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published as well as unpublished papyri; all took time to offer me help and advice.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

CIG Corpus inscriptionum Graecarum. Berlin, 1828-77.

S0 . Corpus inscriptionum Latinarum. Berlin, 1863-.

DEAR Dizionario epigrafico di antichita romane.

IGRR R. Cagnat et al., Inscriptiones Graecae ad res Romanas pertinentes. Paris,
1911-27.

PIR-SPIR Prosopographia imperii Romani saec. I, I1, 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.”

Abbott and A. C. Johnson, Municipal Administration in the
Roman Empire, 1926, p. 34), is to introduce a dangerous
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

1. Immediately upon this surrender, of course, Egypt was
returned to him as an imperial province, for him to govern and
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. CILTV 701,
702=Dessau, ILS 91, Aegypto in potestatem populi Romani
redacta. See briefly Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 28 {. Hence, to
consider the oBolaxdec Aoyog (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™ (BE:

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 great importance 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 vij facihixr) 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 diolxnoug, the
Egyptian fiscus. To this, by far the largest portion of cultivated and cultivable land, there was
added the y1 dnpooia, 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 Pacihiny and dnuooia 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 faoihixdg or dnuoolog yewpyoc 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, 7 év dgéosL yij, or “‘land released” by the king,’
underwent radical changes. That part of it which made up the temple land, the y7] tepatuxi], 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 dwoeai, 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 x\fjoot, smaller allotments given to various classes of soldiers and
local guards.’

3. I cannot enter here into any lengthy discussion of the p. 457); J. C. Shelton, “Ptolemaic Land #v dpéoe: an

classification of the land, and my presentation is of necessity
sketchy. Valuable information and useful tables in O. Eger,
Zum 4gyptischen 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'Egypre romaine, s.v. yi; Johnson,
Roman Egypt, pp. 25 {f.; Wallace, Taxation, pp. 1 ff.
4. See now A. Tomsin, “Baothui et dnpooia i dans
’Egypte romaine,” Mélanges ... René Fohalle, pp. 271 ff.
5. Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, pp. 4 ff.; Wilcken, Grundziige,
pp- 270 ff.; J. Herrmann, “Zum Begriff v év dgéoer,”
Chronique 30, 1955, pp. 95 ff. (but cf. E. Seidl, SDHI 21, 1955,

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

6. The locus classicusis P. Tebt. 302.6-7, oitinéc ootous
@d’ 1O ATEQOV TV oo [Uvav tedv, dvaingdeicas d& Hrd
IMetpwviov] ot fyeuoveioavtog eic facthiny 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 dwpead is still Rostovtzeff, A
Large Estate in Egypt; see also C. C. Edgar’s introd. to P. Mich.
Zen., 1931, and E. Wipszycka, “The dwped of Apollonios the
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At present we have no information regarding the number of the dwpeal 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: émel &€ év T® Go@aiel £YEVETO, TOANOUS UEV TMOV TOMTWV, ATE nal del ol dyxdouévov, val
TOTE &7l TH) OUNEPOQQ OVTHG EMNOUEVDV, EPOVEVOE, TTOAY O ral TAOTTOV, Ex TE TOV EXElVEOV
HINUATOV %Ol £x TOV SAAWV, %ol 6ciov kol Felwv, undevog tav mdvu apdtoy iepdv @eidouévn,
fi%poLle (Dio Cass., 51.5.4-5). In this instance xtuato can mean only landed estates and, given
the land administration of Ptolemaic Egypt, are almost certainly dwogad.

The dwpeai 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: woA\& 8¢ nai mwap’ éxdotov TV altiadéviwv T fdoolodn. wal
ywoEig ol howtoi mavieg, doow undev tdLov Eyrinua Lafetv édvvovto, Ta dvo péen T@v oVoLGV
noidnoav (Dio Cass., 51.17.7). Here, too, in both molkd and ovoion 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 dwopeal 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 otolal were the successors of the
vn &v dwpeed and, at least to some extent, privileged (as were also the dwpeat) 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 dwoeai 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 ovoion with dwpeal has never been proven. So P. Collart
defined ovolow 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 dwoeai 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 dwpeai 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 dwoeal in W. Peremans and
E. Van 't Dack, Prosopographia Ptolemaica IV (Studia
Hellenistica 12, 1959), pp. 169 ff. For xAnpo. 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 Ptoleméern, 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.

