis; BGU 1118 (22 B.C.) Alexandria; P. Oxy. 277 (19 

B.C.) Oxyrhynchite; P. Fay. 101 (ca. 18 B.C.) Euhemeria; BGU 
1129 (13 B.C.) Bousirite; P. Lond. 1171 (8 B.C.); BGU 1120 (5 

B.C.) Alexandria; BGU 1123 (30 B.C. - A.D. 14) Menelaite, 

1084 arourae of vineyard, corn-land and marshes; P. Mich. 232 

(36) Arsinoite. 
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but this is very uncertain. If such were indeed the case, this could apply to two members of the 
imperial entourage who are known to have had estates in Egypt, Maecenas and Lurius.” 

In determining the exact legal status of a plot of land prior to its incorporation into an 

imperial estate we are faced with serious, and at times insurmountable, difficulties. I'fj facuhux, 
for example, upon private purchase became éwvnuévn, and as such was classed or spoken of as 

LT or as idtéxtrog, and there was no reason to refer to it by its former appellation. After 
the creation of the ovolaxdg Adyog, moreover, the land of the imperial patrimonium was termed 

ovoax, and to call it Baocthixy was a serious error (and one which no source seems to have 
committed), since the two categories were under different administrative departments.* Thus it is 

impossible to state with any degree of confidence to what extent royal land contributed to the 

formation of imperial estates in the Julio-Claudian period. 

On the other hand we are on firmer ground when trying to detect the presence of v 
ROTOWLXY| OF ¥AMEOoUyLxY in these estates. In some instances such an estate may be surrounded by 
olive groves or vineyards which are privately owned, or by land which is specifically termed 

xAnoouywxt; and this is a good indication that the estate too was made up of land of the same 

category.” KAfjpot, moreover, tended to retain their names, and the evidence is certain when a 

parcel of an imperial property is called ®Af)pog or 6 ToU detva ®Ajpog. This tendency survived well 
into the third century, since it was a convenient way of specifying a given section of a property. 

Thus »Afjoor are mentioned in the estates of Livia, Maecenas, Seneca, Messalina, Lurius and 

Doryphoros, as well as in other, unnamed, imperial properties, and are found in the Arsinoite, the 

Oxyrhynchite, the Herakleopolite, and the Hermopolite nomes.”® 
The same phenomenon is also evident in the names of some of the former owners of various 

pieces of private properties which later became part of imperial estates. Although such names do 

not normally appear in long or complex official records such as cadastres and taxation lists, they 

are employed in documents such as petitions, lease applications, and accounts of estate 

supervisors. We have, therefore, a number of vineyards, olive groves, palm-tree plantations, farm 

houses, and localities which retained the name of their former owner, sometimes as late as the 

third century.”’ 

The estates that were created in this manner and which later contributed to the formation of the 

patrimonium principis were referred to in a variety of ways. The commonest of these, and the one 
that has caused considerable trouble, is ovoia. From the Ptolemaic period down to Arabic times 

23. SeeFrank, Rome and Italy of the Empire,p.26,n. 47 xMeou (Herm.); cf. also P. Lond. 195 (11, p. 127), Rostovtzeff, 

24. See below, Chapter II. SEHRE, pp. 672 ff., n. 46. 

25. P. Mich. 274-5; P. Aberd. 96; cf. Tomsin, ‘Notes,” p. 27. P. Princ. 14.i.8-9, &rowiov ’Aviwviag Svyateog 

21HE (obtegov) Mapugpirov mepl BovBacto(v); P. Ryl. 138.10-11 

26. P. Ryl. 166.8, 27, property of C. Iulius Alexandros, and 16-18, eic Tt (= 10) g ovolog émoixov Agowwg (= 

later of Livia (Euhemeria); P. Mich. 274-5.8, Maecenas (Ibion -¢wg) Aeyopévov (= heyduevov), estate of Tiberius (or 

Eikosipentarouron); P. Aberd. 29.5, Maecenas (Arsinoite); P. Claudius) and children of Livia Drusi; SB7742.2-4, dumehivog 

Oxy. 2873.10-11, & T00 Atote{pov xAjoov, Seneca (Oxy.); SB reyouévov SuvegnBo(v) (Maecenas); P. Osl. 136.4-5, 

10527.11-12, Lurius (Tebtunis); CPR 243.12, éx 7ol ovoftax]od Ehoudv[os ‘E]endens heyou[¢]vou; P. Wiirz. 11.12, 

Mevehdov xhoov, Messalina (Ankyronon), cf. P. Ryl. 87; P. 7100 T® *AdGpavto(g) (sc. TOmQ or xMjew ?) Aeyouéva(v) 

Ryl. 99.3, &x tod Anunroiov ®xMjgov, Doryphoros and Seneca vou@v (Dionysodorian); P. Petaus 75.9-10 (cf. 76, 77, 78), 

(Toou); BGU 1895.59, Tiv@v 000L0%®V *AHQOU #aATOLXLX(0T) xmjuatog EvoeBods Aeyouévou (Lurius); P. Strassb. 321.6-7, 

(Theadelphia); P. Ryl. 168.4-5, ov[oJo[x®dv] &x 70U WwodwTod Tvey ovold[v - - -] xtiuatog "Ex.[; P. Oxford3.4-5, 

’Amolhwviov *Ayadeivouv xMjgov (Hermopolite); P. Sarap. &v wa[flufate ... Jvou [Meyou[éve; P. Ryl. 427 fr. 22.6, 

34.6-7, &md ovo[Uaxiic yiic é% [t0D .....|Batov xMjgou (Herm.);  ©ovwioewg xtijue (Latinus; see below, n. 42). 
P. Ryl. 157 .4, ovorox[0]v dustehxdv xTipa - - - £ 100 ZEVWVog  
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and the disappearence of the Greek language in Egypt, the term had one and only one primary 

meaning, ‘“property,” and it was so employed not only in Egypt but thropghoxlxt. Fhe 

Greek-speaking part of the world, both inliterature and in legal documents.** Its classic definition 

is given by Pollux in a series of aptly chosen synonyms (Onom. 6.196): ovota - %M]gog, ATNOLG, 

meglovaia, mholtos, Plog, xefuota, evxonuotia, mohvyonuotia, €OHXRTNUOOVVY], TOAV- 

ATNUOCTVY, XTAUATO, EmunaQmia, Td DdeYovTa, T dvra.” 

Occuring rarely in Ptolemaic documents, the term odoia, when applied to landed property 

(in which case it means fundus or praedium), came into wide use in Egypt just after the Roman 

occupation, and this was by no means accidental: the beginning of its popularity coincided with 

the introduction of private ownership of land. It was a very convenient word, for it was more 

inclusive than such specific terms as dumehdv, dovuds, ELadv, voun or @ouwvixdv, which applied 

only to a certain type of landed property (and even such terms as T0.QAOELO0G, XTNUOL OF XTHOLG 

had a strong tendency in Egypt to refer primarily to land planted with trees, vines and vegetables 

or flowers),* while the estates in question included a variety of types of land. All these terms, to be 

sure, are found in documents dealing with various properties, imperial or otherwise, but refer 

almost always to sections of them. When speaking about the entire property of an individual one 

tended to use the term ovota. Its chief attraction lay in the fact that it could be used with precisely 

the same flexibility as the English word ‘“‘estate”” and have as many connotations and shades of 

    

meaning. 

Consequently, the properties of the Julio-Claudians in Egypt, like any other property, were 

normally referred to as ovoiow. This, indeed, became such a standard practice that, when they 

were combined and incorporated into a single administrative whole, what was known in the rest of 

the empire as ratio patrimonii principis was called in Egypt ovotoxdg Adyog, and its departmental 
head was known not as a patrimonio or as procurator rationis patrimonii, but as ovoL%0g 

émi{Toomog or as procurator usiacus. As for the properties or estates that made up the ovotoxoOg 

.28. Ovoia was one of the standard words for ‘“property” 
or “estate” in classical Athens; see the examples in LSTs.v.; 

discussion and collection of evidence in J. K. Davies, Athenian 

Propertied Families, 600-300 B. C., 1971. The word was not 

particularly common in Ptolemaic Egypt: SB 8008.32 (262-60 

B.C.); P. Tebt. 700 (131-25 B.C.); P. Col. 120.2, 6, 18 (229/8 
B.C.); P. Tebt. 6.23 (140/39 B.C.); SB 7419.13 (50 B.C.); 
BGU 1730.13 (50/49 B.C.); BGU 1212.19 (late I B.C.). Very 

common in the Greek-speaking world throughout the Roman 
empire; see LSJ and W. Nawijn’s index to Dio (Boissevain, V) 

s.v. ovola, a word of which Dio was very fond. For its use in 

non-Egyptian inscriptions of the Roman period see J. Zablocka, 
“Die Bedeutung von 1j ovoia in Inschriften aus der Kaiserzeit,” 

Klio 49, 1967, pp. 265 f. The landed properties of the Byzantine 

and Arabic periods called ovoton in Egypt are too numerous to 
mention here; a good list may be found in Preisigke, 

Worterbuch 11, s.v.; discussion in E. R. Hardy, The Large 

Estates of Byzantine Egypt, 1931, and excellent bibliography on 
Byzantine estates, Egyptian and otherwise, in F. M. 

Heichelheim, “Domine,” in T. Klauser, ed., Reallexicon fiir 

Antike und Christentum IV, 1959, cols. 88 ff. 

29. Cf. also Onom. 8.145, dnuedoa ovoiay - ATooTiooL 

THG ovolag ... TaQoXWETcAL TV XOMUETWY, T@Y BVTWV, T@V 
VRAQYGVTQV, TOT HMIQOV, TV TATEHWY, TS KTAOEWE, THC 
meQLovaiag, ToV TeQLdVTwV Gmdviav; Hesychius, s.v. ovofa - 
£Eovoloa, ovolbmg, mhottog, fimagks, eldog vpeoTéc, Biog, 
»tijoig; cf. Harpokration, s.v. ovolag d(xn (Dindorf, 229.6-16). 
In Dio Chrys., Or. 7.11 a dnuevdeioa odoia includes TOAGG 

uev dyéhog xal trwwv xoal Bodv ... tohhag d¢ roluvag, ToAhovg 
d¢ nail xohodg dyovs, ToMa 8¢ Ehha yofuata; cf. also Or. 

31.58; cf. Philostr., Vita Soph. 2.19.4 (Kayser). In Suda, s.v. 
ovoia (cf. Jo. Damask. PG 94.564) we read 1) d¢ 1@V oM@V 

ovviidela xéyonToL TG TEOCENUOTL &L TAV ONUOLVOUEVWV 

xuoewy, GV TLg xéxmTal, olov olxmudtwy, Booxmudtwy xol 
hout@v VA@V - TodTa Yae 0voiay xahotol Tod xextuévov. Of 
particular interest is a parallel study of the Latin terms employed 

to express the idea of estate, and especially of alanded one (e.g., 

fundus, saltus, ager, praedium, latifundium, and even possessio 

which, like ovoia, is at times used instead of the other terms). 

The standard work is still A. Schulten, Die rémischen 

Grundherrschaften. Eine agrarhistorische Untersuchung, 1896, 

esp. Chapter I; see also his “Fundus,” DEARIII, 1906, pp. 338 

ff. On latifundium, a term greatly overworked by modern 

scholars in view of the fact that it is so rare in our sources, see 
now K. W. White, “Latifundia. A Critical Review of the 

Evidence on Large Estates in Italy and Sicily up to the End of 

the First Century A.D.,” BICS 14, 1967, pp. 62 ff. 
30. Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, pp. 3, 14 ff., 126; W. H. Buckler 

and D. M. Robinson, ““‘Greek Inscriptions from Sardis. I,” AJP 

16, 1912, pp. 11 ff., esp. pp. 78 f.; Schnebel, Landwirtschaft, p. 

242; Preisigke, Worterbuch ss. vv. Ktfjpa invariably refers to 
part of an ovoia (cf. above, n. 27), but xTijolg sometimes may 

mean the entire property;e.g., SB6019, Meooahivng xtiiois; P. 

Lond. 195 (11, p. 127).1, tehéopota xtoewg; P. Oxy. 62.1-2, 
émi xtho(ewv) [9eo(T) Titov, but the restoration is very 

uncertain here. 

    
"
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Aoyog, they continued to be called ovoton and to carry the name of their original Roman owner.! 
But while this new ratio was made out of ovciaw, not all ovoion in Egypt belonged to or were 

administered by it. This is an extremely important point to bear in mind. For just as the 
Latin-speaking part of the world continued to employ the term patrimonium when referring to all 
kinds of property and did not apply it exclusively to imperial property, so in Egypt, both before 
and after the creation of the ovolaxdg Aoyog, the term ovota meant, and continued to mean, 

“property” and ‘‘estate,” not “‘imperial property” or “privileged estate.” It.could be, for 

example, and was, applied to privately owned estates totally unconnected with the imperial 

patrimonium. Or it could be, and was, applied to properties which, for a variety of reasons, had 

been confiscated by the state (and not by the emperor) through the agency of the department of 
the idios logos. As such, these properties were exactly like so many other yevnuatoypogpodueva 

or dvalngdévra vYmdoyovra (vmdoxovta being a term synonymous to ovota), and sometimes 
were incorporated into the so-called “revenue” land, the v} 1p0068d0v.** They plainly belonged 
not to the ovoLaxodg Adyog but to the doixnoig, which in fact administered them.** When the term 
tapuetov (or Tautelov) replaced dioixnois and became the predominant way of designating the 

fiscus confiscated properties were occasionally called Taptoxol odoior; again, they were not the 

private property of the emperor but praedia fiscalia, i.e. part of the ager publicus.* 

Consequently, there are only two ways by which one can determine whether a property, be it 

known as ovoia or by any other name, is in fact imperial: it must carry the name of an emperor or 

of a member of an imperial family; or it must be shown to be part of the odolaxdg Aéyos. And 
considering the fact that all the available evidence strongly suggests that after the formation of this 

ratio by the Flavians no more additions were made to it, it is highly likely that all the estates that 
make up the ovoionodg Aoyog in Egypt are Julio-Claudian creations.* 

As in most other parts of the empire, there is a marked tendency in Egypt for the imperial 

estates to retain the name of their former owner. There are two standard ways in which such a 

name was attached to a landed property: 

Employment of the possessive genitive. This is, of course, the standard manner to designate 

the current owner of an estate, e.g., 1| Tifeoiov Khawdiov Kaioapog ZeBaotot Tepuavinod 

Avtoxpdrtogog ovoia (P. Mich. 121 recto II1.x; P. Mich. 244; P. Oxy. 2837);1 Tatov Kaicapog 
Avtoxpdrtogog Zefaotot ovoia (P. Ryl. 148); 8d4gn ‘Tovhiog Zefaotig »ai Tepuovinod 
Katoagog (P. Lond. 445 [1I, p. 166]); 9ncavpog Tovliag Zefootiic xol téxvmv Ceouavinot 
Katoapog (SB 10536); 1) Aovxetov ’Avvaiov Zevéxoa ovota (P. Oxy. 2873); érmoixiov ITomhiov 
xai Fatov IMetowviwy (P. Ryl. 127). But it is often employed to designate the former owner, in 
which case the term pdtepov (often abbreviated as & or ') is usually, but not invariably, added, 

e.g., mpéteQov "Aviwviog Fuyatpog Beov Khawvdiov (P. Fay. 40); (rpdtepov) Zevéna (P. Ryl 

31. See below, Chapter II. The only instance where 
patrimonialis and obolaxdg are used together is P. Ryl. 658.6-7 

(early IV), where I would read tig matowmov[voriag fitou (?) 

ov]otoxic (yig). This, of course, reflects the wider use of Latin 

terms in the early Byzantine era. 
32. For the confiscation of land by the idios logos see 

Plaumann, Der Idioslogos; W. G. Uxkull-Gyllenband’s 
commentary on the gnomon (BGU V:2) (1934); S. Riccobono 

Jr., Il gnomon dell’idios logos, 1950; J. Modrzejewski, “La 
dévolution au fisc des biens vacants d’apres le Gnomon de 

I'Idiologue (BGU 1210, §4),” Studi Edoardo Volterra VI, 

1969, pp. 91 ff. For yij mpocddov see Wilcken, APF1, 1901, pp. 

148 ff.; Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, pp. 135 ff.; Wilcken, Grundziige, 

pp- 297 f.; Collart, P. Bour., pp. 156 ff.; Wallace, Taxation, pp. 3 
f.; Chalon, L’édit, pp. 148 ff.; cf. also below, Appendix I. 

33. For a list of non-imperial ovoiow see below, Appen- 
dix I. 

34. Tapaxal ovoiaw in P. Oxy. 58 (288) and P. Beatty 
Panop. 1 (298); see now A. Masi, Richerche sulla “res privata” 

del “‘princeps,” 1971, pp. 75 ff., esp. 77, n. 100, with whom I am 
in full agreement. There is absolutely no connection between 

these ovotaw and the ovolaxog Adyog. One may also mention 
here the molmxi) ovoia, i.e. “der ‘stadtische’ Besitz an 

Gutslanderein™ (Preisigke), of P. Strassb. 25 (III). 
35. See below, Chapter II.  
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99); 1 7pbTEQOV Napricoov ovoio (WChr. 176); Khavdiag *Axtiig (P. Ross.-Georg. I1 42).% 

Creation of an adjectival form in -avég or -tavdg. This is an obvious Latinism,”” and is 

employed almost exclusively with the term ovoia, which in these cases comes to mean ager, 

fundus or praedium; in a few instances, however, it is found with the term 234, agri.®® Since it 

invariably designates a former and not a current owner,” the earliest instance of its use may be 

safely considered a terminus ante quem the estate had become imperial property. The following 

forms in -(v)avii have been found thus far attached to various odotou of the imperial patrimony: 

> Ayoumiovi, *Ayoutmviovi], Axtov, AleEavdiavi), "Aviavi, "Avtoviovi, Feopoavixia- 

36. A point of great importance, which has however 

escaped the notice of most commentators, is that the term 
nebtegov is also employed in order to refer not to a former 

owner, but to a former lessee of a property. Cf. P. Ryl. 99.1-4, 
where it is used for both cases, Bovlopar Exovcing 
wodhoacdar éx 10T dnuooiov eig & & 4o ovoLaxod Aéyou 

- - - Tag dmhovpévag duit ToT adTod (01)oLa%oT AGYOL TTEOTEQOY 
uewoddodar o  Odvoreoiov Begeviuiovot ol vidV 

Ovahegiov Aodhpov, ovoiag utv (edtepov) Aoguepéeo[v] 
duéotov (&oovpag) g, (modtegov) 8¢ Zevéwa O(woiwg) 

dpovgag B; cf. P. Athen. 19.8-10, tag mbteQov *Ami[wvog 

(scripsi), 8g] avomexdonxev [#x thg] [Alove[t]avii(c) ovoiag, 
[&oovpac. Sometimes, too, a word which would normally signify 
possession actually indicates leasing, e.g., SB9205.5, Bovho]uon 

woddoaodar magd cod fv meoeiyov (sc. dooveav), and P. 
Oxy. 2410.12-14, v[opag t]dv &« t[g Nuxa]vopiaviig ovoiog 

np[6tepov] 8¢ Hud[v ofic]ag, vreofardv Eévorg [uado]t. So, 
too, in P. Oxy. 2873.8-10, &duvapotuey yeopyfioor &g (sc. 

&ovag) elyauev & dvéuatog Nudv éx THG avTig (sc. 
Sevexavilg) ovoiag. These two practices, singly or jointly, have 

caused the names of five ovowaxol wodwtal of the second 
century A. D. to be incorporated erroneously into the roster of 
former owners of Julio-Claudian properties, and this has 

resulted in some very imaginative theories about the formation 
of imperial estates (e.g., that the properties of Iulius 

Asklepiades and Ptolemaios, s. of Kronion, were confiscated by 

Augustus and divided up between Antonia Drusi and Lurius; 

see Tomsin,. “Notes,” p. 216; Youtie et al., P. Petaus 75-8 

introd.). 

Since this is, to the best of my knowledge, the first time that 

doubt has been cast on their status as former owners of 

Julio-Claudian estates, I give here a complete list of the 

instances where their names occur. (The similarity of 

phraseology necessitates a uniform way of expanding pod( ), 
and the suggested solutions, uod(wtdv), wod(ovuévng) and 

wod(wdeiong), either make no sense or are plainly 

ungrammatical.) In all the phrases quoted below mpdtegov 
signifies not the former owner but the former wodwtig 

(Grosspichter) of an oboto. —(1) Agathos Daimon (see 
Hohlwein, EPap 5, 1939, p. 65): SB5670.5-7, &g (sc. &govoag) 
ETTTNQETTE - - - TG AvIwviaviic 00o((ag) uoddoews Tpdtegov 
"Ayadod Aai[pov]o[s ...Jivov. — (2) Antonius, s. of Theon (see 
Browne, P. Mich. 599 introd.): P. Meyer3.12-13, émut(nontiyv) 

ot (doewe) ywvo(uévng) dud Aviwviov @éwvo(s); P. Mich. 
599.3-5, &mmontig ovoloxdv woddoe[w]s *Avtoviov 
©¢wvog. — (3) Apion, s. of Komanos (see Kortenbeutel, BGU 

1893.441/2 n.; cf. below, Appendix I no. 22): P. Med. 65.5-9, 

woddhoews - - - *Aniwvog Kopovod; BGU 1893.441-2, 
meQLy (vouévay)  odou(axdv) .  wod(doswg)  (modtegov) 

*Arniovog Kopoavot Xao(waviic) ovoi(ag); cf. 481-2. — (4) 
Tulius Asklepiades (see Wilcken, APF 1, 1901, p. 552; 

Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 121, Preisigke, Girowesen, p. 172; 

Thunell, P. Sitol, p. 74, n. 1; Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg., p. 62; 

Jouguet, La domination romaine, p. 15; Wallace, Taxation, p. 

360, n. 6; Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp.-293, 672, no. 32; 

Kortenbeutel, BGU 1893 introd. and 93/4 n.; Tomsin, 

“Notes,” p. 216 and “Les continuités,” p. 90; Kuhnke, 

Ovowax I, p. 4. Obviously he is not identical with M. Tulius 

Asklepiades (PIR’ I 178), and I see no reason to connect him 

with the philosopher C. Tulius Asklepiades who left his property 
to the city of Alexandria (P. Fay. 87; P. Hamb. 36; see Wilcken, 

Grundziige, p. 308); P. Fay. 82.14-16, tehwvix(7ig) dre(heiag) 

Aovouavii[c] (scripsi: “Adouavii[g] edd.; see Tomsin, “Notes,” 

p. 216, n. 50) ovoiafg] wod(doews) (medTeQov) “Tovhiov 
*Aox[A]miadov; BGU 1893.93-4, *Aviovi(avijg) ovoi(ag) 

wod(doews) (mpdtepov) TovA(iov) *Aoxinm(1ddov); cf. 485, 
wod(doewg) (modtepov) Tovriov ‘Aoxinmiddov Av- 

tovi(aviig) ovoi(ag); cf. 625-6, 650; BGU 1893.260-1, 
Aovoua(viig) ovoi(ag) wod(hoewg) (modTegov) Tovh(iov) 

*Aoxinmt(1adov); cf. 309-10, meory(tvopévav) ovou(ondv) - 
Aovoia(vilg) ovoi(ag) wod(doswg) (mbdtegov) ‘Tovhiov 

*Aoxinm(1ddov); cf. 548, 561, 658-9, 710-11. — (5) 

Ptolemaios, s. of Kronion (see Preisigke, Girowesen, p. 481; 
Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 136; Lewis, P. Leit. 11.4 n.; Youtie et 

al., P. Petaus 75-8 introd.; Shelton, P. Mich. 599 introd.; 

Kuhnke, Ovowoxn T, p. 4): P. Leit. 11.4, &mnon[tjod 

TItokepaiov Kooviov; P. Med. 65.9-10, woddoswg (wodte- 
oov) TTro(repaiov) KoloviJov; P. Fay. 60.5-6, pod(doewg) 

TTtohepaiov Kooviov dw[d]e[xdrov] Eroug *Aviwviavi(s) 
ovo(iag); BGU 619.21-2, Zmionowv o[d]otom(dv) ui- 

oddhoewg ITtoh(epaiov) Kooviov; P. Petaus76.7-11 (cf. 75,77, 

78), &mmEnTol  OVOLOKAV  XTNUATOYV  uoddoeng 
TItokepaio[v] Keoviov xmpotog Edoefois Aeyouévov; P. 

Tebt. 609f, odolox@v Opoimg: VraEXOVIWV (TEOTEQOV) 
TTtohepafilov [K]e[o]v[iov] (so A. Tomsin by letter). Very 

likely the same person is mentioned in P. Tebt. 343.19 and 28, 

gmux(oaret) ITtoh(epatog) Kooviov. — Finally, in P. Oxy. 2185, 
F. Zucker (APF 16, 1958, p. 251) is indubitably right in seeing 

Antikrates and Sostratos as Grosspachter, as the other names in 

lines 20-23 also indicate; in line 19 for [od]oi(ag) we should 

perhaps read [od]ou(axiig) sc. yijg or Eooddov; cf. line 23. 

37. See A. Schulten, “Fundus,” DEAR III, 1906, esp. p. 
340. See also the lists of fundi, villae, praedia and saltus in 

Dessau, ILS II1, pp. 659 f., 664, and of hortiin Platner-Ashby, 
Topographical Dictionary, s.v. 

38. Meooahwiavdt é34gn in P. Ryl 87; P. Ryl. 684 

(Meo]oarethiaviv); P. Flor. 40. Aogugoguovd in SB 9205 (cf. 

Youtie, TAPA 78, 1947, pp. 120 f£.). 
39. Nevertheless, we come across such pleonasms as 

mebTEQOV Zevexaviig ovotag (P. Aberd. 152.7), Tdv meOTEQOV 
Aogupogiavidv (sc. Edapdv) (SB 9205.1-2), and mpdTeQov 

Nagxiwoowaviig ovoiafg (P. Ryl. 171).
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vi},* Arovvoodmoravi,*! Aogugooraviy, Kauniiov, Aativiovi,? Aovgrovy, Mowxnvatiavi,® 
Meooahwviovi), Mmnvatiavy, Oveomaciovi, IHolhavriovh,* TMetowviovr, Pouvtihhiavy, 
Severoviy,* Zeounoovy, ZoxeoTiov, Xaguiovy. 

In one form of referring to both the current and the former owner, the possessive genitive is 

employed twice, e.g., mp6tepov Tifepiov Khavdiov Zapastimvog, vuvel 8 tot xvpiov Népmvog 
Khawdiov Kaicagog Zefaoctot I'epuavinot Avtoxpdtopog (P. Lond. 280 [IL, p. 193]); Méoxov 
*Aviwviov ITdMavtog (wedtepov) Farkiag ITdAANG ((tedTeQoV)) 8¢ Aouxiov Zemtiuiov and 
(moobtepov) “Epmtog nal Xdouov (P. Lond. 195 [II, p. 127]). Alternatively the possessive 

genitive is used for the current and the form in -(t)ovij for the former owner, e.g., | Tifepiov 

Kaioagog Zeaoctot ovoia I'eguovixiavy (P. Ryl. 134); 1 év1@® " Agouwvoity Tifepiov Khawdiov 
Kaioapog Zefaotot Teppovinot Avtoxpdropog Ietpwviovt ovoio (BGU 650); 1) Népwvog 
Khavdiov Kaioopog Zefaotot Iepuavizot Avtoxpdtopos Mowxnvortiavi) ovoia (BGU181). 

40. Teouavixowvn in P. Mich. 224.5197; Tepuovixeav in 

an unpublished Louvre papyrus (see Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 
121). 

41. Awovvorodwoiaviy in P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 12.16. 

42. Reading A]atwvioviig for the editors’ JAtuviaviic in 
P. Ryl. 427 (22).7. 

43. This form has caused considerable difficulties to some 

scribes. So Mawxnvawtiavi] in P. Ryl. 171.14; BGU 181.7; SB 
4414.13; P. Berl. inv. 11529+SB 10512 passim; Maut- 

xoawvatavy in P. Hamb. 34.10-11; Moaxnvidovy in P. Mich. 
274-5.8; Maxnvomavy in P. Mich. 224.3883, 4271a; P. Ryl. 

207 (both in the unpublished col. i, and in ii.8, where the editors’ 

Mauwmvatiaviig is a subconscious correction); this should also 

be read in P. Bour. 42.82, 100 for Collart’s Mox( ) and K. F. W. 

Schmidt’s Méx(owvog) (GGA 190, 1928, p. 163), accepted by 
Johnson, Roman Egypt, no. 16.In P. Phil. 19.13, where Scherer 

read Magx( ) 0do(ia), grammar and the published photograph 
(plate V) lead me to suggest Mowx(mvatiaviic) odo(iag). 

44. Apparently ITohot(tavi)) in P. Bour. 42.103, not 
Tlalat(ivov) as K. F. W. Schmidt suggested (GGA 190, 1928, 

p. 163); cf. the distortion of the name in ITéAavd(og), P. Mich. 
224.4233, 5195, 6188. 

45. Zevewwowvn in P. Chic. 18.5; Zevxavi in P. Bour. 

42.136, 142; Zevox(avn) or Zevéx(a) in P. Lips. 115.6. P.M. 
Meyer’s observation (P. Hamb. 3.9 n.), although occasionally 
overlooked, still holds true: “Zevexiavii ovoia findet sich 

nicht.” In P.Oxy. 3051.7 for Zevex[tJavijg read Sevexovilg. 
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Chapter Two 

The Julio-Claudians in Egypt 

One of the questions that cannot be answered with any degree of certainty at this time is 

whether Augustus set aside any land in Egypt as his private domain, i.e. as his patrimonium.' It 

seems unlikely to me; but the evidence necessary to prove anything with regard to this is simply 

lacking. This being the case, we may consider 8 B.C. as the earliest definite date in which the 

emperor found himself in personal possession of land in Egypt. For in that year Gaius Maecenas, 

that most trusted of friends and associates (and, incidentally, the architect of the fierce 

anti-Egyptian propaganda during Augustus’ struggle with Cleopatra and M. Antonius) died, 

bequeathing his entire property to the emperor. This was certainly large and included, in addition 

to the magnificent palace in Rome and the well known horti on the collis Esquilinus in the city,’ 

1. My analysis of the evidence pertaining to the Egyptian 

properties of the Julio-Claudians (collected below, Appendix 
II) differs considerably from the accepted theory, both in 

fundamental aspects as well as in the interpretation of isolated 
documents. Besides my belief that the emperors did not grant 
estates to various individuals in Egypt, I can find no evidence 

that estates that had passed to the emperor were subsequently 

given away to other holders; nor do I'see any evidence for erratic 

and “‘spasmodic” confiscations. The traditional theory has been 
fully developed by Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 292 f. and 669 ff., 

N. Hohlwein, “Evhéméria du Fayoum,” JJP 3, 1949, pp. 63 ff., 

and Tomsin, “Les continuités™ and “Notes,” esp. pp. 215 ff. In 
the following notes I have refrained from pointing out every 

single disagreement that I have with their position; but if I am 
correct in eliminating some persons from this discussion, either 

because I believe them to have been lessees, and not former 

owners, of imperial estates (see above, Chapter I, n. 36), or 

because they owned land which in no way seems to me to have 

been connected with imperial properties (see below, Appendix 

I), then the major arguments of their theory are seriously 

damaged. My attempts to cut down the number of imperial 
estates in Egypt are paralleled by what other scholars are doing 
with regard to Asia Minor and its provinces; see, e.g., T. R. S. 

Broughton, “Roman Landholding in Asia Minor,” TAPA 65, 

1934, pp. 207 ff., and B. Levick, Roman Colonies in Southern 

Asia Minor, 1967, App. V1, “Client Kings, Royal Domains, and 

Imperial Estates”. 
The properties of the imperial family, as well as large estates 

in general throughout the empire, have been discussed in a 

number of works, of which the following is a selected list: C. 

Lécrivain, De agris publicis imperatoriisque ab Augusti aetate 
usque ad finem imperii Romani, 1887; H. Pelham, The Imperial 

Domains and the Colonate, 1890; R. His, Die Domanen der 

romischen Kaiserzeit, 1896; A. Schulten, Die rémischen 

Grundherrschaften. Eine agrarhistorische Untersuchung, 1896; 

L. Homo, “‘Le domaine impérial a Rome,” MEFR 19, 1899, pp. 

101 ff.; E. Beaudouin, Les grands domaines dans I’empire 

romain, d’apreés des travaux récents, 1899; O. Hirschfeld, “Der 

Grundbesitz der romischen Kaiser in den ersten drei 

Jahrhunderten,” Klio 2, 1902, pp. 45 ff. and 284 ff.; M. 

Rostovtzeff, Geschichte der Staatspacht in der romischen 
Kaiserzeit bis Diokletian, 1902; O. Hirschfeld, Die kaiserlichen 

Verwaltungsbeamten bis auf Diocletian, 1905; A. Schulten, 

“Fundus,” DEAR III, 1906, pp. 338 ff.; F. de Zulueta, De 
patrociniis vicorum, 1909; E. Kornemann, “Doménen,” RE 

Suppl. 1V, 1924, cols. 227 ff.; R. S. Rogers, “The Roman 

Emperors as Heirs and Legatees,” TAPA 78, 1947, pp. 140ff.; 

V. A. Sigaro, L’Italia agraria sotto Traiano, 1958; L. Lesuisse, 

“L’aspect héréditaire de la succession impériale sous les 
Julio-Claudiens,” LEC 30, 1962, pp. 32 ff.; R. MacMullen, 

“Three Notes on Imperial Estates,” CQ 56, 1962, pp. 277 ff.; J. 

Kolendo, “Sur la législation relative au grands domaines de 

I’Afrique romaine,” REA 65, 1963, pp. 80 ff.; H. Nesselhauf, 

“Patrimonium und res privata des romischen Kaisers,” 

Historia-Augusta-Colloquium, 1963, pp. 73 ff.; J. Béranger, 
“Fortune privée impériale et état,” Mélanges ... Georges 

Bonnard, 1966, pp. 151 ff.; G. Boulvert, Esclaves et affranchis 
impériaux sous le haut-empire romaine. Réle politique et 

administratif, 1970; A. Masi, Ricerche sulla “res privata” del 

“princeps,” 1971; L. Flam-Zuckermann, “Un example de la 

genese des domaines impériaux d’aprés deux inscriptions de 
Bithynie,” Historia 21, 1972, pp. 114 ff. 

2. See Dio Cass., 55.7.5; Suet., Tib. 15.1; Philo, Leg. 44; 
Tac., Ann. 15.39.1; Fronto, Ep. 1.8. For slaves see CIL VI 
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some very extensive estates in Egypt. 

Augustus’ treatment of the Egyptian properties of Maecenas set an example and a rule for 
subsequent emperors to follow. As he was fully entitled to do in accordance with the laws of 

inheritance and property, he did not turn them over to the prefect to be assimilated into the yn 
dmuooia, but treated them as what they were: his own private domain. Henceforth to be known by 

the name of their original owner as Mouxnvatiavol ovotat, these estates — apparently unbroken 

and unparcelled — passed from emperor to emperor. There are many gaps in the early history of 

these as well as of similar properties, but this seems to me to be the import of the fact thatin 46/7 

we hear of them as belonging to Claudius, and in 57 as being part of the Neronian patrimonium.? 

The fate of two other estates which, in all likelihood, were also formed during the reign of 

Augustus appears to have been identical. For the first of these, the Aovguavt) ovota, the earliest 

evidence comes from 74, i.e. long after it had been incorporated into the ovolandg Aoyos.* The 

identity, moreover, of its original owner is by no means certain, the name Lurius being rather 

common to all social classes (and especially to the lower ones) during the first century. It has been 

argued, and not without some degree of plausibility, that the original owner was M. Lurius, &oywv 

in Sardinia in 40 B.C. and later commander of the right wing of the Augustan fleet during the 
battle off Actium.” If this identification is right, Lurius (who was certainly not a senator, but most 
likely an eques or a freedman) could hardly have outlived Augustus, and it seems reasonable to 
assume that, like Maecenas, he bequeathed his estates to his commanding general and emperor. 

There is even less certainty regarding the original owner of the second estate, the 
Ietpwviovy ovoia, which appears for the first time in 46/7 as belonging to Claudius, and which 
after another appearance in 50/1 vanishes form our records.® Here, too, we are dealing with a 
name common to all strata of society — from senators to freedmen’s slaves. I am not convinced 
that the Gaius and Poplius Petronii, owners of a farmstead in Euhemeria in 29, are in any way 
connected with Gaius Petronius, a personal friend of Augustus and prefectin 24-1 B.C.” I suspect 
that the Petronii brothers are veterans who had settled in the Arsinoite after their discharge, as so 
many of their comrades did throughout the Roman occupation.® The identification of the original 
owner of the ITetowviavy odola with the prefect, on the other hand, cannot be proven, but is 
nonetheless very tempting. If this is indeed the case, Augustus may have inherited from a close 
associate. 

When the first emperor died in 14, he left one third of his property to his wife, Livia Drusilla, 

  

   

4016, 4032, 4095, 19926, 22970; cf. AE 1921, p. 22, no. 69 
(where the Nero mentioned is most likely Tiberius). See also 
Platner-Ashby, Topographical Dictionary, p. 272. For this, as 
well as for other instances of legacies received by the emperors 
from friends and political allies, see R. S. Rogers, “ The Roman 
Emperors as Heirs and Legatees,” TAPA 78, 1947, pp. 140 ff., 
and J. Gaudemet, “‘Testamenta ingrata et pietas Augusti’: 
contribution a I’étude du sentiment impérial,” Studi ... 
Arangio-Ruiz 3, 1953, pp. 115 ff. 

3. P. Mich. 274-5.7-8, wijg Tifeotiov Khawdiov Kaioagog 
Zefaotot Tepuavinot Adtwxedtweos Maxnvidaviic ovoiag 
%ofleu (= »hijeor); BGU 181.5-7, 1fj]g Néowvog Khavdiov 
Kaioagog Zefaotod Teopovinot Avtoxdtogog Mowxn- 
VoUTLovig 0voiag. 

4. P. Hamb. 3.10. For more documents see below, 
Appendix ILiii.16. 

5. PIR’L 425. This identification was first made by K. F. 
W. Schmidt, GGA 190, 1928, p. 163, n. 5, and independently by 
Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg., p. 83. It has received universal 

  

acceptance. 

6. BGU 650.1-3, 1] &v 10 "Afo]owotm T[t]B[e]e[t]ov 
Khowdiov Kaicaog ZeBaotot Ieppavinod Avdtorodtoog 

Merowviaviig ovotag (cf. lines 12-13); SB 9. 24, Tig 

Ietowviaviig ovoiag. In P. Hamb. 101.6 (III), ¥olyev Aéwv 

npovontig Ietpw[(viaviis), the expansion of the abbreviation 

is very uncertain (Iletow[(viov) being more likely) and, in any 
case, I believe we are dealing with a privately owned property. 

7. P. Ryl. 127.4-5, &mwowiov Ilomhiov wai TLaiov 

Hetowvimv. On this see also below, Appendix I. For the prefect 
see PIR' P 196 with stemma (many Gaii, no Poplii); cf. PIR' P 
198 (many Poplii, no Gaii); Stein, Préfekten, pp. 17 f. 

8. For example, a tenant of M. Aponius Saturninus in 
Karanis knew, and borrowed money from, a ['éetog Ietpdviog, 

oTeaT™G Aoydvog, P. Osl. 33 verso.6-7 (29). See also N. 

Lewis, “A Veteran in Quest of a Home,” TAPA 90, 1959, pPp- 
139 ff., my remarks in BASP 7, 1970, pp- 87 ff., and J. F. 
Gilliam, “A Legionary Veteran and his Family,” BASP8, 1971, 
PRIESORE: 
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and two thirds to his adopted son and successor, Tiberius.’ The Egyptian portion of the property, 
i.e. the three estates mentioned above, passed on to the new ruler in toto. Livia, on the other hand, 

had already accumulated her own plots in the Arsinoite. The first reference to her estates dates to 

5, when we hear of an ovota AuBiag [xoi] Teopav[od Kalioagos, and this dual ownership, 
attested also in 14/15, continues even after Germanicus’ death.! From 19 to the death of Livia 

the joint ownership includes, in addition to the empress-mother, if not all the children of 

Germanicus certainly his three surviving sons, Nero Iulius, Drusus Iulius, and Gaius, the future 

emperor, all Caesares.'' Livia appears to have been acquiring properties up to the very end, for 

she is the new owner of the lands formerly of C. Tulius Alexandros, a very enigmatic personality 
who died at some time between 26 and 28.'* This was apparently a small plot, but whether the 

same person is the original owner of the ’AleEavdoiovi) ovoia, an estate of slightly over 200 

arourae in the Drymos Hieras Nesou, is a matter of speculation." 

References to Livia’s estates cease after 29, the year of her death. Since her other son, Nero 

Claudius Drusus, had died in 9 B.C., and since in any event Tiberius annulled her will," it is 

certain that the emperor, and her only surviving son, inherited them. What happened to the 

estates of the children of Germanicus is not known, but it is very likely that the boys continued as 

owners, with Tiberius as their guardian. 

The death of Germanicus himself, however, in 19 had already enriched Tiberius to a far 

greater extent. This “versatile and amiable mediocrity”'® had always been fascinated by Egypt, 
something he may have inherited from his mother, Antonia Drusi. We know, for example, that he 

visited Alexandria and the inner country as far as Elephantine and Syene, and that he paid a visit 

to the Arsinoite in order to view the ‘artificial’” lake and the canal web; that he bestowed 

attention upon his estates there is a safe inference. His Hellenized apparel, his popularity among 

the Alexandrians, his prevention of a small-scale famine by the opening of the auxiliary granaries, 

and above all his very visit to a province barred to all members of the senatorial class without 
previous imperial authorization, drew sharp censure from Tiberius.' 

In addition to Germanicus himself, his mother Antonia Drusi, her slave M. Antonius Pallas 

and Germanicus’ own slave or freedman Anthos, all invested heavily in Egyptian land, and their 

estates grew to considerable size. The earliest reference to Germanicus’ estates dates from 5, ina 

document (already referred to) in which he appears as co-owner with his grandmother, Livia."” 

impossible. Fuks proposed C. Iulius Alexandros the alabarch, O=sSuets T Aug 1015 Tib=08: = ilacs = Ann. -8 = oint 

brother of Philo and father of Ti. Iulius Alexandros, the prefect, ownership by Tiberius and Livia is indicated in CIL VI 4358, 
9066; X 7489. See Hirschfeld, Verwaltungsbeamten, p.28,n. 1. 

10. SB 9150.4-5; P. Lond. 445 (I, p. 166).5-6, £dagdv 

“Tovhiog ZeBaotiic xoi T'eppavinotd Kaioogos. 
11. SB 10536.14-15, 9mooweod Tovhiag Zefaotiig ol 

Téxvay Teopavivot Kaf[o]agog; P. Med. 6.1-3, éyMjumtogu 

Piprov ’‘lovhiag Zefaotig xail Téxvo(v) Teopovinod 
Kaioagog. In P. Sorbonne inv. 2364.5-7 (25/6) the certain 

reading is yewoyov ‘Tovhiog Zeaotis xal Ténvwv Fepuavinod 

Kawodowv. 

12. Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 672, no. 44, suggested the 
identification of C. Tulius Alexandros with the son of Herodes 
and Mariamne the Hasmonean, and this suggestion was 

accepted by Hohlwein, JJP 3, 1949, pp. 81 f. Tomsin, ‘“Les 

continuités,” p. 90, n. 52, and independently A. Fuks, introd. to 

CPJ 420, rejected this theory on the very logical grounds that 
the son of Herodes had already been executed in 7 B.C. (cf. PIR® 

1498). Rostovtzeff also proposed Bajoi[réw]s for P. Ryl. 166.7, 

and this found its way to PIR’ 1 137, but a photograph supplied 
me by the Rylands Library reveals that it is paleographically 

an old friend of Claudius and procurator of Antonia Drusi (Jos., 

Ant. 19.276). But dA]Jop[doyo]v is also impossible and this 

person was alive under Claudius. The name, we should bear in 
mind, was very common among Alexandrians, and particularly 

Jews, as well as slaves (e.g., CIL VI 5188, 8532, 8738, 11390); 
cf. J. Baumgart, Die rémischen Sklavennamen, 1936, pp. 57 ff. 

13. P. Bour. 42.108 (167). 
[aSSuets s dibeSils 

15. M. P. Charlesworth, CAH X, p. 622. 

16. For Germanicus’ visit to Egypt see Tac., Ann.2.59ff ; 

discussion in Wilcken, Hermes 63, 1928, p. 48; Stein, 

Untersuchungen, pp. 80 ff., esp. p. 92; W. F. Akveld, 

Germanicus, 1961, pp. 94 ff.; and esp. D. G. Weingirtner, Die 

Agyptenreise des Germanicus, 1969. The order forbidding 

senators to enter the province without authorization included 

illustrious equites as well: Tac., Ann. 2.59; Hist. 1.11; Dio 

Casss 5117 
17. SB 9150; see above, n. 10.    
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There can be no doubt that it was Tiberius who acquired the largest portion — if not indeed all — 

of Germanicus’ estates upon the latter’s death. From evidence pertaining to affairs in Rome we 

have a long list of Germaniciani among the imperial slaves and freedmen, but the exact time of 

their entrance into the imperial clientela is unknown; it may have been accomplished via Gaius or 

Agrippina.'® As far as Egypt is concerned, however, a document dated in 34 gives Tiberius as the 

new owner of the Germanician estates.'® (At this time, it should be remembered, Germanicus’ 

wife, as well as their last four children, Gaius, Agrippina, Drusilla and Livilla, were still alive.) 

This Teguaviniavi ovoto appears to have been handed down thereafter from emperor to 

emperor, unbroken and undivided. 

Some of the references to estates owned by Germanicus’ sons have already been mentioned 

in connection with Livia.?® An &moixwov ABtAla[g] in Soknopaiou Nesos, where Germanicus, 

Anthos and Antonia Drusi had estates, very probably carried the name of Germanicus’ daughter, 

Tulia Livilla.?' But this does not mean that she necessarily owned it (it could have been only named 
in her honour), and we know that another Livilla, Livia Drusi, also had properties in Egypt. 

The *Ayourmiviavy odota is another estate closely connected with Germanicus.” We are 

unable to determine whether the wife or the daughter is meant, or whether either of them created 

or inherited it. One thing is clear, however: whoever the original owner might have been, after her 

death the property passed to the emperor — Tiberius, if the elder Agrippina is meant (although 

her son Gaius may have been left part of it), Nero, if the younger. The ‘Povtihhiavy) ovoio which, 
for unknown reasons, is coupled with the *Ayourmiviavn on a small bronze tablet which I would 

date to the first half of the first century, seems to have been formed at this time also.”* The identity 

of its original owner is unknown, but the tablet states that it was imperial property by that time, 

  

although we cannot say who the first emperor was to obtain it. 

Lastly there is a person whom the scribes of Karanis style “Av9og I'eopavizot Kaioaog, 

but whether a servus or a libertus is meant is not clear.** His estate, the ’Avdiavi ovoia, became 

18. Germaniciani among the slaves of Tiberius are 

attested in CIL VI 4336 (?), 4339, 4341, 4351, 4398, 4409, 
5540. But they are also found in the household of Drusus Caesar 

(4337), Agrippina (4387), Iulius Nero Caesar (4344), and 
Gaius (4357, 33767). Discussion and bibliography in 
Chantraine, Freigelassene, pp. 315 f. 

19. P. Ryl 134.7-9, tij[g] TiBeoiov Kaioapog Zefaotod 
ovoia(g) Feouavixiorig. 

20. See above, n. 11. 

21. BGU 277.i.15 (II); this is the reading of Dr. G. 
Poethke, who was kind enough to examine the papyrus at my 
request. 

22. An ’AlyJoutmiavi odoia is found in BGU 1047.14 

(117-38), but I strongly suspect that we should read 
Alylowtnviyaviis or Afylowtiviaviic (Prof. W. Miiller 
informs me that the papyrus was lost during the war). Contra 
Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 123, opting for Postumus, and 

SEHRE, pp. 292 and 670, no. 7; M. Reinhold, Marcus Agrippa. 
A Biography,1933,p. 61,n. 54 and pp. 128 ., opts for the elder, 

on the analogy of the Maecenatian estates, and so also R. Syme, 
The Roman Revolution, 1939, p. 380. If it were the estate of the 

elder, it is surprising that we do not find any other references to 

it; if of Postumus, it is surprising that we do, for names of minors 
of the imperial house disappear after the Flavian reorganization 

of the ovoranog Adyos. I should emphasize, however, that the 
possibility that an Agrippa had in fact estates in Egypt still exists. 

23. SB 4226, Ayoeutmviaviig xail ‘Povtilhiaviig ovoloc 
TOU #VE{0V AVTOREETOQEOG GTeM]v xai dvevydoevtoy. This was 

  

undated when first published by A. Erman, ZASA 28, 1890, p. 

59, but the fact that a living emperor is presented as the owner of 
the estate, as well as the mention of tax-exemption (on which 
below, Chapter IV), strongly suggest a Julio-Claudian date. 

Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 128, n. 1, tentatively assigned it to the 

second century, but offered no reasons; so also Wilcken, 

Ostrakal, p. 392. Hirschfeld, Klio 2, 1902, p. 293, in search of 

anillustrious owner of the second century, suggested M. Rutilius 

Rufus, the prefect of 113-17 (PIR' R 173: Stein, Préfekten, pp. 
55 ff.), and this was accepted by R. S. Rogers, TAPA 78,1947, 

p. 152, who thought that Rufus left his estate to Hadrian or 
Antoninus. Both this and the Agrippinian estates are missing in 
Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 669, n. 45. 

24. The formula occurs in P. Mich. 223.1289, 1875; 

224.2275, 6024; 225.2655; 372.ii.23; elsewhere *AvSiovi 

ovota. The accepted theory explains the phrase *Avdou 
Teguavixot Kaioapog as meaning ““(estate) of Germanicus, 

(formerly) of Anthos” (contra N. Lewis, AJP 67, 1964, p. 370, 
reversing the order), which is by no means impossible. But this 
still leaves us with the question of the social status of Anthos. 

Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 672, no. 31, saw in him a rich 

Alexandrian, and he has been followed by all subsequent 

commentators. His contention, however, that the name was a 

popular one among Alexandrians is unfounded; Preisigke, 

Namenbuch, lists only a @¢wv 6 xai *Avdog *Aupwviavod, P. 

Soc. 315 (137/8), and Foraboschi, Onomasticon, none besides 

the person under discussion. The phrase N Germanici Caesaris 
is the standard way to refer to Germanicus’ slaves and 
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part of the patrimonium principis, but the exact manner in which this was accomplished is not 

known. It could have been via Germanicus, or because Anthos passed to the clientela of Tiberius 

or Gaius: all depends on the year of Anthos’ death. 
The property of Tiberius was further augmented by the death of his son Drusus Iulius Caesar 

in 23, and of the latter’s wife, Claudia Livilla or Livia Drusi, in 31. Whether Drusus himself had 

estates in Egypt is a matter of speculation; we know that Livia Drusi did.”* In 29 we hear of a 

KrG&dog ABiag Agovoov Kaioapog having financial dealings with an Egyptian farmer dwelling 
in the farmstead of the Petronii brothers.”® In 34, i.e. three years after her death, we hear of a 

tpoeotds TV TiP[e]olov nai Apiag Agovoov Kaioapog téxvwy (s.c. ovoidv). I see no reason 
to suppose the loss of a second t@v before Tif3[e]oiov and to regard this as a property belonging to 

the children of Ti. Claudius Drusus (the future emperor Claudius) and of his sister Livia Drusi.”’ 
The reference is, I believe, to the emperor Tiberius himself and to his two surviving 

grandchildren, Iulia and Ti. Tulius Caesar Gemellus, of whom he was the guardian. Finally, in 46 

we hear of a Aufravr ovaia, but whether its original owner was Livia Drusilla or Livia Drusi is 
unknown.” By that time the estates of both had become imperial property. 

Yet another estate which, in all probability, was added to the patrimonium principis during 

the lifetime of Tiberius seems to have been originally unconnected with the imperial family. From 

87/8 on we have frequent references to a Alovvoodmeiovi) ovoia as part of the ovoLakOg Abyog. 

Now a Dionysodoros is known to have owned property in the Arsinoite, where the 
Atovuoodworavy odoia was located. He was strategos of the nome for more than the entire reign 

of Tiberius, an inordinately long period of time for such an appointment.* Lastly, a palm-tree 

plantation in the Dionysodorian estate near Epipolis was called Ztoatyot in 207/8.° The 

identification, then, of this strategos with the original owner of the Dionysodorian estate is very 

tempting. He was certainly not of high rank, for he is known only by his Greek name and the post 

of the strategos was rather low and one for which Roman citizenship was not required.”! 

Dionysodoros’ relation to Tiberius or to the imperial family, however, is totally unknown, as are 

the reasons for his estate becoming imperial property, or the manner in which this was done. 

When Tiberius died in 37, he bequeathed his entire property jointly to his grandson, Ti. 

Tulius Caesar Gemellus, and to his grandnephew and successor to the throne, Gaius. The Senate 

realized the impossibility of such an arrangement. The imperial wealth played too important a 

role and too vital a part in the finances of the state to be thus severed, and whatever Gaius’ 

motives for his request might have been, the Senate agreed to annul Tiberius’ will.*> The 

28. P. Mich. 560. 
29. Heis attested from before 12 to 45, although it appears 

that his occupation of the post was not continuous; documents in 

H. Henne, Liste des stratéges des nomes Egyptiens a I'époque 
gréco-romaine, 1935, pp. 7, 12, 50, 65; and G. Mussies, P. 

Lugd.-Bat. 14, 1965, p. 21. There is no other example of a 

freedmen; see Chantraine, Freigelassene, p. 37. Anthos itself is 

an exceedingly common servile name; I have encountered about 
*100 instances in the works listed below, n. 63. For imperial 
slaves and freedmen of that name see, e.g., CIL V14903, 5215, 

15114, 15616; XII 257. & 

25. See, e.g., Rostovizeff, SEHRE, p. 292. 
  

26. P. Ryl. 127.26-7. The editors suggest that Kh&dog is a 
corruption for KAadiog, in which case he would be not a slave 

but a freedman. This is quite possible, but cf. CIL VI 29154, M. 

Ulpius Aug. lib. Cladus Entellianus, and” 2260, Perennis ... 
Cladianus. A KAGdog is also known in Ptolemaic Egypt (BGU 

1943 [215/4 B.C.)). 

27. P. Ryl. 138.3-5; see the editors’ note ad loc., an 

interpretation universally accepted (e.g., Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, 

pp- 292, 670, no. 11). Both Tiberius and Claudius (before and 

after he had become emperor) are called Tiberius in papyri; see 

P. Bureth, Les titulatures impériales dans les papyrus, les 

ostraca et les inscriptions d’Egypte, 1964, pp. 25 ff. 

strategos who served for more than six years. For the nature of 
Dionysodoros’ office see Preisigke, P. Strassb. 118 introd., and 

Eitrem and Amundsen, P. Osl. 123 nn. 
30. P. Gen. 38.5-6, ALovvo0odmELavilG 0V0L0G POLVIX®D- 

* vog Gpovdv ¢ (fluioovs) Zteatmyod Aeyouévouv. 
31. For the office in general see N. Hohlwein, Le stratége 

du nome, 1969. A new study is now needed. 

32. Suet., Tib.76, Gaius14.1; Dio Cass., 59.1.1; Jos., Ant. 

18.205 ff. Even if it had not been annulled, Gaius would have 

inherited Gemellus’ share after the latter’s death according to 

the provisions of the will.  
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patrimonium was once more principis. Whatever estates Gemellus may still have had in Egypt 

and elsewhere, e.g., those he had previously inherited from his parents and which could not have 

been covered under Tiberius’ will, also passed to the patrimonium. For Gaius, having adopted 

young Gemellus, forced him to commit suicide late in 37, after which he could claim ownership of 

the prince’s property in his capacity of adoptive father. 

How strongly the emperor still felt himself as the personal owner of the patrimonium 

principisis illustrated by the story that, when Gaius fell dangerously ill, he left his entire property, 

together with the empire, to his sister Iulia Drusilla.” Naturally, had he died at that time, neither 

the Senate nor, what is more realistic, the new emperor would have considered such a will in any 

seriousness, and the account itself may well be apocryphal. It illustrates, nevertheless, an actual 

state of affairs and, given Gaius’ autocratic views on the empire, is in character. Yet even the most 

republican-minded of the senators should have agreed that, as far as the patrimonium was 

concerned, Gaius was within his legal rights in bequeathing it to whomever he pleased. But what 

the law stated and what the actual conditions dictated were two vastly different things. The 
finances, and with them the entire structure, of the empire would have collapsed had an emperor 

deprived the state of the immense resources of the patrimonium principis. 
Gaius had properties in Egypt before his accession to the throne. He had inherited some 

from his father, for he is one of the sons of Germanicus mentioned in the papyri already referred 
to.** If the owner of the *Ayourmiviavi) ovoia was his mother and not his sister, he may very well 
received part or all of that property in 33, the year of her death, as he inherited the horti 
Agrippiniani in Rome.> All these properties were, of course, now joined to the patrimonium 
principis and to the estates acquired by Augustus and Tiberius, and they subsequently passed to 

Claudius. 
Late in 37 another addition, and a major one, was made to the imperial estates in Egypt, for 

that year saw the passing of another grande dame of the Julio-Claudians. Antonia Drusi, the 

younger daughter of M. Antonius and Octavia, was survived by two male relatives, her son 

Claudius and her grandson Gaius. Indubitably they were the chief, if not the sole, beneficiaries 

under her will, and there is no doubt that Gaius must have received the lion’s share. The first clear 
and indisputable evidence of an estate in Egypt owned by Claudius dates from 40, i.e. one year 
before his accession to the throne. We hear of a mpogotmg tiig Fatov Kaioapog Avtoxpdtoeog 
ZefaocTot ovotag xai Thg Tifeplov Khawdiov Fepuavizod odotoag tdv meol Evnuepiov.*® These 

are two distinct estates,”’ but the presence of the same curatorin charge of both may point to joint 
management not only because of geographical proximity, but also because of joint ownership. It is 
quite possible that we have here estates left by Antonia Drusi jointly to her son and to her 
grandson. If this is so, we are dealing with a section of the well-attested *Avtmviavy ovaia. 

Unlike her elder sister of the same name, who was not interested in Egypt or in much else for 
that matter, Antonia Drusi was, and very much so. Her estates in the Arsinoite are referred to for 

the first time in a document of 22,** and we know that she owned land in various villages of that 

nome. There is a large number of papyri mentioning an *Avtwviovi odoia,” and although the 
possibility remains that the original owner of some of these estates may have been her 
granddaughter, Claudia Antonia, I should think it more likely that in the majority, if not in all, of 

33. Suet., Gaius 24: heredem quoque bonorum atque 36. P. Ryl. 148.4-9. 
imperii aeger instituit. 37. See Tomsin, ‘“Notes,” p. 218, n. 64, where he is 

34. See above, n. 11. Tiberius had meanwhile seen to the certainly right in opposing Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 670, no. 9. 
dea.uh of the other two, Nero Iulius Caesar in 31, and Drusus 38. P. Osl. 123.4-6, tijg &v td [.]x[oJv émow[{]ot 
Tulius Caesar in 33. ov[oiag] *A[vltwviag Agov[cov. 

35. Sen., Dial. 3 (de ira).18; Philo, ad Gaium 2.572; see 39. See below, Appendix I1.i.4 bis. 
Platner-Ashby, Topographical Dictionary, pp. 264 f. 
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these instances it is Antonia Drusi who is meant. In 23 we also hear of a Cerinthus Antoniae Drusi 

servus, most likely a vilicus or a curatorof her estates.*’ The document that preserves his signature 
is a notification to the strategos of the Oxyrhynchite of Cerinthus’ intention to transfer a 
considerable number of sheep and goats to the Kynopolite, the nome across the Nile. He states 

that the animals are his, but are they feeding on public land or on his mistress’ pastures? We know 

that in 50 Claudius is listed as the owner of an estate in the Oxyrhynchite,*' and it is not impossible 

that we are dealing with an estate he had inherited from his mother. 

It has often been asserted, on the other hand, that Antonia herself had inherited part or all of 

her Egyptian estates from her father, M. Antonius. Dio, it is true, states that, after the triumvir’s 

death, Augustus presented his nieces with part of their father’s wealth.” But although the 

emperor may have allowed the two Antoniae to retain some of their father’s estates, the common 
assumption that Antonius owned land in Egypt cannot be documented at present.* It seems to me 

more likely that Antonia acquired her Egyptian estates in much the same manner in which her 

aunt, Livia Drusilla, must have obtained hers, i.e. through purchase. 

Gaius died in 41 without a will, and with him perished his wife and their infant daughter. 

Within hours Claudius was moved from behind a curtain to the throne of the empire, and he took 

into his capable hands the entire patrimonium of the Julio-Claudians. This, of course, included all 

the estates that Augustus, Tiberius and Gaius had accumulated in Egypt. Itis also during his reign 

that we first hear, in 53, of the Kaun\iowvy ovoia as part of the patrimonium principis,** although 

the exact moment of its entrance into this roster is unknown. The identity of its original owner, 

Camelius, still remains a mystery, but the size of the estate was considerable. The name does not 

point to an illustrious personage,* and I would speculate that Camelius was a slave or a freedman 

whose estates passed to the emperor upon his death. Confirmation of this, however, must wait for 

further documentation. 
Regarding the presence of slaves or freedmen among those whose properties further 

enriched the emperor during Claudius’ reign our information is not as explicit as one would wish it 

to be. In a papyrus dated in the first year of Nero’s rule, an Egyptian oil-maker informs his lessor 

that some of the machinery &houwovyiov - - - mpdtepov Tiegiov Khavdiov Zagamiwvog, vuvel 

8¢ 107 %vpiov Négmvog Khavdiov Kaica[eog] Zefao[tot Teoualvinot Avtoxpdtogog had 

been repaired, if not purchased, at his own expense.* Ti. Claudius Sarapion, as his name reveals, 

was a freedman of Claudius. We cannot be sure, however, as to the exact date that this oil-press 

changed hands and became imperial property. The presence of the slave Epaphroditos, and his 

master Ti. Claudius Felix, another of Claudius’ freedmen, in charge of the press may point to a 

pre-Neronian time. 

ii.6 (also N€og at the end of the line). In P. Princ. 14.i.8, whether 40. P. Oxy. 244. See also Wallace, Taxation, pp. 85 f. 
we read *Avio(viov) or *Avtw(viag) Suyatdg, it is Antonia 41. P. Oxy. 2837.1-4, olboiag tov xveiov Tifegiov 

Krawdiov Kaio[aglo[s =]efoaotot I[e]onav[xo]t Avro- 
%paro[p]oc. This is the latest reference to an estate owned by 

Claudius. 
42. Dio Cass., 51.15.7, taig 1e &dehqidaic, &g éx TOD 

*Avtoviov 1 *Oxtaovia dviionTd Te xail EteTéet, xQHHoTo 

Ao TV TOTEOWV ATEVELIE. 
43. Wilcken, Ostraka I, p. 393, saw M. Antonius as the 

original owner of the *Avtwviaw ovoia; so also Hirschfeld, 
Klio 2, 1902, p. 293. Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 670, no. 8, does 

not altogether dismiss the possibility, and at p. 671, no. 19, 
states that “it is probable that the estate [of Gallia Polla] was 

originally formed out of lands given by M. Antonius to one of his 
partisans”. See also A. Piganiol, MH 10, 1953, p. 195. On a 

photograph of P. Princ. 11, 1 read ’Avtwviag, not’Avtwviov, in 

Drusi who must be meant, not her father. In P. Strassb. 267.6, 

where the editor read ’Avtwviov Oveon[oo-, Prof. J. Schwartz, 

who kindly examined the papyrus at my request, suggests a very 

tentative "Avtoviag Agovoov Ove[omao-. 
44. P. Mich. 539.8; for more evidence see below, 

Appendix ILiii.4. 

45. According to W. Schulze, Zur Geschichte lateinischer 

Eigennamen, 1933, p. 140, the name is connected with the 

tribus Camilia and is a variation of Camil(l)ius; cf. Camellius in 

CIL VI 1686; Camelius and Camelia in VI 6612; X 3699; XTIV 

3080-84. See also Rostovtzeff, Kolonat,p. 123, but cf. SEHRE, 

PL 672 
46. P. Lond. 280 (II, p. 193).4-7. 
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The evidence surrounding the estate formerly of Narkissos is similarly equivocal. In 56/7 it 

is called [TuBeiov] Khawdiouv Aogupéeov tedTeQoy Napxiootovy) ovota.’’” There is little doubt 

but that the Doryphoros mentioned here is the well-known freedman of Claudius who later 

became a libellis to Nero. But who is Narkissos? The accepted theory is that we are dealing here 

with the famous ab epistulis to Claudius who, immediately upon that emperor’s death, was 

arrested and driven to suicide. According to such anidentification, Nero, who was Narkissos’ new 

patronus whether the latter liked it or not, would have inherited Narkissos’ estate and would have 

presented to one freedman what he had received from the other. But this identification, attractive 

though it is, cannot be considered absolutely certain. Aside from the fact that Narkissos is an 

exceedingly common servile name, we have the same Egyptian who complained about the 

oil-press of Sarapion now complaining about the Tiig mp6tepov Napxiooov ovoiog 

ghawovpyiov.* Here, too, parts of the machinery were defective and he had to purchase new ones 

with his own money. Are we dealing with the same oil-press, or are all presses in imperial estates 

in the same condition of deplorable neglect? Is there any connection between Sarapion and 

Narkissos, and if so, which of the two ““former owners” came first? Lastly, was the press imperial 

property as early as 52/3, the year that the fellah’s lease began, or did the oil-maker continue in 

his lease after the property had changed hands and entered the patrimonium? To these questions, 

unimportant, to be sure, but characteristic of the difficulties encountered in the present study, no 

definitive answer can be given at present. 

We have better information, however, regarding the members of the immediate family of 

Claudius, for we know that both his third wife as well as his daughter by his second wife had 

properties in Egypt. A small leaden tesserafound in Alexandria,* and which I think ought to be 
dated in Claudius’ reign, is a mark of ownership and possibly the earliest evidence for the 

Messalinian estates. It bears the inscription Meocakivng xtijolg upon it, and has as types “a 

standing figure of Messalina, copied with slight variations from the reserve of tetradrachms of her 

husband Claudius, and a cynocephalus baboon.”** The empress does not seem to have purchased 

any land in the Arsinoite, or if she did the parcels were small and quickly engulfed by larger 

properties. She had estates, however, in the adjoining nomes, the Herakleopolite and the 

Hermopolite, where her name was attached to plots of land as late as the third century.”’ What 

happened to these estates is not known. Claudius and their two children, Octavia and Britannicus, 

must have been the beneficiaries; if this is so, through marriage and assassination they passed to 

Nero. 

Our information regarding the estates of Antonia, Claudius’ daughter by Aelia Paetina, is 
scanty. All the certain evidence comes from the second century,’* but some of the references of 

the first century, as well as some of the instances where an ’Avtwviavi) ovoia is mentioned, may 

also point to her, rather than to Antonia Drusi. The standard way, however, of referring to 

Claudia Antonia’s estates — estates apparently rather small — seems to have been (710dTEQOV) 

*Avtoviag Juyateog Heot Khavdiov, obviously in order to avoid exactly this kind of confusion.” 

Antonia survived her father, as well as all other members of the Julio-Claudian family with the 

exception of Nero, but in 66, afew months after the Pisonian conspiracy in which her complicity is 

doubtful, she was accused of attempted revolution and was executed. Her property had nowhere 

TSRS RSN cynocephalus baboon is most likely a crude representation of 

48. WChr. 176 (after 52/3, possibly Nero). Thoth, who was extensively worshiped in Hermoupolis and the 

49. SB 6019. The inscription quoted is the entire text. Delta. 
50. J. G. Milne, JEA 1, 1914, p. 94; see G. Dattari, 51. See below, Appendix I1.i.13. 

Monete imperiali greche. Numi Augg. Alexandrini, catalogo 52. P. Fay 40.7-8 (162/3); P. Bour. 42 passim (167). 

della collezione G. Dattari, 1901, no. 6506, plate 37. Cf. 53. See the previous note; for ’Avtawviavi) ovoia with no 
Rostovtzeff, Staatspacht, p. 491, n. 359. What was seen as a further qualifications see below, Appendix IL.i.4 bis. 
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to go but to Nero. 

Claudius was assassinated in 54, leaving behind him the last will ever to be written by a 

Roman emperor.”* In it some reference must have been made to Britannicus, for it was too 

embarrassing to read in public. But whether Claudius was optimistic or foolish enough to have left 

part of the patrimonium principis to his son is uncertain. What is certain, however, is that Nero 

immediately set aside the old man’s will and assumed power as sole ruler. With the assassinations 

that followed in rapid succession, of Britannicus in 55, of Agrippinain 59, of Octavia in 62, and of 

Claudia Antonia in 66, Nero remained the lone survivor of a once teeming Julio-Claudian house, 

a house that had found room under its roof for the greatest as well as the lowest forms of human 

being. The entire property of this family, the wealth accumulated since the days of Tulius Caesar 

and Gaius Octavius, the estates built up by a Maecenas, a Lurius, a Iulia Augusta, a Livia Drusi, 

an Antonia Drusi, a Germanicus in Egypt — all now lay in the hands of the young man. It was not 
enough. 

The year 62 saw the death of two of the most powerful freedmen ever to cross the halls of the 

imperial palace and the further enrichment of the emperor. Ti. Claudius Doryphoros® was 

manumitted by Claudius and later became a libellis to Nero. There was a time when he was 

esteemed enough, and beloved enough, to merit a huge gift in money and a marriage ceremony 

with the emperor, but he made his fatal mistake in opposing Nero’s marriage to Poppaea.From 62 

onwards his estates are listed as part of the patrimonium principis. M. Antonius Pallas® was freed 

by Antonia Drusi at some time between 31, when he is last attested as her slave, and 37, the year 

of her death. He passed to the clientela of her son Claudius, to whom he became a rationibus, and 

enjoyed unlimited power during the second half of Claudius’ reign and the first years of Nero’s. 

He died an old man, perhaps of natural causes, but rumor — whether true or Tacitean is unknown 
— insisted that the emperor, impatient to inherit the phenomenal wealth of his freedman, abetted 

nature with poison.”’ 
If a papyrus which gives details about the early stages of an estate of Pallas in the Arsinoite is 

in fact dated in the reign of Tiberius, Pallas must have begun accumulating property in Egypt 

while he was Antonia’s slave or immediately upon his manumission.*® This is by no means 

unlikely, for although he acquired the bulk of his wealth while a rationibus, he certainly was not a 

pauper before his elevation to that office. Is it too farfetched to speculate that he may have spent 

some time in Egypt in the decade of the twenties as the procurator of his mistress’ estates? 

The same papyrus mentions three individuals whose land was acquired by Pallas for the 

formation of this particular estate, Gallia Polla, most likely a local owner whose property was 

formerly owned by a L. Septimius,” and Eros and Kharmos, who were joint owners, and who 

54. Suet., Claud. 44; Tac., Ann. 12.69; Dio Cass., 61.1.2, 

Népwv otv tdg T dradxag Tod Khavdiov pdvioe xail mv 
aoymv maoav d1edéEaro. See P. A. Brunt, JRS 56, 1966, p. 78. 

55. PIR’D 194. References to his Egyptian estates below, 

Appendix ILiii.7. 
56 PIR! P 49. See also S. I. Oost, “The Career of M. 

Antonius Pallas,” AJP 79, 1958, pp. 113 ff. The horti 

Pallantiani became imperial property as well; see Platner- 
Ashby, Topographical Dictionary, p. 270. Pallantiani among 

the imperial slaves in CIL VI 143, 8470. For references to his 

Egyptian estates see below, Appendix ILiii.21. It is very 

possible that Nero inherited (there is no reason to speak of 

confiscation) only part of Pallas’ estates, since the latter was a 

libertus, not a slave. According to Oost, p. 138, “‘the rest went to 
Pallas’ family, and provided the means whereby one of his 

descendants attained the consulshipin 167" (PIR* A 859). AM. 

Antonius Pallas was living in the second century and owning 

land in Egypt; see below, Appendix I. Whether he is connected 

with the freedman, or whether he inherited (Rostovtzeff, 

Kolonat, p. 123, n. 2) or created his estates there, is not known. 

57. Tac., Ann. 14.65; cf. Dio Cass., 62.14.3; Suet., Nero 

35558 
58. On the basis of a photograph supplied me by the 

Trustees of the British Museum, P. Lond. 195 (IL, p. 127).1-2 

read Tehéoporta xToens heyouévn(c) [ca. 20 letters] TuBeoiov 

Kaicagog Zepaotod [ca. 25 letters]. It is most likely (but not 

certain) that line 2 is part of a date; see Foraboschi, Chronique 

42,1967, p. 172, n. 2, and cf. Tomsin, Chronique 46, 1971, pp. 

B5PRHIE 

59. L.Septimius has often been seen as an early member of 

the future imperial family of the Septimii Severi, or as arelative 

of Septimius Severus, the friend of Statius; so Rostovtzeff, 
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appear together in another document as well.* Other papyri show that the jointly owned lands of 

a Tucundus and a Khresimos,” together with the property of an individual whose name is most 

likely to be restored as Numerius,® contributed to the formation of the ITaAhavtiavai odoiar. All 

these persons are otherwise unknown, but itis curius to note that all the male names on the list are 

typically servile.®® Did Pallas purchase land from some imperial slaves and freedmen, as well as 

from local landowners? Did he inherit from those of his own slave and manumitted viliciin Egypt 
who had purchased land themselves as their peculium? (These parcels, we should observe, are of 

small to average size, none exceeding 50 arourae.) All this is, admittedly, pure speculation, but I 

find it easier to accept than to believe that an Eros, a Kharmos, a Iucundus or a Khresimos were 

important Alexandrians; that an emperor granted land to them; and that the same or another 

    

emperor took it back and presented it to Pallas.* 
Another person to enrich the emperor with his estates was L. Annaeus Seneca the younger. 

His passion for acquiring riches was as deeply rooted and as insatiable as was his interest in 

agriculture, and he was successful in both pursuits. His estate near Nomentum is cited as an 

example of model management,” and Juvenal spoke of his gardens in Rome as magnos Senecae 

praedivitis hortos (10.15-16).°° The size of his holdings in Egypt was not less immense. It appears 
that the Zevexavn ovoia was the single largest addition to the patrimonium principis, and the 

largest privately owned estate in Egypt at the time, second only to that of Nero.” 

SEHRE, p. 671, no. 24; see also Foraboschi, Chronique 42. 

1967, pp. 172 f. But I find unacceptable this identification of L 
Septimius with the former owner of the Zeovnoiavn ovoia, 
which is never connected with the estates of Pallas. 

60. P. Berl. Leihg. 29 (164), where Prof. A. Tomsin kindly 
informed me that we encounter a ITaAhavuiavi) ovoia 

[(wobtepov) *Eowtog xai] Xdopov. His identification, 
however, of Eros with the person mentioned in Plut., Apophth. 
Aug. 4.207B, is questionable (see PIR’E 86; G. W. Bowersock, 

Augustus and the Greek World, 1965, p. 40; S. Treggiari, 
Roman Freedmen during the Late Republic, 1969, p. 191). 

Eros is the commonest servile name in any period. For imperial 
freedmen see CIL VI 8413, Ti. Claudius Aug. I. Eros a 

rationibus; 8607, M. Ulpius Aug. lib. Eros ab epistulis; 4124-5, 

4245, 8753, 8901, 10395, 15035, 17274; X 6666. Erotes are 
also found in Egypt; from the reign of Augustus, BGU 1118, 
1125, and 2047 (see JJP 16-17, 1971, p. 193). 

61. See below, Appendix ILiii.10 and 13. The names 
appear always jointly. Xonoiuov is to be supplied in P. Ryl. 

207.5 and 17; Xenoi(uov), not Xovoi(swov), is to be read in 
BGU 1894.94 (so Prof. W. Miiller, who was kind enough to 

examine the papyrus at my request). I am not wholly convinced 
that the "Tovxotvdog I'ouvmiavdg or Fovmiovod of P. Hamb. 3.7 

(74) is in any way connected with the Tucundus under discussion 
(so Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 671, no. 20; cf. PIR’ T 73). Not all 

persons mentioned in lines 4 ff. need be former owners of 

imperial estates; the term ovoia, applied to the lands of 

Maecenas, Seneca, Lurius and Germanicus, is missing after the 

two doubtful cases, of which the other is ta.g’Atiog or Tamatiag 

(neither looks very satisfactory; see the published plate) 

’Appwviov, a person that I believe to be actually alive at the 
time, in view of the émaxol(ovdoivtog) etc.; cf. P. Lond. 

1213-15 (IO, p. 121) passim. Hence it is very likely that 
Aphrodisios, the undeciphered name and Tucundus stand in the 

same position, in which case we should read du(éypanpav) for 
du(éyoanpev) in line 2. This is not definite, of course, but even if 
the mysterious name and Iucundus Grypianus are land-owners, 

  

nothing compels us to regard them as former owners of imperial 

estates; pace Meyer, the yewpyol mentioned in the document 

need not be exclusively ovoioxol. 

62. P. Bour. 42.103 reads ITahot( ) ovo(iag) & Tovpeo( ); 
the first doubtful word is almost certainly ITahat(waviig); for the 
second (which is paleographically certain) K. F. W. Schmidt, 

GGA 190, 1928, p. 163, n. 7, suggested Novueo({ov); 

otherwise ="Tovxotvdov? 

63. Throughout this chapter, in determining whether a 
name is common among slaves and freedmen I have relied on 
the index to CIL VI and on the following works: C. Huelsen, ““Il 

sito e le iscrizioni della schola Xanthasul foro Romano,” MDAT 

(R) 3, 1888, pp. 208 ff.; A. Oxé, ‘“Zur dlteren Nomenklatur der 

rémischen Sklaven,” RhM 59, 1904, pp. 108 ff.; M. Lambertz, 

“Die griechischen Sklavennamen,” LVII. Jahresbericht iiber 

das k.k. Staatsgymnasium im VIII. Bezirke Wiens, 1906/7, pp. 3 

ff., and LVIII. Jahresbericht, 1908, pp. 3 ff.; J. Baumgart, Die 

romischen Sklavennamen, 1936; B. Doer, Die rémische 

Namengebung. Ein historischer Versuch, 1937; H. Chantraine, 

Freigelassene und Sklaven im Dienst der romischen Kaiser. 

Studien zu ihrer Nomenklatur, 1967; also W. Schulze, Zur 

Geschichte lateinischer Eigennamen, 1933, and P. R. C. 

Weaver, Familia Caesaris. A Social Study of the Emperor’s 

Freedmen and Slaves, 1972. 

64. So, e.g., Tomsin, “Notes,” p. 221. The identification of 

these persons with rich Alexandrians was first made by 
Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 293 and 672, and has been universally 

accepted; see, e.g., Jouguet, La domination romaine, p. 15; N. 

Hohlwein, “Evhéméria du Fayoum,” JJP 3, 1949, pp. 63 ff.; 
Tomsin, “Notes” and “Les continuités,” passim. 

65. Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 580, n. 25. 

66. See also Tac, Ann. 14.52 ff.; Platner-Ashby, 

Topographical Dictionary, p. 272. 

67. The Senecan estates in Hiera Nesos, Drymos Hieras 

Nesou, Perkeesis and Ptolemais Nea (neighboring villages 

under a single administration) totalled slightly less than 2500 
arourae (P. Bour. 42). See also Sen., Dial. 7 (de vita   
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The exact time at which Seneca started acquiring land in Egypt is unknown. In 31 or 32 he 
was visiting with his uncle Gaius Galerius, then prefect, in Alexandria,” but whether he began 
purchasing lands at that early stage is a matter of speculation. He could have done little, if indeed 
anything, between 41 and 49 while he was banished to Corsica and pleading with Polybios, but 
from 49 to 62 his life traced an ascending road to power and wealth. Burrus’ death in 62, however, 
dealt a severe blow to Seneca’s power, and the latter, now almost 70 years old, his relations with 
the emperor severely strained, attempted to retire from the political arena. Tube, he requested 
Nero, rem per procuratores tuos administrari, in tuam fortunam recipi, but the offer of his wealth 
was refused.” A document dated 25 October 62, and which is our earliest reference to his estates 
in Egypt, has been taken to mean that Nero had in fact confiscated them by that time.” The sole 
evidence for such a conclusion is that the subleasing of the Senecan estate in the Oxyrhynchite was 
handled by a Ti. Claudius Theon who is called wio®wtc. But this is no certain testimony, for even 
while in private possession of his properties, Seneca would have to engage the services of 
numerous conductores. The words of Seneca himself, probably written in 63 or 64, upon the 
arrival of an Alexandrian flotilla in Rome, are not ambiguous: epistulas meorum accepturus non 
properavi scire, quis illic esset rerum mearum status, quid afferrent; olim iam nec perit quicquam 
mihi nec acquiritur (Ep. 77.3). In spite of the fact that for a long time now he had had nothing to 
gain or to lose (which may simply mean that he was no longer engaged in business transactions), 
he still had res suae in Egypt of which news was forthcoming. 

In addition to the estates mentioned up to this point, there are seven more which figure in 
the ovolandg hdyos. The identity of their original owners is a complete mystery — indeed the very 
name of one of them is lost in a lacuna. All the pertinent information comes from the second and 
third centuries, i.e. long after they had entered the patrimonium principis, but four of them (the 
ovoia Xenotov,” the ovoia Aateivov or Aativiovt odoia,’” the Zeouvnuavi) odoia and the 
Mnvatiovi odoia) are listed among the Vespasian portion of the ovolaxdg Adyog, and it is 
certain, although only from circumstantial evidence, that the remaining three (the Swxreatiov 
ovoto, and the ovota ’Ovnoipov and his unknown partner in a joint ownership) should be placed 
there as well.” These estates could have become part of the ovoLondg Aéyog at any time between 
Augustus and Vespasian, but not after the latter had organized the twofold division of this ratio 
between himself and Titus. Judging by their names only, Khrestos, Latinus and Onesimos were 
certainly slaves or freedmen; Sokrates and Severus possibly so.”* As for the remaining owner, the 
current opinion is that his name was Menas, but Menatius is an equally logical possibility.”   
beata).17.2: cur trans mare possides? cur plura quam nosti? 
This, however, does not necessarily, or exclusively, mean Egypt; 

itis very likely that Sefeca had estates in Galatia as well; see W. 

M. Ramsay, JRS 16, 1926, p. 205. 

68. Sen., Dial. 12 (ad Helviam).19.4; see Stein, 

Untersuchungen, p. 110, with nn. 1-2, and p. 259, with 
bibliography. 

69. Tac., Ann. 14.54; Suet., Nero 35. 

70. P. Oxy. 2873; see G. M. Browne, BASP 5, 1968, pp. 
18 f. 

71. Known only for the Mendesian nome and from 
unpublished documents; see below, Appendix ILiii.14. 

72. In P. Ryl. 427 (22).7 we should read A]atwviaviig 

ovoiag (so also Mrs. S. Kambitsis by letter), and in (15).9 for the 
editors’ |.g ovoiav & Aateivov xai “‘Hodt[og I would read, on the 

basis of a photograph supplied me by the Rylands Library, Jng 

(e.g., moBwthg) ovoiag & Aareivov xai ‘Hodg, or ‘Hodt[og. In 
P. Strassb. 299 recto.17 we are also dealing with this estate; T 

read ovowa]x@v- Aoteivov. The property of Latinus figures 

excessively in unpublished papyri from Thmouis, in the 

Mendesian nome, currently being studied by Mrs. S. Kambitsis, 
who was kind enough to send me long transcripts. The presence 

of the Latinian estate among the Vespasian ones excludes the 
possibility that we are dealing with the well-known actor 

mimicus ridiculed by Juvenal, and who later became informer to 

Domitianus (PIR’ L 129). 
73. The Sokratian estate is known only from P. Berl. 

Leihg. 1 verso.iv.7; the Onesimian only from P. Ryl. 207.23. 

There is no doubt that both were member-estates of the 
ovoLaxog Aoyog. 

74. See above, n. 63. Khrestos, Latinus and Onesimos are 

typical and frequent slave names. Sokrates and Severus, 
however, although found as servile names, are also encountered 

among wealthy Greek citizens and Roman equites. A Servianus 

Severus served as idios logos in 44/5-46 (P. Tebt. 298; P. 

Vindob. Bosw. 1). 

75. Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg., pp. 75 f., suggested Menas 
because of 470 doovedv émtd Mnva Aeyo(uévmv) in P. Berl.  
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Neither name points to an individual of high rank. 

There are only two estates, both of which were created during Nero’s reign, of which one 

certainly, the other possibly, entered the patrimonium principis after Nero’s death. The firstis the 

> Axtovd) ovoia, or "AxTig as it is more often called.” Its original owner was the well-known 

freedwoman of Claudius and Nero’s mistress. Akte owned lands in Sardinia, Puteoli, Velitrae and 

Terranova (Olbia) as well, and we know that after her death these too became imperial 

property.” According to Suetonius, she survived her new patronus, whose body she helped lay to 

rest, but for how long is not certain.”® The second estate is that of Calvia Crispinilla, another of 

Nero’s mistresses. She was a yuvi) émupovig who enriched herself during Nero’s lifetime,” then 

went to Africa to assist Claudius Macro in his attempt at seizing the throne. If Tacitus is correct in 

stating that she lived unharmed, rich, powerful and childless during the reigns of Galba, Otho and 

Vitellius, then her estates must have entered the ovolaxdg Adyog during Vespasian’s reign.® If 

they entered it at all, that is, for at present all the evidence we have about her properties in Egypt 

comes from a single scrap of papyrus, where her name is largely restored, and where it is not stated 

that her ovolo became in fact part of the odoloxdg Aoyog.* 

With the nocturnal flight and the subsequent tragicomic suicide of Nero on June 68, the 

Julio-Claudian dynasty came to an end. Up to that time the property of one emperor had 

descended to his successor — who was also his blood relative — in accordance with the ordinary 
laws of inheritance, even if a will were not available. But the break that took place in 68 was 

absolute: the familial connection was shattered. During the following year the army elevated to 

the throne three more emperors, only to break them with alarming dispatch: Galba in January, 

Otho in April, Vitellius in December of 69. There are few, and otherwise insignificant, pieces of 

evidence which indicate that the successors of the Julio-Claudians became also the possessors of 

their patrimonium. Thus Galba could form a commission to recall Nero’s gifts;** Otho took over 

Nero’s slaves and freedmen, and held symposia (to use a mild term) in the palatium;® Vitellius 
complained (!) about the domus aurea where he was lodging, as badly built and wretchedly 

equipped, while his wife ridiculed the scantiness of decorations in the imperial halls: oUtwg ovTOV 

(sc. Vitellius) ovdev t@v éxeivou (sc. Nero) tu fjoeoev (Dio Cass., 64.4.1). 

So, not because of any special legislation, but under the overwhelming influence of 

conditions and necessities none could ignore, the patrimonium principis had automatically 

  

      

Leihg. 18.12 (163) in Lagis. This is extremely fragile: there is no 
evidence that the arourae were sold from the ovoLaxog Adyog; 

the Menatian estate is thus far known only from Theadelphia; 
Menas is a very common theophoric name in the East, and 
particularly in Egypt (see Preisigke, Namenbuch, and 

Foraboschi, Onomasticon). The identification of the original 
owner of the Menatian estate with Menas/Menodoros, the 

freedman of Pompeius who kept changing sides between Sextus 
and Augustus, is impossible: he died in a skirmish in Pannonia in 

35 B.C. (Dio Cass., 49.37.6). See Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg., p. 76, 
n. 1; M. Reinhold, Marcus Agrippa. A Biography, 1933, pp. 29, 

33 n. 32, 38; S. Treggiari, Roman Freedmen during the Late 
Republic, 1969, pp. 188 f. On Menates/Menatius/Minatius, an 

Oscan-Etruscan name, see W. Schulze, Zur Geschichte 
lateinischer Eigennamen, 1933, pp. 185, 286, 361, 529; cf. the 
list of Minatii in Dessau, ILS III, p. 100. 

76. *Axmovi in SB 10893.6; "Axtijc regularly in the 

unpublished papyri from Thmouis; cf. also P. Ross.-Georg. 11 

42.4-5. 
77. See PIR?C 1067. In the imperial household we find an 

Acteanus (CIL VI 15027) and an Acteniana (X 7980); cf. also 

VI 15357. Discussion and bibliography in Chantraine, 

Freigelassene, pp. 295 f. 

78. Suet., Nero 50. - 

79. Dio Cass., 62.12.3-4; cf. PIR? C 363. 
80. Tac., Hist. 1.73. Among the slaves of the Flavian 

household we find a Tychicus Imp. Dom(itiani) ser. architectus 

Crispinil(lianus), CIL VI 8726, but it is not certain that Calvia is 

to be understood as his former mistress. Crispinilla is found 
among slaves, for example; cf. CIL VI 16586, and see 

Chantraine, Freigelassene, p. 309. 

81. P. Aberd. 151 (I). Line 3 reads ovoiag KaABiog 
K[owomuwvikAng; is the restoration really “inescapable” (so E. G. 

Turner ad loc.)? K[ is doubtful. 
82. Tac., Hist. 1.20; Suet., Galba 15. 

83. Dio Cass., 63.8.3 ff.; Tac., Hist. 1.80 ff.
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become Krongut.* And more than that: the private property of an individual who ascended to the 
throne henceforth became, equally automatically, absorbed in the crown property and descended 
with it to all succeeding emperors. The emphasis, from now on, is not on patrimonium but on 
principis. We have already witnessed this development taking place under the Julio-Claudians, 
but in that era one could argue that the laws of inheritance had a large part to play. But when on 22 
December 69 Vespasian was formally appointed emperor by the Senate, there passed into his 
hands not only the entire Julio-Claudian patrimonium, but also the properties of the three 
post-Neronian emperors. Thus we find Galbianiand Othonianiamong the slaves and freedmen of 
the Flavian household, together with Agrippiniani, Octaviani, Poppaeani and the like.* This was 
repeated in 96, when a similar break took place and the Flavian dynasty came to an end: among 
Trajan’s slaves we find an Agrippinianus.*® And a century later, after an identical break had come 
with the end of the Antonines, Pertinax would refuse to have his name inscribed on imperial 
estates, since they belonged not to himself but to the office: Tolg te facihinoic xTHUAGLY 
Endluoev avTod Todvoua émrypdpeodal, eltdv avTd ovn IS0 ToT BactheoVTOC elvan, BALY 
#0Lva xol duoboLa ThHg TOV Poualwy oyt (Herodian 11.4.7). The emperor may have not yet 
fully come to be the state, but the patrimonium principis was clearly a property belonging to the 
emperor qua emperor, and not qua private individual. 

The evidence from Egypt is more explicit and complete. None of the few documents that 
come from 68 and 69 gives us any information about imperial estates, and of the considerable 
number of papyri from the Flavian period only a half dozen deal with them. But we have an 
abundance of material from the second and third centuries, and they all spell out a very clear 
picture: a definite and radical change has taken place. 

Up to the Flavians there were three departments responsible for the administration of land 
in Egypt. The dwoixnotg, or fiscus, administered all fiscal land, the yij dnuooia, Bacthxy and 
7000650V, and collected taxes from all private properties as well. The {epatuxd was responsible 
for the hieratic revenues. The idios logos, 6g TV GdeondTwV *ol TV eig Kaioooa mimtewy 
Opelhdviwv €EeTaotig éotwy (Strabo 17.797), was the “‘special account” responsible for all 
sporadic and irregular sources of revenue, like fines, confiscations and acquisitions of bona 
caduca and vacantia. From the Flavians to Diocletian, however, we hear of a fourth department, 

84. The patrimonium principis and its subsequent history as Heirs and Legatees,” TAPA 78, 1947, pp. 140 ff.; A. H. M. 
are interconnected with the development of the imperial fiscus, Jones, “The Aerarium and the Fiscus,” JRS40, 1950, pp. 22 ff.; 
the fate of the aerarium, and the emergence of the res privata, H.-G. Pflaum, Essai sur les procurateurs équestres sous le 

too complex and extensive subjects to be treated here. I append haut-empire, 1950; A. Garzetti, “Aerarium e fiscus sotto 
a selected bibliography for those who wish to pursue the matter, Augusto. Storia di una questione in parte di nomi,” Athenaeum 

placing emphasis on recent works where references to, and 41, 1953, pp. 298 ff.; H.-G. Pflaum, Les carriéres 
criticisms of, previous studies may be found. (On the matter of procuratoriennes équestres sous le haut-empire romain: 1, 

  
the imperial fiscus, I find myself clearly on the side of H. Last 

and P. A. Brunt, as opposed to F. Millar, who seems to me to 
have misunderstood the material from Egypt; H. Nesselhauf’s 

article and A. Masi’s recent book are excellent studies on the 
patrimonium and the res privata.) O. Hirschfeld, Die 

kaiserlichen Verwaltungsbeamten bis auf Diocletian, 1905, pp. 
1 ff.; M. Rostovtzeff, “Fiscus,” DEARIII, 1922, pp. 96 ff.; R. 

Syme, “The Imperial Finances under Domitian, Nerva and 

Trajan,” JRS 20, 1930, pp. 55 ff.; T. Frank, “On Augustus and 

the Aerarium,” JRS 23, 1933, pp. 143 ff.; S. von Bolla, Die 

Entwicklung des Fiscus zum Privatrechtssubject mit Beitragen 
zur Lehre von Aerarium, 1938; G. Cardinali, ‘‘Amminis- 

trazione territoriale e finanziaria,” Augustus, 1938, pp. 161 ff.; 

H. Last, “The Fiscus: A Note,” JRS 34, 1944, pp. 51 ff.; C.H 

V. Sutherland, “Aerariumand Fiscus during the Early Empire,” 

AJP 66, 1945, pp. 151 ff.; R. S. Rogers, “The Roman Emperors 

1960, 1I, 1961; F. Millar, “The Fiscus in the First Two 

Centuries,” JRS 53, 1963, pp. 29 ff; H. Nesselhauf, 

“Patrimonium und res privata des romischen Kaisers,” 

Historia-Augusta-Colloquium, 1963, pp. 73 ff.; F. Millar, “The 
Aerarium and its Officials under the Empire,” JRS 54, 1964, 

pp. 33 ff.; P. A. Brunt, “The ‘Fiscus’ and its Development,” JRS 
56, 1966, pp. 75 ff.; P. Baldacci, “Patrimonium e ager publicus 

al tempo di Flavi,” PP 24, 1969, pp. 349 ff.; G. Boulvert, 
“Tacite et le fiscus,” RD 48, 1970, pp. 430 ff.; A. Masi, 
Ricerche sulla “res privata” del “‘princeps,” 1971. 