10. P. Bour., pp. 159 f.

11. Taxation, p. 1.




IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYP1

2912

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 dwped 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 Liviamay have bought properties at the auctions
of confiscated Egyptian land, and one may be offended at such participation, but at least 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. Insome
such way, I doubt not, the agents of members of the royal household secured their plots in
Egypt.”"

The fate of military xAfjoot, in a sense small-scale dwoeai, 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 te ndency (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 7 xAngouvyux1 (and in the Arsinoite, where there was a
heavy concentration of Greco-Macedonian xdtouxot, of more privileged yn xatouxiny)) who were
alive at the time of the conquest and whose allotments were not confiscated were granted full
rights of possessio.

Since ownership of y7] xAngouyuxr| or xatouxixy 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 {.; see also Kuhnke, illegitimate sons of soldiers and veterans were admitted to
Ovowaxn i, p. 4, n. 1, and below, Appendix 1. succession ab intestato), and BGU 655 (the constitutio
13. In P. Ryl 207a (II) the Kopavot dwoed is a Ptolemaic Antoniniana); cf. also Dessau, ILS 8794 (Nero).
one; see the editor’s comments. The term continued, of course. 14. JRS 23, 1933, p. 146, n. 7.
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 dwpeé 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 Eaypt. 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 ovoia. 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 y7) facihixi and xAfjpor 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 ovolaw 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 ovoia. 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 ovola of Seneca was made up of
more than a dozen odaiau 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 »dtw ovoia (implying an &vw), whichis but the Greek
parallel to surh Latin expressions as fundusor ager superior and
inferior, or major and minor; see A. Schulten, “‘Fundus,”

DEARIIIL, 1906, esp. pp. 341 . 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 ff.; 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 ff.; A. Piganiol, “‘Le statut augustéen de 'Egypte et
sa déstruction,” MH 10, 1953, pp. 193 ff.; Chalon, L’édit, pp.
ST

18. Dio Cass., 51.18.1, Tdg Te OubQuymg TOG MEV
gEendinoe tag O €x wauwvilg 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,”” H7w6Aoyog Y, it was considered
dgopog, unproductive, and although pacihixol and dnudciol yeweyol 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, dtéhela, and in some instances five more years of partial exemption, xOvQOTELELDL,
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 dwpeai and those confiscated »Anpou which at the time of the
conquest were under cultivation were offered for sale at public auctions. Neglected and wasted
land, from both v7j Baocihixn and ®Afjpol, 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, [dmého]yos: forming a corporation; that a three-year drélewais offered; that

améong e agoefoju (otong x[vetjoxt[s] dud ToweTiog
énlonepig  yelverar-  xoheltoft O8] Uméhoyog  Emeudi
Umohoyeiton € 10U pérpov T[iig yIig Tov notd mediov (g
vroreupival T Aowdv Eugopoyv. 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 imdhoyog 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 »Aifjpol, the land of which
had become unproductive through inattention, were joined to
neglected royal and public land, and both categories, sometimes
collectively termed dméhoyog Pacihixd) vy, were under the
administration of the idios logos. The locus classicus and one of
the earliest surviving petitions for the purchase of such land is P.
Oxy. 721 (13/14). Note that the petitioners are two Greeks
(since the plots in question are confiscated »hnoot) perhaps