85. Galbianiin CIL VI 8819, 18048, 37759; Othonianus 
in XIV 2060; Agrippinianus in VI 15616; Octavianus (of 
Octavia, the daughter of Claudius) in VI 15551; Poppaeanus in 

VI 8954; see also F. Millar, JRS 53, 1963, p. 41, n. 176. 

86 S CILEVIEZ 6911  
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the odolomé or ovolomdS hoyog, the ratio usiaca, which is the Egyptian equivalent (/)f ratio 

patrimonii. At its head is a procurator, the QGTLOTOG £TT(TEOTOG OVOLAKMY O RQAETLOTOG 

ovoLomdg &miteomog.”’ 

Other evidence testifies tc the magnitude of the change. Gone are the few forms of 

tax-exemption that we find in the Julio-Claudian properties; gone are the é'nit@onm, thgeR 

oirovéuol, the wooeot@tes, the slaves and the freedmen supervising or Eculf:vatmg thelland.. 

From now on we hear of a yij ovotaxy, which like the dnuooia, faoihuxi, iegd and oobdov, is 

public land, and which is administered and exploited in a way that does not differ substan’tially or 

appreciably from that of the remaining public land.” From now on, too, the term otoLamdg 

YewQYog totally replaces yemoyos ovoiag, and this new farmer does not differ from the dnudoog, 

Boothixdg, or TEOcoddS YewEYSs in any way; they are all public tenants of state land, dnudotol 

YEWQYOL. 

Exactly when was this ovowaxog Adyog created, and exactly which properties did it include? 
These two questions are interdependent, and the answer to the first can be conjectured from the 

second. A number of papyri from the second and third centuries classify the ovoiauw of this new 

ovoLaxdg Aoyog under two headings, those formerly of Vespasian, and those formerly of Titus.* 
Included in the ovolonw Oveomooiavot are the former estates of Antonia Drusi, Germanicus, 

Claudia Antonia, as well as those of Alexandros, Dionysodoros, Khrestos, Latinus, Lurius, 

Maecenas, Menas or Menatius, Pallas (including those formerly owned by Eros, Iucundus, 

Khresimos, Numerius and Polla) and Severus. On circumstantial evidence only, we may add those 

of Anthos, Camelius, Onesimos and Sokrates. The ovoian Titov are fewer in number: those of 

Doryphoros (including those formerly of Narkissos and Sarapion) and Seneca; a scrap of papyrus 

suggests that those of Agrippina and Akte should be included in this list.”" The import of this is 
clear: the ovolaxogAdyog comprised the estates of the Julio-Claudian emperors; apparently all of 

them, and apparently none other. At some time under the Flavians this ratio patrimoniibecame a 

closed and fossilized roster. There is good evidence that small parcels of it were later sold to 
individuals,” as there is good evidence that the desert reclaimed part of the patrimonial land, as it 

did of other land as well, when the irrigation system steadily deteriorated.”® But there is no 

87. On the creation of the ovoLaxdg Aéyog see Hirschfeld, 

Verwaltungsbeamten, pp. 355 ff.; Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, pp. 130 
ff.; Hohlwein, L’Egypte romaine, pp. 163 ff.; Wilcken, 

Grundziige, pp. 298 ff.; Rostovtzeff, A Large Estate, p. 12; 
Collart, P. Bour., pp. 159 ff.; Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg., p. 69; 
Rostovtzetf, SEHRE, pp. 292 ff.; Tomsin, “Notes,” PP Sl 
G. Boulvert, Esclaves et affranchis impériaux sous le 
haut-empire romain, 1970, pp. 224 ff. On the procurator 
usiacus see below, Appendix III. 

88. See below, Chapter IV. 
89. The differences between the management and the 

exploitation of the ovoaxm vi) and the remaining state land 
seem to have been greatly exaggerated by Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, 
pp. 181 ff. Ttexists not so much between two categories of public 
land, as between garden- and grain-land, and itis primarily with 
respect to the former that the &mmontail ovolomay figure in the 
majority of the cases. See now the more restrained comments of 
Kuhnke, Ovowa I, especially Chapters IT and III, and his 
new discussion on the differences between 0V0L0%0G otwTig 
and 0v01a%0G YewEYSS, pp. 64 ff. The ovoLou) vi is treated like 
the rest of the public land when it comes to epibole or 
epimerismos (see A. C. Johnson, Aeg. 32,1952, pp. 61 ff. and 
G. Poethke, Epimerismos, 1969). I see no differences in the 

leases and subleases involving ovowax y7) and those of other 

state land; see J. Herrmann, Studien zur Bodenpacht im Recht 

der grico-agyptischen Papyri, 1958, and D. Hennig, 

Untersuchungen zur Bodenpacht im ptolemdaisch-romischen 

Agypten, Diss. Miinchen, 1967. 
90. For the evidence see below, Appendix II. P. Soc. inv. 

1345 recto (SIFC 43, 1971, pp. 144 ff.) refers to estates of 

Vespasian but it is not to be dated during his reign, as the editor 
suggested. The script (plate 2B) is extremely similar to, if not 

identical with, that of SB 10512 (APF 19, 1969, Taf. 4), which 
the missing portion recently discovered by Dr. G. Poethke 

reveals to be from 138/9. 

91. SB 10893. 
92. SB 10527 (152/3) Lurius; P. Bour. 42 (167) Claudia 

Antonia, Seneca; BGU 622 (182); P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 

(222/3) Seneca; P. Cairo Preis. 4 (320); P. Oxy. 1434 (see 

below, Appendix I). 
93. BGU 889.21-4, Judvov Aleyou(évn)] (sc. didQuE) 

fimeo &yvodn éx g yevo(uévng) 1@ 9 (¥te) (i.e. 144/5) t@v 
ovou(axdv) wr[nu(dromv) dgodeoiag] elvan Tig [Matjx(n- 

vomaviig) ovotag, Eonuog [€]x Tob mhelotov xatomen(Twxvia) 
(Goovedv) [.] - - - 1} xai uéxo viv dpogog. Inline 17 we should 

read Ti[g yevo(uévng)] 6podeoiag t[od] B (rovg) elvon g
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evidence that any additions were made to it, as there is no evidence that later emperors or 
relatives of theirs subsequently owned land in Egypt which, upon their mounting the throne, 
would become part of the patrimonium principis. Up to Vespasian, the patrimonial land was 
growing in size; from then on if was diminishing. 

This twofold division of the ovolaxdg hdyog between emperor and heir gives us also an 
indication as to the time of its formation. The theory has been advanced that all the division 
implies is that some of these estates were directly confiscated by Vespasian, while the remaining 
were confiscated by Titus during his own reign.”* I find it hard to believe that an imperial estate of 
the immense size of Seneca’s would remain autonomous and ownerless until Titus decided to 
confiscate it.”” Furthermore “confiscation” is not a very aptly chosen term, for the Flavians 

received the patrimonium principis simultaneously with the purple. And finally, the whole 

concept not only speaks ill of Vespasian’s administrative capabilities, but also runs contrary to the 

evidence regarding the fate of the patrimonium in other parts of the empire. 

Now, we know that, from as early as the first year of his father’s reign, Titus was not only 

designated as the heir apparent, but was also assigned the position of virtual partnership in the 

administration, to the exclusion of Domitian. He was made praefectus praetorio without 

colleague, he was given proconsulare imperium and tribunicia potestas, he and Vespasian were 

censors in 73 and jointly held ordinary consulships every year exceptin 73 and 78.” I suggest that 

they were also joint owners of the patrimonium principis as well — certainly of the Egyptian 

portion, perhaps of all. When Titus became emperor, the entire patrimonium was of course his, 

but the division between ovotar Oveomaotavod and ovoiaw Titov is attested until the beginning 
of the third century.” This certainly was for purely administrative purposes, but its very survival 

points to the thoroughness of the organization of the ovolaxdg Aoyog, an organization that no 
subsequent prefect or procurator usiacusfelt any necessity, or saw any reason, to disrupt or revise. 

As to the exact time during Vespasian’s reign when such a division of the Egyptian patrimonium 

principis was made, we cannot be certain. It seems very likely, however, to have taken place early 

in 70, when both Vespasian and Titus were in Alexandria, and when a reorganization of the 

province, and especially of its system of taxation, was carried out.” 

Mawx(mvatioviig) odofiag] (noor.ovg [...], Schubart). This Similar thoughts have been expressed by Hohlwein, JJP3, 1949, 

  
condition was the result of the great Jewish war of 116-17, and 

nothing had been done in the intervening forty years to correct 
or improve it. See Wilcken, Hermes 54, 1919, pp. 111f., and A. 

Swiderek, ‘“Tovdairdg Adyos,” JIP16-17,1971, pp. 45 ff. For 

the gradual decrease of the population of the Arsinoite, as well 

as the final abandonment of some villages by their inhabitants, 
due to the desert’s taking over cultivable land, see A. E. R. 

Boak, “The Population of Roman and Byzantine Karanis,” 

Historia 4, 1955, pp. 157 ff. 

94. The hitherto classic view was formulated by 
Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 669 f., n. 45 (on P. Berl. Leihg. 1-4): 

“In some cases parts of the ovowaxn yij of the 2nd cent. A.D. 
were still listed as having formerly been private property 

(ovoia) of the Emperors Vespasian and Titus. This is a striking 

proof [?] of the correctness of my hypothesis that, after Nero, 
Vespasian and Titus were the only Roman Emperors who 

carried out vast confiscations of private ovoiat, and so laid the 

foundation of the department of the yij ovolaxn, which was 

finally organized probably by Domitian.” Cf. also p. 295. 

p. 87, and Tomsin, “Notes,” pp. 221 ff. 

95. So, e.g., Tomsin, “Notes,” p. 222, n. 106: “Seneca 
died in 65 (Tac., Ann. 15.65), Titus became emperor in 79; at 

least 14 years passed before the confiscation.” But in 74 the 
Senecan estate is listed without special comment or terminology 

along with those of Maecenas, Germanicus and Lurius (P. 

Hamb. 3). See also Tomsin, p. 216, n. 40, where the same 

principle is applied to the Julio-Claudian period. 

96. See PIR’ F 398 (Vespasian) and 399 (Titus). Cf. E. 
Kornemann, Doppelprinzipat und Reichsteilung im Imperium 
Romanum, 1930, pp. 60 ff. 

97. The last securely dated document that mentions the 
division is P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 (222/3); BGU 1646 

(mentioning Vespasian) and P. Flor. 337 (Titus) also come from 

the early third century. In P. Oxy. 62 (242) the restoration i 
»tio(ewv) [9eo(T) Tlitov in line 1 is very uncertain. 

98. Dio Cass., 65.8 ff.; see also Wallace, Taxation, pp. 
346 f.        



    

                                  

   

     

    

    

   
   
   
   
   
    

         

Chapter Three 

Location, Size and Type of Land 

Extensive imperial estates are well attested in two of the three major administrative 

divisions of Egypt, the Delta or Kétw X®oa, and the Heptanomia plus the Arsinoite nome. The 

lack of evidence of estates in the Thebais may be due to the general scantiness of documents from 

the region, especially of the first century, A.D. But it should be remembered that the only 

cultivable land in that area was the narrow strip along the banks (occasionally only one bank) of 

the Nile, and that this southern part of Egypt took longer to pacify and firmly subject to the 

Roman yoke.! It is only natural to assume that wealthy Romans and Alexandrians did not find it 

worth their money and effort to speculate so far inland, in an area where risks and uncertainties 

far outweighed all possible profits. 

Little, too, is known about the Delta, and even less about the imperial estates there. A small 

number of published scraps and a long, carbonized roll discovered at Thmouis, the capital of the 

Mendesian nome, testify to the presence of ovowaxt i) in at least one of its toparchies, the 

Psanitou. Of the estates that passed to Vespasian, we encounter those formerly of Latinus and 

Khrestos; of those assigned to Titus, the former properties of Claudia Akte, Seneca, and perhaps 

those of Agrippina and Doryphoros as well.? 

Of the size of these estates and the type of land we have only a few glimpses. We know thatin 
the Latinian estate there was a xtijua (most likely a vineyard) mpdtegov ®ovviioewg measuring 

163 arourae.’ At some time in the second century, a village near Thouis (sic) paid a grand total of 

3931 drachmae 3 1/2 obols 3 khalkoi for taxes collected in money (Table 1).* This is a moderate 

amount, and the village must have been quite small if the total represents the sum of an annual 

collection. 565 drachmae 1 1/2 obols went to the department of the ovoiaxd, the remaining being 

collected for the droixnots. Of these, 434 drachmae 3 1/2 obols were rental for a Yo 16706’ in 

1. The Thebais was restless during the Ptolemaic period as 

well; from 206 to 186 B.C. it was detached from the kingdom, 

BUSPERyIZA278(22)): 
4. P. Strassb. 299 recto. Although the provenance of the 

and in 87-4 B.C. it revolted again, unsuccessfully. The 

remoteness and instability of the region prompted the Ptolemies 
to create the office of the émotodmyog Onpaidog. Under 

Augustus the prefect C. Cornelius Gallus (30-26 B.C.) crushed 

a bloody insurrection, caused partly by the more rigorous 
collection of taxes, and his vanity, attested by an inscription at 

Philai (Dessau, ILS 8995), cost him his post and his life. Under 
C. Petronius (prefect from 24,to 21 B.C.) the Romans advanced 

twice against the Ethiopians, and the Egyptian frontier was 
permanently fixed at Hiera Sykaminos (Maharraga). See the 
brief remarks of Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 303 and 679, nn. 56 

and 57. 

2. Lists below, Appendix II. 

papyrus is Oxyrhynchus, I do not doubt that the recto deals with 
villages in the Mendesian nome, whence it found its way to the 

Oxyrhynchite. The divisions and subdivisions of the headings 

and the presence of €10 are typical for the Delta; cf. P. Ryl. 213, 
the editors’ excellent analysis, and the brief comments of 

Wallace, Taxation, pp. 331 f. 
5. On unoccupied lots see R. Rossi, “Wikoi Témor,” Aeg. 

30, 1950, pp. 42 ff., and P. Ryl. 215, where various yt\oi Tomot, 

buildings and abandoned garden-lands in the estates of Titus 

and Vespasian, also in the Mendesian nome, are mentioned 

Line 26 ought to read odorox]dv dpoiws - [Heot Tijtov, and, on 

the basis of a photograph supplied me by the Rylands Library, 

line 30, ovowd]v He0d Oveomaoiav[od tdv &Jv xduy ete.
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the Latinian estate, the rest being for tehwvixd) (?) dtéheia. The size, however, of this unoccupied 
lot cannot be ascertained, for we do not know the rate at which this rental was fixed in the Delta. 

Table 1 P. Strassb. 299 recto (A.D.II) 

Taxes in money from a village near Thouis (in the Mendesian nome?). Amounts in drachmae, 

obols and-khalkoi. 

Tax 6.25% Surcharge Total 

Dioikesis 14205817753 88 41/2 1508 5 S 
Hieratika {515 sl i 1221 1 

Eide GBS E 5] 1025172 185817283 

Subtotal 3168 2 2 198 1 3366 2 S 
Ousiaka BBY S0 5651172 

GRAND TOTAL 3700 2 2 2311 1705 BOBIISSHIY2 = e) 

A carbonized roll from Thmouis, which is currently being prepared for publication, gives us 

also some limited information about the pastures of the estates of Khrestos and Latinus (a small 

number of sheep and goats is mentioned), and very valuable details regarding the grain-lands 

administered by the ovotaxd.” On the basis of the small number of papyri dealing with the 

Mendesian nome which have already been published,® we should not expect any great amounts of 

cereals to be grown in the imperial estates there, and most of the sums mentioned in the Thmouis 

roll are also small (up to 1000 artabae). There are, nevertheless, some exceedingly large amounts 

(as high as 50,000, 60,000 and 70,000 artabae), as large, perhaps as the total annual revenue from 

the ovolax vi) in the Arsinoite may have been. It is hardly likely that these are annual sums, and 

the recurrent expression yivovtau tdvtov t@v £T@v points to accumulated totals of entire reigns 

(Trajan, Hadrian, Antoninus Pius and Marcus Aurelius). If this be the case, the numbers shrink to 

insignificance. 

In the northern-most nome of the Heptanomia, the Memphite, it is only the lands of Claudia 

Akte that are found, near the village Taie; nothing more is known about them.’ A little to the 

south, in the Herakleopolite nome, Messalina owned grain-land, especially in the neighborhood 

of Ankyronon Polis, and perhaps Seneca did as well.’* Bypassing for the moment the Arsinoite 
and turning southwest, we encounter the grain-lands of Claudius, Seneca and Anthos in various 

locations in the Oxyrhynchite nome. If the flock of Cerinthus Antoniae Drusi servus was 

pasturing on Antonia’s estates, she must have had extensive grass-lands in the Oxyrhynchite and 

the Kynopolite, the nome to the east across the Nile."! Going farther up river, in the 

southern-most nome of the Heptanomia, we find the estates of Messalina, Doryphoros and 
Seneca, the last two near the village of Toou in the Hermopolite.”? Ovotox yi} whose former 

owner is not known is also listed among the lands of such villages as Tarouthis, in the toparchy Peri 

6. See below, Chapter 1V, n. 48. there is no internal evidence in confirmation,” edd.). 

7. P. Rein. inv. 2062 and P. Acad. fr. 14. 11. Claudius: P. Oxy. 2837; Seneca: P. Oxy.2873;P. Yale 
8. BGU 976, 979, 980; P. Ryl. 215. inv. 443; P. Lips. 115; Anthos: P. Oxy.3170; Cerinthus: P. Oxy. 

9. P. Ross.-Georg. 1I 42. 244. 

10. Messalina: CPR 243; P. Ryl. 87; Seneca: P. Hib. 279 12. Messalina: P. Flor. 40; Doryphoros: P. Ryl. 99; 
(“Provenance almost certainly Heracleopolite nome, though Seneca: P. Soc. 448; P. Ryl. 99.          



   

   
52 IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT 

Poleos Ano, as well as near the capital itself, Hermoupolis Magna.'* Most of the oboax) vfj in the 

nome appears to have been grain-land, at least at the time for which the documents bear witness, 
i.e. the first three centuries A.D. We do not have any cadastres or extensive tax reports from any 
part of the Heptanomia that give us any indication as to the size or the prodgctivity of any sizeable 

parcel of odotax i) in the area, but the relative rarity of references to imperial estates (especially 

in papyri from the Oxyrhynchite, a very well-documented nome) may indicate that the ovouor 

vij was quite small in Middle Egypt — how small we cannot say.'* 

The picture is totally different in the Arsinoite nome, for here we encounter a very heavy 
concentration of imperial estates. The reasons for this are many and various. This was the place 
with the largest amount of privately owned y1} xatowxuxi| and xAngovyuxi, and also, if the second 

century B.C. is any guide, of dwoeatl during the reign of Cleopatra; consequently, it was the place 
with the biggest volume of land available for purchase. It was here that the neglect of the irrigation 
system must have created the largest stretches of bwéLoyog land, which was selling at low prices.'® 
Moreover, once a beginning was made in this region, it was only natural that later purchases, by 

the same persons or by their relatives or dependents, would tend to take place in the immediate 

neighborhood. The Arsinoite, we should remember, was one of Egypt’s better known parts — to 

the Romans, at least — to some extent because of what was considered to have been the largest 
artificial lake in antiquity, a lake that Herodotus had numbered as one of the wonders of the 

world."® Last but not least, this was ideal country for grapes and olives, crops which the Romans 

preferred to grain."” The introduction of viticulture on a grand scale was primarily the doing of the 

Ptolemaic Greeks, who were missing their wine in this beer-drinking country, and the Arsinoite 

was the logical place for it, especially since part of the land could not be used for cereals.' Similar 
conditions prevailed in parts of the Delta, where vineyards and tree-groves were also extensive. 
The initial expenditure for clearing the ground and planting it anew would be considerable, since 
for the first four or five years the land would produce nothing, and perhaps at this time it was only 
wealthy Romans and Alexandrians who could afford any such investment on a large scale. The 
subsequent profits, on the other hand, would be considerably higher than if the land had been 
sown with cereals. This does not mean, however, that wheat was not regularly raised on the better 
land — it was, and very extensively so, for Rome needed and demanded it in no uncertain terms. 
Immense tracts of imperial estates were devoted to the production of cereals from the earliest 
times, and to underestimate the size of this grain-land would be to distort the picture. 

13. Tarouthis: P. Cairo Preis. 4; Peri Poleos Ano: P. Amh. Roman name, are of local origin). For Italy see Frank, Rome 

  

96; Hermoupolis: P. Strassb. 5; cf. also P. Sarap. 34, and the 
ovoLandV dumelndv xTijua in P. Ryl. 157.4. 

14. The phrase xa8apdg émd yewgyiag Baothuxiic yiig xai 
ovoLoxiig Yilg %ol TavTOC €ld0ug %ol S@eMis %ol xaToxfg 
Thong dnpociag te %ol id LOTLXTG, or similar expressions, occur 
in a number of documents from the Oxyrhynchite nome (e.g., P. 
Oxy. 506; 578; 633; 1200; 1208; 12705 1276; 1634; 1696; 
2134;2722;2723; P. Osl. 40; P. Wisc. 9;SB8971),as well asin 
papyri from other nomes, but cannot be taken as evidence for 
the existence of ovoia) vij in any of these localities: it is a 
standard Garantieklausel which guards against all possibilities. 

15. See above, Chapter 1. 

16. Hdt., 2.149 f., a much exaggerated account. His 
assertion that the lake yewpomointég ot xoi oQuxT is false. 

‘17. See Johnson, Roman Egypt, pp. 5 ff. for ancient 
testimonies, and J. Lesquier, L’armée romaine de I’Egypte 
d’Auguste a Dioclétien, 1918, pp. 328 ff., for the type of land 
owned by veterans (some of whom, however, despite their 

  

and Italy of the Empire, pp. 146 ff., 153 ff., and below, n. 57. On 
the cultivation of vines, olives and palm-trees in Egypt see esp. 

C. Ricci, La coltura della vite e la fabbricazione del vino 
nell’Egitto greco-romano, 1924; C. Dubois, ‘“L’olivier et I’huile 

d’olive dans I’ancienne Egypte,” RPh 1, 1927, pp. 7 ff.; N. 

Hohlwein, “Palmiers et palmeraies dans ’Egypte romaine,” 

EPap 5, 1939, pp. 1 ff. 

18. See Rostovtzeff, A Large Estate, pp. 93 ff., esp. p. 94, 
“The wine market was made secure by the growing Greek 

population of Egypt and the State was glad to supply its wine 

drinking army with local wine instead of spending huge sums of 

money in buying wine abroad. The native Egyptians of course 

remained beer-drinkers as always.” Herodotus, 2.77.4, 

however, is incorrect in asserting o yéo ol iou &v Tfj xden 
Gumelol; there were vineyards, for example, in the 

neighborhood of Memphis and Thebes in pre-Ptolemaic times, 

although wine was, to be sure, comparatively scarce; see 

Wallace, Taxation, Pl    
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Magdola Tebtunis ) 7/ ®Herakleopolis       
The Arsinoite Nome 

With the exception of Messalina, Claudia Akte, Khrestos and Latinus, we find all the other 

original owners of imperial estates operating in more than 30 villages in the Arsinoite. On the 

northern shore of Lake Mo¢ris, along the long irrigation canal, traces of which survive, and the 

northern desert road, there is a long string of small towns and villages whose land attracted 
members and friends of the imperial house as well as wealthy Alexandrians, metropolitans from 

Arsinoé and retired soldiers: Philadelphia, Dinnis, Boubastos, Patsontis, Bakkhias, 

Psenarpsenesis, Kerkesoukha, Karanis, Hiera Nesos, Drymos Hieras Nesou, Ptolemais Nea, 

Perkeesis, and further to the west the isolated Soknopaiou Nesos. Another line of towns and 

villages runs along the southern shore of the lake, those on the southwestern section of the line 

situated on the desert road to the Small Oasis: Dionysias, Philoteris, Euhemeria, Bernikis 

Aigiaiou, Theadelphia, Polydeukia, and further to the east Herakleia, Apias and then Psenyris. A 

third group is scattered in the crescent-shaped area between the lake and the southeastern tip of 

the nome near Herakleopolis, now plain desert but once fertile land criss-crossed by canals: 

Anoubias, Kanopias, Theoxenis, Lagis, Narmouthis, Ibion Eikosipentarouron, Talei and 

Tebtunis. 

In a number of instances (e.g., Dionysias, Dinnis, Pelousion, Psya, Aphroditopolis, 

Metrodorou Epoikion, Skhedia, Tuliopolis) the former owners of ovotaxi yi| are not known." 

19. Dionysias: P. Fay. 251; P. Soc. 1243; Dinnis: P. Phil. A.D. 243, [5]517 57/64 arourae paid 29,299 15/16 artabae 

15; Pelousion: P. Berl. Leihg. 16C; BGU 84 (in this report of wheat, 302 5/8 artabae barley, and 1261 35/48 artabae beans. 
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For a precious few (Hiera Nesos, Drymos Hieras Nesou, Perkeesis, Ptolemais Nea, perhaps Lagis 
as well) we have all-inclusive lists preserved in a single document.” In the majority of the cases, 
however, the information for any given location is available in numerous, unrelated papyri, a 

jigsaw puzzle whose pieces are not all known, and whose assemblage is incomplete and 
conjectural at best. Even so, the roster that can now be drawn up of former owners of ovooa yij 
arranged by village, although by no means exhaustive, is nonetheless impressive:* 

Anoubias (Them.): Agrippina. 
Bakkhias (Her.): Germanicus, Livia Drusilla; Maecenas. 
Bernikis Aigialou (Them.): Antonia; Lurius, Pallas (Kharmos). 
Boubastos (Her.): Antonia. 
Boukolon (Pol.): Antonia. 
Drymos Hieras Nesou (Her.): Claudia Antonia; Alexandros, Dionysodoros, Doryphoros, 

Maecenas, Pallas (Numerius), Seneca. 
Epipolis (Her.): Dionysodoros, Pallas (Iucundus and Khresimos). 
Euhemeria (Them.): Agrippina, Claudia Antonia, Antonia Drusi, Claudius, Gaius, 

Germanicus, Livia Drusilla, Claudia Livilla, Livilla’s children, Tiberius; Alexandros, 

Dionysodoros, Lurius, Maecenas, Pallas (Kharmos, Polla), Petronius, Seneca, Sokrates. 

Herakleia (Them.): Antonia Drusi, Nero; Doryphoros (Narkissos), Maecenas, Pallas 
(Iucundus and Khresimos), Sarapion. 

Hiera Nesos (Her.): Claudia Antonia, Germanicus; Lurius, Maecenas, Seneca, Severus. 

Ibion Eikosipentarouron (Pol.): Claudius; Maecenas. 
Kanopias (Them.): Calvia Crispinilla. 
Karanis (Her.): Antonia, Germanicus, Livia Drusilla, Claudia Livilla; Anthos, Camelius, 

Doryphoros, Lurius, Maecenas, Pallas (Iucundus and Khresimos, Kharmos, Polla), Seneca. 

Kerkesoukha (Her.): Germanicus; Camelius, Lurius, Maecenas, Seneca, Severus. 

Lagis (Them.): Germanicus, Lurius, Maecenas, Pallas (Eros and Kharmos). 
Neiloupolis (Her.): Maecenas, Onesimos, Severus. 
Patsontis (Her.): Anthos, Seneca. 
Perkeesis (Her.): Claudia Antonia; Seneca. 
Philadelphia (Her.): Antonia, Germanicus, Germanicus’ children, Livia Drusilla; 

Camelius, Lurius, Maecenas, Pallas (Iucundus and Khresimos), Petronius, Seneca. 
Philoteris (Them.): Antonia, Germanicus’ children. 

Polydeukia (Them.): Antonia; Lurius, Maecenas. 
Psenarpsenesis (Her.): Camelius, Lurius, Maecenas, Pallas (Polla). 
Psenyris (Her.): Antonia, Germanicus; Pallas (Tucundus and Khresimos), Seneca. 
Ptolemais Nea (Her.): Claudia Antonia, Germanicus; Lurius, Seneca. 
Pyrrheia Narmoutheos (Them.): Agrippina. 
Sebennutos (Her.): Maecenas. 
Seber[ (Her.): Doryphoros. 
Sen[: Maecenas. 
Soknopaiou Nesos (Her.): Antonia, Germanicus, Germanicus’ children, Livia Drusilla; 

Of this area, 4437 57/64 arourae were unflooded, paying Tuliopolis: SB 9210. 
22,565 13/48 artabae wheat, 296 5/8 artabae barley; the 20. P. Bour. 42; P. Berl. Leihg. 29 (Lagis). 
amount of beans is lost. These numbers represent a combined 21. The documents may be found listed below, Appendix 
total, including fiscus and patrimonium); Psya, Aphroditopolis s 
and Metrodorou Epoikion: P. Tebt. 503; Skhedia and     
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Anthos, Narkissos. 

Tebtunis (Pol.): Antonia, Claudius, Germanicus’ children, Livia Drusilla; Doryphoros, 

Lurius, Seneca, Severus. 

Theadelphia (Them.): Agrippina, Antonia, Germanicus, Germanicus’ children, Livia 
Drusilla; Dionysodoros, Doryphoros, Maecenas, Menas/Menatius, Pallas (Iucundus and 

Khresimos, Kharmos), Seneca, Severus. 

Theoxenis (Them.): Claudia Antonia, Germanicus’ children, Livia Drusilla. 
[..]. kh[o]u Epoikion: Antonia Drusi.”* 

Although we know the size of some isolated imperial estates, there are no bases for estimating the 

total extent of the holdings of any given individual. Even more complicated is the task of 

calculating the entire amount of ovoiaxt yf in Egypt. In fact this can be attempted only for the 

Arsinoite, where our information is more abundant, and even there only to a limited extent. Of 

the cadastres that survive, only a few mention ovolax yi, and all of them deal exclusively with 
grain-producing land. For other types of land we must depend primarily on records of taxation 

and private documents: they testify to the existence of vineyards and tree-groves, and they often 

give us their location, but very rarely their overall dimensions. 

The most valuable, most complete and most detailed cadastre known to us deals with five 

neighboring villages on the northern shore of Lake Mogris forming a single xwpoypaupoteto: 

Hiera Nesos, Drymos Hieras Nesou, Perkeesis, Ptolemais Nea and Kerkeesis.”” The largest 

section of this document is a detailed list of all the land in the district paying taxes and rentals in 

wheat, i.e. all the royal, revenue and private land under the administration of the dtoixnotg, and 

all the ovowaxr yh. The grand total of the grain-producing fields of the xwpoyoaupncteio was 
12,335 3/8 arourae, and the village scribe estimated that the tax and rentals for the year (167) 
ought to be 46,829 1/8 artabae of wheat— or an average of 3 3/4 artabae per aroura.* Nearly one 

third of the land, 4551 13/32 arourae, was ovotox) yij. This ranged from none in Kerkeesis to all 
the land of Perkeesis, which at one time was owned, almost in its entirety, by Seneca (Table 2). 
The rental of the odolax) yij was 20,261 1/4 artabae of wheat, i.e. an average of slightly less than 
4 1/2 artabae per aroura. This total is nearly half of the entire amount collected, but it should be 

noted that royal land paid at the same, and revenue land at an even higher rate. The amount of the 
doixnolg is kept down because 3671 47/64 arourae of privately owned land administered by it 

paid tax at a flat rate of one artaba per aroura. 

The list of the former owners of imperial estates in the xouoyoouuoteio appears to be 

complete (Table 2a). The Vespasian section included the estates of Germanicus, Maecenas, 

Lurius, Severus, Alexandros, Dionysodoros, Pallas (Numerius), and an insignificant number of 

arourae formerly of Antonia, the daughter of Claudius, which had all been subsequently sold to 

various individuals. The grand total is 2044 1/32 arourae, assessed at 10,238 5/6 artabae of 

22. P.Osl.123. This is a case of the Antonian estate being gives 607 (the incorrect reading of the papyrus) instead of 577 

situated near this village, and not of a farmstead by this name arourae for Germanicus in Ptolemais Nea, and, by a misprint, 8   
located within the estate (so Tomsin, “Notes,” p. 212). 

23. P. Bour. 42. See P. Collart’s invaluable tables, and the 

English translation by Johnson, Roman Egypt, no. 16. In his 
Tables 2 and 13 Collart counts twice the 121 arourae of the 

Dionysodorian estate in Drymos Hieras Nesou, which explains 
the discrepancy between his and Johnson’s totals on the one 

hand and my Table 2 on the other. In his Table 21 he correctly 
counts the 121 arourae only once (cf. his note on line 101), but 

instead of 9 for Maecenas in Drymos Hieras Nesou (cf. his 

Tables 2, 4, 13 and 14, where the correct numerals appear); 

hence his total should be 2040 instead of 2069. In my totals I 
have included the small parcels of the Antonian and Senecan 

estates that had been sold in order to arrive at the original 
maximum size of the imperial estates. 

24. Johnson, Roman Egypt, p. 49. 
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Table 2 

wheat. The portion of Titus was larger — and this is the only instance of such an occurrence. As 

was the standard in the nome, it comprised the estates of Doryphoros and Seneca; of the latter, 

P. Bour.42 (A.D. 167) 

Cadastre of five villages in the Herakleidou meris, Arsinoite. Total area of grain-land. 

Village Royal 

Hiera Nesos 2200 25/64 

Drymos H. Nesou 91 54/64 
Perkeesis — 

Kerkeesis 289 30/64 

Ptolemais Nea 847 34/64 

TOTAL 3429 15/64 

Table 2a 

Estate Hiera Nesos Dr.H.Nesou Perkeesis 

Germanician 192 15/64 
Maecenatian 62 29/64 
Lurian 51 19/64 
Severan 118 8/64 

Alexandrian — 205 9/64 

Dionysodorian — 121 11/64 
Pallantian — 443 56/64 

Antonian 1 8/64 

TOTAL VESPASIAN 

Senecan 98 57/64 59 10/64 2161 22/64 
Doryphorian — 77 63/64 

TOTAL TITUS 

GRAND TOTAL 

A few miles to the east are the villages of Karanis, Psenarpsenesis and Patsontis. An 
assessment list for 179/80 or 211/12 treats them together, and it appears that they, too, formed a 

Private Total 

1317 13/64 4061 46/64 
622 16/64 1633 22/64 

— 2161 34/64 
267 16/64 556 46/64 

1465 2/64 3924 4/64 

3671 47/64 12335 24/64 

the small amount of 8 45/64 arourae had been sold. The grand total is 2507 3/8 arourae, paying 

10,022 5/12 artabae of wheat in rentals. 

P.Bour.42 (A.D.167) 

Cadastre of four villages in the Herakleidou meris, Arsinoite. Total area of ousiake grain-land. 

Ptolemais Nea Total 

557 16/64 796 31/64 
— 71 40/64 

260 16/64 311 35/64 
. 118 8/64 
. 205 9/64 
= 121 11/64 
e 443 56/64 
S 3 4/64 

2044 2/64 

2429 25/64 
e 77 63/64 

2507 24/64 

4551 26/64   
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single xmwuoyoaupnateio.” Again, as is usual in such documents, the lands are divided between 

those administered by the dioixnoig and those under the jurisdiction of the ovoLaxog Aoyog. A 

large section of the papyrus is lost, but we know that the amount assessed under the head 

drotxnoig was 29,065 19/24 artabae of wheat, which is very close to that of Hiera Nesos and the 
adjoining villages. If this may be used as a guide, then the land of this xwuoyooupoteio 

administered by the dioixnoig would be between 8000 and 9000 arourae, and if two of the 

preserved partial totals, 21,751 1/2 and 3895 5/8 artabae of wheat,* represent rentals from royal 

land and taxes on private fields, then the ratio between fiscal and private land would also be about 

the same. The section listing the ovowaxd is a little fuller, but also incomplete. The estates of 

Maecenas, Anthos, Pallas (Iucundus and Khresimos, Polla) and Camelius are mentioned (Table 

3), comprising 1846 61/64 arourae expected to yield ca. 13,000 artabae of wheat in rentals. But 

we know that there were at least seven more imperial estates in the district — those formerly of 

Antonia (Drusi?), Germanicus, Doryphoros, Lurius, Seneca, Severus and Kharmos.?’ If these are 

added to those already included in the assessment list, the total of the ovolaxm Y7} may very well 

rise to ca. 4000 arourae, and the ratio between ovoiaxd and droixnoig around Karanis would 

then be about the same as that in the area surrounding Hiera Nesos, i.e. about 1 to 3. 

Table 3 P.Mich.372 (A.D.179/800r211/12) 

Cadastre (incomplete) of three villages in the Herakleidou meris, Arsinoite. 

Estate Karanis Psenarpsenesis  Patsontis Total 

Maecenatian 518 7/64 274 28/64 — 792 35/64 
Anthian 27 32/64 — 252 32/64 280 

Tucundus & 
Khresimos 45 41/64 — — 
+G. Polla 26 33/64 36 20/64 — 
=Pallantian 108 30/64 

Camelian 75 29/64 590 31/64 — 665 60/64 

TOTAL 703 14/64 891 15/64 252 32/64 1846 61/64 

In addition to these two documents, there are approximately two hundred Saatquittungen 

from the northern shore of Lake Moéris, 58 of which mention ovowoxt 1) (Table 4).*° All these 

records of loans of seed to public farmers date from 158/9, and this is largely accidental; but the 

widespread distribution of seed for sowing both in this year and in 164 enables us to infer that the 

crop was a poor one at this time.” The estates of Antonia (Drusi?), Camelius, Germanicus, 

Lurius, Maecenas, Seneca and Severus are listed in five neighboring villages, Hiera Nesos, 

Karanis, Kerkesoukha, Patsontis, Psenarpsenesis and Ptolemais Nea. The grand total is a mere 

295 27/32 arourae, but this number is to all intents and purposes useless: the amounts for Hiera 

Nesos and Ptolemais Nea are but sections of estates already listed in the sowing list of the area 

  
  
  

25. P. Mich. 372. 1 find myself in agreement with the 

editors’ understanding of this document. For a different 
interpretation see H. Geremek, Karanis, 1969, pp. 29 ff. (cf. 

Tomsin, Chronique 46, 1971, p. 390). 
26. P. Mich. 372.ii.10-11, 13; see the editors’ introduc- 

tion. 
27. They are mentioned in P. Mich. 223; PRADISH 

28. BGU 31; 104; 105; 160; 172; 202; 204; 206; 211; 
280; 284;438;441; P. Cairo Goodspeed 18;24; P. Chic.5;6;7; 

10; 16;18;19;23;26;27;28;31;32;35;36;39;41;42;43;47; 
48;49;50;52;53;55;57;61;62;64;65;67;68;70;71;75;76; 

77; 78; 81; 82; 84; 87. 
29. For 164 see P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso and Johnson, 

Roman Egypt, pp. 500 f. Things deteriorated: in 165 the great  
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referred to above (Table 2a), and parts of those for Karanis and Patsontis were enumerated in the 

assessment list (Table 3). 
We do not know the amount of the ovowoxr yij of another large village in the division of 

Herakleides, Philadelphia, which must have had a total area of 7000 to 10,000 arourae, and 

where a number of imperial estates are attested.’ Nor do we know the dimensions of the odououi 
y1 of Bakkhias, a village only slightly smaller than Karanis and Philadelphia, and where at least 

Germanicus, Livia and Maecenas had estates.? 

Table 4 A.D.158/9 

Summary table of the 58 grain receipts in BGU I, P. Cairo Goodspeed and P. Chic. Ousiake ge. 

Estate Hiera Nesos  Karanis Kerkesoukha 

Antonian — 13 24/64 — 
Camelian — 9 9/64 40/64 
Germanician — — 14 6/64 
Lurian — 14 40/64 — 

Maecenatian — 9 3 15/64 

Severan 10 — 27 44/64 
Senecan — 30 15/64 2 56/64 

TOTAL 10 76 24/64 48 33/64 

Patsontis Psenarpsenesis Ptolemais Nea Total 

. ] — 13 24/64 
40/64 72 22/64 — 82 47/64 

. —_ 21 2/64 35 8/64 
— 66 61/64 — 81 37/64 
e . — 12 15/64 
e —_ —_ 37 44/64 
e S e 33 7/64 

40/64 139 19/64 21 2/64 295 54/64 

These are the documents that give us a comprehensive picture of the size of the grain-land 
administered by the obolaxdg Adyog in some villages of the Herakleidou meris. As for the division 
of Themistos and Polemon, our documentation is less complete. A mopeia mEOg Emioneiv 
&Bedxov yiig prepared by some officials of Tebtunis in 222/3 deals almost certainly with the land 
of Tebtunis itself, although the name of the village is lost in a lacuna.” Of a grand total of 3588 
17/64 arourae of grain-land declared as uninundated, a mere 132 25/32 arourae, or 1/27 of the 
total, is ovoaxn yi) (Table 5). This comprises the estates of Antonia (Drusi?), Doryphoros, 
Seneca, and a fourth individual whose name is lost: both Severus and Lurius are known from 
other sources to have had estates there. Even at such a late date, only 4 3/8 uninundated arourae 
from the Senecan estate had been sold. The amount of inundation that did or did not take place 
depended to such an extent upon the rise of the Nile, the time of the flooding and the conditions of 
the irrigation system, that we are unable to infer what the total amount of the land sown in cereals 
in Tebtunis was.* 

plague visited Egypt and raged for a period of 15 years. 
30. This is estimated on the basis of the information 

presented by an unpublished Yale papyrus, which gives us a 
total of 2583 5/6 arourae of privately owned grain- and 
orchard-land; see J. F. Oates, “‘Philadelphia in the Fayum 
during the Roman Empire,” Atti dell’XI congresso inter- 
nazionale di papirologia, 1966, pp. 451 ff., and “Landholding in 
Philadelphia in the Fayum (A.D. 216),” Amer. Stud. in Pap.7, 
1970, pp. 385 ff. 

31. According to P. Gron. 2 (not with the impossible 
numerals first read by A. G. Roos, but as republished by H. C. 
Youtie and O. M. Pearl, AJP 63, 1942, pp. 304 f.) Bakkhias 
declared in 219/20 a total of 2600 79/128 arourae of 
uninundated grain-land, of which 1464 1/64 arourae were 

designated as royal land, the balance being hieratic and revenue 
(the Philodamian estate, on which below, Appendix I); for such 
a division of land cf. P. Bour. 42.6-7. 

32. P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52. Line 6 should read almost 
certainly Tentdv]ewg, and line 7 Baothix]fic; in line 11 for the 
editor’s Jwg I read on a photograph supplied me by the Giessen 
Library ovoiax]@v, and in line 18 Aopv]poo(taviic) ovai(ag). 

33. On the Nile and its irrigation see Johnson, Roman 
Egypt, pp. 7 ff.; D. Bonneau, La crue du Nil, divinité 
€égyptienne, 4 travers mille ans d’histoire, 1964, and **Utilization 
des documents papyrologiques, numismatiques et epigraphi- 
ques pour la détermination de la qualité de la crue du Nil, 
chaque année de I’époque gréco-romaine,” Atti dell’XI 
congresso internazionale di papirologia, 1966, IDPESTORA 
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The same difficulty holds true for another declaration of non-inundation, this time for Lagis 

in 164. The total amount of the uninundated ovowax) yij was 105 1/64 arourae, comprising the 
estates of Pallas (Eros and Kharmos; 50 27/32 arourae), Lurius (10 3/4 arourae), Maecenas (18 
3/8 arourae) and Germanicus (25 3/64 arourae), all Vespasian estates.* 

Table 5 P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 (A.D.222/3) 

Cadastre of a village (Tebtunis?) in the Arsinoite. Total area of 
uninundated grain-land. 

Antonian 62 22/64 

[ ] 30 44/64 
TOTAL VESPASIAN 93 2/64 

Doryphorian 30 21/64 
Senecan S 3/64 

Sold from Senecan 4 24/64 

TOTAL TITUS 39 48/64 

Ousiake 132 50/64 
Royal (?) 355 6/64 

Ii ] 3100 25/64 
TOTAL 3588 17/64 

A recently published document deals almost exclusively with the ovowoxn y7j of a village 

which the scribe has left unnamed, but which almost certainly was in the division of Themistos and 

Polemon.” The grand total was 1147 45/64 arourae of grain-producing land. It was made up of 

the Vespasian estates formerly of Maecenas, Pallas (Polla), Lurius and Severus, and of the Titan 

estates of Doryphoros and Seneca (Table 6). Of this land, the native villagers cultivated 694 

31/64 arourae themselves; but none offered, or none remained, to till the outstanding 453 7/32 

arourae, and the extremely bothersome but effective method of émipueoionds was employed.” An 

unknown number of farmers was transferred to the site from 11 other villages of the same meristo 

work on the land (Table 6a). 
Purely by chance, a number of documents gives us a rather complete picture of Theadelphia, 

one of the larger villages in the nome.”” A much mutilated papyrus, wherein, however, all the 

important numerals are preserved, gives us the total amount of the grain-producing land 

administered by the dioinnoig: 5283 49/64 arourae (Table 7).** Another document gives us what 
appear to be the total amounts of grain collected for taxes and rentals during the first ten months 

of 94/5 or 110/11 from the entire area of the village.” Of the grand total of 17,193 5/6 artabae of 
wheat, 3412 19/24 artabae, or 1/5 of the total, were collected for the ovoiaxdg Adyog, the 

  
34. P. Berl. Leihg. 29, according to information kindly 

advanced me before the publication of the papyrus by A. 
Tomsin. 

35. SB10512;see its original publicationin APF 19,1969, 

pp. 77 ff.; cf. Tomsin, APF 21, 1971, pp. 91 f. Dr. G. Poethke 

recently discovered that P. Berl. 11529 is the missing portion of 
this document, and presented me with a full transcript before its 

publication in a forthcoming issue of APF. 

36. See now the detailed discussion of G. Poethke, 
Epimerismos. Betrachtungen zur Zwangspacht in Agypren 

wiéhrend der Prinzipatszeit, 1969. 

37. See W. L. Westermann on P. Col. 1 recto 2, and A. E. 

R. Boak, Historia 4, 1955, p. 161. 

38. P. Berl. Leihg. 5, with Kalén’s notes. 

39. P. Lond. 900 (II1, p. 89); see the new edition and the 

discussion by Tomsin, “Un document de comptabilité fiscale, P. 
Lond., IT1, 900, p. 89, Académie royale de Belgique, Bulletin 

de Ia classe des lettres et des sciences morales et politiques, 5¢ 

série, 40, 1954, pp. 91 ff. See also Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg.,p. 75, 

who first noted the similarities between this text and P. Berl. 

Leihg. 1 verso.ii.16 ff., and who first argued that the London 

text deals with Theadelphia. 
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Table 6 P.Berl.inv. 11529 + SB10512 (A.D. 138/9) 

Cadastre of an unknown village in the Themistou and Polemonos, 
Arsinoite. Total area of ousiake ge. 

(a) Area cultivated by the villagers: 
Maecenatian 149 11/64 

Pallantian (G. Polla) 82 
Lurian 311 16/64 

Severan 146 48/64 

TOTAL VESPASIAN 639 11/64 

Doryphorian 20 40/64 
Senecan 34 44/64 

TOTAL TITUS 55 20/64 

TOTAL BY VILLAGERS 694 31/64 

(b) Area cultivated by the inhabitants of 

11 villages of the meris: 453 14/64 

GRAND TOTAL 1147 45/64 

Table 6a 

    

P.Berl.inv. 11529+SB 10512 (A.D. 138/9) 

Ousiake ge of an unknown village in the Themistou and Polemonos, Arsinoite, subject to epimerismos to the 
inhabitants of 11 villages of the meris. Total area assigned. 

  
Origin of Vespasian Titus 
farmers Total 

Maecenatian Lurian Severan Doryphorian Senecan 

Theadelphia S 133 18/64 [ ]62/64 [ ]40/64 — 173 56/64 
Philoteris 10 37/64 — — — — 10 37/64 

=5 Theoxenis o 14 36/64 — 32/64 9 24 4/64 

g Andromakhis 4 6/64 47 50/64 — — — 51 56/64 
‘E Hermoupolis 2 16/64 — 32 — - 34 16/64 

R = [ ] il ] = Al 
& Lagis - o 31 16/64 = . 31 16/64 

Trikomia — — 31 48/64 - ~ 31 48/64 
Sentrempaei — - — 1 32/64 — 1 32/64 

TOTAL THEMISTOU MERIS 433 9/64 

< Narmouthis e — & — [ R[S 
A& Tebtunis . — — — [ EE 

TOTAL POLEMONOS MERIS [20 5/64] 

GRAND TOTAL 

  

453 14/64   
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remaining going to the dioixnoils. The estates mentioned are those of Dionysodoros, 

Menas/Menatius, Seneca, and Severus, and the missing one — if only one is missing — is almost 

Table 7 P. Berl. Leihg. 5 (A.D. 158/59) 

Cadastre of Theadelphia. Total area of fiscal and private land. 

Royal 2850 50/64 
Hieratike 103 53/64 

Revenue 168 

Fiscal 3122 39/64 
Private 2161 10/64 

TOTAL 5283 49/64 

certainly that of Antonia (Drusi?). The scribe has given us a detailed account of the sums of wheat 

and barley collected from each estate, but did not bother, or forgot, to return and fill in the spaces 

he had left for the size of each in arourae. The total should have been between 700 and 800 

arourae (Table 8). 

Table 8 P.Lond.900 (A.D.94/50r 110/11) 

Grain collection, Theadelphia. Balance on Epiph 1 (25 June) (?) 

Estate Wheat Barley Lentils 

[Antonian (?) 1078 1/24 658 15/24 — ] 
Dionysodorian 48 15/24 y/STEse/A — 
Menatian 285 17/24 66 21/24 — 
Severan 1185, 42 18/24 — 

Senecan 865 — — 

Ousiaka 3412 19/24 1565 4/24 — 

Dioikesis 13781 1/24 [ ] 3277 8/24 

TOTAL 17193 20/24 3277 8/24 

Another papyrus, the beginning of which is missing, deals most likely with Theadelphia too, 

although, since it was discovered in Philadelphia, it is quite possible that the latter village is 

meant.** Of the list of former owners of imperial estates only the names of Dionysodoros and 

Kharmos survive. The entire amount, however, of the odowaxy Y1} paying rentals in grain is 

known: 713 25/32 arourae, expected to contribute 3708 1/48 artabae of wheat and 890 1/2 

artabae of barley in 156/7. This tallies with the sums attested in the previous document, and if the 

village in this one is Philadelphia, then it must have had about the same number of arourae of 

40. BGU 1636. Johnson, Roman Egypt, nos. 309 and 312, (IIL, p. 89), but was under the impression that both dealt with 

noted the similarities between this document and P. Lond. 900 Philadelphia; see, however, the previous note.  
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ovououd) vij as Theadelphia, an only slightly smaller village. The rental in grain, it should be noted, 

must have been paid for the entire area, for it could not have possibly been levied only on the 270 

arourae sown in wheat and the 38 arourae sown in barley (Table 9). 

Table 9 BGU1636 (A.D.156/7) 

Total area of the ousiake ge of a village (Theadelphia ?) in the Arsinoite, and total of the grain 

collected as tax for the year. 

(a) Area by crop (b) Area by former owner 

Wheat 27.0) [ 6588197321 
Barley 38 Dionysodorian 12 
Grass for cutting BRE6732 Kharmian 48 6/32 

Grass for grazing 228 

Beans 30 TOTAL IBRS/8Y) 

Vegetable seed [38 26/32] 
Lentils 70:25/32 (c) Tax in grain (in artabae) 

Wheat 3708 1/48 
TOTAL FA13i5//87) Barley 890 1/2 

We have a good number of papyri giving us information about the monthly, and even the 

daily, revenues of the ovowoxn yn of various localities in the Arsinoite, but it is impossible to 

estimate the dimensions of an area by means of its revenue in grain only, when neither the rate of 

the assessment is given, nor is the account full and annual. Our difficulties are fully illustrated by 

two summary reports of receipts in 164 and 165 (Tables 10 and 11), and a quarterly report for an 
unknown year of the second century (Table 12), all three dealing with Theadelphia.*' The chief 

Table 10 P. Berl. Leihg. 4 recto (A.D. 165) 

Grain collection, Theadelphia. Balance on Epiph 4 (28 June). 

  

Dioikesis Ousiaka Total 

Wheat Barley Lentils Barley* Wheat Barley Lentils 

Balance 1884 12/24 617 3/24 1063 22/24 — 1884 12/24 617 3/24 1063 22/24 
Receipts 5518 12/24 239 23/24 1634 15/24 576 15/24 5518 12/24 816 14/24 1634 15/24 
Frumentum 

emptum 9 21/24 

TOTAL 7412 21/24 1433 17/24 2698 13/24 
Shipped to Alexandria 464 6/24 e . 
Balance 6948 15/24 1433 17/24 2698 13/24 

* All from the Dionysodorian estate, Vespasian. 

41. P. Berl. Leihg. 1 recto and verso; P. Berl. Leihg. 4 in Thunnel P. Sitol., pp. 42 ff. and 49 ff.; cf. also Johnson, 
recto; P. Strassb. 551. German translation of the Berlin papyri Roman Egypt, no. 315. See in general Z. Aly, “Sitologia in  



LOCATION, SIZE AND TYPE OF LAND 43 

problem arises from the fact that, unlike the xa9nxovta, which did not vary from year to year, the 

rentals, or éxgdora, paid by the cultivators of the royal, hieratic, revenue and ovouoxi) i}, were 

determined according to the value of a particular plot of land, the time and the amount of the 

| Table 11 P. Berl. Leihg. 1 recto & verso (A.D. 164) 

Grain collection, Theadelphia. Receipts of the fall quarter (29 August - 26 November). 

  

  
Dioikesis Ousiaka Total 

Wheat Barley Wheat Barley Wheat Barley 

Balance 1910 6/24 28 9/24 49 22/24 147 6/24 1960 4/24 175 15/24 
Receipts 

Thoth 341 15/24 8 4/24 — 30 8/24 341 15/24 38 12/24 
Phaophi 129 12/24 — — — 129 12/24 - 

Frumentum 

emptum 49 12/24 

TOTAL 2381 9/24 36 13/24 49 22/24 177 14/24 2480 19/24 214 3/24 

Distributed 1560 19/24 80 8/24 439 5/24 134 2100 214 8/24! 
Balance 380 19/24 0 

flooding of the Nile, and the demands of Rome. To this we should add the tendency of many a 

| public farmer to pay at irregular intervals and often after a considerable time had elapsed since the 

harvest, and the fact that many ‘‘balances” are just that and not records of receipts: quantities of 

seed may have been distributed to farmers for sowing, and large amounts may have been shipped 

to Alexandria. In the particular case under discussion (and this, of course, finds parallels in other 

Table 12 P. Strassb.551 (A.D.11) 

Grain collection, Theadelphia. Receipts of the winter 
quarter (27 November - 24 February). 

Wheat Barley Lentils 

Vespasian 312 8/24 185 9/24 — 
Titus 182! — — 

Ousiaka 444 8/24 185 9/24 — 
Dioikesis BSS8I9/24 82 18/24 31 6/24 

TOTAL 4180 3/24 268 3/24 31 6/24 

| Roman Egypt,” JJP4, 1950, pp. 293 ff., and “Upon Sitologia in Kalén ad loc.; Grenfell and Hunt, P. Tebt. 369.6 n.; Wilcken, 

| Roman Egypt and the” Role of Sitologi in its Financial Grundziige, pp. 359 f.; Wallace, Taxation, pp. 22 f.; cf. also 

| Administration,” Akten des VIIL intern. Kongresses fiir BGU 2026; 2075; P. Petaus 44.58 with note; Johnson, Roman 

{ Papyrologie, 1956, pp. 17 ff. On the frumentum emptum Egypt, pp. 620 f.; P. Oxy. 2958 introd. 

[ (vedg GuvayoEaoTkds in the Berlin papyri) see Thunell and 
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localities as well), we should not ignore the fact that the public granaries of Theadelphia were 

regional ones, i.e. they received grain not only from the fields of the village itself, but also from 

those of neighboring communities, such as Euhemeria and Polydeukia. When compared with 

Table 8, Tables 10, 11 and 12 are shown to have given us some very misleading information. 

These, then, are the documents that offer us an extensive and fairly comprehensive list of 

imperial estates in the Arsinoite. The total amount of grain-land that we can account for is about 

8800 arourae. If we add to these papyri a miscellaneous collection of private documents (sales, 

leases, loans, memoranda, payments on credit) as well as public ones (petitions for redress, 

declarations of plots of uninundated land, notifications of death, official lists and accounts) that 

mention small additional parcels of ovowoxr v ranging from less than one to about 50 arourae, 

the grand total of the known grain-land in the Arsinoite belonging to the ovolaxdg Adyog comes 

to little less than 10,000 arourae.* In a normal year this would be expected to yield between 

40,000 and 60,000 artabae of wheat in rentals — a very rough estimate indeed. A question that 

must remain unanswered, at least for the present, is what part of the absolute total of the ovoiox 

v in the nome are these 10,000 arourae we have accounted for. Considering that more than four 

fifths of the known sum are attested by only seven documents,* and bearing in mind that asingle 

and otherwise unimportant small settlement on the lake shore like Perkeesis accounts for more 

than one fifth of the presently known total,* it would be wise not to venture any speculation. The 

evidence is simply not enough. 

Of the three areas of cultivable land in Egypt, the Delta, the Nile valley and the Arsinoite, the last 

was also the smallest, comprising about one tenth of the total. In 1880 it was estimated that the 

Fayum, the present name of the Arsinoite district, had about 1230 km?, or slightly less than 

500,000 arourae, of cultivable land.* In the Ptolemaic and Roman times Lake Moéris must have 

covered about twice the amount of land it covers today. Long stretches of what is now plain desert 

were under cultivation at the time, as ruins of ancient villages and traces of canals testify. One may 

point out two large areas of this kind, the district from Soknopaiou Nesos to Philadelphia and 

farther ‘to the east, and the portion of the division of Themistos and Polemon between 

Theadelphia and Magdola. The area, therefore, of the Arsinoite under cultivation by the 

Ptolemies and the Romans must have been larger than it is today, and its size was most likely 

between 1500 and 2000 km?, or approximately between 600,000 and 700,000 arourae. 

Clearly, the vast majority of this land was sown with cereals. Under the Romans, however, 

the Arsinoite continued to be a very important center for viticulture and gardening. Olives and 
palm-trees also prospered there, and pastures and marshes contributed not a little to the 
economic life of the area. The mildness of the climate and the productivity of the soil caused a 
variety of trees to prosper here, and this is evident even today. It is with full justification that a 
popular modern guide-book speaks of the district as le verger de I’Egypte.* 

Vineyards and garden-lands were the most prominent features of the cultivation of private 
land in the nome. We know, for example, of a private estate near Ibion Eikosipentarouron which 
had, among other types of land, the large amount of about 650 arourae of orchards.*” Its accounts 
for 8 B.C. show a heavy deficit, possibly because of mismanagement, but possibly also because the 

42. The documents are those assembled below, Appendix 45. See Johnson, Roman Egypt, D 
1. _ . : 46. M. Baud, Egypte (Les Guides Bleus, 1950), p. 667. 

43. P. Bour. 42; P. Mich. 372; P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52; P. 47. P. Lond. 1171 (III, p. 179); cf. Johnson, Roman 
Berl. inv. 11529+SB 10512; BGU 1636; P. Berl. Leihg. 29. Egypt, no. 103. 

44. P. Bour. 42 (cf. Table 2).
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estate was still in the process of development. Of more immediate import is a document from the 

last years of Tiberius: of the three estates described therein, one contained 65 1/4 arourae of 

apmelv @oouog and 126 3/4 arourae of &goog, perhaps non-taxable veégputa. In the third 

estate there were 216 1/4 arourae of &gogog (208 3/4 of vedputa) and 160 9/32 arourae of 
@oéowmog. The second estate, and the one that interests us most, belonged to Pallas. Out of a total 

of 63 arourae, 503/4 were duseh®v 8poog, i.e. vedgputo.*® This is the largest vineyard we 
encounter among the imperial estates in the Arsinoite; we should recall here the xthuo 

®ovvnoeng of the Latinian estate in the Mendesian nome, which measured 163 arourae.* We 

also know of an dumehdv Aeyopevog Zvveghfouv in the Maecenatian estate near Ibion 

Eikosipentarouron, but its size is not stated.” 

From the second century we hear of a small olive grove in an estate of Severus (11/2 

aroura), and an even smaller one in an estate of Maecenas (9/32 of an aroura), both in unknown 

locations in the Arsinoite.” But in 34 the superintendent of the estate of Tiberius and the children 

of Livia Drusi in Euhemeria complained to the chief of the local police that two Egyptian 

shepherds had let their flocks into the vedguta t@v éhadvarv, whereupon the sheep proceeded 

to graze down two hundred young olive plants in the land formerly of Falcidius.” This must have 

been an extensive olive grove in the process of development. A century later we also hear of an 

ovolaxog éhawwv ‘Eoudiews Aeyouevog near Euhemeria.” There was an oil-press in an estate of 

Doryphoros somewhere in the Herakleidou meris; we have already mentioned the troubles of a 

lessee of the glowovpyeiov formerly of Ti. Claudius Sarapion in the Neronian estate near 

Herakleia.> 
These mentions of veéguta — mentions which cease after the Julio-Claudian period — 

indicate a concentrated effort at this time on the part of the private owners of these estates to 
develop new vineyards and olive groves on what used to be neglected land.” The farther we move 

from the early first century, the more abundant become the documents mentioning vines, olives 

and palm-trees among the imperial estates, and this is only normal; but at the same time, the 

vineyards and garden-lands tend to become smaller and less prominent in the economic activities 
of the ovorax yh. It appears that after these estates had become public land no significant effort 

was made to preserve, let alone expand, the vineyards and the olive groves, and that heavy 

emphasis was placed upon the production of cereals.’® This does not mean that all duwel@dves and 
mapddeiool were converted to grain-land. The administration, to be sure, was chiefly concerned 
with the grain shipped to Rome, but never neglected viticulture or the cultivaton of fruit-bearing 

trees.”” The revenues in money, moreover, from such enterprises, were considerable, and it would 

48. P. Lond. 195 (II, p. 127); see the new edition and the the Flavians the formation of new private estates, small and 

discussion in P. Ryl. II, pp. 243 ff. and 254 ff. large, did not cease. This is probably because ability and energy 
49. P. Ryl. 427 (22). were needed to make the borderlands useful and fertile, and the 

50. SB 10947. Cf. also P. Mil. Vogl. 98.58 ff. royal peasants certainly were not conspicuous for either of these 
51. P.Mil. Vogl. 251; cf. Foraboschi, Chronique 42,1967, qualities.” Cf. also p. 673, where his reference to P. Ryl. 171 is 

DRSS RS Tebi S8 485 incorrect: the Doryphorian estate near Herakleia mentioned 

2P ERYy[ S8 38 therein was not planted with vines and olives but was sown with 
SSEERN@OsLHIS 68 cereals. 

54. P. Strassb. 210; P. Lond. 280 (11, p. 193); WChr. 176. S6aEScetetp SERIN RSN (O e)Rror(os) el 

Cf. also the three arourae of olive groves near Euhemeria in 

BGU 599. 
55. See above, Chapter I, and Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 

675, “It must also be observed that the majority of the 

references to lands newly planted with vines and olives belong to 
the 1st cent. A.D., and refer to large estates. ... The Flavian age 

represented a reaction against rapid increase in private property 
in Egypt [cf. also below, n. 57], but, as  have shown, even under 

moddefoog vuvi] dv Eonuog in a Vespasian estate in the 
Mendesian nome; cf. Foraboschi, Chronique 42, 1967, p. 176, 

and above, n. 5. 

57. During Domitian’s reign a shortage of wheat and a 
superabundance of vineyards throughout the empire, and 

especially in Italy and the East, caused a very strong edict to be 
proclaimed: ad summam quondam ubertatem vini, frumenti 

vero inopiam, existimans nimio vinearum studio neglegi arva,    
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have been a fiscally irresponsible act to destroy productive vineyards growing on land unsuitable 

for cereals, or to cut down-palm-trees and olives in areas where nothing else would grow. 

During the second century, when the office of the ZTLTNEN TG OVOLAKMY XTNUATWY makes 

its brief appearance, we often hear of ovolaxd xtijuota, but with no further qualification as to the 

type or the dimensions of the land in question. They are attested in Dionysias, Psenyris, 

Boubastos, Sebennutos, Theadelphia, Kerkesoukha and Epipolis. In the last village, the gpéoot, 

or rentals, collected in money from the garden-land (?) of the district amounted to a little over 

5500 drachmae per year.® 
On the other hand, a small and only partially published papyrus from Tebtunis presents us 

with some astonishing information.* During an unknown year of the second century, a total of 16 
talents, 1268 drachmae, 5 1/2 obols and 2 khalkoi was derived from an area of 19,451 95/96 

arourae in the division of Herakleides. This being clearly a tax of 5 drachmae per aroura, it is 

almost certain that this sum was collected for the dmwéporoa on garden-land in the district.” The 

size of the area is large enough to be the total garden-land of the entire meris; but under the head 

mapadeionv odoayx®d[v there is a list of six villages, Psya, Psenyris Ano, Metrodorou Epoikion, 
Philadelphia, Boubastos and Aphroditopolis, and their combined total of garden-land amounts to 
a startling 63/4 arourae. Are we to suppose that this represents the sum of the ovoiaxol 

napddeiool in the entire division of Herakleides? It is hardly possible, in view of the fact that we 

know of at least seven arourae of palm-tree groves in the estate of Antonia Drusiin Psenyris, and 

of garden-land in the neighborhood of Karanis and Patsontis. Nevertheless, there still exists this 

immense difference between 19,451 95/96 and 6 3/4 arourae, and although it is almost certain 

that these numerals refer only to a specific kind of mopddeioor or only to a section of the meris, we 

are confronted with a ratio between dwoixnoig and ovotaxd about which no document offers any 

contra-indications. 

Regarding vineyards and tree groves in Karanis, Psenarpsenesis and Patsontis, our best 

sources of information are the three long tax rolls for 171/2 to 173/4.°' In them there are listed 

some 1000 persons paying land taxes or rentals in money, and although sections of the rolls are 

missing, this number must represent nearly all the persons who paid such taxes in Karanis, the 

Egyptian and Greco-Egyptian element of which has been estimated to have been at that time 

between 1800 and 2200 persons, including women, children and slaves.®> Of these 1000, only 60 
are in any way connected with the ovolaxog Aéyog, and half of them may be eliminated from the 

present discussion: 27 paid only for dpayuatyia, or for transportation of sheaves, and therefore 

cultivated ovotoxy grain-land, which, as we have seen, was of considerable size in the area; two 
were shepherds; one was a potter. The remaining 30 worked on garden-land and vineyards they 
had leased from the odotonog Aéyog. The only indication for tapddeicoL among this land comes 
from the very small payments (a total of 32 drachmae, contributed by 2 individuals) for @péoog 

  
edixit, ne quis in Italia novellaret utque in provinciis vineta 
succiderentur, relicta ubi plurimum dimidia parte; nec exsequi 

rem perseveravit (Suet., Dom. 7.2). Cf. also Dom. 14.2, and for 

the strong reaction in the East, Philostr., Vita Apoll. 6.42 and 

Vita Soph. 1.520. The edict was extremely unpopular and does 

not seem to have been enforced long, or to have had any effect in 
Egypt. 

58. P. Strassb. 267; P. Leit. 11; P. Meyer 3; BGU 619; 

2064; P. Mich. 599; P. Petaus75;76;77; 78; SB 5670; P. Fay. 
23. For Epipolis see P. Med. 65, where in line 4 read {I1}, in 
lines 9 and 14 t@v Emutérewg, and in line 10 Ko[ovi]ou (see 

Youtie et al., P. Petaus, p. 274 with n. 8. The letters emy have 

been dropped by mistake in line 9; cf. the edition in Aeg. 22, 

1942, p. 71 and SB 9014). Those who choose to see Ptolemaios, 

s. of Kronion, and Apion, s. of Komanos, as former owners of 

imperial estates, and not as current lessees as I do (cf. above, 

Chapter I, n. 36), must include in their lists the other two names 

mentioned in lines 9 ff. as well: Ptolemaios, s. of Dioskoros, and 

Alexandros, s. of Simon, the latter obviously a Jew. All four act 

in precisely the same capacity, and it will not do to separate them 
into two groups. 

SORRIChEES (38 

60. Johnson, Roman Egypt, pp. 71 and 516. 
61. P. Mich. 223; 224; 225; 357 (a fragment of 224). 

62. See A. E. R. Boak, “The Population of Roman and 

Byzantine Karanis,” Historia 4, 1955, pp. 157 ff., where 

valuable information may be found regarding Philadelphia, 
Theadelphia and Bakkhias as well.
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powvixwv in the estates of Doryphoros and Maecenas,” and the even smaller payments (16 
drachmae, paid by 4 persons) for @éoog éLaivwv put@v and for Taaywyn éLalag in the estates 

of Lurius, Maecenas and Severus.** In addition, there are two categories of land, the &umehog 

Tovywpévn in the estates of Anthos and Maecenas,” and the apparently inferior atyioAitig 
£ugopog, or productive shore-land, in the estates of Antonia (Drusi?), Doryphoros, Camelius, 

Lurius, Maecenas, Seneca and Severus.”® Both types of land paid taxes at the same rate: 

£mapovpLov, 6 drachmae 4 obols per aroura per annum; dwéuotpa, 10 drachmae per aroura per 

annum; yeopetoia, SO drachmae per aroura every fourth year. These are the standard rates in the 

Arsinoite for vineyards,®” and it appears from the way the taxes were collected that the few olive 

trees already referred to were scattered among the vines of these estates. Now the 30 individuals 

who paid taxes on this o0voloxn yi) contributed for the dméuorpa a grand total of slightly less than 

114 drachmae, which means that we are actually dealing with only 11 to 12 arourae of ving-land. 

The entire area of this type of ovoiaxn vij in the three villages could not have been much larger. 

A similar picture emerges from Theadelphia across the lake, in a document entitled 

tomaEyrds (sc. Adyog) Mupudrov % (¥tovg) "Aviovivov Katoapog tov xveiov (i.e. 157) 

Ocadehpiog.®® Vine-land is attested in all the estates of the village, i.e. those of Antonia (Drusi?), 

Dionysodoros, Maecenas, Menas/Menatius, Seneca and Severus. In the Dionysodorian estate 

half an obol was collected for mapaywyn éhaiag, as opposed to 51 drachmae contributed to the 

dloixumoig, and these olive trees appear to have been scattered among the vines once more. There 

are detailed accounts of payments for drépoipa (24 drachmae), émagovoiov (16 drachmae) and 

yewpetpta (117 drachmae), and how much each estate contributed, but the fact remains that all 

this ado is for a combined total of slightly more than two arourae.” The dumel@veg of the 

dwoixnoig amounted to 320 arourae. 

Some pvpofdravol (Balanites aegyptiaca) and 2 3/4 arourae of a palm-tree grove are 
mentioned in an estate of Severus,” and seven dxavdou (Acacia arabica) and 18 palm-trees are 

found growing on the embankments and among the grain fields of an estate of Maecenas.” We 

have already encountered the few palm-trees in the estates of Doryphoros and Maecenas near 

Karanis. In Epipolis there was a gowvixdv Ztoatnyod heyouevog of 61/2 arourae in the 

Dionysodorian estate.”” The Antonian estates in Boukolon, Philoteris and Psenyris had palm-tree 

groves; in the last-mentioned location there were at least 7 7/8 arourae of palm-trees in a xTruo 

or mopddeLoog (?) of at least 66 arourae.” Palm-tree groves administered by the odoLandg hdyog 

are also attested in Skhedia and Iuliopolis.” 
Adyovov and hoyovéomeguov is a crop usually translated as “‘vegetable” and “‘vegetable 

seed”. It was good for both animal and human consumption, and it sometimes paid a tax in wheat, 

sometimes in kind. I append it here since it was generally included in the category of garden-land. 

It is attested in the estates of Livia in Karanis (1 5/8 aroura) and of Dionysodoros in Theadelphia 

(38 3/4 arourae).” In the neighboring Hermopolite nome it is found in the lands formerly of 

63. Maecenas: P. Mich. 224.5509; Doryphoros: 224. 

6079. 
64. Maecenas: P. Mich. 224.3917, 5433; Lurius: 

224.5570; Severus: 224.4009, 5910. See Wallace, Taxation, pp. 

GIISES 
65. Anthos: P. Mich. 223.1289, 1873; 224.2275; 

225.2655; Maecenas: 223.2695; 224.1913; 225.2892. 

66. Antonia: P. Mich. 224.3288, 6023 (this may be 

Anthos); Doryphoros: 224.4213, 5914; Camelius: 224.4249, 

4941; 357B.3; Lurius: 224.5569, 5579; 357A.3; Maece- 

nas: 224.3685, 5431, 6016, 6184, 6200; 357B.27; Sene- 

ca: 224.4111, 4200, 4223, 4228; Severus: 224.4008, 5909: 

unknown owner: 224.5436a; 357C.8. 

67. Wallace, Taxation, pp. 47 ff. 

68. BGU 1894. 
69. Compare the similar returns in P.Col.1versolacol.5; 

cf. col. 4 for the fiscus. 
70. P. Mil. Vogl. 251. 
71. P. Tebt. 343.76 ff.; cf. Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg., p. 184, 

for corrected readings and discussion. 

{2 R Genss st 
73. SB 5670; P. Fay. 60; P. Strassb. 267. 

74. SB 9210. 

75. P. Mich. 560; BGU 1636. 
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Messalina.”® 
There remain two other categories of land, the dovpotl and the voual, in many respects 

similar, since agriculture, sheep-raising and hunting took place in both; in the marshes papyrus- 

growing and fishing as well.”” The importance of marshes and pastures for the economic activity of 

a district should not be underestimated. The activities taking place therein yielded considerable 

revenue to the state, especially in money, and the administration, in its endless drive for more 
sources of income, made sure that all kinds of operators (the Ghielg o wod6g and the 

Yovomdhor are good examples) paid taxes.”® For the activities and the revenues consider, for 
example, a document of 87/8 in which a Grosspachter offered to lease vouag ©sadel(peiog) 
xd[ung] otioag év tdL dovudt tiig Oead[el(petag)], x(at) Moav ix[x]dvag x(al) dyoiw[v] (sc. 
dovémv), n(al) avininy x(al) @héa x(ail) x6[unv?]. The rental for one year was 10,000 
drachmae, 8652 going to the dioixnoig and 1348 to the ovolaxd for the Dionysodorian estate.” 

We happen to know the size of the marsh and the pastures of Dionysodoros in Theadelphia: there 

were 255 arourae of marshes paying an annual @dog voudv xai iy9vag of 3699 drachmae, or 14 
drachmae 13 obols per aroura; and 42 arourae of yeooovopat, or vopal 9eoival ®ol eLLeQLval, 

paying 1000 drachmae, i.e. at a rate of 23 drachmae 5 obols per aroura.®” A section of the long 
marsh between Theadelphia and Polydeukia was once owned by Iulia Augusta and the children of 

Germanicus, and we hear of papyrus-growing in the area,* but it may have been of small size, for 

after this isolated reference of A.D. 26 it disappears from our sources. It is not impossible that it 

was incorporated in the Dionysodorian marsh. 

Pastures which had once belonged to Anthos and to Antonia (Drusi?) are found in 

Soknopaiou Nesos, but their size is not known.*> We have, on the other hand, a large number of 

references to sheep and goats belonging to various estates and rented by individuals. That these 

animals grazed on pastures belonging to these estates does not necessarily follow: after a 

shepherd had rented sheep and goats from the state, he also had to lease a pasture in which to raise 

them. Apparently he was not obliged to use the pastures of the estate to which the animals 

belonged although it must often have been convenient to do so. In 208 an individual living in 

Soknopaiou Nesos paid 600 drachmae for the rental of a section of the pastures of the Antonian 
estate and 29 drachmae for the rental of an unknown number of sheep of the Germanician 
estatchs 

Goats and sheep and @d6pog mooRdtwy xal aly®v are attested for the estates of Pallas in 
Theadelphia, Karanis and Philadelphia; of Maecenas in Philadelphia and Euhemeria; of Lurius in 
Soknopaiou Nesos; of Germanicus in Philadelphia, Theadelphia, Karanis and Soknopaiou 
Nesos; of Camelius in Philadelphia; of Antonia (Drusi?) in Philadelphia, Karanis and 
Theadelphia; and of Claudius in Tebtunis.* 

  
76. CPR 243; of unknown owner in the same nome, P. 

Ryl. 168. 
77. See N. Lewis, L’industrie du papyrus dans I’Egypte 

gréco-romaine, 1934, pp. 96 ff. (a new, expanded edition in 
English is now in the presses), and P. Leit. 14 introd.; P. Tebt. 

308.4 n.; Calderini, Aeg. 1,1920, pp. 56 ff.; M. C. Besta, ‘‘Pesca 

e pescatori nell’Egitto greco-romano,” Aeg. 2, 1921, pp. 67 ff. 

78. Wallace, Taxation, pp. 72, 211, 220 f. 

79. P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 12, where we should read in lines 

12-13 difownoe]wg, not Siamoddoe]og as the editor 
suggested; lines 14-15 ought to read dpouai ['H] éEaxdo(on) 

évevijxovta (a mistake for meveixovia?) [dvo, Tig] o 
Aovuoodmorav[iig ovoiag). 

80. BGU 1894.102 ff.; see the editor’s note on 102 and 

105; see also P. Col. 1 verso 1a.46-7, where the amounts 

mentioned are 3695 and 1000 drachmae; cf. P. Wiirz. 11.9, 

mentioning yeweQuval vouas. For the Theadelphian marsh and 

pastures see P. Athen. 14; P. Ryl. 98 (a); P. Soc. 458; P. Osl. 89; 
90; and a group of related texts, P. Soc. 160; 735; P. Osl. 91; P. 

Wisc. 33; 34; 35; 37; P. Mich. 617. 

81. P. Med. 6. See N. Lewis, L’industrie du papyrus dans 
I’Egypte gréco-romaine, 1934, PP-RISlZREfS 

82. Antonia: BGU 277; Anthos: P. Strassb. inv. 1108 

(APF 4, 1908, pp. 142 f.); BGU 199 verso; 277; 810. 
83. BGU 810. 

84. Of Pallas in Theadelphia: BGU 1636; 1894; Karanis: 

(RENGCchR 22889056 Philadelphia: P. Phil. 19. Of Maecenas in 

Philadelphia: P. Phil. 19; Euhemeria: P. Hamb. 34; SB8972. Of 

Lurius: P. Trinity College inv. 112 (Chronique 44, 1969, p. 

317). Of Germanicus in Philadelphia: P. Phil. 19; Theadelphia:
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We have sparse information about beasts of burden in the imperial estates, and none about 

cattle, although at least oxen must have been employed for the cultivation of the land and the 

threshing of the wheat. The estate of Livia and Germanicus had a sufficient number of donkeys in 

5 to warrant the presence of an émiotdng (sc. dvizdv) »tvov,™ and the small bronze tablet 

inscribed *Ayoeummviavig xail Povtibhiaviig ovolog 1ol xvelov ABTonodToog ATeAiv %ol 

avevydoevtov must have been worn by a beast of burden immune from taxation and impressment 

for public service, most likely a donkey or a camel.* 

Another activity that took place in the communities around Lake Moéris was fishing. Of the 

imperial estates only the Antonian in the Soknopaiou Nesos is known to have possessed fishing- 

boats which were leased to individuals, for we have frequent references to @b6oog mholwy 

’Avtoviovilg ovolog.” This tallies well with the large number of bronze fish-hooks and 

fragmentary cord fish-nets discovered during the excavations of the village. “This is not 
surprising,” as one of the excavators put it, “‘in view of the proximity of Soknopaiou Nesos to lake 

Moeris, and we may well believe that in this outlying village, where there could be little 

commercial or industrial activity, a considerable portion of the population depended wholly or in 
part upon fishing to secure a livelihood.””** The temple of Soknopaios was another large owner of 

fishing-boats in the village.* 

  
  

BGU 1894; Karanis: P. Mich. 223; Soknopaiou Nesos: BGU 

810. Of Camelius: P. Phil. 19; cf. P. Iand. 26 (Theadelphia ?). 

Of Antonia in Philadelphia: P. Phil. 19; Karanis: P. Mich. 223; 

BGU 1894; cf. also P. Oxy. 224. Of Claudius: P. Mich. 121 recto 

X1 

85. SB 9150. 
86. SB 4226. In BGU 1047.ii.12 Lesquier tentatively 

suggested im[n@va], but could a stable be subject to 

dropiodworg (line 16)? 

53.See Wallace, 
2 

87. P. Aberd.24; BGU 199 verso; 212;6 

Taxation, p. 220; Johnson, Roman Egypt, p. 

88. A. E. R. Boak, Soknopaiou Nesos. The University of 
Michigan Excavations at Dimé in 1931-32, 1935, p. 19. 

89. Cf. BGU 337; P. Tebt. 298.33 n.; see also Wallace, 

Taxation, pp. 219 f., C. Wessely, Karanis und Soknopaiou 
Nesos. Denkschriften der kaiserlichen Akademie der Wis- 
senschaften, phil.-hist. Klasse, Bd. 47, Abh. 4, 1902, p. 72. 
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Chapter Four 

Administration and Manpower 

Before their incorporation into the ovowaxog Adyog, at which time they became in fact 

another category of public land and were exploited and administered as such, the estates of the 
members of the imperial family and their dependents were privately owned properties and were 

managed like similar landed estates in Egypt. A characteristic they shared with most of the lands 

owned by wealthy Alexandrians in the ydoa was the absentee owner. In the case of the 

Alexandrians, who may have owned land as far from the capital as the Arsinoite and the 

Oxyrhynchite nomes, the owner was at least living within Egypt; in the case of metropolitan 

land-owners, the master was, after all, living in the town of the same nome. For such an owner 

periodic visits to his land were always possible, and correspondence or the dispatch of trusted 

agents to his stewards and foremen made the task of overseeing his properties a simple one. Living 

on the estate, supervising activities and implementing the master’s orders would be a hierarchy of 

officials known by such titles as TQO€0TMTES, TEOVOOUVTES, OIXOVOUOL, (POQOVTLOTAL, TEOOTATAL, 

YQOUUATELG, TEECPUTEQOL, XELQLOTAL, TRarypnatevtal, and so on.! In short, such properties could 

be, and in fact were, managed in a manner similar to the one employed in the well-known dwped 

of Apollonips, the dioiketes of Ptolemaios Philadelphos residing in Alexandria; as far as 

administration and exploitation were concerned, it made no difference whether a piece of land 

was a temporary gift or an ownership in perpetuity. 

The situation is somewhat different when we come to members of the imperial house and 

such magnates as Maecenas and Seneca. By far the majority of them never set foot in Egypt. The 
vast distances separating their abode from their Egyptian estates rendered continuous 

correspondence problematical, and although letters were exchanged between these owners and 

their agents,” such epistles must have dealt with general policies and objectives, for they could 
hardly have contained detailed instructions on such specific matters as the repairs of a faulty 
water-wheel or the treatment of a sickly foal. Most of the owners, we should remember, were 
persons who had neither time nor desire to deal with the close supervision of their estates, being 
preoccupied with running the empire, advising the emperor, or surviving palace intrigues. Some, 
to be sure, like Seneca, were deeply interested in agriculture and the management of estates, but 
the sheer size of their properties, as well as the distance, must have prevented them from 
exercising close scrutiny. Trimalchio’s ignorance of the daily activities of his vast domain is not 
altogether a figment of Petronius’ imagination; the author is caricaturing existing conditions. 
Others, on the other hand, like Claudia Livilla and Germanicus, not to mention their children who 

1. For examples see Preisigke, Wérterbuch, ss. vv. Alexandria: epistulas meorum accepturus. 
2. See Sen., Ep. 77.3, on the arrival of ships from
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appear as owners before they had even reached majority, although interested in augmenting their 

possessions, were totally unqualified to express an opinion on viticulture, cereal sowing, or the 

temperamental flooding of the Nile. 

I have already suggested in the first chapter that it was agents of members of the imperial 

household and of wealthy Romans who, in all likelihood, directed the purchase of land for their 

masters. If the rest of the empire may serve as an example (and there is no reason to believe that in 

this respect Egypt differed in any way), it would be freedmen and slaves who acted as 

procuratores in charge of the operations therein, who reported to the owner, and who forwarded 

the revenues.’ I find it hard to believe that the Greek and the Greco-Egyptian officials present in 

the estates were directly responsible to the owner in Rome. We know that Seneca had agents in 

Egypt,* and it is only logical to posit the existence of procuratores of such individuals as Antonia 

Drusi, Iulia Augusta, Germanicus, Maecenas and Lurius. We should certainly assume the 

existence of imperial freedmen and slaves in charge of the overall management of the estates that 

had passed to the emperor. The number of such properties increased with each successive ruler, 

and it seems hardly likely that the wpoeot@teg we shall presently investigate would communicate 

directly with Rome and the officials of the patrimonium there. There is, admittedly, no direct 

supporting evidence for my assumption, but I think that we should consider the possibility of the 

existence of a network of imperial freedmen and slaves in charge of the imperial ovotati, and that 

this network was controlled by a bureau in Alexandria. We know, for example, that there were in 

Egypt, from the time of Augustus onwards, a number of dispensatores Caesaris, Strabo’s 

dmehevdepor Kaioopog »ail olxovéuor, ueilo xai ELatto memotevpévor modypota (17.797), 

and it is natural to suppose that the function of at least some of these was the supervision of the 

patrimonium principis.” The Alexandrian bureau and the entire administration may have already 

3. The subject of the role of slaves and freedmen in the 

administration of the patrimonium is too large and too complex 

to treat here in any depth. The following is a selected 
bibliography of the most important works: O. Hirschfeld, Die 

kaiserlichen Verwaltungsbeamten bis auf Diocletian, 1905; W. 
W. Buckland, The Roman Law of Slavery. The Condition of the 

Slave in Private Law from Augustus to Justinian, 1908; F. F. 

Abbott and A. C. Johnson, Municipal Administration in the 
Roman Empire, 1926; A. M. Duff, Freedmen of the Early 

Roman Empire, 1928; J. N. Lambert, Les operae liberti. 

Contribution a Ihistoire de droits de patronat, 1934; R. 

Besnier, Les affranchis impériaux a Rome de 41 a 54 aprés 
J.-C., 1947, 1948; C. Cosentini, Studi sui liberti, 1948, 1950; G. 

Vitucci, “Libertus,” DEAR IV, 1953, pp. 905 ff; W. L. 
Westermann, The Slave Systems of Greek and Roman 

Antiquity, 1955; J. Crook, Consilium Principis. Imperial 
Councils and Counsellors from Augustus to Diocletian, 1955;J. 

Macqueron, Le travail des hommes libres dans I’antiquité 

romaine, 1958; P. R. C. Weaver, “The Status Nomenclature of 

the Imperial Freedmen,” CQ N.S. 13, 1963, pp. 272 ff.; id., 
“The Status Nomenclature of the Imperial Slaves,” CON.S. 14, 

1964, pp. 134 ff.; id., ““Vicarius and vicarianus in the familia 

Caesaris,” JRS 54, 1964, pp. 117 ff.; id., “The Slave and 

Freedmen cursus in the Imperial Administration,” PCPhS 

1964, pp. 74 ff.; id., “Freedmen Procurators in the Imperial 

Administration,” Historia 14, 1965, pp. 460 ff.; id., Familia 

Caesaris. A Social Study of the Emperor’s Freedmen and 
Slaves, 1972; M. Wolf, Untersuchungen zur Stellung der 

kaiserlichen Freigelassenen und Sklaven in Italien und den 
Westprovinzen, Diss., Miinster, 1965; G. Boulvert, “Servi et 

liberti du prince,” Labeo 12, 1966, pp. 94 ff.; R. Wachtel, 

“Sklaven und Freigelassene in der staatlichen Finanzverwaltung 

des romischen Kaiserreiches,” AAntHung 15,1967, pp. 341 ff.; 
H. Chantraine, Freigelassene und Sklaven im Dienst der 

romischen Kaiser. Studien zu ihrer Nomenklatur, 1967; S. 

Treggiari, Roman Freedmen During the Late Republic, 1966, 

G. Boulvert, Esclaves et affranchis impériaux sous le 
haut-empire romain. Réle politique et administratif, 1970. 

4. See above, n. 2. 

5. The evidence is collected and discussed by Hirschfeld, 

Verwaltungsbeamten, pp. 367 f.; Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 158 
f. and WChr. 175 introd.; A. Bataille, “P. Clermont-Ganneau 
3-5,” JJP 6, 1952, pp. 185 ff.; A. Swiderek, “Les Kaicagog 

oixovéuor de ’'Egypte romaine,” Chronique 45, 1970, pp. 157 
ff.; cf. also Chalon, L’édit, p. 127,n. 19. Well aware that I pursue 

a course detrimental to my theories, I cannot accept the view of 

Bataille and Wilcken that the oixovéuolr Kaioapog that we 
know of (they appear in documents of the second and third 

centuries) are officials of the patrimonium. Wilcken, WChr. 175 
introd., cannot really prove his theory by referring either to P. 

Tebt. 296 (WChr.79) or to P. Achmim 8 (WChr. 81). In the first 

document we are dealing with the idios logos (the name lurking 
behind line 5 being Marcius Moesianus; cf. BL1, p.426), and in 

the second, regardless of whether Claudius Diognetos was a 
procurator usiacus or not, he is acting in his capacity of 
Sradeydpuevog TV GoxLEQMOvVNY; in both documents we are 

dealing with temple matters. In BGU 156 (WChr. 175) there is 
no reason why the Aurelius Felix should not have been idios 
logos or the dioiketes of A.D. 201; at any rate, we are dealing 

with the {eodrtarov toueiov. In BGU 102 a Oegbqurog 

Aovugégov ofi]xov[6]ufo]u [o]oixdeolog (a similar official 
appears in P. Oxy. 735) collects @6pov mpopdrwv. Finally, if we      
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borne the name ovolaxdg AOyog, and it may have grown considerably during the reigns of the 

later Julio-Claudians, especially under Claudius and Nero. If this be the case, it could have been 

taken over and drastically reorganized by Vespasian, and out of it the new and familiar Flavian 

0voLox0g AOYog may have been born. 

We have some isolated references to slaves and freedmen operating on estates owned by the 

emperor or members of his family, and none of them appears to have been a general manager; the 

fact that they are found in Egypt, however, is telling. A Knowvdog’Avtaoviog Apotoov dotrog is 

known from 23; he was either in charge of the sheep and goats of Antonia in the Oxyrhynchite or 

their actual owner. But whether he administered or owned property, his very presence is 

significant.® In 29 a KA&dog Aipiag Apovoov Kaicapog is found in Euhemeria commissioning an 
Egyptian farmer to do some unspecified work for him; whether he was an administrator or a 

laborer is not known.” In 55 an ’Emagodditog, slave of the imperial freedman TiB¢o10g KAaddiog 
DME, served in an administrative capacity in an oil-press originally of TiB¢otog KAaidiog 

Sopamiwv (obviously another imperial freedman) but at the time the property of Nero.* We have 
already encountered a slave or a freedman of great wealth, > Aviog 'epuavixot Kaioapog,’ and I 
speculated in the second chapter that some of the other former owners of imperial estates who 
bear characteristically servile names, such as Eros, Iucundus, Numerius, Kharmos, Khresimos, 
Khrestos, Latinus, Onesimos and Sokrates, may have been vilici, procuratores or conductores 
who invested in land, and whose property passed to their master or to their patronus, all or in part, 
upon their death. 

In addition to the freedmen and the slaves we have a group of officials who bear Greek 
names, persons obviously recruited from the local Greek and Greco-Egyptian element to serve as 
supervisors, foremen, stewards and managers. This was an eminently sound choice, for they were 
acquainted with local conditions. Thus we hear of a dispensator directing the leasing of plots of 
land to tenants, an Evoyfuwv, oixovépos g év TdL *Agowoeitn TBeoiov Khavdiov 
Aogup6oov ebTEQOV NapxLootaviig ovaiag. ' It is impossible to know whether he was in charge 
of the entire Narkissian portion of the Doryphorian estate in the Arsinoite, or whether he was one 
of many oixovéuor. The absence of the definite article from his title favors the latter view, and 
other private estates in Egypt appear to have had more than one such functionaries.! 

A document dated to 71 may very well preserve terminology employed already during the 
Julio-Claudian era. It is written by a Awvoioc ToD Awvaiov, émitoomog *A@eodioiov 
"Agoodioiov, yeaupatéms Aogugogiaviic ovotac.’? Now Limnaios is not an 0V0oLOHOG 
énitoomog as this office is known from the second and third centuries, and yoauuatelg occurs 
regularly as an official employed in private estates; it is most likely a post existing in the early 
stages of the transition from a Julio-Claudian to a Flavian ovoLanog AMdyos, and one that soon 
disappeared. 

We also know of two persons bearing the title éxMjumtwo. Literally speaking, such a person 

return to the first century, in line 22 of the edict of Ti. Tulius 
Alexandros the Sotic{c} &v &vi4de éntitoomog Tod ®veiov ) {1} 
oixovépog is concerned with debitores fisci, not with the 
patrimonium principis (the examples Chalon lists at L’édit, p. 
127, n. 18, are misleading; better at p. 128, n. 21). 

GRNRR @ xy R4 RS 5E OF 
7. P.Ryl. 127.26-7; on the name see above, chapter I, n. 

26. 
8. P. Lond. 280 (II, p. 193).2; cf. WChr. 312.2 n. 
9. See above, Chapter II, n. 24. There was also a C. Tulius 

Amarantos in the estate of C. Iulius Alexandros, before it was 
acquired by Iulia Augusta, directing the leasing of land: P. Ryl. 