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 ovotou listed below, Appendix 1)
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.); BGU1120(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'f] faciiux,
for example, upon private purchase became éwvnuévn, and as such was classed or spoken of as
Tk or as iduoxTog, and there was no reason to refer to it by its former appellation. After
the creation of the ovalaxdg hdyog, moreover, the land of the imperial patrimonium was termed
ovolaxy, and to call it faoihixr] was a serious error (and one which no source seems to have
committed), since the two categories were under different administrative departments.* Thus itis
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
HOTOLKLXY) OF ®hmpovy x| 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
whnoouywxn; and this is a good indication that the estate too was made up of land of the same
category.” KAfjpoot, moreover, tended to retain their names, and the evidence is certain when a
parcel of an imperial property is called ®Afjpoc or & ToD detva ®Afjpos. This tendency survived well
into the third century, since it was a convenient way of specifying a given section of a property.
Thus xAfjpoour 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. See Frank, Rome and Italy of the Empire, p.26,n.47 xMjeov (Herm.); cf. also P. Lond. 195 (11, p. 127), Rostovtzeff,
See below, Chapter II. SEHRE, pp. 672 ff.,, n. 46.
P. Mich. 274-5; P. Aberd. 96; cf. Tomsin, “Notes,” p 27. P. Princ. 14..8-9, émowxiov Aviwviag tuyatodg
211, (modtepov) Maugitov mepi BotBaoto(v); P. Ryl 138.10-11
26. P. Ryl. 166.8, 27, property of C. Iulius Alexandros, and 16-18, eic tdL (= 10) T ovolag émolnov Agopiwg (=
later of Livia (Euhemeria); P. Mich. 274-5.8, Maecenas (Ibion -éwc) Aeywuévou (= heyduevov), estate of Tiberius (or
Eikosipentarouron); P. Aberd. 29.5, Maecenas (Arsinoite); P. Claudius) and children of Livia Drusi; SB7742.2-4, dumeAdvog
Oxy. 2873.10-11, éx to0 Aoteipov xhoov, Seneca (Oxy.); SB reyouévou  Euvvegifo(v) (Maecenas); P. Osl. 136.4-5,
10527.11-12, Lurius (Tebtunis); CPR 243.12, ét 7100 ovoftar]ot éraudv[os Elopdews heyou[é]vov; P. Wiirz. 11.12,
Mevehdov #hvjoov, Messalina (Ankyronon), cf. P. Ryl. 87; P. 7005 T "Adduavto(s) (se. Tom or whew ?) AeyopEva(v)
Ryl. 99.3, éx tol Anunroiov ®ipov, Doryphoros and Seneca voudv (Dionysodorian); P. Petaus 75.9-10 (cf. 76, 77, 78),
(Toou); BGU 1895.59, tiviv o0cLandy #Mjoou ®otowxix(on) xoijuatog Evoefois heyouévou (Lurius); P. Strassb. 321.6-7,
(Theadelphia); P. Ryl. 168.4-5, ov[oia[zx®v] &x Tob uLodwtot Tvey 0dowd(V - - -] xmuatog "Ex.[; P. Oxford3.4-5,
"Anolwviov "Ayadeivov xifpov (Hermopolite); P. Sarap. &v wr[flufet ....]Jvov [Meyou[éve; P. Ryl 427 fr. 22.6,
34.6-7, and ovo[i]axic yig &« [tov .....Jdaiov xAneov (Herm.); Oovwfoewg xtina (Latinus; see below, n. 42).
P. Ryl. 157.4, ovoran[o]v dumehinov ®Tijpa - - - € 100 ZEVvo




10 IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT

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 })ut thropghogt_ ic
Greek-speaking part of the world, both in literature and in legal documents.* Its c]as.sm deflI]}UOr]
is given by Pollux in a series of aptly chosen synonyms (Onom. 6.196): ovota- x?n]g:)og, ©UOLG,
meolovoia, mhovtog, Plog, xonmata, sdyenuatio, moluyonuaTic, €ORTNUOOUVY], TTOAV-
A#TNUOOUVY, HTHUOTA, Emikamic, Td braoyovIa, Th dvra.”

Occuring rarely in Ptolemaic documents, the term ovoia, 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 dumnehdv, doupodg, Ehaidv, voun or qowvixmy, which applied
only to a certain type of landed property (and even such terms as TQAOELOOE, XTI OF XTTOLG
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 ovoto. 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 ovoiaw. 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 odowaxog hoyog, and its departmental
head was known not as a patrimonio or as procurator rationis patrimonii, but as ovolax0g
émitpomoc or as procurator usiacus. As for the properties or estates that made up the ovowoxog

28. Ovoio was one of the standard words for “property”
or “estate” in classical Athens; see the examples in LSJs.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 7 odoia in Inschriften aus der Kaiserzeit,”
Klio 49, 1967, pp. 265 f. The landed properties of the Byzantine
and Arabic periods called otoiow in Egypt are too numerous to
mention here; a good list may be found in Preisigke,
Waérterbuch 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, dnuelioay ovoioy - dmwootioa
Tihg ovolag ... TaEUKWETOOL TOV XONUETWY, TV SVTOV, TV
Vragydvrwy, 108 ®hjgou, TEV TaTedwY, THg HTHOEWS, THS
TEQLOVOtag, THV TEQLOVILY &rdviwy; Hesychius, s.v, odolo -
gEovoia, ovowmg, mhobtog, Bmagkls, £ldog Vpeatde, Biog,
nmouc; cf. Harpokration, s.v. otoiag 8ixn (Dindorf, 229.6-16).
In Dio Chrys., Or. 7.11 a dnuevdeioa ovoia includes Ttohhicg

ugv dyghag wai Inmwv ol Bodv ... Tohhig b molpvag, tohhoig
8¢ xal xoholg dypovg, molhd d¢ dhha yorjuara; cf. also Or.
31.58; cf. Philostr., Vita Soph. 2.19.4 (Kayser). In Suda, s.v.
ovola (cf. Io. Damask. PG 94.564) we read 1) 8& 1@v ToAM®V
ouviidela kéxonTal TM TEOOEMUATL &L TAYV OMUALVOUEVIY
®ToEWY, GOV TIg kéxTTaL, olov olxmudrwy, fooxmudroy xol
hourdv DAV - tabta yip ovolav xaholol ToD xextmuévou. 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 ovola, 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. Krijuo invariably refers to
part of an ovoia (cf. above, n. 27), but xtijoig sometimes may
mean the entire property; e.g., SB 6019, Mecoahivng »thoig; P.
Lond. 195 (II, p. 127).1, tekéopato ntioews; P. Oxy. 62.1-2,
émi xmo(ewv) [Beo(D) Tlitou, but the restoration is very
uncertain here.
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AOyog, they continued to be called odoiou and to carry the name of their original Roman owner.*!

But while this new ratio was made out of oUo{at, not all ovoiot 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 ovolaxog Aéyog, the term otoia 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 yevnuatoyoagoiueva
or avaingpdévra vmdpyovia (Vmdoyovra being a term synonymous to odoia), and sometimes
were incorporated into the so-called “revenue’ land, the yf) mpoo6dov.* They plainly belonged
not to the ovoloxog Aoyog but to the dioixnoig, which in fact administered them.** When the term
tapeiov (or Tapeiov) replaced dioixnois and became the predominant way of designating the
fiscus confiscated properties were occasionally called tauwoxal ovoio; 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 ovolaxodg Mdyoc. 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 ovolaxog Adyog 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., | Tifepiov Khavdiov Kaioapog Zefaotou Tepuavirnot
AvTtoxrpdtopog ovoto (P. Mich. 121 recto I11.x; P. Mich. 244; P. Oxy. 2837); I'atov Kaioagog
Avtorpdtopos Zefactot ovota (P. Ryl 148); £ddagm “lovhiag Zefaoths »ai [epuavixod
Katoapog (P. Lond. 445 [II, p. 166]); dmoavpog “Tovkiag Zefaotig »oi téxvav Ceppovinod
Katoapog (SB 10536); | Aovxeiov "Avvaiov Zevéra ovoia (P. Oxy. 2873); émoixiov IMomhiov
xal Fatov Ietpwviwv (P. Ryl. 127). But it is often employed to designate the former owner, in
which case the term mpdtepov (often abbreviated as @ or a”) is usually, but not invariably, added,
e.g., mpdtepov "Avinviog Huyateodg teot Khoavdiov (P. Fay. 40); (mpotepov) Tevéxa (P. Ryl

31. See below, Chapter II. The only instance where
patrimonialis and ovoloxdg are used together is P. Ryl. 658.6-7
(early IV), where I would read tijg matowov[vakiag fiol (7)
ov]owaxils {ync). 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 V1,
1969, pp. 91 ff. For yf mpooddov 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 ovoial see below, Appen-
dix L.

34. Tapioxol odolor 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 ovolcw and the ovolaxog Adyog. One may also mention
here the mohituxi) ovoia, i.e. “der ‘stidtische’ Besitz an
Gutslénderein” (Preisigke), of P. Strassb. 25 (III).