166.1, 30. 
10. Cf. P. Lond. 1223 (III, p. 139).14 (121), Toic Tic 

ovotag oixovéuoig; P. Hamb. 8.1-2 (136), oixovéuor Toviiag 
Begvin(ng); cf. P. M. Meyer’s note. 

11. P. Osl. 21.3-6. ’Emitoomot in private ovoiar: P. 
Strassb. 74 (P. Sarap. 2).11 (126); P. Mich. 620.4, 125, 206 
(239-40); P. Princ. 50.10 (255). For Yoaupatedg in charge (?) 
of an estate see BGU 1669.1-2 (Augustus) with editor’s n. As 
administrative officials of the government YOaaTelg appear 
only in the toploxol ovoion of the end of the third century: P. 
Oxy. 58.7-8 (288) and P. Beatty Panop. 1.207, 210 (298). 
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is simply a ““collector” of revenues, an entrepreneur who exploits either all the operations inside a 
property, e.g., ‘Hoanheldng, éxMumntwe odoiag tot xveiov TiRegiov Khowdiov Kaicogog 
Zefootot Tegpuavinotd Avtoxredtoog,” or only a limited portion thereof, e.g., *Agodiciog 
Zoihov, gyMjumtwe Biprov Toviiag Zefootiig ol téxvwv Teguovinod Kaioagos.* His is a 

private position, and he works under contract to the owner or his representative; he may act as a 

bailiff of the estate, but since part at least of his function was the parcelling and the subleasing of 

his concessions, there is often little, if any, difference between him and a Grosspéchter or 

wodwtme." 
The same, to a large extent, may be said about the most numerous group of known officials, 

the mpoeoT@®TES,'® persons who carry the favored term during the first century for “manager” or 

“superintendent.” A document addressed Tt mpogoTdTL TS év T® "Agowvoity TiBegiov 
Khiawdiov Kaioagog Zefaotot I'epuavizot Adtoxpdtopos [etpmviaviig ovotag implies that 

he was in charge of the entire Petronian estate in the Arsinoite, and it has been seen as an 

indication of the fact that all the parcels of an estate within the same nome were under the 

administration of a single tpogotdg.!” This may very well have been the case, but I should like to 
emphasize that we know very little about this particular estate, and that it is by no means 

impossible that there existed only one parcel of itin the Arsinoite, namely the Philadelphian plot. 

Similarly, we do not know whether Z®tog 6 Mdpwvog, 6 mpoeotds Tv TiRepiov xai Aufiag 
Apovoov Kaioagog ténvwyv, was in charge of more than one parcel.'”® In two instances the 

mpoeot(g is specifically stated to be supervising only a section of his master’s domain, i.e. 

Xapnuwv tot *Axrovothdov, 6 mpoeotdg tg I'atov Kaioapog Zepaotod ovoiag xal Tig 
TiBeptov Khavdiov F'eguavinot ovotag tdv tepl Ednuepiav,'” and Atoviolog, 6 Teoeotdgs Thg 
&v 1 [..].x[o]v rowrimt ovoiag ’Aviwviag Agovoov.” In all these instances the presence of the 
definite article suggests a single official in charge, but under him there were others bearing the 

same title; they are collectively referred to in oi mpoeot@Teg T [eTowviavilg ovoiag and in ol 

TOEOTMTES THig TEOTEQOV Napxiooov ovotag;* and in one instance we encounter a specialized 

foreman in charge of the beasts of burden of an estate, one KaAhotodtng 1ot Kahliotedrov, 6 

TOEOTOS wTNVdY ovotag ABiag xol Teppovixot Kaioapog, under whom works a hired 

dVMAGg [rol Tpootdtng?] dvixdy xkTVdY.> 
These mpoeotdteg were primarily responsible for the leasing of the land to various tenants, 

the collection of revenues, the overall administration of an owner’s domains, and the supervision 

of needed agricultural activities, but they do not appear to have had any official or police powers 

outside their estate. When sheep enter the estates entrusted to them and graze down plants, when 

an employee defrauds them, or when thieves break into their buildings and steal their tools, they 

13. P. Oxy. 2837.1-4 (50). yoaupateds qualifies as evidence for the existence of kings in 

14. P. Med. 6.1-3 (26). Roman Egypt. The problem is similar to the one encountered in 

15. The ‘Hoox[e]idng, éyMun[tw]o douudv Tepriveog Asia Minor where, on the basis of the existence of éxitoomot, 

xol Keg[xeolpleog of P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 13.1-2 (90) is a wodowrtai, oixovépol and the like, many imperial estates were 

Grosspéchter; more examples in Preisigke, Worterbuch III, seen where there was no other supporting evidence; see T.R.S. 

Abschnitt 8,s.v. An éxMjustwo is also found in an estate jointly Broughton, TAPA 65, 1934, p. 225, and more fully B. Levick, 

owned by M. Aponius Saturninus and Ti. Claudius Balbilus: P. Roman Colonies in Southern Asia Minor, 1967, pp. 224 f. 

Mich. 312.6-8, 50-1 (34). See further P. M. Meyer, P. Hamb. 9 17. BGU 650.1-3 (46/7); cf. WChr. 365 introd.; Tomsin, 

introd. “Le recrutement,” p. 82 with n. 10. 

16. Tlgoeot@reg in private estates: P. Ryl. 132 and 145. 18. P. Ryl. 138.2-5 (34). 

“The designation 7poeotac is known to us,” wrote Rostovtzeff, 19. P. Ryl. 148.3-10 (40). 

Kolonat, p. 127; *“this is the title born in Ptolemaic times by the 20. P. Osl. 123.3-6 (22). 

foremen of a dwped” (cf. also SEHRE, p. 674, n. 46), and was 21. BGU 650.12-13 (see above, n. 17); WChr. 176.7 

echoed by Wilcken, Grundziige, p. 299. But this may not be (Nero). 

used as evidence in support of the allegation that an ovota, like a 2R SEROIIS 0255 RS 10RE) 

dwoed, was a grant, any more than the title of the faothunog    
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can only follow the example of their tenants and lamely complain to the local chief of police or to 

the strategos.” 

When a member of the imperial family or a wealthy Roman purchased land in Egypt, he acquired 

a plot which, at least to some extent, was already being cultivated by peasants. Part of it was 

certainly unproductive, and this could be brought back to cultivation either by direct management 

or by being leased to various individuals. The new plantations of olives in the estate of Tiberius 

and the children of Claudia Livilla in Euhemeria were almost certainly directly managed by the 

oot of the ovoia, and the newly planted vines of Pallas in the Arsinoite must have been 

administered by a similar supervisor; in both instances free, hired labor must have performed 

most of the work.* As late as in 56/7, however, sections of the grain fields of the estate of Ti. 

Claudius Doryphoros in the Arsinoite had not been totally brought back to cultivation or had 
already reverted to unproductivity, and the oixovépog of the estate is on record as agreeing to pay 

a certain sum to a tenant (he is living in the nearby farmstead of Antonia Drusi) for clearing the 
land and building embankments, €ig xoteoyaciav xal xouatio[povs 1@V Edoagpdv]. 

Pastures, on the other hand, marshes, existing vineyards and gardens, and above all large 

tracts of productive grain fields must had been cultivated prior to their purchase by Ptolemaic 

crown peasants, xAnoovyot, owners of dwoeai and their tenants. The 2161 11/32 arourae owned 
by Seneca in the émoixiov of Perkeesis could not all had been sun-scorched desert when he 

acquired them, and the very name of the settlement points to a possible pre-Senecan foundation. 

There was no reason whatsoever for the new owner to turn out those peasants working on 

the productive plots of his land and to bring in hired labor or slaves. I doubt very much whether 

the emperor or the prefect would have allowed such a wholesale displacement, even if the owner 

could not realize that it was an economically suicidal move. The tenants would, in the long run, be 

cheaper than hired labor, and slave gangs were out of the question in Egypt — there were not 

enough of them to till all those thousands of arourae, and “the incredible cheapness of living in 
Egypt,” to use an apt phrase, made even hired hands cheaper.”® In fact the situation was quite the 
reverse: not how to get rid of tenants, but how to attract more of them to work on the imperial 
estates, to expand the activities thereof and to bring back to cultivation neglected soil. As we shall 
soon see, both inducement and compulsion were employed to that end, especially during the last 
years of the Julio-Claudian reign when the economic condition of Egypt had deteriorated to an 
alarming extent.”” Thus, first a private owner and then the emperor, also as a private owner, 
superimposed themselves over the real tillers of the earth, who remained tenants; and when the 
ovolaxog A6yog was created the coloni Caesaris changed masters once more; they joined the 
ranks of the dnudotor yeweyoi and became tenants who dealt directly with the administration and 
its representatives, leasing their land from Grosspéchter or directly from such officials as the 
strategos and the royal scribe, paying rentals to the ovoLox0g Aoyog and, if private tenants, having 
their properties sequestered by the idios logosuntil all debts to the administration were satisfied. 

The Greek term for a tenant (regardless of whether he was odotaxdg or not) was simply 

23. P. Osl.123; P. Ryl. 138; 148. Complaining tenants and 25. P. Ryl. 171.15-16 (56/7). 
farmers in P. Lond. 445 (11, p. 166); P. Ryl. 126;134;140; 141; 26. Johnson, Roman Egypt, p. 301. See 1. Biezunska- 
P. Strassb. 118; P. Sorbonne inv. 2364; P. Athen. 32. Malowist, “Recherches sur I'esclavage dans ’Egypte romaine,” 

24. P.Ryl. 138 (34); P. Lond. 195 (11, p. 127) (Tiberius ?). CRAI1959, pp. 203 ff., and “‘Les affranchis dans les papyrus de 
Compare the farm accounts collected by Johnson, Roman I'époque ptolémaique et romaine,” Atti dell’XI congresso 
Egypt, pp. 174 ff., and cf. A. Swiderek, La propriété fonciére internazionale di papirologia, 1966, pp. 433 ff. 
privée dans I’Egypte de Vespasien et sa technique agricole 27. For bibliography see above, Chapter I, n. 17. 
d’apres P. Lond. 131 recto, 1960.
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yewEYog, farmer, but since his legal position was defined by a lease, he could also be called 
wodothg, lessee. In the papyri there exists a differentiation between these two terms only in so 
far as a yewoydg may be self-employed, i.e. he may cultivate his own land, or in so far as a 
wodwtc may be a lessee of something other than land, e.g., of an oil-press, or of a piece of land 
which, properly speaking, could not be farmed or cultivated, e.g., a marsh or a pasture, in which 
case the term yewoeydg would be inappropriate.”® Offers for subleasing which include the 
formulaic expressions Bovhopon woddoaodar &g deoveag (or g’ Gv doovedv) xai ov 
YemQYelg (or Exel év wodmoer), and entries into rolls of abstracts of contracts beginning with the 
formula éulodwoev 6 delva dg xal adtOg YeweYel THg T6de odoiag dpovoac? illustrate the 
interchangeability of the terms and the fact that both yeweyéc and wodwt)g may be used for the 
sublessor and the sublessee. The term droputodwmic, although a favorite of papyrologists, is in 
fact quite rare.* 

The economic and the administrative center of an estate was usually the &ro{xwov or the 
ovvowia.’ These would vary greatly in size, from a simple farmhouse for the superintendent and 
a few adjoining rooms for the tenants, workers and animals of the estate, plus a number of storage 
areas for the produce and the tools, to a fairly large settlement like Perkeesis, which was 
surrounded by more than 2000 arourae of land. It follows, then, that the number of trades found 
in each center, trades which were supported either directly or indirectly by the imperial estates, 
would also vary considerably, while it is not unlikely that Perkeesis and similar hamlets may have 
reached the point of at least partial self-sufficiency. One should expect to find in these &woixia all 
kinds of general and specialized farmers, such as vine dressers, harvesters, pruners and sebakh 
diggers, together with shepherds, oil-makers, wool carders, brewers, gardeners, donkey drivers, 
fishermen, basket weavers, goose tenders, millers, bakers, curers of fish and so on. The larger the 
settlement the more diversified the people it would attract for its needs, such as dyers, fullers, 

weavers, tailors, tavern keepers, cobblers, potters, brick makers, carpenters, lead workers and 
stonemasons, and of course the inevitable triad of scribes, prostitutes and embalmers. 

Most, however, of the éroixia in imperial estates known to us, and especially those carrying 

the name of a member of the imperial family, appear to have been farmsteads rather than 

hamlet-like settlements. In them one might be expected to find a number of special buildings, 

such as Ynoavpol, granaries for the storage of wheat, barley and lentils, often equipped with a 

HYO0g;*™ these estates had their special measures, or pétoa, as well, and these could be used by 

name to a number of such farmsteads: P. Princ. 11.i.1-2 and ii.6 

(35) near Philadelphia and near Ptolemais Nea; P. Princ. 
14.i.8-9 (23-40) near Boubastos; P. Ryl. 171.4 (56/7) near 

Herakleia. On the other hand, in the neighborhood of 

Euhemeria, situated within the estate of Tiberius and the 
children of Livia Drusi, and close to the lands of C. Iulius 
Alexandros acquired by Iulia Augusta, there was an &roixiov 

Agopéng: P. Ryl.126.13-14 (28/9) and 138.11, 16-18 (34). For 
émoiniov = noun see C. Wessely, Topographie des Faijim 
(Arsinoites Nomus) in griechischer Zeit, 1904, pp. 5 f., and P. 

Jouguet, La vie municipale dans I’Egypte romaine, 1911, p. 
207; cf. also Hohlwein, L’Egypte romaine, p. 251. 

32. P. Soc.1028.13 (15), Iulia Augusta; SB 10536.13-15 

(25/6), Iulia Augusta and children of Germanicus; c¢f. BGU 
1646 (IIT), a Vespasian estate near Philadelphia. For wigyog see 

28. See also the very good discussion by Kuhnke, Otvotox) 
', pp. 64 ff., esp. p. 71, on the difference between ovoLaxdg 

wodwmig and odolaxdg yewEYSS. 

29. P. Mich. 121 recto IIl.x.1 (42); cf. now P. Mich. 

560.4-9 (46). 

30. It does not occur in documents dealing with the 

imperial estates of the Julio-Claudian period. For the second 

century see BGU 1047.iv.5 (cf. Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, pp. 183 

ff.); for the third, CPR 243.8-9, 20 (Messalinian estate). 

31. See Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 673 f., n. 46. For 

ovvowiar see P. Tebt. 401.35, reading &(o)te (=dote) 
ovwvo(ixiq) *Avtwviag (not later than Tiberius), and BGU 

1047.ii.3, [a]md ovvouudv éume[monouévav dg &da.[ (=Ewg 
£ddglovg?) (117-38); cf. the ouvowria ovowaxy of P. Berl. 

Leihg. 16B and 16C in Apias and Pelousion (161); cf. also APF 

2, 1903, p. 562=AE 1903, no. 226 =SB 4231. The émoixia 

situated within the estates often carried the name of the owner, 
or the former owner, of the property: so éroixtov Aipilhalc] as 

late as in the second century, near Soknopaiou Nesos (BGU 

277.ii.15; see above, Chapter II, n. 21. Antonia Drusi gave her 

P. Ryl. 138.20 (34), Tiberius and children of Livia Drusi; P. Mil. 
Vogl. 251 (II), Severus. Many such buildings are attested as 

being privately owned, and there is nothing strange in their 

presence amidst the imperial estates; see A. Calderini, 

Onoaveol, 1924, pp. 41 ff.; E. M. Husselman, “The Granaries  
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people unconnected with the odota as trustworthy to both sides of an agreement.** We also hear 
of wohawa or uiha for making flour, ghatoveyeia for making oil, Anviveg and various xonotioio 
for the treatment of grapes to make wine, vinegar or raisins.* These are but a few glimpses offered 

us by a small number of papyri, and instead of pointing to any differences between the imperial 

ovotan and the estates owned by various inhabitants of Egypt, they emphasize the similarities 

between them: all these buildings, including complexes called émoixia, are found in many a 

private property in the Arsinoite.” 

Not all the tenants or the workers of the estate lived in these émoixia; they were not obliged 
to do so, and those who inhabited buildings owned by the landlord most probably had to pay a 

rent. A large number of the tenants lived in neighboring villages, or even in the émwoixia of a 

nearby estate.’** Some of the farmers were dnudoior yewoyol on the side,” while others owned 
properties of their own, at times located at a considerable distance from the estates where they 
worked. We hear of tenants owning houses with oil-presses and dovecotes, slaves, orchards 

varying from four to eleven arourae, and parcels of ®Afjpol xaTouxixof from three to ten arourae 

in size.’® Indeed some of them were wealthy enough to be impressed for liturgic offices.* 
The only lessee of an imperial property known to us who was not a farmer is one Herieus, 

son of Satabous, from Soknopaiou Nesos, whose tribulations, already referred to in the second 

chapter, tell us a lot about the actual condition of at least one small section of the imperial 
ovoton.* In 52/3 he moved from Soknopaiou Nesos to Herakleia and leased an oil-press formerly 
of Ti. Claudius Sarapion in the Narkissian estate. It was, to say the least, in arather sorry state. He 

requested the mpoeot@rteg of the estate to purchase a new machine, but they turned a deaf ear, 

and so in 54/5 he decided to buy it, together with the main beam and other wooden implements, at 

his own expense, at the same time informing the supervisor of the oil-press of his action so that, 

when his lease came to an end, he would be able to carry off the machine and its parts with him. 

Months passed and the situation did not improve; on the contrary, when the very building became 

dilapidated, Herieus was forced to purchase bearing beams and supports to prop up the tottering 

structure, until finally he decided he had had enough. He moved out and went home, paying the 

annual rent of 200 silver drachmae while receiving no income; whether he took the machine with 

him is unknown. Finally, two years after all this, the situation became too much for him. He wrote 
a letter to the strategos recounting the whole affair and requesting that, since he was no longer 

capable of withstanding such losses, the supervisors of the estate stop bothering him about the 

rent: émavayxdoow ToUg p[o]ecT®Tag drtaevoYAnTdV ue oo ViteQ T[®]v dewv.* We do 
not know whether the strategos paid any attention to this plea; a lease was a lease, and the lessor 

was acting for the emperor. 

  
of Karanis,” TAPA 83, 1952, pp. 56 ff.; and M. Nowicka, “A 

propos des tours-rtoyou dans les papyrus grecs,” Archeologia 
ZIERIO/ 0P PRSSRLIS 

33. P. Soc. 1028 and SB 10536, see the previous note and 

D. Hennig, Untersuchungen zur Bodenpacht im ptolemaisch- 
romischen Agypten, 1967, pp. 14 ff. 

34. P. Mil. Vogl. 251 (II), Severus; P. Lond. 195 (11, p. 

127).18-19 (Tiberius ?). 
35. See above, n. 32. Further examples in Preisigke, 

Worterbuch and E. Kiessling’s supplements, ss. vv.; add the very 

important P. Mich. 620 (239-40). Often such éro{xio in private 
properties did not amount to much; cf. the one mentioned in P. 

Oxy. 486. 33 (131), which was totally destroyed during a heavy 
inundation of the Nile. 

36. E.g., P. Oxy. 2837 (50); P. Ryl. 126 (28/9); 134 (34); 
140 (36); 141 (37); 171 (56/7). 

37. P.Ryl. 140.5-7 (36), dnuociov yewoy[oD], yewQyotv- 

705 O¢ pov xai ovotag *Aviwvias Agovoov; P. Ryl. 141.5-8 

(37), duoociov yemEyoD xol TOAXTOQOS dSNUOGLWY, YEWQYOTV- 
705 8¢ %ol "Avtwviag Agovoov. 

38. P. Mich. 121 recto IIl.x.2 (42); P. Mich. 539 (53), 
where in line 12 Prof. H. C. Youtie informed me by letter that 

we should read xai dovAn @ewv.[ for the impossible xai 
dolvdégyw; 540 (53); P. Ross.-Georg. I1 12 (48), where the 

marginal notation oixia idia or oixiq idi¢ signifies that those 
farmers live in their own houses; P. Ryl. 126 (28/9); 148 (40); 

BGU 650 (46/7). Note that in BGU 181.4 (57) a tenant is 

described as T@v 4o THG UNTEOTOAEWS. 

39. P. Ryl. 141.5-8, quoted above, n. 37; SB 9224, 

discussed below. 

40. P. Lond. 280 (II, p. 193) (55); WChr. 176 (Nero). 
41. WChr. 176.19-20.
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The tenants who were farmers or operated in the marshes and the pastures dealt directly 
with the tpoeotdTes and the éxMjpmropec from whom they leased or subleased their land. Very 
few leases remain from the Julio-Claudian period, but there is no evidence that they differed in 
any way from other leases to farm private or public land.*> Some farmers felt the desire or the 
necessity to sublease part or all of their plot to other natives, but there was nothing strange in that 
either, nor does it appear as if this was done regularly or for great profit.* Of particular interest is 
an application to the éumtwe BiPlov of the estate of Iulia Augusta and the children of 
Germanicus, especially since it has been taken by some as an indication of the existence of a 
monopoly in the production of papyrus.* But all the document states is that the sublessee (the 
éxMjumtwe was the main lessee) shall be able to gather papyrus and rushes from the marsh in the 
area extending from the boundaries of Theoxenis to those of Philoteris, to weave mats therefrom 
and to sell them in any village of the nome he may choose during the twelfth year of Tiberius 
(25/6); for this he shall pay 4 silver drachmae 15 obols, plus supplemental and receipt feesin three 
installments. The empress had a “‘monopoly” only in so far as she had absolute control over the 
products of her own estate. 

In the treatment of his tenants the emperor was in a far more advantageous position than any 
other owner of land in Egypt. The power at his disposal enabled him to cajole, to persuade, to 
threaten or to compel as no one else could, and his wishes were the law. 

There is some evidence that there existed an Gtéewa of sorts in the imperial estates, but we 
are very badly informed with regard to it. In the estate of Livia (it is not known whether Livia 
Drusi or Livia Drusilla is meant) near Karanis, and at the time the property of Claudius, there was 
a tenant cultivating ovo(]ag AwBravig év T [&]tehel (sc. vij) Boovoav u[tJav#{ufio]v Eydoov, but 
exactly what té\n were not paid or for what reasons we do not know.* Nor do we receive any 
additional assistance from the other two references to &télewa known to us, the first of which 
certainly, the second in all likelihood, date to the Julio-Claudian era. Also in the estate of 
Claudius, this time in the Oxyrhynchite, there was an Egyptian farmer whose widow described 
him as [t@]v or [®]v &v tf drehiq thg n[o]o[x]ew[évng o]voiag,* while a small leaden tablet 
indicated that the beast of burden which wore it could not be taxed or impressed for public service 
with the words "Aypewmiviaviig xai ‘Povtilhaviig 0votag ToD xvelov AdToredTogog dteAijv 
xai dvevydeevtov.t’ Since we know of a good number of lands, persons and animals that enjoyed 

42. The following documents are of special interest: P. and 360, n. 198; Tomsin, “Les continuités,” p. 90 and “Le 

  
Aberd. 29 (48/9), a receipt of rentals issued by the secretary of 
the farmers; BGU 650 (46/7), the confiscation of the property 

of a tenant, and P. Med. 6 (26), an offer to lease concessions, 

both discussed below; P. Oxy. 2873 (62), a withdrawal from 
lease (see BASP 5, 1968, pp. 17 ff.); P. Ryl. 166 (26) and 171 

(56/7), applications for lease of lands before they had become 
imperial estates (properties of Alexandros and Doryphoros); 
SB7742(57), withdrawal of a partner from a common lease (the 

two lessees are almost certainly brothers); P. Mich. 121 recto 

II1.x (42), abstract of lease and sublease. On leases in general 
see J. Herrmann, Studien zur Bodenpacht im Recht der 

grdco-agyptischen Papyri, 1958, and D. Hennig, Unter- 
suchungen zur Bodenpacht im ptolemdaisch-romischen Agyp- 
ten, 1967. 

43. Subleasing is indicated in the following documents: P. 

Med. 6 (26); P. Mich. 121 recto L.xii and IT1.x (42); 560 (46); P. 

Oxy. 2837 (50); 2873 (62). 
44. P. Med. 6 (26). See Johnson, Roman Egypt, pp. 329 

recrutement,” p. 78 with n. 47. Nowhere is it stated that the 

sublessee will be the only person to carry out these functions: the 
éxMijutwe is not offering him exclusive rights. N. Lewis, 
L’industrie du papyrus dans ’Egypte gréco-romaine, 1934, Pp- 

101 ff., has demonstrated that the cultivation of papyrus was not 
a state monopoly; on this document see esp. pp. 112 ff. 

45. P. Mich. 560.8-9 (46). Prof. H. C. Youtie informed me 

by letter that he reads it (yi)t, ed.) in line 8, but the meaning of 
the passage does not change. 

46. P. Oxy. 2837.9-10 (50). 

47. SB 4226 (the quotation is the entire text); see above, 
Chapter II, n. 23. I should consider the mention of 

dvoryydeevtog as a good indication that this ought to be dated to 
a time when the estate was in fact a private property of an 

emperor, and not part of the ovoLaxdg Aéyog, for dyyageia is a 
term applied to the impressment of private property for public 

service. The evidence for such requisitions during the 
Julio-Claudian period comes primarily in the form of edicts  
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a partial or a total &télewo or immunity from dyyopeio while totally unconnected with the 

patrimonium principis, it is impossible at this stage of our knowledge to be sure whether these 

three instances refer to specific, exceptional grants or not.* 
Even if they do not, however, we know of other means by which the administration sought to 

attract a large number of cultivators to the imperial estates, to assure as uninterrupted a 

cultivation thereof as possible, and to guarantee a steady revenue to the patrimonium. One such 

means was compulsion. All the evidence currently available, and it is not much, comes from the 

reigns of Claudius and Nero, and this may not be coincidental. Egypt was experiencing an 

economic crisis in the fifties and sixties, a crisis which in part resulted in, and was further 

aggravated by, some fellahin’s decision that it was better to abandon everything, “‘flee and live the 

life of wild beasts and robbers in the swamps of the Delta, and that was not an alluring prospect.”™*’ 

The fact that a number of them preferred such dvoywonoeig to their daily life is significant. 

Furthermore, a prefect who received word from Rome that the grain supplies were not up to the 

imperial expectations, and one who was informed either directly or by a hint from a local agent 

that the palace was not totally satisfied with the revenues of the imperial estates, was apt to 

employ all means available to himself to rectify the situation, regardless of whether such means 

might be against tradition or the law, or might even prove to be counterproductive in the long run. 

Consider, for example, the famous edict of 6 July 68, in which the prefect Ti. Iulius 

Alexandros almost simultaneously announced the accession of Galba and his own determination 

to correct a long series of abusive practices. Immediately after the florid preamble he addresses 

himself to what he calls “‘tax-farming and other leases of imperial estates”: £yvawv Y& Q0 TavTOg 

£OAOYWTETNY 0Voa TV EVIEVELY DUdV VIteQ ToU un{L} dxovrag dviommoug eig Tehwveiog f{L} 

GA[A]as woddhoelg ovoamag mopd T ooy [E]ldog Tav émdoywv*® meog Blav dysodar, xal dtu 

odx OM[(y]ov EBroype Td mEdypaTo TO TOAAOVG ATelQOVg GVTAG THG TOLUTNG TTQAYWOTELOS 
&y dnvor pet dvayxmg, EmBANYéviwv adTols TOV TEADY. dLOTTEQ ROl AVTOG OVTE Hyaydv Tuva eig 

tehwvetav H{1} ntodwory otite GEW{L}, EIODS TOUTO GUUPEQELY AL TALG KVQLAXALG YHPOLGS, TO 

uetd mpoduuiag Exdvrog meoypotevesdar Tovg duvoTovs - TEmeouaL O€ STl 00’ elg TO HEALOV 

dxovtdg Tig GEer tehdvag H{} wmodwtds, dAA droutocddoer Tolg BovAouévolg Exovoimg 

Tpo(o)éoyeodal, udrhov Ty TV TEOTEQWY Endoxwy aldviov ovvidelay puidoony f{L} v 
TEHoRAQEOV Trvog adwriav u{erunoduevos.’ 

against the abuse of soldiers and officials: one by Germanicus 5.7 n. The term occurs in the following documents of the second 

Caesar himself, during his visit to Egyptin 29 (SB3924); one by half of the second century: P. Fay. 82.14 (145) (cf. above, 

the prefect L. Aemilius Rectus in 42 (P. Lond. 1171 verso [III. 

p. 107]); one by Cn. Vergilius Capito in 48/9 (SB 8248 =CIG 
4956 = IGRR 1262), in which mention is made of yet another 

edict by M. Magius Maximus (prefect in 10-12). For the second 
century we have the edict of M. Petronius Mamertinus of 

133-37 (P. Soc. 446). See briefly Oertel, Die Liturgie, pp. 88 ff.; 

Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 347 ff.; Johnson, Roman Egypt, pp. 
620 ff. 

48. Examples in Preisigke, Worterbuch and Kiessling’s 
supplements, ss. vv. dréhero and drelng. For the phraseology 

see esp. P. Vars. 11.2, P. Ryl. 216 and P. Soc. 1036.5; cf. also P. 

Oxy. 1434. The question of tehwvixy dtélewa, which is often 

connected with the ovolau y1 and which appears to have been 

a special impost in recompense of unknown abatements, is 
imperfectly understood in spite of much discussion; see Grenfell 

and Hunt, P. Fay. 40 introd.; Wilcken, APF 1, 1901, p. 552; 

Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 121; Preisigke, Girowesen, pp. 171 f.; 
Thunell, P. Sitol., pp. 69 f.; Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg. 1 rectoii.1n., 

following Thunell; Kortenbeutel, BGU 1893 introd., p. 48 f.; 

Wallace, Taxation, p. 360 n. 6; Day and Keyes, P. Col. 1 verso 

Chapter I n. 36 no. 4); BGU 1893.190, 260, 500, 544, 547-8, 

651, 658 (149); P. Fay.40.3 (162/3); P. Berl. Leihg. 1 rectoii. 1, 
iii.3 (164/5); P. Mich. 223.1698 (171/2); P. Col. 1 verso 5.7 

(175/6 ?); BGU 199 verso (after 194). One may add here a 

mysterious payment which could be connected with the 
Tehovinn dréhewa: P. Strassb. 229 recto.18 (II), money paid for 

].aiag teheoudr(wv) drehdv and collected by the ovolaxdg 

Aoyog. Whether all these instances of abatements are in any way 
connected with those found in the Julio-Claudian imperial 

estates, or whether they reflect only a second century situation, 
is unknown. 

49. Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 298; cf. p. 677, n. 52. 

50. So on the papyrus copy (BGU 1563.29-30); 
énaQyewdv on the two marble copies. See Chalon, L’édit, p. 103, 

n. 12, and p. 108, n. 33, and H.-D. Schmitz, To ¥dog und 

verwandte Begriffe in den Papyri, 1970, pp. 67 ff. 

51. Lines 10-15; text as established by Chalon, L’édit, 

with the exception mentioned in the previous note and the 
deletion of superfluous letters.
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Part of this I would consider unadulterated propaganda and rhetoric, e.g., the section “no 
little harm has been done by the compulsion of many persons inexperienced in such duties,”” and 
“I know that it is to the advantage of the imperial revenues to have men administer these leases 
willingly and zealously.”” To be sure, harm was being done, but this was not the point: more harm 
was being done, as far as the administration was concerned, when no persons appeared, willingly 
or unwillingly. The prefect is simply pacifying the local wealthy class, the duvato(,* and this is 
perhaps why he singles out one of the forms of leases, the tehwve{o or tax-farming, a service that 
required capital in order to be performed. What is more important is that the prefect 
acknowledges practices like forced leasing to have taken place “contrary to the general practice of 
the prefects” and as the result of “someone’s temporary wrongdoing.” He may or he may not 
have meant only his immediate predecessor, C. Caecina Tuscus,” but since he himself had taken 
office four whole years before the publication of this edict, it is difficult to see why people were 
complaining if he had not ordered such leases. Could the “someone” be the recently murdered 
emperor? There is little doubt, however, that he wishes to portray such practices as irregular, 
illegal and sporadic, certainly not as traditional or systematic. 

The little evidence that we have regarding this seems to bear him out, although we have to 
turn once more to the Arsinoite for our information. 

Two documents that have been taken as indicative of forced leasing are the papyri dealing 
with Herieus, son of Satabous, the lessee of the oil-press that we have already encountered in the 
previous pages. The assumption is that no sane person would have leased such a wretched 
building to begin with had he not been forced to do so.* This is a very fragile argument, and I need 
only point out that many a destitute person had done worse things, and that many an Egyptian had 
found himself in even more ridiculous circumstances as a result of lack of foresight, judgment or 
plain chance. In the last analysis the question must be decided on the import of the phrase 
meooavyéhhw totto (i.e. the fact that he had purchased parts of the machinery at his own 
expense) xol pmvoiw, tva, v éyBaivw xal dmoldwuon g woddoeng xadmg [.......... lev, 
Ex[o] avtig EEovoiay dmev[éy]xeodon [ty uny[oviy %ol SJuiay etc. One may very well see 
*“eine liturgische Nuance” in éxfaivo xal drolbopol Ths modmdoewc,’ but the fact remains that 
these verbs are found in leases of private land which have nothing compulsory about them.* 

The third document is more complicated and has been recently used as evidence of the fact 
that parcels of ovoiou were assigned to neighboring landowners for compulsory cultivation.* It is 
a petition addressed T meoe[ot]dT[L TNig &v 1@ ’Afp]owvoity T[uB[elo[t]lov Khawdiov 
Katoapog Zepaotot Meouavirot Avtoxpd(topos) Ietpwviaviic ovoiog and is dated in 46/7. 
The letter is written by a Potamiaine alias Taphiomis, acting through her husband and brother, 
Tesenouphis. I tentatively read the body of the petition as follows: &rtel TooofiMdov dyopaoudt i 
%ol HTONUN #ANQEOV AATOWLXROT GEOVEMYV évvéa fiuicov[s] TeTdoTov, &v ¢ Ehaidv xal THYog 

for the Senecan estate a withdrawal from lease, P. Oxy. 

2873.17-20 (62), 510 GEeLotpuev ouvymETioat Duiv (= fuiv) g 

&Erdoeng meo(g) T dovyogaviitovs elvar  adtovg (= 

52. I follow here Johnson, Roman Egypt, p. 706, who 

gives to ToUg duvatovgits full Attic force and translates “men of 
substance.” N. Lewis and M. Reinhold, Roman CivilizationII, 

The Empire, 1955, no. 98, translate “‘competent men,” and 
Chalon, L’édit, p. 36, “ceux qui en sont capables.” 

53. So first Wilcken, Ostraka I, pp. 592 f. 

54. P.Lond. 280 (IL, p. 193) (55); WChr. 176 (Nero). See 

Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 195; Oertel, Die Liturgie, pp. 96 f. and 
111 f.; Tomsin, “Le recrutement,” p. 89 f. Cf., however, the 

terms mentioned in P. Amh. 63.19-21. 

55. Oertel, Die Liturgie, p. 111. 
56. Cf. P. Hamb. 8.19 and 23-4, dmélvoa Ouag g 

wodmoeng; P. Tebt. 309.23, Sehonte dstjohtoal pot. See esp. 

Mudg). Documents providing for a termination by agreement 

employ these and similar terms; see, e.g., P. Tebt. 310; P. Osl. 

137; SB 7468; P. Mil. Vogl. 87; 88; 167; 196. 
57. BGU 650 (46/7); quoted are lines 1-3 and 6-22. A 

large number of the restorations were proposed by Wilcken in 
his second edition of the text, WChr. 365. For the liturgy under 

discussion see A. C. Johnson, “The émiBoli of Land in Roman 
Egypt,” Aeg. 32, 1952, pp. 61 ff.; G. Poethke, Epimerismos, 
1969, pp. 24 ff. 
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wol Ereoa, meol ‘H[gloxhelow Tiig Oeufotov pegidog, mEOTEQOV Ie[te]vovorog To[T] 

*0poevoiprofg], modwtod Tvev (sc. Edagpdv) Tig avTi[s ovoiag], dpopduar d¢ un Tig pot 

Evinolg yév[ntan] 070 TV meoeotdTwy ThHe dnA[oJuu[évng] IeTewviaviig ovotag Evexa [Tov 

xon ugv 1] doyvolov ywoetv gfic] dnu[d]ofov, TdV TOU av]rot IMetevovoiog dmagysv[twy 

avemupévoy dU'] Eydewav yenpyiag dnuo[oiq or [oiw, citdv (sc. Tdv mooeoThtwy) d¢] dmavta 

ouveydc dmout[ovpuévov, d10] GEd, v gaivnton, Em[oToriivon toig &mi tdv] &fo]xiwv 

tetoypévolg E[yyednpar avtds (sc. tag Geoveac)] dvepmodioTwg, meog TO [BoxulToV %Al 

&ae]voyAnTév pe elvar [méo Tov el Tv] ovoiav Mo]y[ov]. 

Much of the reconstruction of the text is, of course, pure guesswork, but the situation, as I 

understand it, seems to have been the following: Petenouris leased a plot from the Petronian 

estate, but at the end of his lease there appeared a deficit in his accounts, an Exdela yewpyiag. The 

supervisors of the estate requested the fiscus to confiscate the property which Petenouris had 

placed in collateral, and this was purchased by Potamiaine who made a deposit during the auction. 

The money, she says, had to be paid to the fiscus which, after all, had directed the sale, but the 

supervisors kept insisting that she pay them also, in order to make up the deficit of Petenouris. She 

now suspects that they may bring legal action against her, and she therefore requests the general 

manager of the estate to instruct the proper officials to register her new property without further 

obstruction, so that, the estate having no more claims upon her or her property, the local 

supervisors will no longer harass her. 

The text, as reconstructed, makes no allowances for énipol).** Canit be taken, on the other 

hand, as evidence of the fact that Petenouris had undertaken the lease under compulsion, i.e. as a 

liturgy? I think not. The existence of fiscal responsibility on his part in no way should be 

considered as proof of the presence of a compulsory service. Consider, for example, the real 

possibility that the lease contained the following provisions — provisions not uncommon in 

private, freely undertaken leases, and provisions that could well explain the confiscation of 

Petenouris’ property: “for each artaba that the lessee fails to deliver, he shall pay a fine to the 

amount of x drachmae; for abandoning his farming, the lessee shall pay a penalty to the amount of 

y drachmae plus an equal amount to the fiscus; the lessor shall have rights of execution against the 

lessee and all his property.”* 

The fourth document also introduces the last problem with which we shall deal in this work, 

and it is important enough to be quoted extensively. It is a yoagih &voQdV ... xToQux[... ]l 

from Philadelphia, dated in 50/1, and addressed to the strategos by the royal scribe of the 

village.*' Three individuals are mentioned, of whom the first is described as follows: Mdowv 

[Turédov, yeyov[wg] modx[twe] Maoyoagpiag m[ed] évvéa (ét@v) Thg m[eoxjewmévng nodung, 

[6vald[e]d[o]u[év]os &ig yewoyiav Tiig [M]awm[nv]atiav[fig] ovoiag &[md .. (Etovs)] TiBeoiov 

[Khawdiov] Kaioagog Zepaoc[tod Iepluavizot [Avtoxedrogog], wi dv év hev[xdulatt eid[dg 

  

    
58. See Tomsin, “‘Le recrutement,” p. 89. He reads '] 

¥ydewav yewoylag dmuo[oiag in line 16, but unless he 

understands yic after it, Wilcken’s objection, WChr. 365.16 n., 
still holds true: “Nicht dnpootag. Dass miisste von yewoyiag 

stehen, passt auch sachlich nicht.” 

59. Examples and discussion in A. Berger, Die 

Strafklauseln in den Papyrusurkunden. Ein Beitrag zum 
grico-agyptischen Obligationenrecht, 1911, pp. 4 ff. and 149 f. 

For the phrase xai &ig T dnudotov tag toag (sc. doayudg), see 

esp. P. Mich. inv. 1427.31 (4 B.C.) (TAPA 101, 1970, p. 491); 
P. Soc. 14.26 (22); P. Oxy. 1124.13-14 (26); P. Oxy. 729.19-20 

(@S 
60. Perhaps oaxtoou[®v Tomap]xiag (= Tomagyiag) as 

E. P. Wegener suggested, Eos 48, 1956, pp. 345 f., but the 

letters before the break are very uncertain, and dviQ 

moaxtoQrdg is a novelty. 
61. SB9224. The lines quoted in this paragraph are 5 and 

7-13; in the following paragraph, 14-30 (end). In line 8 I read 
n[00] &vvéa (Et@v) for Martin’s waod] évvéa (), a phrase 

which in standard Greek means “every ninth year” (see LSJs.v. 
napd, C.1.9). The mpaxtogeia was more or less standardized 

early in the second century as a three-year liturgy, but we know 
of longer periods of service in the first century; see Oertel, Die 

Liturgie, p. 198. In line 17 I follow Browne, P. Mich. 582 

introd., p. 15, and read y[ewoyd]s for Martin’s st[avto]s.
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voléuu[ot]a. There is no way of arguing around the import of this: Maron has served a liturgy, is 

still serving one, and is eligible for those liturgies for which literacy is a requirement.*> He is not on 

the Aevxwpa, the album containing the list of persons exempt from compulsory service.” And 

although the expression dvadiddvar elg yewoylav is still unparalleled, others that express the 

same import are known to us, and the verbs didww and dvadidww are technical terms for 

nominations (in effect appointments) to a liturgy.* This, then, is our sole, indisputable 

documentary evidence that, for some individuals at least, the cultivation of the imperial ovoia 

was a compulsory service. This, too, is precisely what Ti. Iulius Alexandros said in his edict, for 

vemoyio (except for farmers who own their land) is a piodwaoig, but both his own words and the 

scarcity of examples of such practices point to an occasional occurrence — an occurrence, 

however, that in this particular instance we have no evidence for calling illegal. 

The other two persons mentioned in the same Yoo dvdedv are more intriguing. One is 

‘Qolwv Ietooige[wg, dmolowog Tig] Mawmvatiavils ovotog, Yeyov[dg] medxntwe 

raoyoapiog TdL dieAn[AuddTt] dexdre (¥ter) xai dmoliounog Y[eweyodls yeyovag T Lo (Eter) 

TiBeoiov Khawdiov Kaicaog Zefootod Neppavinot Ad[toxedtoeog], wh dv évievxduott, L 

oa[alolx]er meol T(Y) nbunv xMjoo(v) xorork(1xod) (&eovean) & GEW(on) (daxudv) Ag xoi 

auméhov (&ovoa) T &EL(an) (dpoxudv) I'. The other is AnunTeLog IotddMEOV, GTOMICIOG THG 

Ietowviaviic 0DolOg, YEYOV®S TEAXTOE Aooyooapiog TdL dieAnlud(dt) dexdrwe (Etey), 

wodotg Lutomol(eiov) dmo Y xduny tov o (Eroug) Tifeolov Khowdiov Kaioapog 

Sepaotod [Cegluavinot Avtoxrodtoos, ut dv &v Aevxduatt eldds yedupata.On the face of it, 

one could argue that dmmolhbowiog Tig deiva ovoiag is an expression parallel to dvadedopévog eig 

yewoyiav, and that molMiouprog YeweyOs Yeyovag is parallel to yeyovag modxtme haoyoapiag. 

In such a case the drwohbouot yewpyol are released from an ovota to serve a liturgy. But before 

we accept or reject such an interpretation, we must examine the other instances where the term 

occurs.® 
In all, we know the names of 35 dwwolowuor of 7 estates, including the 2 already mentioned. 

They are, one each in the ovoio of Iulia Augusta and Germanicus in 14/5, of Maecenas in 50/1, of 

Petronius in the same year, of Camelius in 53; 2 in the estate of Antonia Drusi, and 5 in a 

neighboring one of Germanicus in 48; and an association of 24 T@®v &6 Teptiveng dmolvoipwv 

ovoloc TiPeotov Khowdiov Kaicagos Zepactod Tegpavinot Avtoredroog in 43. In 

addition, we hear of a group of &wolMiotpor xai TeofatoxtvoTeégoL and a hidog dmolvaipwy 

in a roll of abstracts dated to 46 and also dealing with inhabitants of Tebtunis, and these may have 

been connected or identical with the dsrolMdopon of the estate of Claudius.” The phrases in which 

the term occurs are the following: &mwoAdowwog ovotag Tob deiva; ATOMIoLUOS YEWQYOGS; 

4TOMIOLUOC %0l TTEOPRATOXTNVOTEOGOS (2); YEWQEYOS %ol dwroliowuog Tig deiva (or Tiig TOoU 

delva) ovoiag; YEmEYSS Ty E80@dv ToD detva, OV O nal GmOMICIOG TS ovTiig ovotag;®® 

0VoLOHOC YEWOEYOS %ol drtohioLpog Tis detva ovoiag.” 

  

62. The mpaxtopeia was such a liturgy; see SB 7375. 
63. See G. Browne, P. Mich. 582 introd., p. 16. For 

persons qualified for exemption and for the circumstances under 
which this was possible see N. Lewis, “Exemption from Liturgy 
in Roman Egypt,” part one in Actes du X° congrés international 

de papyrologues, 1964, pp. 69 ff., part two in Atti dell’XT 
congresso internazionale di papirologia, 1965, pp. 508 ff. 

64. See Oertel, Die Liturgie, p. 365; cf. N. Lewis, TAPA 

100, 1969, p. 256, n. 3. 

65. See esp. the discussion in Tomsin, “Le recrutement,” 

pp. 85 ff. 
66. Tulia Augusta-Germanicus: P. Lond. 445 (IL, p. 166); 

Maecenas, Petronius: SB 9224; Camelius: P. Mich. 539 (in lines 

7-8 1 read on the published photograph yewmeyod xai 
&molv/oipov for yewoyod Tijg [{ov]/clac}, and Prof. H. C. 

Youtie was kind enough to verify this on the original); Antonia 
Drusi, Germanicus: P. Ross.-Georg. II 12; Claudius: P. Mich. 

244 (quoted is line 3). 
67. P. Mich. 123 recto iii.40; viii.26; xxii.44. 

68. P. Lond. 445 (11, p. 166).4-8 (14/5). 
69. P. Mich. 539.7-8 (see above, n. 66). Here ovoiaxog 

vewQyds equals yeweyodg ovoiag and has nothing in common 

with the identically termed farmer of the post-Julio-Claudian 
period. This is made clear by a document of 25/6, where the   
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One should observe that not all tenants of imperial estates during the reign of the 

Julio-Claudians were dmolvowwor. One should also note that the dmwolVowwor of originally 

non-imperial estates (Maecenas, Petronius, Camelius) appear only after these ovoton had 

become imperial property. Is this simply due to accident, or are the dwo oot a privileged group 

found exclusively in estates owned by the emperor or members of his family (Iulia Augusta, 

Germanicus)? Also, is it just coincidental that they appear only during the Julio-Claudian era? 

Considering the relative scarcity of documents from the first half of the first century dealing with 

the patrimonium principis and the fact that about a third of them mention &molvowuor, and 

considering that the term dwoMonog is never found among the far more numerous papyri which 

mention the ovowaxog Aoyog or the odoox vi) of post-Julio-Claudian times, I think not. The 
amoliouol seem to have been a group that disappeared with the Flavians, when the ovouom v 
began being treated as part of the dnpooia yi}, and when the odolaxol yewoyol had exactly the 
same obligations as the dnudoiol yemoyoi. 

By itself, the term dmwoloupog indicates a person who is either discharged or exempt from a 

service or an obligation. Thus F. Preisigke, on the basis of dmoliowwog otpotudtg and 

amolMbouuog Gmod otpateiag, suggested that we are dealing with discharged veterans who had 
settled in the estates. This is ruled out by the fact that all but two of the 24 dwolMioipor in the estate 
of Claudius are under 40 (one is only 29 years old), and by the fact that, judging by their names, 
they all belong to the Egyptian, or at best the Greco-Egyptian, element of the population.” 

M. Rostovtzeff, seeing in the institution of the dwolboior a possible proof for his equation 
of the imperial ovotow with the Ptolemaic dwoeal, and being under the impression that the 
inhabitants of villages situated near or within an estate were legally bound to it under a kind of 
bondage similar to the one which had existed in the dweeai, saw the édmwoliopor as persons 
released from such an obligation, and in this he was followed by F. Oertel.”! Such an 
interpretation, however, will not do: there is no evidence whatsoever to support the assumption 
that the tenants of the imperial estates were operating under a strict sort of serfdom. Not only do 
we know that the inhabitants of villages situated near or within an estate, villages such as Bakkhias 
and Karanis and Perkeesis, were by no means obliged to work on the ovoia, but we also know of a 
farmer from Herakleia who lived in the farmstead of Livia Drusi and who leased some land from 
the estate of Ti. Claudius Doryphoros, at the time privately owned and not part of the 
patrimonium; he is not called dswoliownog, there is nothing special about his case, and he may 
even not have been an actual tenant of Antonia Drusi on whose property he dwelled.” 

Rostovtzeff was under the impression that dwolMiowog tijg 0volag is grammatically parallel 
to such expressions as awolioluog g haoyoagiag or Tig otoateiac, and so was U. Wilcken 
who, believing that the imperial estates were exploited through compulsory leasing, advanced the 
theory that the dmwoldowpol were persons exempt from Zwangsverpachtung. The papyrus from 
Philadelphia with the Yoo dvdodv has been taken by its editor, V. Martin, and more recently 
by G. Chalon, as proof of the correctness of such an hypothesis.”* But in a phrase like YEMEYOG ®all 
dmoliopog g detva ovoiag, why should an individual who is already a tenant emphasize the 
fact that he does not have to be one? Too, why the stated restriction, exemption from compulsory 
tenancy regarding only one estate — the very one, we should note, of which he is after all a tenant? 

phrase ovotaxod yeweyod ‘lovhiag Zeaotiic xal Téxvov A.E.R. Boak, P. Mich. 244 introd., p. 101. 
Teguovixot Kawodewv occurs: P. Sorbonne inv. 2364.5-7. 71. Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 128, n. 1, and p. 194 (but cf. 
These are the only known instances of the term ovolaxOg Staatspacht, p. 491); Oertel, Die Liturgie, p. 95, n. 1. 
Yeweydg being used before the Flavians. U2 ENRYIN ARG 674 

70. Preisigke, Worterbuch s.v. (in the supplement 73. Wilcken, APF 1, 1901, p. 154; Martin, JIP 4, 1950, p. 
YewEYog %ol Gmolbowrog is translated as “Péchter und 146 (cf. C. Préaux, Chronique 26, 1951, pp. 424 £.); Chalon, 
Steurbefreiter” by E. Kiessling). The objection was raised by L’édit, pp. 106 f. 
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Both Martin and Chalon overlooked a very serious objection raised by O. Kriiger. In the phrase 
YE®QYOS %ol drolboog ovaiag, he observed, the genitive ovolag may not have two different 
syntactical functions, being possessive when it comes to yewoydg, separative when it comes to 
amohMioos. “The individuals are at the same time as much yemgyot as they are dmwoliotuor of 
the same ovoia.”” As a grammatically parallel expression Kriiger suggested ieodv Aoywuov 
amolvowov xdung Tertiveng; G. Browne recently offered iegeis dmoliouuor Tot &v xduy 
Temtvve Aoyipov tegov.” 

But can we accept Kriiger’s own solution to the problem, namely that the dwoliowuor were, 
like some temples and some priests, exempt from taxation? If we turn once more to the ordinance 

of the association of the dmwolMbouor of the estate of Claudius, we note that they belonged to a 

class subject to the poll-tax, perhaps the most important clause of the ordinance being that the 

money for the Aaoypagia should be paid out of the common treasury of the association to the 

credit of its yyoduevog and émuuerntmic. These dmoldowor cannot be regarded, therefore, as 

exempt from taxation — at least not wholly so. In dealing with the problem A. E. R. Boak 

summarized his own views as follows: “The word dmolbowpor, however, implies an exemption 

from some sort of obligation, and I can only suggest that, if we reject the solution proposed by 

Rostovtzeff and Oertel, it refers to exemption from personal service, such as canal and dyke work, 

transportation, liturgies and the like.””® 
This is by far the most promising line of investigation and what must be further decided is 

whether it is an agreement between the lessee and his lessor only, or between the tenant and the 

official administration, that resulted in such an &mélvois. An example of the former kind is 

offered in a lease of a bath situated on a non-imperial ovoia jointly owned by M. Aponius 

Saturninus and Ti. Claudius Balbillus near Theogonis. In 34 the éxAjusttwo of the estate leased 

(or subleased) the bath to two individuals, retaining for himself a prerogative stated in very 

interesting words: €Eet 8¢ 6 pepodwrmg ‘Hooxheidns (he is the revenue collector) mad TV 

ueptodouévoy €Eepétovg dmolvoinovg Bakavevtinod tehéonatog Evdpes déxa.” Now the 
lessees had no right to grant exemption from a public tax, and it is almost certain that we are 

dealing with an immunity from a privately imposed bath fee. It is quite possible, therefore, that 

the dmwolbowwor of the imperial estates were persons exempt from services for, or fees and 

payments to, the owners and the supervisors that other tenants had to contribute. Such a 

characterization of certain tenants, however, would hardly make sense when encountered in 

public documents, and is totally out of place in the yoapn dvdodv of 50/1, where what seem to be 

juxtaposed are the dmolvowpor on the one hand and liturgists on the other. 
We are fortunate in possessing a recently published papyrus which deals with one of the 

dmwohvowuol listed in the yoagn dvdodv. It is dated in exactly the previous year, during which 
Horion, son of Petosiris, was indeed serving as wpdxtwo haoyoagiag. His colleague in the office 

complained to a high functionary (his name and his title have been omitted), that Horion served as 

a collector for four doudunoeis, or payments, but then scorned his obligations and refused to 

undertake any more collections — urte @v dworioLog Yeweyos unte v Aevxndpot(t).” In other 

words, he acted as if he were an exempt farmer or a person whose name appeared on the album 

74. O. Kriiger, P. Ross.-Georg. 11 12.i.1ff. n. 
75. P. Tebt. 293.6; P. Osl. 115.7 (cf. P. Soc. 1147.13 and 

P. Bad. 169.4-5); Browne, P. Mich. 582 introd., p. 16,n. 11. See 

also the use of dwoliowog (not liable to ouvtdEwov) in P. 

Princ. 9.ii.13, v.28, vii.3 (31), and the comments of Johnson and 

van Hoesen in the general introduction. 
76. P. Mich. 244 introd., p. 101. 

77. P. Mich. 312, with Boak’s introd.; quoted are lines 

27-30. 
78. P. Mich. 582.ii.11-12, with Browne’s introd. We 

know, in fact, of a farmer-tenant of an imperial estate who is not 

dmolvoupog and who is serving a liturgy: P. Ryl. 141.5-8 (37), 
G#T000g  dMuociov, yewEyolvrog d¢ xal ‘Aviwviag 

Agovoov. For the phraseology compare BGU 194.9-10 and 16, 
where dmoliouog equals Tov Aettovoyudv dgedeis.            
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listing individuals exempt from compulsory service. The inference seems to be clear: an exempt 
farmer did not serve in liturgies. The papyrus with the yoam dvdodv of the following year tells us 

what happened to Horion: his devout wish had been granted, he had become an exempt tenant of 

the Maecenatian estate of Claudius (dwohiowog y[ewoyo]s yeyovag). His name, we should note, 
continued to be omitted from the album, and the royal scribe gives us the reason why this was so: 

he still possessed a property valued at 4500 drachmae, and therefore qualified eminently for a 

number of liturgies as soon as his status as dmwolvolpog yemeyog was revoked. 

The yoagmn dvdodv, then, is not a list of three new mpdxToEeS Aaoypapiag, but a list of 

names which must temporarily be removed from the roster in the strategos’ office. The royal 

scribe is notifying his superior officer that the first of the three mpdxtopeg should be removed for 

the time being because he was forced to accept a compulsory lease (dvadedouévog eig yemoylav) 

and could therefore not legally undertake two liturgies at the same time (and it is interesting to 

note which of the two takes precedence), while the other two had been granted the status of 

amohiowuog, and were, for the duration, exempt. If this be the true import of the document, then 

we see two different ways of assuring uninterrupted cultivation of the imperial estates, both of 

them directed more or less at the wealthier classes of the population: a person could either be 
promised exemption from liturgies if he became a voluntary imperial tenant, or be forced to 

become an imperial tenant and thus serve a liturgy, the latter alternative being a last resort in 

difficult times and employed only during the last years of the Julio-Claudians. To the government 

there was nothing strange or inconsistent in such a state of affairs, as the gnomon of the idios logos 

attests; and when it came to taxes or compulsory services, we have yet to find the Egyptian who 

was a winner in the uneven battle of wits with the administration. 

 



Appendix One 

Non-Imperial Ovoio 

The following is a revised list (cf. Hirschfeld, Klio2, 1902, pp. 292 ff.; Grenfell and Hunt, P. 

Tebt. 11, App. II; Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, pp. 120 ff. and SEHRE, pp. 669 ff., n. 45) of those 

properties of the first three centuries A.D. which are specifically called odotou at least once in the 

papyri, and which are unconnected either with the Julio-Claudian properties of 30 B.C.-A.D.68 

or with the ovolanog Adyog of the Flavian and the post-Flavian periods. Unless there is a notation 

to the contrary, the owners are alive and in full possession of their estates. None of these 

properties appears to have been privileged in any way, and they do not differ from any other 

estates which their owners or government officials did not choose to call ovoior. The 

bibliographical notes are, of necessity, limited in number and scope (additional material in 

Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 669 ff., n. 45 and in the introductions and notes to the papyri), but I 

have endeavored to include all references to works that express an opinion at odds with my own. 

1. M. Aponius Saturninus: P. Osl. 33 (29) Karanis; SB 10535 (ca.30) Theogonis; P. Ryl. 
131 (31) Euhemeria; P. Ryl. 135 (34) Euhemeria; P. Mich. 312 (34) Theogonis (the last is a joint 
ownership with no. 2). See Eitrem and Holst, Klio 22, 1928, pp. 221 ff. Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 

671, no. 18, finds that there is ‘‘no doubt about the identity of this man with one of the members of 

the well-known family of the Aponii Saturnini.” 

2. Ti. Claudius Balbillus: P. Mich. 312 (34) Theogonis (joint ownership with no. 1). 

Almost certainly identical with the prefect of 55-59 (PIR* C 813)? See Stein, Prafekten, pp.33 f. 

and Aeg. 13, 1933, pp. 123 ff.; Momigliano, JRS 30, 1940, p. 213; Schwartz, BIFAO 49, 1950, 
pp. 45 ff.; Musurillo, The Acts of the Pagan Martyrs, 1954, pp. 130 f. 

3. Ti. Iulius Nikanor: P. Sorbonne inv. 2367 unpubl. (34/5) Philadelphia; cf. P. Hamb. 64 

(104) Euhemeria. is the Nuavogiovi) ovota (a confiscated estate classed as faothuxn yij) of P. 
Oxy. 2410 (120) his? See Tomsin, ‘“Les continuités,” p. 91, n. 53, who connects him with the 

Nikanor of Suet., Aug. 89. 

4. Norbana Clara: P. Lond. 1213; 1214; 1215 (III, p. 121) (65-6) Hermoupolis. See 
Preisigke, Girowesen, pp. 133 f.; Wilcken, APF4,1908, p. 543; Hohlwein, L’Egypte romaine, p. 

165, n. 2; Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 671, no. 21. Uncertain whether confiscated or not. 

5. M. Antonius Pallas: P. Lond. 1223 (IIL, p. 139) (121) Leukopyrgites Ano, Herm.; cf. 

grotniov IIéAavtoc in BGU 552; 2047; P. Cairo Preisigke 15; 30; témog ITdMavtogin BGU 

2178 (same location). Perhaps identical with the Pallas mentioned in P. Flor. 387, alive in 108 in 

Hermoupolis Magna. Is he by any chance a descendant of the famous favorite? See above, 

Chapter II, n. 56. Another (?) M. Antonius Pallas was operating in Oxyrhynchus in 91 (P. Oxy. 

2957). 

6. Prophetes (ITgogntiovy odota): P. Strassb. 74 (P. Sarap. 2) (126) Pouantinouphis, 
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Herm.; P. Strassb. 78 (P. Sarap. 75) (127/8) Magdola Orou Samoou, Herm.; CPR 245 (date ?) 
Magdola. Uncertain whether the Claudia Athenais mentioned in these texts is the lessee or the 

owner of this estate; if the former, we are probably dealing with a confiscated property. 

7. Tulia Polla (reading uncertain): P. Lips. 113 (127/8) Oxy. See Preisigke, Girowesen, p. 
81. Her identification by Stein, Untersuchungen, p. 110, with the sister of the senator C. Antius 

Aelius Tulius Quadratus is groundless. Polla (if this is what the papyrus reads) was a common 

name; e.g., among Egyptian Jewesses. 

8. Tulia Berenike: P. Hamb. 8 (136) Theadelphia. “Probably a descendant of the mistress 

of the emperor Titus,” Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 672, no. 45, but this is perhaps too fanciful; 

Berenike was, for obvious reasons, a name very common in Egypt. 

9. Ti. Iulius Theon and his brother Ti. Tulius Theon/Tryphon (joint ownership): P. Wisc. 

19; 20; 21; 22 (156-61); P. Mich. inv. 358-71; 374; 375 (partially published, Youtie, ZPE 1, 

1967, pp. 163 ff.). List of Theones in Musurillo, The Acts of the Pagan Martyrs, 1954, pp. 103 f.; 
cf. Schwartz, Chronique 30, 1955, pp. 152 f. 

10. Philodamos: P. Lond.194 (II, p. 127) (I) Boubastos, cf. Thunell, P. Sitol., p. 94, n. 1; 
BGU 512 (138-61) Boubastos; P. Phil. 9 (158) Philadelphia; BGU 210 (158/9) Psenarpsenesis; 
BGU 262 (158/9) Karanis; P. Chic. 13; 56; 60; 63 (158/9) Psenarpsenesis; P. Bour. 42 (167) 
Hiera Nesos; SB 10892 (ca. 188) Philopator, Herakleopolite; P. Gron. 2 (219/20) Bakkhias; cf. 
AJP 63, 1942, pp. 304 f. for improved readings. The example par excellence of an ovoia 
confiscated by the fiscus. It became yij Teoc6d0v, although it is at times called Bacthixy yij. See 
Collart, P. Bour. 42 introd.; Chalon, L’édit, pp. 148 ff., with full discussion and bibliography. 

11. Kallimorphos (joint ownership; partner’s name lost): P. Princ. 56 (153/4). Its exact 
status is unknown. 

12. Tustus: P. Sorbonne inv. 2370 (185) Theadelphia. 
13. Tonaitios (reading uncertain): SB 9387 (ca. 194) Hermoupolis. Confiscated and 

administered by the idios logos. 

14. Isis Taposeirias (temple of): P. Soc. 1036 (192) Hermopolite; cf. P. Oxy. 1434 (Oxy.). 
The only Roman example of the term ovoio being applied to temple property; the sole Ptolemaic 
parallel usage is P. Tebt. 6.23. See Herrmann, Bodenpacht, p. 83. 

15. Theoninos: BGU 63 (201) Soknopaiou Nesos; BGU 382 (206) Karanis. Confiscated 
by the idios logos, apparently for non-payment of taxes; in BGU 2102 (194) Theoninos appears 
as ovoLO®OG WeTOTHG. 

16. Claudius Polybianos: P. Bour. 41 + P. Achmim 6 (197). Confiscated property. Is he by 
any chance connected with Polybios, the famous freedman of Claudius (PIR' P 427)? A Ti. 
Claudius Polybianus (doubtless a different person) is known from CIL VI 12402. 

17. Embres: BGU 106 (199) Arsinoite. Fiscal property (one of the piodwtai is yoehote 
ToU Tauelov, lines 4-5). See Otto, Priester und Tempel I, p. 64, n. 4; Preisigke, Girowesen, ppP- 
199 f.; Rostovtzeff, Staatspacht, p. 493; Meyer, “Awixog,” p. 146. 

18. Aponia Berenike: SB 9562 (214) Philadelphia. 

19. Claudia Isidora/Apia: P. Oxy.919 (214 ?); P. Yale 69 (214); P. Oxy. 2997 (214); 1530 
(215/6); 1046 (218/9); 1659 (218-21); 1578 (221); 1634 (222 ?); 1630 (223 S GO1@SHRIIEE 
Osl. 111.i.126 and 130 (235); BGU2126 (I1I). Land and houses in various parts of the Arsinoite, 
Oxyrhynchite and the Small Oasis; term ovota in P. Oxy. 2566.1.10 only. Confiscated by the 
fiscus (P. Oxy. 2566; BGU 2126). See Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 490, 674, n. 48, DA/A7AnSGISES 
MacLennan, Oxyrhynchus. An Economic and Social Study, 1935, pp. 39 ff. 

20. Apol- (reading abbreviated): P. Strassb. 67; 68; 69 (227-30) all Polydeukia. Very 
likely confiscated; see Preisigke, Girowesen, D008 

  

   

                              

   

                      

   

                            

    



    
   

                      

    

    

                                  

    
    

   

  

     

NON-IMPERIAL OYZIAI 

21. Titanianos: P. Mich. 620 (239-40) Dionysias, Alexandrou Nesos, Theadelphia (made 

up of at least the former properties of Sphex, Aristokles, Aeimnestos, Skyllax, Sotianos, Aulon 

and Longinos). The term ovo{a is used only in line 295, in a slightly ungrammatical passage. See 

Lewis, Mnemosyne Ser. IV 16, 1963, pp. 257 ff.; Gilliam, 17, 1964, pp. 293 ff.; Shelton, P. Mich. 

620 introd. 
22. Apion: BGU 8 (248) Arsinoite. Confiscated by the idios logos; not to be confused (so 

Kortenbeutel, BGU 1893.441/2 n.) with the odolaxdg wodomig Apion, s. of Komanos. 

23. Claudius Syrion: P. Oxy. 2854 (248) Oxy. Confiscated by the fiscus. 

24. Ptolemais (?): P. Princ. 50 (255) Oxy.; but the meaning of line 9 is uncertain. 

25. Flavius Athenodoros: P. Strassb. 10 (268) Hermoupolis. 

26. Anoubas: P. Lond. 214 (IL, p. 161) (ca. 270-5) Memphite. Confiscated by the fiscus. 

27. Alypios: P. Strassb. 28 (P. Chepteliers 20, in RecPap. 3, 1964, p. 80) (Thraso). This is 

the only occurence of the term ovoio in the Heroninos archive. 

The following persons have been seen by various scholars as owners of ovoion, although their 

properties are never so termed, or as recipients of grants of land made by the emperor or the 

prefect, for which, with the possible exception of no. 11, there is no evidence. See, e.g., 

Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 293, 669 ff., nn. 45, 46; Jouguet, La domination romaine, pp. 14 f.; 

Hohlwein, JJP 3, 1949, pp. 81 ff.; Tomsin, “Notes” and ‘“Les continuités.”” In the last article 

Tomsin argues for a differentiation between ovoto and €dégm (see also his “Le recrutement,” p. 

81, n. 1), which does not hold true. Indubitably the term £€0Gqm is used at times in order torefer to 

part of an ovoia, but it can also mean the entire property; so in P. Lond. 1223 (IIL, p. 139) and P. 

Oxy. 1637 both terms are used in the same document to describe the same property. In an 

agricultural society ‘“land” and “‘property” are often interchangeable terms. Moreover, Tomsin’s 

theory that £dégn dmdoxovTa T@® detva or similar expressions refer to “biens-fonds concédés” 

(see “Les continuités,” p. 92) by the emperor or the prefectis unfounded. Ovota and drwdoyovTa 

(be they €dGgm or not) are synonymous terms; they are so used not only in the two papyri 

mentioned above, but also in the gnomon of the idios logos (paragr. 1, S0P RRSRIORS (NS CRSTNS ) 

and 105) and in the edict of Ti. Iulius Alexandros (lines 16, 23 and 43; see the edition by Chalon, 

L’édif). 1 fail to see on what grounds a small group of “beneficiaries” has been segregated out of 

the hundreds of persons who refer to their properties as Yrdoyovta, the standard way of 

expressing ownership (e.g., in property declarations). 

1. Theanous, d. of Alexandros: P. Ryl. 600 (8 B.C.). 

2. Tigellius: BGU 1669 (Augustus). 

3. Euandros, s. of Ptolemaios: P. Ryl. 166; 132; 133 (26-33). 

4-5. Tulius Athenodoros and Ti. Calpurnius Tryphon (joint ownership): P. Ryl. 128 (ca. 

30). g 
6. L. Terentius: P. Mich. 232 (36). 

7. Theon, s. of Theon: P. Ryl. 145 (38). 

8. Asklepiades, s. of Ptolemaios: P. Ryl. 167 (39). 

9. Thermoutharion, d. of Lykarion: P. Ryl. 146 (39) and 152 (42). Hohlwein (JJP3, 1949, 

p- 85) argued that this estate was formerly owned by the brothers Gaius and Poplius Petronii (on 

whom see above, Chapter II), by identifying the émoiniov Aeyouevov “Auuvov @gguovdagiov 

(P. Ryl. 146.6-7) with the &uuwvo anowiov IMomhiov xai Tatov Metpwviwy (P. Ryl 127.4-5). 

Tomsin’s objections as well as his proposed solutions (“Notes,” pp. 123 f.) strike me as too 

elaborate and unnecessary. We are actually dealing with two different locations: a farmstead 
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called "Auuwvov (cf. P. Fay. 38), and the outcrops of sand (Guutva) in another farmstead in the 

estate of the brothers Petronii (cf. P. Ryl. 561.6-11 [251 B.C.]). 
10. Herakleides: P. Lips. 106 (98). 
11. C. Iulius Theon, s. of C. Iulius Theon (PIR? I 598a, Add.): P. Oxy. 1434. I read, 

however, [d]tehei@v in line 7. 
12. Theon/Anthos, s. of Ammonianos: P. Soc. 315 (137/8). 

13. Moskhos or Moskhianos: P. Mich. 616 (ca. 182). This is a confiscated property 

administered by an £€miTnENT™g YEVNUOTOYQAPOUUEVOYV, NOt an £mLTnENTHGS 0VoLAX®Y as Shelton 

thought (see his introd. and nn.). The two procuratores mentioned in the text, Septimius Serenus 
and Claudius Calvinus, cannot be dioiketai for we know the holders of that office at that time, 

Fulvius F— and Vestidius Rufinus (P. Soc. 232 and 235; P. Oxy. 513). Nor can they be 
procuratores usiaci, for these did not have the power to order the sequestration of the property of 
debitores fisci, which is what Calvinus did. This leaves us with the only natural choice, the idios 
logos, and Serenus and Calvinus should be placed, in this order, between Calvisius Faustinianus of 

ca. 170 (P. Soc. 1105) and Modestus of 184 (P. Soc. 928; SB 9658). 
14. Ti. Gemellus: BGU 156 (201). Certainly not identical with Ti. Iulius Caesar Nero, s. of 

Drusus Caesar and Livia, as L. Petersen suggested (PIR? I 226). Not only is the estate listed as 
belonging to the Taueiov, but it was only recently confiscated; see line 6, [viiv] 8¢ Tod iepwtd[ToU 
taueiov]. Whether he is connected with the well-known L. Bellenus Gemellus (so J. Lindsay, 
Daily Life in-Roman Egypt, 1963, pp. 264 f.) is very uncertain. The name Gemellus was very 
popular in Egypt during Roman times. 

    

 



Appendix Two 

Imperial Properties: The Evidence 

The following is a revised list of the Julio-Claudian estates in Egypt, the references to their 

division between Vespasian and Titus, and the references to former owners of these properties. 

For the benefit of those who will disagree with some of my conclusions, I have included persons 

whom I do not believe to have owned properties in Egypt (I.1 and I1.6), or regarding whose 

properties and their inclusion in the ovowaxog Aéyog there is some doubt (II1.5). 

A single question-mark preceding the reference to a papyrus indicates a paleographical 

difficulty or doubt regarding attribution in the case of similar names (e.g., Livia, Livilla). Two 

question-marks mean that I am convinced that the document does not belong in this list; others, 

however, hold a different opinion, and I have included such references bearing them in mind. 

The second column gives the date of the document; the third the location of the property, 

not the provenance of the papyrus. Villages not followed by the name of a nome are in the 

Arsinoite. The fourth column presents the evidence for the type of property or the agricultural 

activities therein under the following code (lower-case letters indicate the presence of some 

doubt): 
A: grain-land — production of wheat, barley, beans, lentils. 

B: garden-land — vineyards and reed plantations for the vines; vegetables; tree-groves of 

all kinds. 
C: pastures — cultivation of grass; raising of cattle, sheep and goats; beasts of burden. 

D: marshes — fishing, hunting, growing of papyrus; fishing-boats (sailing Lake Mogris). 

E: building sites — oix6meda and Yihol témor, oil-presses (BE), farmsteads, granaries 
(AE), wine-presses (BE). 

1. THE JULIO-CLAUDIANS 

1. M. VIPSANIUS AGRIPPA (POSTUMUS?) 

?BGU 1047 117-38 Arsinoite cE 

2. VALERIA or IULIA AGRIPPINA 

SB 4226 early I 

P. Vindob. Tandem 10 54 Euhemeria A 

? BGU 1047 117-38 Arsinoite cE 

          

     



70 IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT 

RERemSiny. 2062 161-80 Mendesian 

SB 10893 II 

ARANIIh CE oS v Pyrrheia Narmoutheos 

Anoubias 

Theadelphia 

Euhemeria 

3. CLAUDIA ANTONIA (CLAUDII FILIA) 

PR Ryl 138 34 Euhemeria 

P. Fay. 40 162/3 Theoxenis 
P. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos 

Drymos H. Nesou 

Ptolemais Nea 

Perkeesis 

4. ANTONIA MINOR 

(=ANTONIA DRUSI=ANTONIA AUGUSTA) 

P. Osl. 123 7 Arsinoite 
P. Oxy. 244 P8 Oxyrhynchite? 

P. Ryl. 140 36 Euhemeria 

IAURy [l B/ Euhemeria 

P. Ross.-Georg. II 12 48 Arsinoite 

P. Vindob. Tandem 10 54 Euhemeria 

IR Ry S/l 56/7 Herakleia 
? P. Strassb. 267 126-8 Psenyris 

4 bis. ANTONIA 
(unknown which; probably DRUSI) 

P Erinciilil 55 Philadelphia 

Ptolemais Nea 

P. Tebt. 401 14-37 Arsinoite 

P. Princ. 14 23-40 Boubastos 

? P. Lond. 900 (111, p. 89) 94/5 or 
110/11 Theadelphia 

P. Phil. 19 /1 Philadelphia 
?P. Mil. Vogl. 52 138 Tebtunis 

P. Mil. Vogl. 75 144/5 Tebtunis 
P. Fay. 60 145 Philoteris 

GU 1893 149 Bernikis Aigialou 

IRSBenlSi¥eiho st early IT Theadelphia 
BGU 1894 sy Theadelphia 

BGU 212 158 Soknopaiou Nesos 

BGU 280 158/9 Karanis 
IRR@hich 158/9 Karanis?   
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P. Col. 1 verso la 160 Theadelphia b 
P. Col. 1 verso 4 138-61? Theadelphia A 

Polydeukia A 

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Theadelphia 7Y 

P. Mich. 224 Ve Karanis @ 

? BGU 2064 [=SB 10761] Ve Theadelphia 
IRRNIIChRPS 173/4 Karanis? A 

P. Aberd. 24 194 Soknopaiou Nesos D 

BGU 277 I Soknopaiou Nesos @ 

SB 5670 I Boukolon b 

SB 11011 I Patsontis A 

BGU 199 verso TI/111 Soknopaiou Nesos D 

BGU 653 207 Soknopaiou Nesos D 
P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 PRI Tebtunis? A 

SRCIFAUIDIUS 

??P. Ryl. 138 34 Euhemeria 
P. Ryl. 148 40 Euhemeria 

P. Mich. 121 recto L.xii 42 Tebtunis 

P. Mich. 121 recto IIL.x 42 Tebtunis @ 

P. Mich. 244 43 Tebtunis a 

P. Mich. 274-5 46/7 Ibion Eikosipentarouron b 

BGU 650 46/7 Arsinoite 

P. Oxy. 2837 50 Oxyrhynchite 

P. Vindob. Tandem 10 54 Euhemeria A 

6. CLAUDIUS’ CHILDREN 

PRy ISIE S 34 Euhemeria 

7. GAIUS 

IEVAChENe? BY Karanis 

P. Ryl. 148 40 Euhemeria 

8. GERMANICUS IULIUS CAESAR 

SB 9150 5 Arsinoite @ 

P. Lond. 445 (11, p.166) 14/5? Bakkhias 
P. Ryl. 134 34 Euhemeria 

P. Ross.-Georg. 11 12 48 Arsinoite 
P. Mich. 540 CaNSE Karanis 

P. Hamb. 3 74 Philadelphia 

P EPhil. =119 1/1I Philadelphia @ 

IZRRy/ 180/ early II Psenyris A 

P. Mich. 374 mid II Ptolemais [Nea]    
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P. Mich. Diss. Michael. 14 152 Karanis 

RR@ol[EYouicios 155762 Arsinoite 
BGU 1894 57 Theadelphia 

BGU 160 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea] 
BGU 441 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea] 
IRR@hicHG) 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea] 
RS @hicll0) 158/9 Kerkesoukha 
IR @hicEsil 158/9 Kerkesoukha 

2R @hicRl) 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea] 
RS @hrcEsi 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea] 
BN @o[SIRVErSsORIa 160 Theadelphia 

i Bel Feiliz 0D 164 Lagis 

P. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos 

Ptolemais Nea 

P. Mich. 224 6728 Karanis 

P lTouvic my 

[Kolonat, p. 121] 11 Arsinoite? 
BEGalesinveos4 1I Arsinoite 

BGU 810 208 Soknopaiou Nesos 

9. GERMANICUS’ CHILDREN 

SB 10536 25/6 Tebtunis 
! P. Sorbonne inv. 2364 25/6 Philadelphia 
) P. Med. 6 26 Theadelphia? 
{ Philoteris 
! Theoxenis 
| 8B G R4 II Soknopaiou Nesos 

10. LIVIA DRUSILLA 
(=LIVIA AUGUSTA=IULIA AUGUSTA) 

SB 9150 5 Arsinoite 
P. Lond. 445 (11, p. 166) 14/5? Bakkhias 
IRSSocRI02S] 5 Tebtunis 
SB- 10536 25/6 Tebtunis 
P. Sorbonne inv. 2364 2576 Philadelphia 
P. Med. 6 PG Theadelphia? 

Theoxenis 

Philoteris 
PE Ryl 126 28/9 Euhemeria 

? P. Mich. 560 46 Karanis 
P. Vindob. Tandem 10 54 Euhemeria 
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11. CLAUDIA LIVILLA 
(=LIVIA IULIA=LIVIA DRUST) 

PRyl 127 29 Euhemeria 
P. Ryl. 138 34 Euhemeria 

? P. Mich. 560 46 Karanis B 
?BGU 277 I Soknopaiou Nesos E; 

12. LIVILLA’S CHILDREN 

P. Ryl. 138 34 Euhemeria 

13. VALERIA MESSALINA 

SB 6019 early I 
P. Ryl. 684 I 
P. Rainer inv. ? 

[Wessely, Karanis, p. 4] 
P. Flor. 40 162/3 Hermopolite 
CPR 243 224/5 Ankyronon (Herakl.) AB 
P. Ryl. 87 early III Ankyronon (Herakl.) a 

14. NERO 

P. Lond. 280 (11, p. 193) 55 Herakleia BE | 
BGU 181 S Arsinoite 

15. TIBERIUS 

P. Ryl. 134 34 Euhemeria A 
?P. Ryl. 138 34 Euhemeria 
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II. THE FLAVIANS 

1. VESPASIAN 

  

P. Strassb. 267 126-8 Psenyris 

B BerlminyasiS29 

EeSBEL05ID 138/9 Arsinoite 

P. Med. 65 139-49 Epipolis? 

P. Soc. inv. 1345 recto early II Arsinoite 

BGU 1636 155/6 Theadelphia? 

BGU 189%4 157 Theadelphia 

P. Rein. inv. 2062 161-80 Mendesian 

P. Acad. fr. 14 161-80 Mendesian 

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 recto 164/5 Theadelphia 

P. Berl. Leihg. 4 recto 165 Theadelphia 

P. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos 

Drymos H. Nesou 

Ptolemais Nea 

Perkeesis 

IPRRyISOIS II Mendesian 

P. Strassb. 551 II Theadelphia 

P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 222/3 Tebtunis? 

P. Oxy. 3047 245 Oxyrhynchite 

BGU 1646 I Philadelphia 

PRLRYS 

IS BErlsinvARISIS DY) 

+SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite 

BGU 18%4 157 Theadelphia 
BGU 979 161 Mendesian 

BGU 980 161 Mendesian 

P. Rein. inv. 2062 161-80 Mendesian 

IRRBcrlSleihgsiStecto) 164/5 Theadelphia 

P. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos 

Drymos H. Nesou 

Ptolemais Nea 

Perkeesis 

SB 10893 I Mendesian? 

P. Ryl 215 I Mendesian 
P. Strassb. 551 11 Theadelphia 
P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 PP Tebtunis? 

IR o R8s a early III Arsinoite 

?? P. Oxy. 62 242 Oxyrhynchite 

P. Oxy. 3047 245 Oxyrhynchite 
P. Athen. 30 verso 111 Arsinoite 
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III. FORMER OWNERS OF JULIO-CLAUDIAN 
AND FLAVIAN PROPERTIES 

1. CLAUDIA AKTE 

REREIn S nvs2062 161-80 Mendesian 
SB 10893 11 Mendesian? 
P. Ross.-Georg. 11 42 late II Taie (Memphite) 

2. C. IuLIuUsS ALEXANDROS 

P. Ryl. 166 26 Euhemeria 
IRSRYISI26 28/9 Euhemeria 

? P. Vindob. Tandem 10 54 Euhemeria 

2 bis. ALEXANDROS (idem?) 

P. Bour. 42 167 Drymos H. Nesou 

3. ANTHOS 

P. Mich. 555-6 107 Patsontis 
IRSNVIIChES S 116 Patsontis 
BGU 985 124/5 Karanis 
P. Strassb. inv. 1108 ca. 138/9 Soknopaiou Nesos 
SB 10566 199 Soknopaiou Nesos 
P. Mich. 223 IS0 Patsontis 
P. Mich. 224 17273 Patsontis 
B Nlich=295 173/4 Patsontis 
BGU 277 II Soknopaiou Nesos 
IESNlichiss 72 179/80 Karanis 

OIS/ Patsontis 
BGU 199 verso I1/111 Soknopaiou Nesos 
BGU 810 208 Soknopaiou Nesos 
IBR@xya s 160 III Sinary (Oxy.) 

4. CAMELIUS 

P. Mich. 539 55 Karanis 

P. Mich. 524 98 Karanis 

P. Iand. 26 98 Arsinoite 

2R PhilsS10) 1/11 Philadelphia 
SB 4414 143 Psenarpsenesis 
P. Coll. Youtie 63 155/6? Arsinoite 
BGU 104 158/9 Karanis 

BGU 160 158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
BGU 204 158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
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Col. 1 verso 4 

Berl. Leihg. 1 recto 

Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 

Berl. Leihg. 4 recto 

Bour. 42 
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158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
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158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
155870 
158/9 
163/4 
165 
150 
173/4 
173/4 
179/80 
ORIV 

209 

Psenarpsenesis 

Psenarpsenesis 
Psenarpsenesis 
Psenarpsenesis 

Karanis 

Psenarpsenesis 
Karanis 

Psenarpsenesis 
Psenarpsenesis 

Psenarpsenesis 

Psenarpsenesis 

Psenarpsenesis 

Karanis 
Psenarpsenesis 

Psenarpsenesis 

Psenarpsenesis 

Arsinoite 
Psenarpsenesis 

Karanis? 
Karanis 

Psenarpsenesis 
Kerkesoukha 

5. CALVIA CRISPINILLA 

I Kanopias 

6. DIONYSODOROS 

22 

30 

87/8 

94/5 or 

Ao/ 

99 

I/11 

ca. 130 

155/6 

157 
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138-61? 

164/5 

164/5 
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Euhemeria? 
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Arsinoite 
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Theadelphia 
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IRSBer/NIPeihois I Theadelphia 

P. Strassb. 551 II Theadelphia 

P. Gen. 38 207/8 Epipolis 

7. T1. CLAUDIUS DORYPHOROS 

(BRIt 56/7 Herakleia 

PROsl 21 il Karanis? 

P. Strassb. 210 90-6 Seber| 
B CrlSinvasi529 

SRS BRIOSHD 138/9 Arsinoite 

P. Mil. Vogl. 75 144/5 Tebtunis 

P Berl LEeihg. 37 late II 

IRR@hicSS?) 158/9 Karanis 

P. Bour. 42 167 Drymos H. Nesou 

IRSNVIich$028 171/2 Karanis 

P. Mich. 224 728 Karanis? 

SB 10892 after 188 Arsinoite 

SB 10893 I Mendesian? 

P£: Ryl. 387 II 
SB 9205 11 Theadelphia 

SB 11011 II Psenarpsenesis 

P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 RPP/E) Tebtunis? 

P. Ryl. 99 111 Toou (Herm.) 

8. EROS (cf-12} 21) 

IERIFondsslOSH(ISpRSDf)) early I Arsinoite 
ERBerISIfeihce?9) 

ISR 

P. Phil. 19 
P. Med. 65 
P. Ryl. 207 

BGU 1894 
P. Mich. 224 
IESNIIChSP2S 
IRZSNTichSsi/2 

164 Lagis 

9. FALCIDIUS 

34 

10. TUCUNDUS (cf. 13, 21) 

I/11 Philadelphia 

139-49 Epipolis? 
early II Psenyris 

Herakleia 

157 Theadelphia 
172/3 Karanis 

173/4 Karanis 

179/80 
or 2117/12 Karanis 
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11. IUMER- (=NUMERIUS?) (cf. 21) 

P. Bour. 42 

IRRIFondsl SN (IFSpSs D7) 
BGU 1893 
BGU 1636 
BGU 1894 
PR @olIRVETSORa 

IR Berl SlEeihgs 29 

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 
BRNIIch =298 

P. Phil. 19 
P. Med. 65 
P. Ryl. 207 

BGU 1894 

P. Mich. 224 

P. Mich. 225 

IRSNVITchSsi72; 

P. Rein. inv. 2062 

P. Acad. fr. 14 

- Rein. inwy. 2062 

. Acad. fr. 14 

. Strassb. 299 recto 

. Ryl. 427 fr. 15 

RIS A DS 00 RS
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P. Hamb. 3 

P. Berl. iny. 11529 

+SB 10512 

PRy 487 

BGU 1893 

167 Drymos H. Nesou 

12. KHARMOS (cf. 8, 21) 

early I Arsinoite 

149 Bernikis Aigialou 

IS5/ Theadelphia? 

157 Theadelphia 

160 Theadelphia 

164 Lagis 

164/5 Euhemeria 
167872 Karanis? 

13. KHRESIMOS (cf. 10, 21) 

I/11 Philadelphia 

139-49 Epipolis? 

early II Psenyris 

Herakleia 

157 Theadelphia 

iI¥7278 Karanis 

173/4 Karanis 

179/80 
or 211/12 Karanis 

14. KHRESTOS 

161-80 Mendesian 

161-80 Mendesian 

15. LATINUS 

161-80 Mendesian 

161-80 Mendesian 

11 Mendesian? 

1I/111 Mendesian 

1I/111 Mendesian 

16. LURIUS 

74 Philadelphia 

138/9 Arsinoite 

145 Bernikis Aigialou 
149 Bernikis Aigialou 
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SBi 10527 

P. Athen. 19 

BGU 105 

BGU 284 

= @hict 3?2 

Chic. 36 

Chic. 39 

Chic. 41 

Chic. 43 

Chic. 48 

Chic. 49 

Chic. 50 

Chic. 78 

Chic. 87 

Berl. Leihg. 29 

Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 
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P. Mich. 274-5 

P. Aberd. 29 
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IRSSR7Io1 /| 

BGU 181 

SB 7742 [=10947] 

P Hamb. 3 

IRSRhIESI) 

IRy 07 

B Benl. inv. 11529 

e SBROSID) 

SB 4414 

BGU 889 

SB 8972 

BGU 2286 

BGU 1894 

B @GURISYS 

PR @LICHS 

i¥8 

152/3 
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158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
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158/9 
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158/9 
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173/4 
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II 
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II 

Tebtunis 
Arsinoite 

Psenarpsenesis 

Psenarpsenesis 

Karanis 

Psenarpsenesis 

Psenarpsenesis 
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Psenarpsenesis 

Psenarpsenesis 

Psenarpsenesis 

Psenarpsenesis 

Karanis 

Psenarpsenesis 

Lagis 

Euhemeria 

Hiera Nesos 
Ptolemais Nea 

Karanis? 

Karanis? 

Kerkesoukha 

Kerkesoukha 

Polydeukia 

Arsinoite 

Psenarpsenesis 

GAIUS MAECENAS 

44 
46/7 
48/9 
50/1 
56/7 
ST 
5T 
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I/11 
early II 
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157 
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P. Chic. 42 158/9 Karanis 

PR @hic6l! 158/9 Kerkesoukha 

IR @hIcR65, 158/9 Kerkesoukha 

IRR@hicHSil 158/9 Karanis 

P. Hamb. 34 159/60 Euhemeria 

IR @ColnIsversorlia 160 Theadelphia 

P. Osl. 26a 163/4 Psenarpsenesis 

IR BerlSlciho®29 164 Lagis 

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Polydeukia 

Euhemeria 
P. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos 

Drymos H. Nesou 
PiMich5 223 17172 Karanis? 
P. Mich. 224 i1\72/8 Karanis 

Psenarpsenesis 
P. Mich. 357A+B 173/4 Karanis 

Psenarpsenesis 
P. Mich. 225 173/4 Karanis? 
B Mich! 372 ©179/80 Karanis 

o1eI8V/AD) Psenarpsenesis 
P. Tebt. 343 11 Arsinoite 
P. Ryl. 383 11 Neiloupolis 
SB 11011 II Karanis 
P. Aberd. 50 cas2 02} Psenarpsenesis 

18. MENATIUS or MENAS 

P. Lond. 900 (III, p. 89) 94/5 or 

110/11 Theadelphia 
P. Col. 1 verso 4 138-61? Theadelphia 
BGU 1894 1577 Theadelphia 

2BGU 1895 15 Theadelphia 
P. Col. 1 verso 1la 160 Theadelphia 
P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Theadelphia 
P. Strassb. 551 II Theadelphia 

19. (TL. CLAUDIUS?) NARKISSOS (cf. 7) 

IE Ryl 56/7 Herakleia 
WChr. 176 54-68? Soknopaiou Nesos 

20. ONESIMOS 

P. Ryl. 207 early II Neiloupolis 
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21. M. ANTONIUS PALLAS 

BRI ond 1958 (TS pEsl2a) early I Arsinoite B 

AR /IS W74 56/7 Herakleia A 

IBRRhISS 1/11 Philadelphia © 
BRI 07 early II Psenyris A 

Herakleia A 

RRBeilSnvais29 
ESBRIOSHE) 138/9 Arsinoite A 

P. Med. 65 139-49 Epipolis? b 
BGU 1894 15y Theadelphia C 

BGU 438 158/9 Karanis A 

Berl. Leihg. 29 164 Lagis A 

IS BerlRIPcilio S RVETs0] 164/5 Euhemeria A 

P. Bour. 42 167 Drymos H. Nesou A 

P. Mich. 224 15278 Karanis AC 
P. Mich. 225 173/4 Karanis C 

P. Mich. 372 179/80 Karanis A 
or 211/12 Psenarpsenesis A 

22. (GAI1US?) PETRONIUS 

2V RS Ryl 127 29 Euhemeria E 
BGU 650 46/7 Arsinoite 

SB 9224 50/1 Philadelphia 

?? P. Hamb. 101 111 Oxyrhynchite 

23. GALLIA POLLA (cf. 21) 

2 Pi Coll. Youtic 19 44 Arsinoite 

IESTEond sl OSE(IISpas ) early I Arsinoite B 

RSB CrlnVAsIbSP/) 

+SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite A 

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Euhemeria A 

P. Mich. 224 173/4 Karanis? A 

(BSNMichRa /2 179/80 Karanis A 

O2NISIVAl) Psenarpsenesis A 

24. RUTILLIUS 

SB 4226 early I 

25. T1. CLAUDIUS SARAPION 

P. Lond. 280 (IL, p. 193) 55 Herakleia BE  
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REOXY2873 
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. Yale inv. 443 
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BRI pSIRINS 
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BGU 1894 

BGU 104 

BGU 172 

REhicTS 

Chic. 16 

Chic. 18 

Chic. 26 

@hicR8sS 
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Col. 1 verso la 

. Rein. inv. 2062 

. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 9
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. Aberd. 152 
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Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 

S ElorS337 

Ryl. 99 o
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26. L. ANNAEUS SENECA 

62 
74 
83 
89 
late I 
85/6 or 

101/2 
94/5 or 
110/11 

early II 

188 

138/9 
154/5 
1557 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
160 
161-80 
164/5 

167 

§A2 

7278 

173/4 

1I 

ca. 202 

P28 

early ITT 

111 

Oxyrhynchite 
Philadelphia 

Oxyrhynchite 
Oxyrhynchite 
Herakleopolite? 

Hermopolite 

Theadelphia 

Psenyris 
Monimou Topoi (Oxy.) 

Arsinoite 

Karanis _ 

Theadelphia 

Karanis 

Karanis 

Karanis 

Karanis 

Kerkesoukha 

Kerkesoukha 

Karanis? 

Karanis 

Karanis 

Karanis 

Karanis 

Karanis 

Theadelphia 

Mendesian 

Theadelphia 

Euhemeria 

Hiera Nesos 

Drymos H. Nesou 

Ptolemais Nea 

Perkeesis 

Karanis? 

Karanis 

Patsontis 

Karanis? 

Arsinoite 

Karanis 

Tebtunis? 