35. See below, Chapter II.
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99); 1 modtepov Napxriooov ovoia (WChr. 176); Khovdiog *Axtic (P. Ross.-Georg. 11 42).%°

Creation of an adjectival form in -avog or -tavog. 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 66, 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 -(1)ovy have been found thus far attached to various ovotau of the imperial patrimony:
> Ayoutmav, Ayoutmiviavy,"Axtnav, ’AheEavdoraviy, "Aviiavi, "Avioviaviy, leopaviria-

36. A point of great importance, which has however
escaped the notice of most commentators, is that the term
mpéTepoY 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, Bovkopor Enovoinmg
nothoactol éx Tob dnuooiov eig Etn € dd ovolaxol Adyou
- - - Taig dmhovpévag did Tol adTo (00)oLaxoT AdYOU TEOTEQOVY
pepotdodar Bmd  Ovoheolov Bepeviuoavol xoi  vidv
Ovakeplov Alodhpou, ovolag utv (rpdtepov) Aogupdeolv]
auéotov (doovpag) ¢, (modtepov) Ot Zevéna O(uolwg)
apovpog B; cf. P. Athen. 19.8-10, tdg mpdtepov *Ami[wvog
(scripsi), 8g] dvomeymonxev [Ex ] [Alovo[]ovii(c) ovoiag,
[éootpag. Sometimes, too, a word which would normally signify
possession actually indicates leasing, e.g., SB9205.5, Bovho]uat
wofboootar mopd oot fiv mpoeiyov (sc. dpovpav), and P.
Oxy. 2410.12-14, v[ondg t]@v &« Th[c Nua]vopiavijg ovoiag
no[étepov] S Hudly olic]ag, drepfakiv Eévous [wodoll. So,
too, in P. Oxy. 2873.8-10, &duvapotuev yeopyhoar 8¢ (sc.
dpovpag) eiyapev & ovoéuartog fudv €x THG oOTHE (sc.
Zevenoviic) ovotag. These two practices, singly or jointly, have
caused the names of five ovowoxol plobwral 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 wod( ),
and the suggested solutions, wod(wtdv), pod(ovuévng) and
wod(wielong), either make no sense or are plainly
ungrammatical.) In all the phrases quoted below mpdtepov
signifies not the former owner but the former wotwrig
(Grosspiichter) of an ovola. —(1) Agathos Daimon (see
Hohlwein, EPap 5, 1939, p. 65): SB5670.5-7, &g (sc. dpotipag)
EMITNQELTE - - - THG Aviwviaviig odol(ag) motboewe mpdrepov
"Ayatod Aai[pov]o[s ...]ivou. — (2) Antonius, s. of Theon (see
Browne, P. Mich. 599 introd.): P. Meyer3.12-13, émut(nontiy)
pot(doews) yuvo(uévng) dut *Avrwviov ®éwvo(g); P. Mich.
599.3-5, émmenmis ovolaxdv potdoe(wle Aviwviou
©fwvog. — (3) Apion, s. of Komanos (see Kortenbeutel, BGU
1893.441/2 n.; cf. below, Appendix I no. 22): P. Med. 65.5-9,
wotddhoeng - - - "Aniovog Kopavoi; BGU 1893.441-2,
nepryu(vopévary)  ovol(ax®dv) . wod(doswg) (mpdtepov)
’Aniwvog Kopavod Xap(uaviig) odvel(ag); of. 481-2. — (4)
Iuliuvs 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,
Odowoxm 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. Iulius 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, tehawvix(iic) dre(lelog)
Aovpiavii[g] (scripsi: “Adpuavii[c] edd.; see Tomsin, “Notes,”
p. 216, n. 50) ovoiafc] wod(hoewg) (modtegov) Tovhiov
*Aox[in)mddov; BGU 1893.93-4, *Aviovi(avig) ovoi(ag)
wod(doewe) (meodtepov) Tovk(iov) *Aoxinm(téidov); cf. 485,
wod(doewg) (modtepov) ‘lovkiov CAoknmddov CAv-
Tovi(avig) ovol(ag); cf. 625-6, 650; BGU 1893.260-1,
Aovoia(viig) ovoi(ag) wod(doswg) (mpdtepov) ‘Tovi(iov)
*Acwinmt(vadov); cf. 309-10, mepuy(wvopévav) odol(oxmv):
Aovowa(viig) ovol(ag) wod(woswg) {(mpdtegov) ‘Toviiov
‘Aoxdnm(idov); 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, Ovow) i, p. 4): P. Leit. 11.4, émmen[t]od
IMrokepaiov Kpoviov; P. Med. 65.9-10, woddosng (modte-
pov) IMro(hepaiov) Kolovilov; P. Fay. 60.5-6, pod(bhoeng)
IMtohepaiov Kpoviov dw[dle[xdrov] Erovg Avtaviavi(c)
ovo(iag); BGU 619.21-2, &muionow o[v]owax(@v) wi-
otdoews [roh(epaiov) Kgoviov; P. Petaus76.7-11 (cf. 75,77,
78), dmmenrot  ovowx®@v  xTudtwv  puodbosng
IMtokepaio[v] Keoviov wmiuatog Evoefoic heyopévou; P,
Tebt. 609f, ovowoxdv Opoiwg: UVmapydvTov (TEdTEQOV)
Trokepa[i]ov [K]p[o]v[iov] (so A. Tomsin by letter). Very
likely the same person is mentioned in P. Tebt. 343.19 and 28,
#mun(patel) [Mrok(epaiog) Kpoviov. — 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 [ov]oi(ag) we should
perhaps read [ov]ou(axfic) sc. yijg or mpooddov; 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 III, pp. 659 f., 664, and of hortiin Platner-Ashby,
Topographical Dictionary, s.v.