Arsinoite 

Toou (Herm.) 
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27. SEVERUS 

P. Lond. 900 (III, p. 89) 94/5 or 
110/11 Theadelphia A 

IRESRyIE2 0 early II Neiloupolis A 

IRSBenl S invEliS29, 
+SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite A 

BGU 1894 1557 Theadelphia B 
BGU 31 158/9 Kerkesoukha A 

= @hicEl) 158/9 Kerkesoukha A 

IR @hicRLy 158/9 Hiera [Nesos] A 
IREG@hicsoS 158/9 Kerkesoukha A 
IBRChicRGH 158/9 
B @hicH6 158/9 Kerkesoukha A 
RS @hica7 158/9 Kerkesoukha A 

P. Col. 1 verso la 160 Theadelphia B 
P. Col. 1 verso 4 138-61? Theadelphia A 

PR Berl=Ecihg =538 161-69 Theadelphia A 
P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Theadelphia A 

P. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos A 
P. Mich. 224 173/4 Kerkesoukha AB 

P. Mil. Vogl. 251 II Tebtunis BE 
P. Strassb. 551 11 Theadelphia 

BGU 835 2114, Hiera [Nesos] A 

28. SOKRATES 

B BerlFEeihgi 1Verso 164/5 Euhemeria A 

 



  

Appendix Three 

Note on the Procurator Usiacus 

Unlike other high officials of Roman Egypt who have received, or are still receiving, close 

scrutiny and detailed examination, the procurator usiacus shares a common fate with his 

counterpart, the dioiketes: neither has been the subject of a systematic and exhaustive study. In 

recent years a number of valuable remarks regarding the administration of the ovolaxdg Adyog 

were made; but emphasis was placed upon the officials of the local level, the subject was not 

treated in full detail, and hardly anything was said about the procurator usiacus.' 

For the role and the competence of the procurator usiacus, as well as for his exact position 

within the hierarchy of the high functionaries in Egypt, we must still depend on what Wilcken 

wrote in 1912.> But even he was at times fallible, and more information is currently available to 

the scholar. As far as a working list of procuratores usiaciis concerned, Rostovtzeff’s roster is 
hopelessly out of date, and in Pflaum’s lists the freedmen usiaci are naturally excluded, while 

among the equites we encounter some otherwise unknown as well as some private (e.g., BGU 

926) procurators, all grouped under an all-inclusive ‘“Procurator in Aegypto.’” 

There is also a tendency of late to regard the office of the procurator usiacus as a catch-all, a 

title to be bestowed upon any procurator who is no more specifically defined than as 6 xpdtioTOg 

én{tpomog, or émitpomog ZeBaotod, or one who is otherwise unknown and whose functions are 

somewhat difficult to classify and attribute to other officials. We have thus reached the point 
where there are, in the literature on the subject, three persons competing for the office of the 

procurator usiacus in 201, namely Claudius Diognetos, Aurelius Felix and Publius Cerialis. It is 

possible that not one of them actually ever held that office. Such a state of affairs has naturally 

beclouded the entire matter and has further resulted in the creation of an official whose powers 
and competence extend far beyond the administration of the patrimonium. 

There exists, then, a very real need for a detailed study of the ovoloxdg Adyog purely as a 

branch of the administration, and of the procurator usiacus as its head. This short note cannot, of 

course, claim to meet it: the entire matter is outside the scope and the chronological limits placed 

upon this study, since the creation of the ratio usiacain Egypt heralded the end of estates privately 

owned by the emperors. I should like, nonetheless, to point out some flaws in the currently 

accepted theories; to present an updated list of the individuals who have valid claims to the title of 

the procurator usiacus; and to point out some troublesome areas that require further 

investigation. 

1. See, e.g., Tomsin, “Le recrutement,” passim, and 3. Rostovtzeff, DEAR 111, 1922, p. 100; H.-G. Pflaum, 

Kuhnke, Odowoxn I'f), esp. pp. 74 ff. Les carriéres procuratoriennes équestres sous le haut-empire 

2. Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 154 f., 158. romain II, 1961, p. 1085.
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Firstly, there is the question of the duration of the existence of the department. In Chapter 

11, I gave my reasons for arguing that the ratio usiaca was the creation of the Flavians, and more 

precisely of Vespasian. I also believe that there is every reason to posit that it was dissolved by 

Diocletian. This brings us to a very confused period, during which many imperfectly understood 
changes took place.* With regard, however, to the odowaxog Adyog, the situation is as follows: 

(a) Fourth-century references to ovoiaxt yij are quite rare; I know only of P. Flor. 64 and 94, P. 
Cairo Preis. 4, and CPR 19. It is interesting to note that in the papyri of the Isidoros archive (P. 

Cair. Isidor.) the term does not occur even once, even though all 146 documents deal with 

Karanis, a village once surrounded by extensive tracts of patrimonial land. (b) During the fourth 

century we do not encounter ovoLaxol YewEyol any more than we do dnudoior, foothirol or 
mpooodixoi; and while land is still referred to as being, or as having been, either royal or private, 

there can be little doubt that all rural areas, regardless of how they were styled, were in private 

possession by the end of the third century.” It is very likely that the term “‘royal land”” was a generic 

one at this time, comprising all categories of public land known during the Roman occupation. 

(c) Our latest reference to the ratio usiaca comes from 285 (P. Oxy. 2228).° All available 

information, therefore, points to a discontinuation of the department with the Diocletianic 

reform. 

Secondly, there is the question of the position of the department within the administration of 

Egypt and its connection, or lack thereof, with the res privata. Noticing that some ovoiau were 
administered by the Tauietov after their confiscation, and that these tautaxol ovoiow appear for 

the first time by the very end of the second century, Wilcken advanced the theory that the 

assignment of properties belonging to the emperor after their confiscation (ovotav) to the fiscus 

(tapuelov) came about as a result of the changes in the financial administration of Egypt that took 

place during the reign of Septimius Severus — the emperor, Wilcken believed, responsible for the 

creation of the res privata.’ 

Now, as I indicated in Chapter II, there is no evidence whatsoever that any additions were 

made to the odoLomndg AOyog after its creation by Vespasian. But beyond that, we also know now 

that the emperor’s res privata was not the creation of Septimius Severus: the celebrated phrase 

tuncque primum privatarum rerum procuratio constituta est, of H. A. S., Sept. Sev. 12.4, is 

another of the groundless statements one is apt to encounter in that uneven work. The publication 

of an inscription that gives us the cursus of T. Aius Sanctus (AE 1961, no 280)° reinstated CIL 

VIII 8810 as an indisputable witness and moved the date of the first evidence for the existence of 

the res privata to the reign of Antoninus Pius.” Whether this emperor was the originator of the 

department I would deem totally immaterial for the present study. 

We should also keep in mind that, whatever may have been happening in the rest of the 

empire, there exists for the moment no evidence for the presence of a res privatain Egypt before 

the Diocletianic reform; after which both the magistri and the procuratores privatae make their 

4. This is not the place to enumerate or evaluate them. The 

reader is referred to J. Lallemand’s excellent L’administration 
civile de ’Egypte de I’avénement de Dioclétien a la création du 

diocése. Contribution  I'étude des rapports entre I’Egypte et 

P’empire  la fin du III° et au IV siécle, 1964. 
5. See H. C. Youtie and A. E. R. Boak, P. Cair. Isidor. 3 

introd., with evidence and bibliography. 

6. The Annius Diogenes of ca. 302 (P. Soc. 1125; SB 

4421; BGU620) is not a procurator usiacusas G. Vitelli (P. Soc. 

1125 introd.) and E.P. Wegener (P. Oxy. 2228 introd.) thought. 

His title is now given in P.Oxy. 3031.2 (302) as énitoomog 

“Enctovoutog. 
7. Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 154 f. 

8. See the original publication, with discussion, in L. 

Moretti, “Due iscrizioni latine inedite diRoma,” RFICN.S. 38, 

1960, pp. 68 ff. 

9. See esp. H. Nesselhauf, “Patrimonium und res privata 

des rémischen Kaisers,” Historia-Augusta-Colloquium, 1963, 

pp. 73 ff. (reconstruction of CIL 8810 on p. 76, n.9), and A. 

Masi, Ricerche sulla “res privata” del “princeps,” 1971, p. 12 ff.  
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appearance.'’ Too, the equation odoia = Partimonialgut does not hold true unless the estate is 
part of the ovolondg Adyog, as I attempt to demonstrate in Chapter 1. Pace Rostovtzeff,"! the 
phrase mpdtegov Tov delva does not automatically indicate that the current owner of the land in 
question is the emperor, or that the estate belongs to the res privata.'? The phrase mp4teov T0D 
detva vuvi 8¢ 10D iepwTdTou Tameiov has nothing strange or extraordinary about it. It is 
paralleled by dovoar dvakngdeioan eig 10 Tapeiov (BGU462.12), and this is in turn paralleled 
by dovoar dvaingdeiool eig Baothuxny yijv (P. Tebt. 302.7) and by £d4qn dvelknuuéva gic T 
dmudoov (BGU 1200.6)." 

Thirdly, the vexing question of the position of the procurator usiacus within the echelons of 
the Egyptian administration. This may be thought of as an unnecessary task, since it is now 
generally accepted that the procurator usiacus was the subordinate of the idios Iogos. No one, 
however, has endeavored to justify such a close association between two departments that dealt 
with fundamentally different matters, the idios logos being responsible for sporadic and irregular 
sources of revenue, the procurator usiacus dealing with the regular and stabilized revenues of the 
patrimonium. If, as is commonly and, I believe, correctly, agreed, the fiscusand the patrimonium 
were the two main branches of financial administration in Egypt, it is at best mildly surprising to 
find the dioiketes responsible to the prefect and the procurator usiacus accountable to the idios 
logos. The constant references to dLoixnoig xol ovoLaxd in a great number of accounts of grain 
collection, for example, should rather indicate that both the dioiketes and the usiacus were 
independent heads subordinate only to the prefect, the official in charge of the entire financial 
administration of the province. 

The suggestion that the procurator usiacus was the subordinate of the idios logos was made 
at a time when it was believed that the idios logos was the chief administrator of the imperial 
properties, while the then current controversy was whether he was in charge of the patrimonium 
or of the res privata."* Under the circumstances, to place the procurator usiacus under the idios 
logos was a sound and logical idea, although solid documentation or proof was lacking. 

We now know, of course, that the idios logos was neither the patrimonium nor the res 
privata; that it was a “‘special,” not a “‘private” account. Many still feel, however, that the reasons 
which compelled Wilcken and others to hold that the usiacus was the subordinate of the idios 
logosretain their validity.” No new material directly pertaining to this question has come to light. 
In fact, the evidence that exists now as it existed then is to be found in a single piece of papyrus, 
and the argumentation travels a very circuitous route. In BGU 362.v.9-11 and vii.24-5 (215) we 
encounter an Aurelius Italicus, xpdmiotog &miteomog tdv ovolax®dv Siadeyduevog TV 
aoxteewovvny. The other two documents offered as evidence by Wilcken cannot stand on their 
own but wholly depend on the interpretation we give to BGU 362. In WChr. 81.4-5 (197) we 
meet a Claudius Diognetos, éritgomog Zefaotod diadexdpuevos v doyteowotvy; in WChr 
73.2-3 (247) a npdriotog Mgmv drodeydpevog v doyteomatvny. 

Now BGU 362 may be regarded as incontestable evidence of the fact that the procurator 

  
10. See the brief remarks of N. Lewis, “A New Document 

on the Magister Rei Privatae,” JIP 15, 1965, pp. 157 ff., with 
documentation. 

11. Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, pp. 120 ff. 

12. Wilcken, Grundziige, p. 155, n. 5, had already called 
our attention to this. 

13. Cif. also above, Appendix 1. 

14. As far as I can determine, this interpretation of the 

evidence pertaining to the offices of the procurator usiacus and 
the idios logos was first offered by Hirschfeld in his first edition 

of Verwaltungsbeamten, 1876, p. 43,n.5; cf. the second edition, 
1905, p. 357. It was accepted by the great scholars of the time: 
cf. Wilcken, Hermes 23, 1888, pp. 592 ff. and Ostraka ISpHs93) 
Meyer, “Awixnow,” pp. 156 ff.; L. Mitteis, Rémisches 
Privatrecht bis auf die Zeit Diokletians I, 1908, p. 358. 

15. The first, and still the fullest, discussion of the problem 
is to be found in Wilcken, “Kaiserliche Tempelverwaltung in 
Aegypten,” Hermes 23, 1888, pp. 592 ff.; Meyer, “Aotxnotg,” 
pp. 156 ff., simply repeats, and in his Ostraka I, p. 644, and 
Grundziige, p. 127, Wilcken summarizes, the same evidence.
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usiacus was the subordinate of the idios logos only if it can be proven that (a)it was invariably the 

subordinate of the doytepetg who was called upon to become diadeyOuevos Thv deyLeQwavvny, 

and (b) the idios logos and the dyiepes were combined in one office. The answer to this is given 

by the recently published SB 9658 (193) wherein Modestus, known to have been idios Iogos in 
184 (P. Soc. 928), is described as 6 ®QATLOTOG EOG TM 1Oim Aoy dLadeEGIEVOG ROl TA TEOG THV 
aoyteewotyny (1.23-25) and as 6 yevouevog mEog 1@ 1diw Aéy® %ol TEOG TH) doxLEQWOUVY 
(ii.18-20).' This titulature, unparalleled thus far, shows beyond any reasonable doubt that (a) the 
idios logos and the &oyiepevs were two distinct offices, and (b) the idios logos, just like the 
procurator usiacus, could be called upon to serve as temporary G.QyLeQevs. 

The case of Claudius Diognetos needs further investigation. Granted that he was procurator 
usiacus in 197 (WChr. 81), what evidence do we have that this was also his post in 202-4? His 

activities for that period are well documented: in P. Flor. 278 he is involved in matters of the army, 

specifically the impressment of animals; in P. Giss. 48 he is attested as having made an 6ouopog 

viig; in P. Hamb. 11, P. Aberd. 50, P. Ryl. 596 and 682, P. Oxy. 1113, P. Brooklyn gr. 5 

(Chronique 38, 1963, p. 117) and P. Variae Alex. Giss. 1 (SB10617) he is the author of orders for 

general declarations of unwatered lands. In none of these documents is he called &ritgomog 

ovowox@v; his title is simply xgdtiotog &miteonog T@v xveiwv ZeBaotdv. In none of these 

documents does he deal with the ratio usiaca. If we assume that the actions enumerated above are 

the functions of the procurator usiacus, then we should be willing to assume that the office had 

enlarged its power and sphere of administration to a considerable extent, and that it no longer 

dealt exclusively with the patrimonium. 

In tracing the career of Diognetos, Pflaum' already argued that, if he had ever been 

procurator usiacus, he was so only in ca. 197 (WChr. 81), and that his subsequent title, %QATLOTOG 

gnitoomog TV xvelwv SePacTdv, is precisely the one borne by Marcius Salutarius, a functionary 

invariably coupled with Claudius Marcellus, the rationalis of 245-8 (P. Lond. 1157 [111, p. 110]; 

P. Oxy. 78;2123;2664; P. Leit. 16). These two officials issue orders that encompass a variety of 

fields (notably enough, P. Oxy. 78 mentions orders for the registration of land) but never the 

patrimonium. Pflaum suggested that Salutarius served as adiutor to Marcellus, while in 202-4 the 

adiutor to the rationalis Claudius Iulianus (SB 4639; P. Giss. 48; also P. Erl. 78 [no. 20]?) was 

none other than Claudius Diognetos. 

Now another person appears on the scene, Publius Cerialis (Celearis in the documents) 

whose office is recorded from 198 to 201, i.e. the period during which Diognetos was 

Sradeybéuevog Ty doxieowadvny and perhaps usiacus as well. His activities, however, are those 

of Diognetos when the latter was promoted to the office of the adiutor rationalis: he orders a 

general declaration of unwatered land (BGU2023) and is engaged in an gmioneis yiig (P. Hamb. 

12). There is obviously something fundamentally wrong when two persons appear having strong, 

indeed identical, claims to the title of the usiacus for the same period, when all the evidence 

indicates that there was only one such official at any given time."® 

16. See the original publication of SB 9658 by H. Hunger, 
“Ein Wiener Papyrus zur Ernennung der Priester im romischen 
Agypten,” Acta Ant. Acad. Scient. Hung. 10, 1962, pp. 151 ff. 

and my restorations and discussion in A Prefectural Edict 

Regulating Temple Activities,” ZPE 13,1973, pp. 21 ff. Cf. also 
P. Aberd. 51.11 (II), id{]wv Méywv xai doxieotwv xoiotg, and 

WChr. 72.6-7 (234), where 1| T00 id10A6YOV %01 GEYLEQEWS 
&mutpomy should be understood now in the light of the new 
evidence as the simultaneous holding of two offices by the same 

person. For earlier discussion of this problem see H.S. Jones, 

Fresh Light on Roman Bureaucracy, 1920, pp. 22 ff.; W.G. 

Uxkull-Gyllenband, Der Gnomon des Idios Logos (BGUV:2), 

1934, pp. 5 f.; J. Scherer, “Le papyrus Fouad I* inv. 211,” 

BIFAO 41, 1942, pp. 43 ff.; H.-G. Pflaum, Les carriéres, no. 

247; D. Hagedorn, ‘“Bemerkungen zu Urkunden, 11,” ZPE 4, 

1969, pp. 65 ff.; P.R. Swarney, The Ptolemaic and Roman Idios 

Logos, Amer. Stud. in Pap. 8, 1970, pp. 83 ff., 92 ff. 

17. H.-G. Pflaum, Les carriéres, no. 247. 

18. Attention to the impossibility of having both 

Diognetos and Cerialis as usiaci has also been called by H.  
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Consider now that two declarations of unwatered land were made in 244/5 not in 
accordance with the orders of a procurator usiacus, but of an Aurelius Antoninus, who bears the 
title 6 xpdTL0TOG WEOG TOlS EmioxéYeaLy (P. Oxy. 970 and 3046). On the other hand, a Claudius 
Alexandros, who bears the title borne by Diognetos and Cerialis, i.e. & %QATLOTOG ET{TEOTOC TAV 
#wueiwv Zefaotdy, and who is expressly stated to have had the same office as the latter, made an 
émioxeis yiig in 206/7 and subsequent ones in 208/9 and in 209/10 (P. Hamb. 12). We also 
know of an Aurelius Maximus, 6 ®04TL0T0g ROG TOlS Emoxépeoy of ca. 223 (P. Soc. 1066; this 
name should be restored also in P. Erl. 24 verso [no. 19]). Finally, we come across a Tib(erius) 
Cl(audius) Demetrius, dom(o) Nicomed(ia), v(ir) e(gregius), proc(urator) Augg(ustorum) 
n(ostrorum), item (ducenarius) episcepseos chorae inferioris (CIL'V 7870 = Dessau, ILS6762)." 

An examination of this material leads me to suggest the following. Beginning with the reign 
of Septimius Severus, there appeared an official in Egypt one of whose primary functions was the 
annual examination of the land, both public and private, especially vith regard to inundation or 
absence thereof. To this effect he issued annual proclamations for the registration of uninundated 
lar.ds and conducted inspections, either in person or, one assumes, in most cases through such 
lower officials as éxhoyiotai (P. Giss. 48) and yewpéroou (P. Soc. 1066). We should note that it is 
precisely at this time that the prefect stopped being the only official to issue orders for such annual 
declarations.”® There is no evidence whatsoever that this official was the procurator usiacus: on 
the contrary, all available documents argue against such an identification. The official is a vir 
egregius procurator Augustior Augustorum, as the case may be; his rank that of ducenarius. He is 
sometimes referred to as 6 mEOG TOlg émionéPeoty or similar expressions, but whether this was his 
official, or indeed his sole, title is unknown. He serves in close association with the rationalis, who 
although a ducenariustoo was however vir perfectissimus (P. Lond. 1157 [I1I, p. 1 i0]; P. Oxy.78; 
2123;2664; P. Leit. 16); but whether he was in fact his official adiutor or not is also unknown. 

The following procuratores Augusti, therefore, were not procuratores usiaci: 
1. Publius Cerialis, 198-201: P. Hamb. 12; BGU 2023. 
2. Claudius Diognetos, 202-4: P. Flor. 278; P. Giss. 48; P. Hamb. 11; P. Aberd. S50:P+Riyl. 

596; 682; P. Oxy. 1113; P. Brooklyn gr. 5 (Chronique 38, 1963, p. 117): P. Variae Alex. Giss. 1 
(SB 10617). 

3. Claudius Alexandros, 206-9: P. Hamb. 12. 
4. Aurelius Maximus, 223: P. Soc. 1066; P. Erl. 24 verso [no. 19]. 
5. Aurelius Antoninus, 244/5: P. Oxy. 970; 3046. 
6. Marcius Salutarius, 245-8: P. Lond. 1175 (I, p. 110); P. Oxy. 78;2123;2664; P. Leit. 

16. 
7. Ti. Claudius Demetrius, first half of III cent.: CIL V 7870=Dessau, ILS 6762. 
These seven individuals, then, and the perfectissimus Annius Diogenes already 

mentioned,” should be removed from the roster of the procuratores usiaci — at least for those 
years during which they were holding other offices. 

I believe that there are more names that ought to be removed from the lists of usiaci: 
The Ti. Claudius Blastos, yevpevog énitoomog 1ot ®veiov in CPR 1 (83/4), was almost 

certainly an idios logos. He directed the confiscation and sale of the property of a debitor fisci,” 

Maehler in his note to BGU 2023.7-8, but the problem was not 1963, pp. 117 ff. with bibliography. To her lists add now BGU 
solved. 2022; 2023; 2101; P.Oxy. 3046; 3047. 

19. See esp. A. Stein, Cha ‘isteria Alois Rzach, p. 178; his 21. See above, n. 6. 
reconstruction of WChr. 41.iii.14, however, is doubtful. 22. It is not a case of sale of land of the patrimonium, as 

20. For this and lists see C. Préaux, “Declaration Preisigke, Girowesen, p. 501, thought. 
d’inondation déficitaire du Brooklyn Museum,” Chronique 38, 

  

   

   

                                                      

   

   

            

   
    
    
     



  

   NOTE ON THE PROCURATOR USIACUS 89 

and the fact that the former owner of the property was a wioBwtrg Tivav ovoidv does not make 
Blastos an usiacus.” 

In BGU 156 (201) an Aurelius Felix, 6 xpdtiotog énitoomog, directs the sale of the land of 

another debitor fisci who was not even an ovoiwaxog wodwtic. The fact that a dispensator 

Caesaris is involved in the payment is totally irrelevant.** Rostovtzeff saw in Felix a procurator 

usiacus; Wilcken naturally objected, since he had already placed Claudius Diognetos in that time 
slot.? It is possible to consider Felix as an idios logos or a dioiketes (for the former cf. CPR 1, for 
the latter BGU 8 and 106). 

In P. Col. 1 verso 5 notice is issued that various parcels of land are available for leasing 

according to the orders of IL...lvov Zwxo( ) 10U »paticTtov émitpdmov. Day and Keyes, in a 
lengthy introduction, offered a variety of reasons why this official should be an usiacus, none 

totally conclusive but somehow tempting. But they date the papyrus to 175/6, while the orders 
mentioned therein were issued in 174/5, the usiacus of that year being Ulpius Herakleides. 

I have already given some reasons why the Septimius Serenus and the Claudius Calvinus of 

P. Mich. 616 should be considered as idioi logoi.*® 

Itis only the following, therefore, who are more or less certain cases of procuratores usiaci: 

1. —NUS: CIL X 6000 (142), Jnus lib(ertus) proc(urator) rationis usiacae. It is possible that 

-nus was incorrectly read for -ctus or -ktus, in which case this official is identical with the 

following. 

2. AELIUS EKLEKTOS: P. Oxford 3 (142), "Eyhextdg 6 %0GT10T0g énitoomog; P. Wisc. 

34 and 35 (144), Athog Eyhextog én{tpomog tot xveiov Kaicagog; BGU 891 (144), Athog 

[Exhextdc] 6 %04m0Tog &miteomog Tod xuetov Kaioagog (for the restoration at the end of line 

15 see my remarks in ZPE 11,1973, p. 23); P. Mich. 617 (145/6), 6 »odtiot0g gritoomog (but no 

name); P. Oxy. 3089 (146), "Eyhextos &nitoomog 100 xveiov Kaicoeos. 

3. EIRENAIOS: P. Meyer 3 (148), Eignvoiog 6 tob xvgiov Kaioaog éniteomog; P. Wisc. 

31 (149), Elonvaiog &miteomog to xveiov Kaioopog; P. Bibl. Nat. Suppl. gr. 1374 fr.44 + P. 

Rein. inv. 2062 (no date), tdv Eignvaiov xol SwxQatixol xQovamy. 

4. AELIUS SOKRATIKOS: SB 10527 (152/3), [Afhiog] Zoxatndg & #QATLoT0g 

énitoomoc; APF 2, 1903, p. 562=AE 1903, no. 226=IGRR 1 1325=SB 4231 (153), Athog 

Swnpomxdg &mitpomog Sefaotod; SB 9210 (no date), Smxpoatindg (no title); P. Bibl. Nat. 

Suppl. gr. 1374 fr. 44 + P. Rein. inv. 2062 (no date). 

5.P. AELIUS HILARUS: CIL XIV 2504 (between 161 and 169, or 176 and 180), P. 

Aelius Hilarus Augg(ustorum) libertus qui proc(uravit) Alexandriae ad rat(iones) patrimonii. 

6. FELIX: CIL I1I 53 =Dessau, ILS 8759g (between 161 and 169, or 176 and 1807?), Felix 

Augg(ustorum) libertus procurator usiacus. 

7. ULPIUS HERAKLEIDES: P. Tebt. 317 (174/5), 6 »Q4t10T0g ovolandg Emiteomog 

OtAmiog “Hooxheldng. 

8. CLAUDIUS DIOGNETOS (?): WChr. 81 (197), Khatdiog AL6YvNTog &mitQomog 

Sefaotol dradexduevog Ty GEXLEQWOVVNY. . 

9. AURELIUS ITALICUS: BGU 362 (214/5), Avenhog Ttodlxdg 6 %QATLOTOG 

&iTeOmOC TOV 0VOLOM@Y SLADEYOIEVOS TNV GOXLEQWOVVNY. e 

10. AURELIUS TERPSILAOS: P. Oxy. 3092 (217), Adoniog Tegyilaog EmiTEOmOg 

23. Such was the opinion of Meyer, ““Awoixnotg,” p. 157, 1V, n. 5. o » 
n. 1; Mitteis, MChr. 220 introd.; Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 142 25. Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 142 and “‘Fiscus, DEARIII, 

and “Fiscus,” DEAR 1II, 1922, p. 100. 1922, p. 100. 4 
24. Pace Wilcken, WChr. 175 introd. See above, Chapter 26. See above, Appendix L. 
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ovoLax®dv dtadexduevos nal Td xatd v droixnouwy; P. Oxy. 3103 (226), Aveniiog Tegyihaog 6 

YeEvOuevog mitoomog T@V 0VOLOXMV. 

11. MYRON (?): WChr. 73 (247/8), 6 wupdtiotog Mibowv duadeyduevog v 

BQYLEQWOUVN V. 
Unnamed procuratores usiaci as well as the ratio usiaca are mentioned in the following 

documents: BGU 1047 (ca. 131), where the émvtpom of line ii.11 is the odoraxn; P. Amh. 77 

(139); BGU 599 (IT), where in line 5 either ovolaxoU or émitedmov may be supplied for the 
drotmrod suggested by Wilcken, WChr. 363; P. Giss. 40 (213), where the usiacusmay have been 
Aurelius Ttalicus; P. Strassb. 5 (262); P. Oxy. 1514 (274); 2228 (285); 1274 (III). 

I should like to close this note with a list of the known lower, non-liturgic officials of the 

patrimonium: 

1. Kéotog, yevouevog Bondog tig émtponng (BGU 1047). 

2. ‘Hoaxhag, woyopopdeog ovotaxds (P. Amh. 77). 
3. Athog ®HME, grmpekntig xvorox@v (here =ovotax®dv) xtnudtwv (P. Oxford 3). 

4. AThog “‘Hpdnhertog, Bondog Aikiov "Eyhextot émitpdmov tot ®veiov Kaiocagog (P. 

Wisc. 34). 
5. Emudvuntéds, Bondog Elgnvaiov émitpdmov 1ot xveiov Kaioagog (P. Wisc. 31). 
6. Athog Evtuyms, Bondds (sc. Aikiov Zoxpatixot) (APF2,1903,p.562=AE 1903, no. 

226=IGRR I 1325=SB 4231). 
7. ®AEPLOg PHAME, YEVOUEVOS ETTUEANTHG TiveV ovotaxdv (BGU 1895). 

8.-9. Evyodgrog and "Ayadog Aaipwv, dppueitdiior Thg ovotaxig émteomig (P. Oxy. 

PP.8):
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   Addenda 

Since the submission of the manuscript to the publisher early in 1973, two short but 
important works have appeared, and it is indeed a pity that I have not been able to make use of 
them: R. MacMullen, “Two Notes on Imperial Properties,” Athenaeum 64, 1976, pp.- 19-36, and 
D.J. Crawford, “Imperial Estates,” in M. L. Finley, ed., Studies in Roman Property, Cambridge, 
1976, pp. 35-70 and 173-207. Dr. Crawford and I do not always see eye to eye, but her collection 
of the pertinent evidence is exhaustive, her analysis of it sensitive and penetrating, and her 
conclusions thought-provoking. Some stimulating remarks on my work have already been made 
by Dr. A. Bowman in JRS 46, 1976, pp. 164-5 and 167. 

A number of papyri pertinent to the subject of this book have been also published in the 
meantime. It has proven impossible to make any systematic use of them in the body of the work, 
but they have been incorporated in the collection of the evidence presented in Appendix II. They 
are: BGU 2286; P. Bonn. inv. 4 (ZPE?25, 1977,p.164); P. Coll. Youtie19 and 63; P. Oxy.3089, 
3092,3103 and 3170; SB11011; and P. Vindob. Tandem'10. The last is a particularly important 
text published with a rich commentary; mention is made of an estate to¥ ®]Juoiov Tpeoiov 
Khavd[{Jov [Kaioaos Avrtoxgdtoloos modtegov *Aviovi[ag Zefaotiig] modregov TCatov 
“Tovhi[ov "AleEdvdoou?] (lines 7-10, cf. 64-7); of ovolac Tic Yedg nal xvolag *Ayounmivng 
Zefaotiig (lines 38-9); and of ovoiac Tob Ye0b xai #[velov] Tieoiov Khawdiov Kaicagog 
Ze[Blaotot Teguavixol Adtoxgdrogos mo[étejoov ‘Avtoviag Zefaotiis xal Tovh[ialg 
Sefaotig (lines 40-4), all very likely in the Arsinoite. 

Lastly, three of the papyri mentioned in the Abbreviations (p. viii) have since been 
published by myself: P. Sorbonne inv. 2364 (P. Weill inv. 104) and P. Yale inv. 443 in BASP12, 
1975, pp. 85-92; and P. Sorbonne inv. 2370 (P. Weill inv. 1 14)in EEThess. 15,1976, pp.247-51. 

Page 7, note 16. On &vw and xdrm odoia see also A. E. Hanson in Le monde grec. Homages 
a Claire Préaux, Bruxelles, 1975, p. 610, and P. J. Sijpesteijn, The Family of the Tiberii Iulii 
Theones (Studia Amstelodamensia, V), Amsterdam, 1976, p- 10 with n. 6. 

Page 13, note 45. My correction of P. Oxy.3051.7 has been anticipated by J. C. Shelton; see 
P. Oxy. XLV, p. xviii. 

Page 15. In P. Soc. 1150 (see the revised edition and notes of G. Messeri in M. Manfredi, ed., 
Correzioni e riedizioni di papiri della Societa Italiana, Florence, 1977, pp. 40-9), dated 19 Nov. 
27 B.C., occurs the phrase of wooeot®[t]e[c Tijc dTEQO]V IMetevequeiovs vuvel ¢ Ka[i]oaoog 
AvTtonQdtoo[s viis (lines 5-6). Tijc is indeed a logical and acceptable supplement, but so is 
ovoiag—which would not only admirably explain the presence of TEOECTMTES (see above, p. 53), 
but also present us with the earliest evidence of an estate owned by Augustus in Egypt. 

Page 19, with note 29. On Dionysodoros see also G. Bastianini, Gli strategi dell’Arsinoites 
in epoca romana (Papyrologica Bruxellensia, 11), Bruxelles, 1972, pp. 8, 11-12. 

   

                                  

   

   
   

      

    

   

     

  



ADDENDA 101 

Page 30. Dr. Crawford has drawn my attention to Strabo 17.818, where an island in the 

Thebais particularly productive of the best date is characterized as ueyiotv tehotoa medc0d0V 

Toig fiyeudot - Bacthuxy) yao fv, idudty 8’ 00 uetiv, xal viv 1@V fyeudvov oti. By fiyeudvec the 
Roman emperors could, I suppose, be meant, but it is more natural to understand the word as 

referring to the prefects of Egypt. 

Page 48, note 81 and page 57, with note 44. On P. Med. 6 see now N. Lewis, BASP11,1974, 

pp. 52-4, and Papyrus in Classical Antiquity, Oxford, 1974, pp. 106-8 and 114. 

Page 57, with note 45. On the analogy of P. Oxy.2837.9-10, I would now read P. Mich. 560. 

8-9 év L dtehei(q) dpovoav etc. 
Page 66, no. 9. See now Sijpesteijn’s work mentioned above, addendum to page 7. 

Page 66, no. 10. See further my remarks in Studia Papyrologica 14, 1975, pp. 85-102. 

Page 66, no. 12. See my remarks in EEThess. 15, 1976, pp. 247-51. 

Page 67, no. 21. See further J. F. Gilliam in Mélanges d’histoire ancienne offerts a William 

Seston, Paris, 1977, pp. 217-25. 

Page 74. On P. Athen. 30 verso see my short correction in Hellenica 29, 1976, p. 51. 

Pages 85-6, with note 10. The earliest references to a magister rei privatae are P. Oxy.3247 

and P. Beatty Panop. 1 of A.D. 298. 

Page 87, with note 16. Itis very gratifying to note that P. J. Parsons ( Chronique 49, 1974, pp. 

146-7) has independently reached the same conclusions from SB 9658 as I did. In my note 16 add 

now the important P. Oxy.3263.9-10, tais tot idiov Adyov xal doxrepéng émtroomalis, and see J. 

Rea’s comments ad loc. 
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SISINETS 
S ISR 
OONES SIS 
ORI S110) 
GIEED =73 
62.12.3-4: 26 
6214328 
63.8.3 ff.: 26 
64.4.1: 26 
65.8 ff.: 29 

Dio Chrys., Or. 7.11: 10 

SHES LRI 
BrontoNEpIIES =15 

Harpokration, s.v. ovolog dixn: 10 
HIPASEST S Sept.s Sev.&12.:4:=85) 

Herodian 11.4.7: 27 

Herodotus 2.77.4: 32 

2.149-50: 32 
Hesychius, s.v. ovoio: 10 

Io. Damask., PG 94.564: 10 
Josephus, Ant. 18.205 ff.: 19 

105287 617, 
Juvenal, Sat. 10.15-16: 24 

Paterculus, see Velleius 
Petronius, Cena Trim.: 50 

Philo, Leg. 44: 15 

ad Gaium 2.572: 20 
Philostratus, Vita Apoll. 6.42: 46 

Vita Soph. 1.21 (520): 46 
2.19 (600): 10 

Plutarch, Apophth. Aug. 4.207B: 24 
Pollux, Onom. 6.196: 10 

8.145: 10 
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I. Sources 

A. Ancient Authors 

Seneca, Dial. 3.18: 20 

7.17.2: 24-5 
12.19.4: 25 

IEpRies 2550 

StmaboRITEISI2R(F97) =251l 
IEEIESIR(EIR) S0 

Suda, s.v. ovota: 10 

Suetonius, Aug. 18: 7 
89: 65 
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PSRl 
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Gaius 14.1: 19 
24: 20 

Claudius 44: 23 
Nero 35: 25 
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Galba 15: 26 
Dom. 7.2: 46 

14.2: 46 
Tacitus, Ann. 1.8: 17 
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12769423 
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14.54: 25 
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B. Inscriptions, Coins, Papyri and Tesserae 

(Citations of a textual correction are distinguished by an asterisk) 

AE 1903, no. 226: see SB 4231 

1921, no. 69: 16 

1961, no. 280: 85 
APF 2, 1903, p. 562: see SB 4231 

BGU 8: 67, 89 
BIERCIARE 
63: 66 
84: 33 

102851 
A /A5 R 

105 (WChr. 346): 37, 79 
106 (WChr. 174): 66, 89 
140 (MChr. 373, Sel. Pap. 213): 6 
156 (WChr. 175): 51, 68, 89 
IEORSHAT2TS 
157288 /5882 
IIBTIEES GRS GRS 7.0 
194 (WChr. 84) 63 
199 verso: 48-9, 58, 71, 75 
202: 37, 82 
RUARS/] 

2068 73876! 
210: 66 
IS 7RG} 
212: 49, 70 

262: 66 

2l SR SR SIS SRR/ =) 
230 RS ) 

284: 37, 79 

337 (WChr. 92): 49 
362 (WChr. 96, Sel. Pap. 340, 404): 86, 89 
382: 66 

438: 37, 76, 81 

441: 37, 72 

462 (WChr. 376): 86 
512 (WChr. 362): 66 
DD 2R 
559 (WChr. 363): 45, 90* 
619: 12, 46 

620 (WChr. 186): 85 
622828 

650 (WChr. 365): 13, 16, 53, 56-7, 59 n. 57*, 60 n. 
D37 1581 

653: 49, 71 
655: 6 
708: 76 

810: 48-9, 72, 75 
835: 83 
889: 28 n. 93*, 79 
891: 89* 
926: 84 
06831 
OFOS I BA) 
  

OB O/l 

985: 75 
1047: 18 n. 22*, 49 n. 86*, 55, 55 n. 31*, 69, 90 

1118: 8, 24 

1120: 8 
IHPEERS] 

1125: 24 

1129 (MChr. 254): 8 

1200: 86 
1210 (Sel. Pap.206): see Gnomon of the Idios Logos 
2SI 

1563: 58 

1636: 41-2, 44, 47-8, 74, 76, 78 

1646: 29, 55, 74 

1669: 52, 67 
1730 (Sel. Pap. 209): 10 
1188 R RS G RI O 1/ () 7 eS 

1894: 24 n. 61*, 47-9, 70, 72, 74, 76-83 

1895: 9, 79-80, 90 

1898: 76 
1943: 19 

2022: 88 

2023: 87-8 

2026: 43 
2047: 24, 65 
2064 (SB 10761): 46, 71 

2075: 43 

UIERTONES 

2102: 66 

2126: 66 
2V SH6D] 

2286: 79, 100 

CIG 111 4956: see SB 8248 

4957: see Edict of Ti. Iulius Alexandros 
5069: see WChr. 73 

CIL 1II 53 (Dessau, ILS 8759g): 89 

IV 701, 702 (Dessau, ILS 91): 3 
V 7870 (Dessau, ILS 6762): 88 
VI 143: 23 

1686: 21 

2260: 19 

4016: 16 

4032: 16 
4095: 16 

4124: 24 

4125: 24 

4245: 24 

4336: 18 
4337: 18 
4339: 18 
4341: 18 
4344: 18 

4351: 18 
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8819: 
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108055 
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12402: 
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VIII 8810: 85 
XS5 600891 

6000: 
6666: 
7489: 
7980: 

XII 257: 
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XIV 2060: 27 
2504: 89 
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420a: see P. Pyl. 166 
462b: see P. Strassb. 299 recto 

CPR 1 (MChr. 220): 88-9 
19 (MChr. 69): 85 
243 (WChr. 367): 9, 31, 48, 55, 73 
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Dattari, no. 6506: see SB 6019 
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1263, OGIS 669, SB 8444): 52, 58-9, 67 
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1263: see Edict of Ti. Iulius Alexandros 

1325: see SB 4231 
MChr. 59: see P. Oxy. 486 

69: see CPR 19 
220 ¥sccR@PRA] 
248: see P. Oxy. 506 
252 NsceNB GURIIDO 
B RENSCERINIIC b RSNl 

373: see BGU 140 
376: see P. Amh. 63 
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P. Achmim 6 + P. Bour. 41b: 66 
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P. Beatty Panop. 1: 11, 52011 

28 

P. Berl. inv. 11529 (unpubl.) + SB10512: see SB10512 

11534: see P. Berl. Leihg. 29 

11550 recto: see P. Berl. Leihg. 31 

11550 verso: see P. Berl. Leihg. 33 

11561 recto: see P. Berl. Leihg. 37 

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 (P. Sitol. 1, SB7193) recto: 42-3, 58, 

74, 76 

1(P.Sitol. 1, SB7193) verso: 25, 37,39,42-3,71,76, 

78-83 

4 (P. Sitol. 4, SB 7196) recto: 42, 74, 76



   
P 

P. Berl. Leihg. (cont.) 

5: 39, 41 
18157 
GBE55] 

llo@FsaEys 
18: 25-6 
29 (unpubl.): 
31 (unpubl.): 
33 (unpubl.): 

37 (unpubl.): 

viii, 24, 34, 39, 44, 72, 77-81 
viii, 70 
viii, 83 
viii, 77 

- Bibl. Nat. Suppl. gr. 1374 fr. 44 + P. Rein. inv. 2062 
(unpubl.): viii, 89 

fr. 48a-b (unpubl.): viii 

. Bibl. Univ. Giss.: see P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 
. Bonn. inv. 4 (ZPE 25, 1977, p. 164): 76, 100 
Bour. 41b: see P. Achmim 6 
42: 1 3mn. 437 44= 45 17 050" 9498 316, 

38, 44, 66, 70, 72, 74-83 
Brooklyn gr. 5 (Chronique 38, 1963, p. 177): 87-8 
Cair. Goodsp. 18: 37, 76 
24337276 
Cair. Isidor. 3: 85 

Cair. Preis. 4 (WChr. 379): 28, 32, 85 
565 
80265 

. Chepteliers 20: see P. Strassb. 28 
Chic. (SB, Beiheft 2A) 5: 37, 82 
6T 
7= 87570 
HOEs7 72 
13: 66 

1637880 

13183782 
10928728 
S SE O] 
26 SR80 
2036 
288776 
Bl 
S8 0) 
S5 378D 
BOSSIEO) 
898375579 
41: 37, 79 
42: 37, 80 
438770 
43T RS 
48: 37, 79 
49: 37, 79 
SOEB7E7.0 
SRS 
SO SARD) 
55FST8S 
56: 66 
SiEaS3iT 
60: 66 
61537 

76 

80 

INDEXES 

= 

    
    

     

  

    
   

          

   

     

    

   
   
   
   

   
   

    
   

    

   
   

     

    

   
      
   
      

   
     
   

   

     

     
    
        
    
    

     
   
    
    

     
   
     

     

  

6P FS T 
63: 66 

64: 37, 76 
ORESTARR INED; 
6T 87828 
OEIESART 

8T 26 

VAR RY) 
VoSG 
687 888 
eSS ER GIERS 
(S ESTERO) 
SIS R () 
82: 37, 76 
84: 37, 76 
SRS 7870 

EolN[Ereclos2 880 
1 verso la: 47-8, 71-2, 76, 78, 80, 82-3 
1 verso 4: 71, 76, 80, 83 { 
[RVETSORSERO SR 

IE 1) 

82 j 

. Coll. Youtie 19: 79, 81, 100 

O8RS 0] 
. Erl. 24 verso [no. 19]: 88* 

78 [no. 20]: 87 
. Fay. 23: 46 

38: 68 5 

O RS 870 
60 RN RS 6E T () 
8Z 1PN S 6ES R =8 
RTE(SeENEapRs i) =10 
HOIE=S 
P5IEEss 
RO ORI SiES 

64: 85 
94: 85 

278: 87-8 

8370 ORT AR, 
387: 65 

. Gen. 38 (WChr. 366): 19, 47, 77 
. Giss. 40 (MChr. 377, 378, Sel. Pap. 215): 90 

48: 87-8 
. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 12: 13, 48 n. 79*, 76 

[SES8) 
S2iE2 820 3 SEn S S O S| S E 

L Gro 238 =66 

S HambES 860 A n 610 O R (S S Eo o 
BESPE50 66 
0858 
11: 87-8 i 
2R QW @235 8R 7S 
34: 13, 48, 80 
B 
64: 65 

LOIESIGE = GRS 
REib T oRsI(ER) 
e landa2 6= 408TS   



INDEXES 

P. Karanis: see P. Chic. 

PEEcit=liR(SBI0202):12546; 
14 (SB 10205): 48 
16 (SB 10207): 87-8 

P. Lips. 106: 68 
113: 66 
151581818 115580, 

P. Lond. 194 [II, p. 127]: 66 
TSI pRIP7] 29105185035 SEMAS RS UNS 6577=8 

81 

214 [II, p. 161] (WChr. 177): 67 

280 [IIEpT 193] @ Chr=3 12) 13 2S4S E5085 65505 
35281 

445 [II, p. 166]: 11, 17, 54, 61, 71-2 
900 [III, p. 89]: 39, 41, 70, 76, 80, 82-3 
1157 [II1, p. 110] (WChr. 375, Sel. Pap. 355): 87-8 
1171 recto [III, p. 179]: 8, 44 
1171 verso [III, p. 107]: 58 
1213-15 [II1, p. 121]: 24, 65 
12288 I p=1S9REW.ChE 37.0): 52565567 

P. Louvre (Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 121) (unpubl.): viii, 
187872, 

P. Lugd.-Bat.: see P. Oxford, P. Vindob. Bosw. 

REMeds61GARA SIS 3 o 7esr S 01 
65 (SB 9014): 12, 46 n. 58*, 74, 77-8, 81 

P.Meyer 3: 12, 46, 89 
B=Nichisl2Sre closliss i s/ 

12l e cloRINIPXSIEE A0S SIS 6RntE8 Sx N6 7758wkl 
12881 ectoNGIl! 
223 [ RRS NI 6=0 85 8875 =8 88 () E8D) 
224: 13, 18, 37, 46-7, 71-2, 75-83 
225: 18, 37, 46-8, 71, 75, 77-8, 80-2 
2872 SR67 
244: 11, 61-3, 71 
25 4=5:29 81138163 8715579) 
SIERSSI6BIE6S 
357: 46-7, 76, 79-80 
SFoE R SRR (E] 
374: 71 
524: 75 

559 21 6l on 667,69, 15 
540: 56, 71 
555-6: 75 
SOIERTS 
SE0E19 AT SSSEOThesan=A5:572 -3 8] (it 
582: 60-1, 63 
599: 12, 46 
616: 68, 89 
617: 48, 89 
620852856267 

P. Mich. inv. 358-71,374-5 (ZPE 1, 1967, pp. 163 ff.): 
66, cf. 100 

366/ (ZPE1 51967, p.-165); 7, cf: 100 
1427 (TAPA 101, 1970, p. 491): 60 

P. Mich. Diss. Michael 14: 72 
P. Mil.: see P. Med. 
P. Mil. Vogl. 52: 70 

P 
2 

107 

Vo 0T, 
8iES9) 

88: 59 
98: 45 

167: 59 
196: 59 

251: 45, 47, 55-6, 83 
R @SIRE S D] 
26a: 76, 80 
B8 SGNGY 
40582 

89: 48 
90: 48 
91: 48 

111: 66 
SHR68) 
123::19-20, 3 

136: 9, 45 
1867:859; 