38. Meooahwviavd 884gm in P. Ryl 87; P. Ryl. 684
(Meajoahethiaviv); P. Flor. 40. Aogugogtavd in SB 9205 (cf.
Youtie, TAPA 78, 1947, pp. 120 ff.).

39. Nevertheless, we come across such pleonasms as
moteQovV Zevexaviig oloiog (P. Aberd. 152.7), tdv modTeQov
Aogugogravav (sc. édagpdv) (SB 9205.1-2), and mpoTeQov
Nagxioowavijs ovotalg (P. Ryl. 171).
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2

vi,* Atovuoodmetravn, Aopugpoorovt), Kapnhiavr, Aoativiovi,* Aovglov, Mawnvatiov,*
Meooaiwviavy), Mnvatiavy, Oveomaciavy, IMaklhavoiavi,* Tletowviovi, Povtihhiov,
Teveravi),” ZeounoLovi], TOXEATLOVY], XAQULOVT.

In one form of referring to both the current and the former owner, the possessive genitive is
employed twice, e.g., mpdtepov Tifeplov Khovdiov Zapamimvog, vuvel 82 tol xupiov Népwvog
Khavdiov Kaioapog Zefaoctot 'eppuovirot Avtoxpdtopos (P. Lond. 280 [I1, p. 193]); Mdégxou
*Avtoviov ITdMavtog (mpdtepov) Fahhiag [Tdiing ((wedtepov)) 8¢ Aovriov Zemtipiov and
(moobtegov) “Epwtog »al Xdopov (P. Lond. 195 [II, p. 127]). Alternatively the possessive
genitive is used for the current and the form in -(v)avi) for the former owner, e.g., | Tifeolov
Kaioapog ZeBaotot ovoia Feppavixkiavi) (P. Ryl. 134);1 évt®d’Apowvoitn Tifepiov Khavdiov
Kaioapog Zefaotol T'eppovinot Avtoxrpdropog Ietpwviavi ovota (BGU 650); 1) Népwvog
Khoavdiov Kaioapog Zefaotot N'eppavinot Avtorpdtopog Mavxnvartiavi ovolia (BGU 181).

40

40. Tepuavixow in P. Mich. 224.5197; 'eopavixeavi) in Schmidt’s Mdx(owvog) (GGA 190, 1928, p. 163), accepted by
an unpublished Louvre papyrus (see Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. Johnson, Roman Egypt, no. 16.In P. Phil. 19.13, where Scherer
121). read Mapx( ) ovo(ia), grammar and the published photograph

41. Awvvorodworavn in P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 12.16. (plate V) lead me to suggest Mowx(nvatiavic) odo(lag).

42. Reading AJotwviovig for the editors’ JAtiviaviic in 44. Apparently TTahot(uavd) in P. Bour. 42.103, not
P. Ryl. 427 (22).7. Mohat(ivov) as K. F. W. Schmidt suggested (GGA 190, 1928,

43. This form has caused considerable difficulties to some p. 163); cf. the distortion of the name in I1&hovd(og), P. Mich.
scribes. So Mawmvartiavi in P. Ryl. 171.14; BGU 181.7; SB 224.4233, 5195, 6188.