Oxford 3: 9, 89-90 

Oxy. 58 (WChr. 378, Sel. Pap. 226): 11, 52 
628 @Y @hr27.8)= 10 F3 052 OfnsOFEse/ 4 

78: 87-8 
224: 49, 52 
244: 21, 31, 70 
27638 
486 (MChr. 59): 56 
506 (MChr. 248): 32 
513 (WChr. 183, Sel. Pap. 77): 68 
Si8E32) 

GBBERSD) 
6HBSG] 
721 (WChr. 369): 8 
729: 60 
el 
919: 66 

970: 88 
986: 76 
1046: 66 

1113: 87-8 
1124: 60 

12005582 
1208: 32 

195082} 
1274: 90 

197.6:882) 
1434: 28, 58, 66, 68* 
1514: 90 
1530: 66 

1578: 66 
1630: 66 
1634: 32, 66 
686 
1659: 66 
1696: 32 
2123: 87-8 

2134: 32 

5, 53-4, 70 

 



   108 

P. Oxy. (cont.) 
ZIBSIPE NS 61 
2228: 85, 90 
2410: 12, 65 
2566: 66 
2664: 87-8 
DR R8D) 
IS8 

12 8SERINIPAI SIS B 5 6=7 711 
2847: 8 
2854: 67 

12 878 RO TR0 I58a | S 7 ONS ) 
29576 
2958: 43 
2997: 66 
3031: 85 
3046: 88 

3047: 74, 88 
BOSIERTSEnNA SRR 0k 
3089: 89, 100 
3092: 89, 100 
3103: 90, 100 
SilF70RSHNE7S S0 0] 
3247: 101 
3263: 101 

. Panop.: see P. Beatty Panop. 
. Par. 69: see WChr. 41 
. Petaus 44: 43 

WSRO RIRA6) 
76: 9, 12, 46 
(RO A 69 
78RR 657 

P. Phil. 9: 66 
588 
19: 13 n. 43+, 48-9, 70-1, 75, 77-9, 81 

R BPrinct9-68] 

ESN R A BES 5 5187 () 
I RON R LSS 5 87 () 
SRS PRG 
56: 66 

P. Rainer (Wessely, Karanis, p. 4) (unpubl.): 73 

o
l
 

P.Rein. inv. 2062 (unpubl.): viii, 31, 70, 74-5, 78, 82,89 
P. Ross.-Georg. 11 12: 56, 61, 63, 70-1 

IIRADER1PMD GRS S| 
VESBETO 

IZ Ry RS RO RS (D) ) 
98(a) (Sel. Pap. 351): 48 
OO RO KPS (7 3! 
126: 54-6, 72, 75 
1276 I ONSOING /AT s Ril 
128: 67 
129: 76 
131: 65 
BRS8N 
153867 

S R S S A5 GRS 
18565 

  

     

     

     

     
    
     
    

   

    

      

   
   

    

    
    

   

   

    

    
    

    

      

    

      

    
   

  

   

    

   
    

  

   

     

    

    

  

    

   
    

  

   
       
   

  

      

         

     

INDEXES 

8RO En PSS 8= ST ST 874 
140: 54, 56, 70 
141: 54, 56, 63, 70 
145: 53, 67 
146: 67 
148: 11, 20, 53-4, 56, 71 
152867, 

ISFR(SEINEIpRS2):R0880) 
I66X(CPIE420a):89 517 n i 2= 85 DRS8N 6 78 5 
167ER67 
168: 9, 48 
171: 12-13, 22, 45, 54-7, 62, 70, 77, 79-81 
207: 13n. 43*, 24 n. 61*, 25, 71, 77-83 
207a: 6 
SRS 0] 

21588 (R n SRS EAS) (NSS4 
216: 58 
383: 80 
BTN 

427 (15): 78 
427122):'9, 183'm. 42, 25:n. 12¢,:30, 45,78 
561: 68 
596: 87-8 
600: 67 

65815 EnEsili 
682: 87-8 
684: 12, 73 

PSA, PSAA, PSA Athen.: see P. Athen. 
P. Sarap. 2: see P. Strassb. 74 

34: 9,32 

75: see P. Strassb. 78 

PSE. see P. Soc. 
P. Sitol. 1: see P. Ber. Leihg. 1 

4: see P. Berl. Leigh. 4 
P. Soc. 14: 60 

160: 48 
232: 68 
235: 68 
315: 18, 68 
320: 8 
446 (Sel. Pap. 221): 58 
448: 31, 82 
458: 48 
735: 48 
928: 68, 87 

1028: 55-6, 72 
1036: 58, 66 
1066: 88 
1105: 68 
1125: 85 
1129: 8 
1147: 63 
1150: 100* 
1243: 33 

P. Soc. inv. 1345 recto (SIFC43,1971, pp. 144 ff.): 28, 
74 

P. Sorbonne inv. 2364 (P. Weill inv. 104) (BASP 12,   
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1975; p. 87): viii, 17, 54, 62, 72, 100 

2367 (P. Weill inv. 108) (unpubl.): viii, 65 
2370 (P. Weillinv. 114) (EEThess. 15,1976, pp. 247 

f.): viii, 66, 100 
P. Spec. Isag., pl. xi, no. 21: see WChr. 176 
P. Strassb. 5: 32, 90 

10: 67 

25811 

28 (P. Chepteliers 20): 67 
67: 66 
68: 66 

69: 66 
74 (P. Sarap. 2): 52, 65 
78 (P. Sarap. 75): 66 
IS0 AS76) 

210745577 

267: 21 n. 43*, 46-7, 70, 74 

299 recto (CPJ 452b): 25 n. 72*, 30-1, 58, 78 

S2i1=R0) 

551: 42-3, 74, 77, 80, 83 
P. Strassb. inv. 1108 (APF 4, 1908, pp. 142 f.): 48, 75 

P. Tebt. 6 (WChr. 332): 10, 66 
293 (WChr. 75, Sel. Pap. 338): 63 

296 (WChr. 79): 51 
298 (WChr. 90): 25, 49 
302 (WChr. 368): 4, 86 
308 (WChr. 319): 48 

309: 59 
BHIOES0) 

317 (MChr. 348): 89 
343: 12, 45, 47, 80 

369: 43 

401: 55, 70 

503: 34, 46 

609ER128n 36 

700: 10 

P. Thead. 53: 70 
P. Trin. Col. inv. 112: 48, see also SB 10566 

P. Variae Alex. Giss. 1 (SB 10617): 87-8 
PRV arsSIiEES 8 

P. Vindob. Bosw. 1: 25 
P. Vindob. Tandem 10: 69-72, 75, 100 

P.Weill inv. 104: see P. Sorbonne inv. 2364 
108: see P. Sorbonne inv. 2367 
114: see P. Sorbonne inv. 2370 

IR SViscRO:R32 
1987866 

20: 66 
RI/ERG66] 

22: 66 
31: 89-90 
33: 48 

34: 48, 89-90 
35: 48, 89 
37: 48 

P. Wiirz. 11: 9, 48, 76 
P. Yale 69: 66 

P.Yale inv. 254 (unpubl.): 72, 79 
296 (unpubl.): 38 
443 (BASP 12, 1975, p. 91): 31, 82, 100 

SB 3924: 58 
4226: 18, 49, 57, 69, 81 
4231 (APF2,1903,p.562; AE1903,n0.226; IGRR 

1 1325): 55, 89-90 
4414: 13, 75, 79 
4421: 85 
4639: 87 
5670: 12, 46-7, 71 
6019 (Dattari, no. 6506): 10, 22, 73 
7193: see P. Berl. Leihg. 1 
7196: see P. Berl. Leihg. 4 
817S:R61 
7419: 10 
7468: 59 
7742 (=10947): 9, 45, 57, 79 
8008: 10 
8248 (CIGIII 4956, OGIS 665, IGRR1 1262): 58 
8444: see Edict of Ti. Iulius Alexandros 

8971: 32 
8972: 48, 79 
9014: see P. Med. 65 

9150: 17, 49,.53, 71-2 
9205:212 577 
9210: 34, 47, 89 
9224: 16, 56, 60 nn. 60*, 61*, 61, 79, 81 
9387: 66 
9562: 66 
9658: 68, 87, 101 
10202: see P. Leit. 11 

10205: see P. Leit. 14 
10207:- see P. Leit. 16 

10512 + P. Berl. inv. 11529: viii, 13, 28, 39-40, 44, 
74, 77-9, 81-3 

10527: 9, 28, 79, 89 
10535: 65 
OSBRI RS S=6 1872 
10566: 75, see also P. Trin. Col. inv. 112 

10617: see P. Variae Alex. Giss. 1 

10761: see BGU 2064 
10892: 66, 77 
10893: 26, 28, 70, 74-5, 77 
10947: see 7742 
11011: 71, 77, 79-80, 100 

SB, Beiheft 2A: see P. Chic. 

SCINRIpNSPENsceRPRy RIS 
Fi:RscEREROxy 113 

206: see Gnomon of the Idios Logos 
209: see BGU 1730 
213: see BGU 140 
215: see P. Giss. 40 
221: see P. Soc. 446 
226 SceRER@xyES 8} 
242: see WChr. 41 

280: see WChr. 176  
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Sel. Pap. (cont.) 

282: see P. Amh. 77 
BSO8R RsceRch 8003 
340, 404: see BGU 362 
351: see P. Ryl. 98(a) 
355: see P. Lond. 1157 
SIS ScerBRE v R, 
404, 340: see BGU 362 
425: see WChr. 81 

VBP: see P. Bad. 

WChr. 41 (P. Par. 69): 88 
722 (RIRAINCE) 87, 

73 (CIG 111 5069): 86, 90 
75: see P. Tebt. 293 

0 -=sccRRTeb 296 
81 (P. Achmim 8, Sel. Pap. 425): 51, 86-7, 89 
84: see BGU 194 
90: see P. Tebt. 298 
92: see BGU 337 
96: see BGU 362 

170: see BGU 8 
174: see BGU 106 
175: see BGU 156 
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176 (P. Spec. Isag., pl. xi, no. 21): 12, 22, 45, 53, 56, 
59, 80 

177 sees PR ond: 2,14 
ISR SCERRR@ X513 
186: see BGU 620 
23588 e RN amb a2 
Rl secRRe A/ 

278 FScCERR RO xy 07 

312: see P. Lond. 280 
S SCEPTEh =8 )3 
882/ E s BRTiebt 6 
346: see BGU 105 

362: see BGU 512 
363: see BGU 599 
365: see BGU 650 
366: see P. Gen. 38 

S6RSCERGRREVAS 
368: see P. Tebt. 302 
B6EScERRR @ xyaTol 
270 S SceR RN ond 8223 
BYSESECY R ondRIsiS g, 

376: see BGU 462 

S S NScERRE @)y M58 
379: see P. Cair. Preis. 4 

II. Persons and Places 

Adamas, témog or xAfj0oc of, 9 
Aeimnestos, land-owner, 67 
Aelia, seePaetina 
Aelius, see Eklektos, Eutykhes, Felix, Gallus, 

Herakleitos, Hilarus, Sokratikos 
Aemilius, seeRectus 
Agathinos, see Apollonios 
Agathos Daimon, lessee, 12 
Agathos Daimon, OPPLrLEALOg TS 0VoLaxTig 

émrponiig, 90 
Agrippa, M. Vipsanius, estates of, 18 
Agrippa, M. Vipsanius, Postumus, estates of,12,18,69 
Agrippina, lulia, 18, 23; see also Germanicus’ children 
Agrippina, Valeria, andestates of, 18,20, 100 
Agrippina, Iulia or Valeria, estates of, 12,18,20,28, 30, 

34-5,49,57,69-70 
Aius, seeSanctus 
Akousilaos, see Khairemon 
Akte, Claudia, andestates of, 12,26, 28,30-1, 88W/S 
Alexandria, 12, 17,25, 29, 50-1 
Alexandros, s. of king Herodes, 17 
Alexandros, s. of Simon, lessee, 46 
Alexandros, Claudius, proc. Augg., 88 
Alexandros, C. Tulius, alabarch, 17 
Alexandros, C. Tulius, andestates of, 9, 12, 17,28, 34-6, 

2SS SRS RIS 00) 
Alexandros, Ti. Tulius, prefect, 17, 52,58-9,61,67 
Alexandros, seeTheanous 

Alexandrou Nesos, 67 

Alypios, land-owner, 67 
Amarantos, C. lulius, estate supervisor, 52 
Amminon, epoikion, 67-8 

Ammonianos, see Theon/Anthos 

Ammonios, see Atia 

Andromakhis, 40 

Ankyronon Polis, 9,31, 73 

Annaeus, seeSeneca 

Annius, seeDiogenes 
Anoubas, land-owner, 67 
Anoubias (village), 33-4, 70 
Anthos andestates of, 12, 17-9, 28, 31, 34-5, 37, 47-8, 

92 ] 
Antikrates, lessee, 12 

Antonia (major), 20-1- 
Antonia (minor) Drusi andestates of, 17-18, 20-3, 28, 

31,34-5,37-9,41,47-9,51-6,61-3, 70, 100 
Antonia, Claudia, andestates of, 11,20, 22-3, 28, 34-6, 

70; see alsoClaudius children 
Antonia Drusi orClaudia Antonia, estates of, 9,12, 

20-2,34-5,37-9,41,47-9, 55,70-1 
Antoninus, Aurelius, 6 100¢ Tatic Emwonépeoty, 88 
Antoninus Pius, emperor, 18, 85 
Antonius, s. of Theon, lessee, 12 
Antonius, Marcus, triumvir, 3,15,20-1 
Antonius, seePallas 

Aphrodisios, 24   
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Aphrodisios, s. of Aphrodisios, yoauupatedg ovoiag, 52 

Aphrodisios, s. of Zoilos, lessee, 53 
Aphroditopolis, 33-4, 46 
Apia, seelsidora/Apia 
Apias (village), 33,55 

Apion, land-owner, 67 

Apion, s. of Komanos, lessee, 12, 46, 67 

Apol-, land-owner, 66 

Apollonios, dioiketes, 50 

Apollonios, s. of Agathinos, xAfjoog of, 9 
Aponia, seeBerenike 

Aponius, seeSaturninus 
Aristokles, land-owner, 67 

Arsinoite nome, 6-7,9,16-17,19-20,23,29,31-3,35-7, 
39-40,42,44-5,47,52-4,56,59,66-7,69-83 

AsiaMinor, 15,53 
Asklepiades, s. of Ptolemaios, land-owner, 67 

Asklepiades, Iulius, lessee, 12 

Asklepiades, C. Iulius, philosopher, 12 

Asklepiades, M. Tulius, 12 

Athenais, Claudia, land-owner, 66 

Athenodoros, Flavius, land-owner, 67 

Athenodoros, Iulius, land-owner, 67 

Atia (orTapatia), d. of Ammonios, 24 
Augustus andestates of, 3-8, 15-16,20-1,23,26, 100 

Aulon, land-owner, 67 

Aurelius, see Antoninus, Felix, Italicus, Maximus, 

Terpsilaos 
Bakkhias, 33-4,38,46,62,66,71-2,79 
Balbillus, Ti. Claudius, prefect, land-owner, 53,63, 65 

Bellenus, see Gemellus 

Berenicianus, Valerius, lessee, 12 

Berenike, mistress of Titus, 66 
Berenike, Aponia, land-owner, 66 

Berenike, Iulia, land-owner, 52, 66 

Bernikis Aigialou, 33-4, 70,78 

Blastos, Ti. Claudius, idios logos(?), 88-9 

Boubastos, 9,33-4,46, 55, 66,70 

Boukolon (village), 34,47,71 

Bousirite nome, 8 
Britannicus, 22-3; see alsoClaudius’ children 

Burrus, 25 

Caecina, see Tuscus 

Caligula, see Gaius 
Calpurnius, see Tryphon 

Calvia, seeCrispinilla 

Calvinus, Claudius, idios Iogos(?), 68, 89 

Calvisius, see Faustinianus 

Camelius andestates of, 13,21,28,34,37-8,47-9,61-2, 

75-6 
Capito, Cn. Vergilius, prefect, 58 
Cerialis, Publius, adiutor rationalis(?), 84, 87-8 

Cerinthus, Kfjowvdog, slave, 21,31, 52 
Cestus, Bondog T émitooniig, 90 
Cladianus, Perennis, 19 

Cladus, slave or freedman, 19, 52 

Cladus, M. Ulpius Entellianus, freedman, 19 

Cladus, see alsoKlados 

Clara, Norbana, land-owner, 65 

Claudia, see Akte, Athenais, Isidora, Livilla 

Claudius, emperor, andestates of, 9, 11, 16, 20-3, 26, 31, 

34-5,48-9,52-3,57,59-64,71,100 

Claudius’ children, 19, 71: see also Antonia (Claudia), 

Britannicus, Octavia 

Claudius, see Alexandros, Balbillus, Blastos, Calvinus, 

Demetrius, Diognetos, Doryphoros, Drusus, 

Eros, Felix, Iulianus, Macro, Marcellus, 

Narkissos, Polybianos, Sarapion, Syrion, Theon 

Cleopatra, 3,5-7,15,32 

Cnaeus, see Capito 
Cornelius, see Gallus 
Corsica, 25 

Crispinilla, Calvia, andestates of, 26, 34,76 

Crispinillianus, see Tychicus 
Delta (Nile), 22,30-2,44,58 
Demetrios, ®A1j0og of, 9 

Demetrios, s. of Isidoros, droriowmwog odoiac, 61 
Demetrius, Ti. Claudius, proc. episcepseos, 88 
Dinnis, 33 

Diocletian, emperor, 85 

Diodorus, Valerius, 12 

Diogenes, Annius, proc. Heptanomiae, 85, 88 

Diognetos, Claudius, adiutor rationalis, proc. usiacus 
(7),51,84,86-9 

Dionysias, 33,46, 67 

Dionysios, mpogotmg ovoiag, 53 
Dionysodoros, strategos, andestates of, 13,19, 28, 34-6, 

41-2,47-8,76-7,100 

Dioskoros, see Ptolemaios 

Diotimos, ®Afjoog of, 9 
Domitian, emperor, 25, 29,45 

Doryphoros, Ti. Claudius, andestates of, 9, 12-13,22-3, 

28,30-1,34-40,45,47,52,54,57,62,77 
Dromeos epoikion, 9, 55 
Drusilla, Tulia, 18, 20; see also Germanicus’ children 

Drusilla, seeLivia 

Drusus Iulius Caesar, 17, 20; see also Germanicus’ 

children 

Drusus Iulius Caesar, s. of Tiberius, 18-19, 68 

Drusus, Nero Claudius, 17 

Drusus, Ti. Claudius, see Claudius, emperor 
Drymos Hieras Nesou, 17,24, 33-6, 70, 74-8, 80-2 

Eirenaios, proc. usiacus, 89-90 
Eklektos, Aelius, proc. usiacus, 89-90 

Elephantine, 17 

Embres, land-owner, 66 

Entellianus, see Cladus 

Epaphroditos, slave, 21, 52 

Epipolis, 19, 34,46-7,74,77-8, 81 
Epithymetos, Bondog émitodmov, 90 
Eros, 24 
Eros andestates of, 13,23-4,28, 34,39, 52,77 

Eros, Ti. Claudius, a rationibus, 24 

Eros, M. Ulpius, ab epistulis, 24  



   
Esquilinus, collis, 15 
Euandros, s. of Ptolemaios, land-owner, 67 

Eugraphios, 6¢@uxidhiog tiig odotaxiic émitgomic, 90 
Euhemeria, 8-9, 16, 20, 33-4, 44-5, 48, 52-5, 65, 69-73, 

75-6,78-83 
Eusebes, xtijua EvoeBovc, 9, 12 
Euskhemon, oixovéuog odoiag, 52 
Eutykhes, Bondog éitodmon, 90 
F—, Fulvius, dioiketes, 68 

Falcidius, estate of, 45,77 

Faustinianus, Calvisius, idios logos, 68 

Felix, proc. usiacus, 89 

Felix, Aelius, émiuenm)s xvoLomndv xtudtwy, 90 
Felix, Aurelius, idios logos or dioiketes(?), 51, 84, 89 
Felix, Ti. Claudius, freedman, 21, 52 

Felix, Flavius, étiueAn g odolaxdv, 90 
Flavius, see Athenodoros, Felix 

Fulvius, see F— 

Gaius (Caligula), emperor, andestates of, 11, 17-21, 34 

S8l 

Gaius, see Alexandros, Amarantos, Asklepiades, 
Galerius, Gallus, Maecenas, Petronius, Theon, 
Tuscus 

Galatia, 25 

Galba, emperor, 26, 58 
Galerius, Gaius, prefect, 25 

Gallia, seePolla 

Gallus, Aelius, prefect, 3 

Gallus, C. Cornelius, prefect, 3, 30 

Gemellus, L. Bellenus, 68 

Gemellus, Tiberius, land-owner, 68 

Gemellus, see Tiberius Iulius Caesar 

Germanicus Iulius Caesar andestates of, 11-13, 17-19, 
23-4,28-9,34-9,48-53,58,61-2,71-2 

Germanicus’ children andestates of, 11, 17,20,34-5,48 
50-1, 53,55,57,62,72; see alsounder individual 
names (cf. p. 14) 

Grypianus, seelucundus 
Hadrian, emperor, 6, 18 

Heptanomia, 30-2 

Heraklas, nayat00op600g ovotaxde, 90 
Herakleia, 33-4, 45, 55-6, 60, 62,70, 73,77-81 
Herakleides, division of, 36-8, 45-6 

Herakleides, éxMijumtwo douudv, 53 
Herakleides, éxAurtoe ovolagc, 53 
Herakleides, éxMjunto ovolag, 63 
Herakleides, land-owner, 68 

Herakleides, Ulpius, proc. usiacus, 89 

Herakleitos, Aelius, Bon®og émitebmov, 90 
Herakleopolis, 33 

Herakleopolite nome, 9, 22, 31, 66, 73, 82 
Heras, 25 

Herieus, s. of Satabous, lessee, 56, 59 
Hermas, éhouwcv ‘Epudewg, 9,45 
Hermopolite nome, 9, 22,47, 65-6,73,77, 82 
Hermoupolis Magna, 22,32, 65-7 
Hermoupolis Parva, 40 
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Herodes, king, 17 

Hiera Nesos, 24, 33-8, 66,70, 72, 79-80, 82-3 
Hiera Sykaminos, 30 
Hilarus, P. Aelius, proc. usiacus, 89 

Horion, s. of Petosiris, &rwolvowpog ovoiag, 61, 63-4 
Ibion Eikosipentarouron, 9,33-4,44-5,71,79 

Isidora/Apia, Claudia, land-owner, 66 
Isidoros, see Demetrios 
Isis Taposirias, temple of, 66 
Italicus, Aurelius, proc. usiacus, 86, 89-90 

Iucundus andestates of, 24,28, 34-5,37,52,77 

Tucundus Grypianus, 24 

Tulia, 19; see alsoLivia Drusi’s children 

Iulia, see Agrippina, Berenike, Drusilla, Livia, Livilla, 

Polla 
Tulianus, Claudius, rationalis, 87 

Tuliopolis, 33-4,47 

Iulius Caesar, 6, 23 
Iulius, see Alexandros, Amarantos, Asklepiades, 

Athenodoros, Drusus, Germanicus, Nicanor, 

Theon, Theon/Tryphon, Tiberius 

Iumer-, seeNumerius 

Tustus, land-owner, 66 

Kallimorphos, land-owner, 66 

Kallistrates, s. of Kallistrates, 100e0tég xv@v, 53 
Kanopias, 33-4, 76 

Karanis, 16, 18, 33-4, 36-8, 46-9, 57, 62, 65-6, 70-3, 
75-82,85 

Kerkeesis, 35-6 

Kerkeosiris, 53 

Kerkesoukha, 33-4,37-8, 46, 72,76, 79-80, 82-3 
Khairemon, s. of Akousilaos, TEOETTMS 0OVoiag, 53 
Kharmos andestates of, 12-13, 23-4, 34-5,37,39,41-2, 

52,78 
Khresimos andestates of, 24, 28, 34-5, 375524 8] 
Khrestos andestates of, 25, 28, 30- IS8 ENSPNTS 
Klados, 19 

Klados, see alsoCladus 

Komanos, dwoed of, 6 

Komanos, see Apion 
Kronion, seePtolemaios 

Kynopolite nome, 21, 31 
Lagis, 33-4,39-40, 72,77-81 
Latinus, actor mimicus, 25 
Latinus andestates of, 12-13, 25, 28, 30-1, BB ASNSDWIS) 
Leon, mpovonmig, 16 
Leukopyrgites Ano, 65 
Limnaios, s. of Limnaios, &nitoomog, 52 
Livia (=Livia Drusilla = Livia Augusta = Julia 

Augusta) andestates of, 6, 9, 1615 ONPI S 
23,33-5,38,47-51, 52-3,55,57,61-2, 72, 100 

Livia Drusi (=Livia Iulia = Claudia Livilla) andestates 
of, 18-19,23, 34,45, 50, 52-5, 57, 62, 68,73 

Livia Drusi’s children, 9, 19, 34, 45,50, 54,73; see also 
Iulia and Tiberius Iulius Caesar Gemellus 

Livia Iulia, see Livia Drusi 
Livilla, Claudia, seeLivia Drusi   
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Livilla, Iulia, 18; see also Germanicus’ children 

Longinos, land-owner, 67 

Lucifer, oixovépog, 51 
Lucius, see Gemellus, Rectus, Seneca, Septimius, 

Severus, Terentius 

Lurius andestates of, 9, 12-13, 16, 23-4, 28-9, 34-40, 

47-8,51,78-9 
Lurius, Marcus, 16 

Lycarion, see Thermoutharion 

Macro, Claudius, 26 

Maecenas, Gaius, andestates of, 9, 12-13,15-16,23-4, 

28-9,34-40,45,47-8,50-1, 60-2, 64,79-80 

Magdola, 44 

Magdola Orou Samoou, 66 
Magius, seeMaximus 
Maharraga, 30 
Mamertinus, M. Petronius, prefect, 58 

Marcellus, Claudius, rationalis, 87 

Marcius, seeMoesianus, Salutarius 

Marcus, see Agrippa, Antonius, Asklepiades, Cladus, 

Eros, Lurius, Mamertinus, Maximus, Pallas, 

Rufus, Saturninus 

Mariamne, w. of Herodes, 17 

Maron, s. of Pylades, 60-1 

Maximus, Aurelius, 6 To0g Tais émioxéypeory, 88 

Maximus, M. Magius, prefect, 58 

Memphis, 32 

Memphite nome, 31, 67,75 

Menas, 25 

Menas/Menatius andestates of, 13, 25-6, 28, 35,41,47, 

80 
Menas/Menodoros, 26 

Mendesian nome, 25, 30-1, 45,70, 74-5,77-8, 82 

Menelaite nome, 8 

Menelaos, xAfjpogof, 9 

Messalina, Valeria, andestates of, 9-10,12-13,22,31, 

33,48,73 
Metrodorou epoikion, 33-4, 46 

Modestus, idios logos, 68, 87 

Moéris, Lake, 32-3,35,37,44,49 
Moesianus, Marcius, idios logos, 51 

Monimou Topoi, 82 

Moskhos/Moskhianos, land-owner, 68 

Myron, proc. usiacus(?), 86,90 

Narkissos, Ti. Claudius, andestates of, 12, 22,28,34-5, 

52-3,56,80 
Narmouthis, 33,40 

Neiloupolis, 34, 79-80, 83 

Nero, emperor, andestates of, 13,16, 18, 23-6, 29, 34, 

4SR0S 

Nero Claudius Drusus, seeDrusus 

Nero Iulius Caesar, 17-18; see also Germanicus’ 

children 

Nikanor, Ti. Iulius, land-owner, 12, 65 

Nile, River and valley, 7,21, 30,38, 43-4, 51,56 

Nomentum, 24 

Norbana, see Clara 

Numerius andestate of, 24,28,34-5,52,78 

Oasis, seeSmall Oasis 

Octavia, w. of M. Antonius, 20-1 

Octavia, 22-3; see alsoClaudius’ children 

Octavian, see Augustus 
Olbia (Terranova), 26 
Onesimus andestate of, 25, 28,34, 52, 80 

Otho, emperor, 26 

Oxyrhynchite nome, 8-9, 21,25,31-2,52,57,66-7, 

70-1,74-5,81-2 

Oxyrhynchus, 65 
Paetina, Aelia, empress, 22 

Pallantos epoikion ortopos, 65 

Pallas, M. Antonius, andestatesof, 13,17,23-4, 28, 

34-7,39-40,45,48,54,81 
Pallas, M. Antonius, land-owner, 23,65 

Pampbhilou epoikion, 9 

Pannonia, 26 

Patsontis, 33-4,36-8,46,71,75,82 
Pelousion (in the Arsinoite), 33,55 
Perennis, see Cladianus 

Peri Poleos Ano (toparchy), 31-2 

Perkeesis, 24, 33-6, 44, 54-5,62,70,74, 82 

Pertinax, emperor, 27 

Petenephies, 100 

Petenouris, s. of Orsenouphis, lessee, 60 

Petosiris, see Horion 

Petronii, Poplius and Gaius, epoikion of,11,16,19,67-8 

Petronius andestate of, 13,16, 34, 53,59-62,81 

Petronius, land-owner, 16 

Petronius, Gaius, legionary, 16 

Petronius, Gaius, prefect, 3-4,16,30 

Petronius, seeMamertinus 

Philadelphia, 33-4, 38, 41, 44, 46, 48-9, 53, 55, 60, 62, 

65-6,70-2,74-5,77-9,81-2 

Philai, 30 
Philo (Judaeus), 17 
Philodamos, estate of, 38, 66 

Philopator (village), 66 

Philoteris, 33-4,40,47,57,70,72 
Polemon, division of, 38-40, 44 

Polla, Gallia, andestates of, 13,21,23,28, 34,37, 39-40, 

81 
Polla, Iulia, land-owner, 66 

Polybianos, Claudius, estate-owner, 66 

Polybios, 25, 66 

Polydeukia, 33-4,44,48,66,71,79-80 
Pompeius, Sextus, 26 

Poplius, seePetronii 

Poppaea, empress, 23 
Postumus, see Agrippa 

Potamiaine/Taphiomis, 59-60 

Pouantinouphis, 65 

Prophetes, land-owner, 65 

Psanitou (toparchy), 30 

Psenarpsenesis, 33-4,36-8, 46,66,75-7,79-81 

Psenyris, 33-4,46-7,70-1,74,77-8, 81-2  
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Psenyris Ano, 46 
Psya, 33-4,46 

Ptolemaios Philadelphos, 50 

Ptolemaios, s. of Dioskoros, lessee, 46 
Ptolemaios, s. of Kronion, lessee, 12,46 
Ptolemaios, see Asklepiades, Euandros 

Ptolemais, land-owner, 67 

Ptolemais Nea, 24, 33-8, 55,70-2, 74,79, 82 
Publius, seeHilarus, Rufus 

Puteoli, 26 

Pylades, seeMaron 
Pyrrheia Narmoutheos, 34, 70 

Rectus, L. Aemilius, prefect, 58 

Rome, 3-4,15,18,20,24-5,32,43,45,51,58 
Rufinus, Vestidius, dioiketes, 68 
Rufus, M. Rutilius, prefect, 18 

Rutilius, see Rufus 

Rutillius andestate of, 13,18, 49,57, 81 

Salutarius, Marcius, adiutor rationalis, 87-8 
Sanctus, T. Aius, 85 

Sarapion, Ti. Claudius, andestates of, 13,21-2, 28, 34, 

o238 6] 
Sardinia, 16,26 

Satabous, see Herieus 

Saturninus, M. Aponius, land-owner, 16,53, 63, 65 

Sebennutos, 34, 46,79 
Seber- (village), 34,77 
Sen- (village), 34,79 

Seneca, L. Annaeus, the younger, andestates of, 7,9, 

11-13,24-5,28-31,34-41,47,50-1, 54,59, 82 
Sentrempai, 40 

Septimius, Lucius, land-owner, 13,23 

Septimius, seeSerenus 

Serenus, Septimius, idios logos(?), 68, 89 
Servianus, seeSeverus 

Severus andestates of, 13,23-5, 28, 34-41,45, 47, 55-6, 
83 

Severus, Septimius, emperor, 23, 85, 88 

Severus, Septimius, friend of Statius, 23-4 

Severus, L. Septimius, andestate of, 13,23 

Severus, Servianus, idios logos, 25 

Sextus, seePompeius 

Simon, see Alexandros 
Sinary, 75 

Skhedia, 33-4, 47 
Skyllax, land-owner, 67 

Small Oasis, 33, 66 

Soknopaios, temple of, 49 
Soknopaiou Nesos, 18,33-4, 44, 48-9, 55-6,66,70-3, 

75,80 
Sokr-, proc. usiacus(?), 89 

Sokrates andestates of, 13,25, 28, 34, 52, 83 
Sokratikos, Aelius, proc. usiacus, 89-90 
Sostratos, lessee, 12 

Sotianos, land-owner, 67 

Sotos, s. of Maron, rpogotig ovoiog, 53 

Sphex, land-owner, 67 

Statius, 23 

Strategos, powvixmdv Ztoatmyov, 19,47 
Syene, 17 

Synephebos, durelav Zvvepnpouv, 9,45 
Syrion, Claudius, land-owner, 67 
Haie; 8175 
Talei, 33 
Tapatia, see Atia 

Taphiomis, see Potamiaine 

Tarouthis, 31-2 

Tebtunis, 8-9,33,35,38-40,46,48,53,61,63,70-2, 74, 
lION8 78 

Terentius, Lucius, land-owner, 67 

Terpsilaos, Aurelius, proc. usiacus, 89-90 
Terranova (Olbia), 26 
Tesenouphis, 59 

Theadelphia, 9, 26,33, 35,40-4,46-9, 66-7,70-2, 74, 
76-83 

Theanous, d. of Alexandros, land-owner, 67 

Thebais, 30, 101 
Thebes, 32 

Themistos, division of, 38-40, 44, 60 

Theogonis, 63, 65 

Theon, s. of Theon, land-owner, 67 

Theon, Ti. Claudius, lessee, 25 

Theon, C. Iulius, s. of C. Iulius Theon, land-owner, 68 

Theon, Ti. Iulius, land-owner, 66, 100 

Theon/Anthos, s. of Ammonianos, land-owner, 68 

Theon/Tryphon, Ti. Iulius, land-owner, 66, 100 
Theon, see Antonius 

Theoninos, land-owner, 66 
Theophilos, vicarius, 51 

Theoxenis, 33, 35,40, 57, 70, 72 
Thermoutharion, d. of Lykarion, land-owner, 67 
Thmouis, 25-6, 30-1 

Thonnesis, xtijua Oovvioswg, 9, 30, 45 
Thoth (god), 22 
Thouis, 30-1 
Thraso, 67 

Tiberius, emperor, andestates of, 9, 13, 16-21, 34, 45, 
53-5,73 

Tiberius Iulius Caesar Gemellus, 19-20, 68; see also 
Livia Drusi’s children 

Tiberius, see Alexandros, Balbillus, Blastos, Demetrius, 

Doryphoros, Eros, Felix, Gemellus, Narkissos, 

Nikanor, Sarapion, Theon, Theon/Tryphon, 
Tryphon 

Tigellius, land-owner, 67 

Titanianos, land-owner, 67; cf. also101 

Titus, emperor, andestates of, 10, 25, 28-30, 36,39-40, 
43,66,74 

Titus, seeSanctus 

Tonaitios, land-owner, 66 
Toou,9,31,77,82 
Trikomia, 40 

Tryphon, Ti. Calpurnius, land-owner, 67 
Tychicus Crispinillianus, 26



Tuscus, C. Caecina, prefect, 59 

Ulpius, see Cladus, Eros, Herakleides 

Valeria, see Agrippina, Messalina 
Valerius, see Berenicianus, Diodorus 

Velitrae, 26 

Vergilius, see Capito 
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Vespasian, emperor, andestates of, 13,21, 25,27-30, 

35-6,39-40,42-3,45,52,55,74,85 
Vestidius, see Rufinus 

Vispanius, see Agrippa 
Vitellius, emperor, 26 

Xenon, ¥Afjpog of, 9 

Zoilos, see Aphrodisios 

III. Technical Terms and Selected Subjects 

A. English and Latin 

a patrimonio, 10 
absentee land-owner, 50-1 

acacia (&xavdog), 47 
adiutor rationalis, 87-8 

administration, see estates, imperial, and obooxn Y 
aerarium, 3, 27 

agents of imperial family abroad, 6, 51 

agcieV/ RS 

publicus, 4, 11 

animals, 48-9, 53 

immune from impressment, see dvayydeevTog 
immune from taxation, see dtehng 

artisans, 55 

association, of drohMboinot ovoiag, 61,63 

of farmers, 57 

barfey, 41-3; see alsocareals, grain-land 

baths, 63 
beans, 42 

beasts of burden, 49, 53 
cattle, 49 

cereals, 31-2,35-9,41-6; see alsograin-land 

compulsory cultivation, 28, 39-40, 59-60; see also 

EmiBoln, émueoLonos 
leases of imperial estates, 58-64 
services, seeliturgy, dyyageia 

confiscation of property, 4-6, 11, 15,23-4,27,29, 60 

dates, 101; see alsopalm-trees 

dioiketes, seedountig 
dispensatores Caesaris, 51 

donkeys, 49, 53 

estates, imperial, formation, 6-9, 12 

lack of topographical unity, 6-7 
nomenclature, 7-8,11-13 

status of land prior to formation, 9 

joint ownership, 17-20 

division between Vespasian and Titus, 28-9 

concentrated in the Arsinoite, 32-5 

size, seeovoLOXN YT} 
administration, 50-4 

farmers, 54-64 

see alsooVoia, 00oLaxog AoYos 
exemption, from compulsory service, 61; see also 

BvayydoevTog, AolioLuog 

from taxation, seetax-exemption 
farmers, exploitation, 4 

complaints, 54 
in imperial estates, 54-64 

classes, seeyewQY6g 
farmstead (émoixiov, ovvowxia), 9, 55-6 

fiscus, imperial, 27 

Egyptian, 4, 11,27, 60, 85-6; see alsodoixnorg, 

Tap(L)etov 
fishing, 48-9 

fishing-boats, 49 

freedmen, imperial, former owners of imperial estates, 

16-18,21-6,52 
administrators of imperial estates, 21,28, 51-2 

frumentum emptum (TTVEOG CUVOYOQAOTIXOG), 42-3 
fundus, 7,10, 12 

garden-land (wapddeloog), 10, 44-7 
goats, seesheep 

grain, seecereals, loan of seeds, frumentum emptum 
grain-land, 31-2,35-44,46 

granaries (9noaveot), public, 44 
inimperial estates, 55 

grants of land, 4-6, 15,21, 24,67 

grass, 42; see alsopastures 

hamlet, seefarmstead 

hunting, 48 

idios logos, 7-8,27, 86-7; see alsoIndex IB, s.v. Gnomon 

of the Idios Logos 
land, administration, 4-8 

private ownership, 4, 6,7-10 

categories, seeyn 

brought back to cultivation, 7-8,45, 54 

reclaimed by the desert, 28-9 

latifundium, 5, 10 

leases, of imperial estates, 52-64 

of ovovaxm y1j, 12,28 
lentils, 41-2 

lessees, 55; see alsofarmers, leases 

liturgy, 60-4; see also éryyageia 
exemption from, 61; see also dvayydQEVTog, 

A&mohboLuog 
loan of seed, 37-8 
magister rei privatae, 85-6, 101  



   
marshes (dpupot), 44,48 

mat-weaving, 57 

measures (uétoa) of imperial estates, 55-6 
monopoly, seepapyrus 
oil-presses (¢hatovoyeia), 21-2, 45, 56, 59 
olive trees, 9,32,44-7 

orchards, seegarden-land 
oxen, 49 
palm-trees, 9, 19,44-7,101 

papyrus-growing, 48, 53,57 
no monopoly, 57 

pastures (vouat), 21,31, 44,48 
patrimonialis, totourovvaiiog, 11 

patrimonium, 11 

principis, 7-8,15-29, 51, 86 
a patrimonio, 10 

peasants, seefarmers 

possessio, 10 

praedium, 10, 12 

praedia fiscalia, 11 

procurator, of imperial estates, 17,23, 25, 51 

episcepseos, 88 

rationis patrimonii, 10,28 

rei privatae, 85-6 
usiacus, 10,28, 68, 84-90 

ratio patrimonii principis, 10,28 
usiaca, see 0voLarOg AOyog 

dyyaoeia, 57-8; see alsoliturgy 
atyloitig Eugogog, 47 
dumehog touymuévn, 47 
dumekav, 10 

8gpopog, 45 
@ooLmoG, 45 

advayydoevtog, 18,49,57 
avadidwut, 61 

avahauBavm, 4, 11, 86; see alsoconfiscation 
avaymonotg, 58 

amekevdepol Kaioapog wal oivovéuot, 51 
amolvowpog, 61-4 
amorw, -ouat, 59 

dmdpoloa, 46-7 

doyrepevs, 87,101 
doyLeomaivn, 86-7 
4téhera, 8,57-8,101 

Tehovixn, 31,58 

dreic, 18,49, 57-8 
BonBog Tov émitedmov, THg Emitoomiis, 90 
yevnuatoyoagovueva drdoyovra, 11; see also 

confiscation 
yeopétong, 88 
yewuetoia, 47 

yewoyia, 60-1 
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rationalis, 87-8 

rentals (§xqooua), 43 
resprivata,27,85-6 

procurator rei privatae, 85-6 
saltus, 10 
secretaries, of farmers, 57 

of estates, 50, 52 

sheep and goats, 21,31, 48 

shore-land, 47 

slaves, imperial, former owners of imperial estates, 

17-19,21,23-5,52 
administrators of imperial estates, 21,28, 51-2 

taxes, see dmouora, dpaypotnyia, EmagovoLov, 
Topaywyn éhaiag, pbog 

tax-exemption, 63; see also dtélera, dtelg, 
HOVPOTENELDL 

towers (tvpyot), 55-6 
trades, 55 
tree-groves, 32, 35,44-7 

vegetable (Adyavov), 47 

vegetable seed (Aayovdomeouov), 42,47 
vicarius, 51 

vineyards, 9, 30, 32, 44-7 

wheat, 35,37, 41-3; see alsocereals, grain-land 

wine, 32, 56; see alsovineyards 

wine-vats, 56 

e 

YeEwQEYOG, 54-5 

Baothxde, 4, 8,28 

dnudorog, 4, 8,28, 54 

ovolaxdg, 24,28,61-2,85 

ovoloag, 28,61-2 

71p000d1xbG, 28 

1, &Beoxog, 38 
aiywahitig Eugpogog, 47 
év dpéos, 4 
dgpopog, 8 

Baothxn, 4,7-9,27-8, 85 

dnuooia, 4,27-8 
évOwoed, 5 
£wvnuévn, 9 

idu6nmrog, idtwtinn, 9 

ieQd, ieoatin), 4 
ROTOLKLXT, 6,9, 32 

xAeovyxi, 6,9, 32; see alsoxAijor 
xvoiaxy, 8 

ovotoxn,9,11,28-9,35, 85 

TEoobdov, 11,27-8 

vrtéhoyog, 8, 32 
Vmohoyos Baothuxn, 8 

yoaupatedg ovoiag, 50, 52 
“didwut, 61   



- 

dwoixnotg, 4, 11,27, see also fiscus, Tap(L)giov 
drouxn g, 4, 86 
dpaypatyia, 46 
dwoed, 4-6, 8,32, 50,62 

£€dagn, 12,67 

ExMjurtog, 52-3,57 
£xhoyiotg, 88 
Engpdora, 43 
&nagovpLov, 47 
miBoliy, 28, 59-60 
£mpuehntig, of association of drrorvoLpor, 63 

HVELAXDV XTNUATWV, 90 
ovolax®dv, 90 

émpepLopdg, 28,39-40 
Emioneyigyiic, 38, 87-8 

0 TEOG Tatg EmLoxéyeoty, 88 
EMLOTATNG XTNVOV, 49 
£mTnonT) g 0voLaXMDY X TNUATWY, 12,28, 46, 68 
£mitpomn, ovoLaxy, 90; see ovoLaxdg Aoyog 
énitoomog ovolag, 28, 52-3 

ovoLax®dV, see procurator usiacus 

émoixov, seefarmstead 

M yovpevog, of association of dwolvoiuot, 63 
UInoavpdg, seegranaries 
1dLogAdyog, see idios logos 
tepatind, department of, 27 

radmrovra, 43 
wAfjool, 4-10; see alsoyi xAngouvyixn 

in imperial estates, 9 

®OVQOTEAELD, 8 

xThua, 5,10,46 

wtiog, 10 

Agvxopa, album, 61,63-4 

uayaieoedeog ovolaxds, 90 
wioBwoug, 12,58, 61; see alsoleases 

wodwmg, 12,53, 55; see alsofarmers, leases 

unvpofdravog, 47 
vedgurta, 45 

oixovouog, ovoiag, 28, 50, 52-4 

dmehetdegol Kaioagog xaioi., 51-2 
dvmidmg, 53 
OpLonos yig, 87 
ovoia, meaning of the term, 5,9-11 

lack of topographical unity, 6-7 
non-imperial, 65-7 
imperial, seeestates, imperial 
&vow, xdtw, 7,10, 100 

mohTixt, 11 
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tapoxn, 11, 85 

ovoLo*Og, TO 0VoLand, department of, 28; see 0VoLAROC 
Aoyog 

N, 30-49 
administration, 28 

size,31-2,35,37-41,46-7 
sales, 28,35 

gmirpomy, 90; seeovoLanOg Adyog 

£rt{T00MOG, see procurator usiacus 
ntiue, 46 

Aéyoc. 51-2,84-6 
creation, 10-11,28-9 

lower officials, 90 

UL aLE0p600g, 90 
wodwtg, 55 
TaEGdELT 

SpPLrLEALOG TT]G 0VOLaXRTS ETTLTEOTTT G, 90 
maaywyn éhalag, 47 
nopddercog, 10, 44-7 
moeia oG EmioneyLy afodyov yie, 38 
moayuatevmg, 50 

TedxTwE Aaoyoapiag, 60-1,63-4 
mpeoPutegot, 50 
meofatoxtnvotedgos, 61 
TEOEOTMG, XKTNVDV, 53 

ovotag, 20,28, 50, 53-4,56-7,59-60, 100 

meovonTig, 16 
meovo®v, 50 

O oG Taig EmttoréPeory, 88 
mpootdTng, 50 

XIVOV, 53 
mbtegov, 11-12, 86 
moeYog, seetowers 
TVEOG CVVOYOQAOTIXAG, see frumentum emptum 
ovvowria, seefarmstead 

tau(u)elov, 11, 85; see also fiscus, drolxnoig 
Topoxat ovolat, 11, 85 

tehwvela, 58-9 
vmaoyovta, 10-11, 67 
vrowotomg, 55 
@60g, Ehatvav putdy, 47 

mhotwv, 49 

mooPdtwv xai atydv, 48 
@owixwv, 46-7 

@peovTLotmg, 50 

YELOLOTHG, SO 
yeooovoun, 48; see alsopastures 
YLhog TomOg, 30 
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