4414.13; P. Berl. inv. 11529+SB 10512 passim; Mai- 45. Zevewoawn in P. Chic. 18.5; Zeviovf in P. Bour.

wowvatiovy) in P. Hamb. 34.10-11; Maxnvidawvy) in P. Mich.
274-5.8; Maxnvatiavn) in P. Mich. 2243883, 4271a; P. Ryl
207 (both in the unpublished col. i, and in ii.8, where the editors’
Mawrrnvotioviig is a subconscious correction); this should also
be read in P. Bour. 42.82, 100 for Collart’s Max( )and K. F. W,

42.136, 142; Zevonr(aviy) or Zevéxn(a) in P. Lips. 115.6. P.M.
Meyer’s observation (P. Hamb. 3.9 n.), although occasionally
overlooked, still holds true: “Zevexwavri ovola findet sich
nicht.” In P.Oxy. 3051.7 for Zevex[i]avijg read Zevexavig.
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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 {f. 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. VI, “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 Doménen der
romischen Kaiserzeit, 1896; A. Schulten, Die rdmischen
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’aprés 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 rémischen
Kaiserzeit bis Diokletian, 1902; O. Hirschfeld, Die kaiserlichen
Verwaltungsbeamten bis auf Diocletian, 1905; A. Schulten,
“Fundus,” DEAR II1, 1906, pp. 338 ff.; F. de Zulueta, De
patrociniis vicorum, 1909; E. Kornemann, “Dominen,” RE
Suppl. IV, 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
genése 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 yf
dmuoota, but treated them as what they were: his own private domain. Henceforth to be known by
the name of their original owner as Mauwxnvatioval ovoial, 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 Aovgiovr ovoia, the earliest
evidence comes from 74, i.e. long after it had been incorporated into the odolanog Moyoc.* 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, &ioywv
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
[Tetpwvion otoia, 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 ITetowviovi) odoia 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 4 I'étude du sentiment impérial,” Studi
Arangio-Ruiz 3, 1953, pp. 115 ff.

3. P. Mich. 274-5.7-8, Tijg TiBeolov Khavdiov Kaioapog
ZePaotov Ieguovizot AvTwxredtweog Maxvidavic ovoiog
»ofgu (= xhigor); BGU 181.5-7, 1[ijlg Népwvoc Khavdiov
Kaioagog Zefaotoi Teopavinod Adtoxodropoc Moatun-
vautiavig ovolag.

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, t]ic év 1@ *Alo]owoim T[u)plele[i]ov
Khaudiov Kaicapos Zefaotot Teopovinot AUToxodtooog
[etowviaviis ovolag (cf. lines 12-13); SB 9224.ii.24, mig
[etowviavig otoiag. In P. Hamb. 101.6 (1I1), éolyev Aéwv
mpovonms Ietpw[(viavig), the expansion of the abbreviation
is very uncertain (ITetow[(viov) being more likely) and, in any
case, I believe we are dealing with a privately owned property.

7. P. Ryl. 127.4-5, émowiov TMomhiov xai laiov
ITetowviwy. 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, Prifekten, Dp; ezt

8. For example, a tenant of M. Aponius Saturninus in
Karanis knew, and borrowed money from, a I'dewog [Metodiviog,
oteatd™g Aoyiivog, P. Osl. 33 verso.6-7 (29). See also N.
Lewis, “A Veteran in Quest of a Home,” TAPA 90, 1959, pp-
139 ff., my remarks in BASP 7, 1970, pp. 87 ff., and J. F.
Gilliam, ““A Legionary Veteran and his Family,” BASP8, 1971,
pp. 39 ff. E E
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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 ovola Aplog [rai] Feppav[ivot Kalioapog, 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

16

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."’

9; Suet., Aug. 101, Tib. 23; Tac., Ann. 1.8, Joint impossible. Fuks proposed C. Iulius Alexandros the alabarch,

ownership by Tiberius and Livia is indicated in CIL VI 4358,
9066; X 7489. See Hirschfeld, Verwaltungsbeamten, p.28,n. 1.

10. SB9150.4-5; P. Lond. 445 (I, p. 166).5-6, édag@dv
Tovkiag Zefaotis nai Feppavizot Kaioopos.

11. SB 10536.14-15, tmoavpot "Toviiog Zefoaotijs »al
téxvay Feppavizot Kai[o]agog; P. Med. 6.1-3, éyiumtoou
Biprov ‘lovAiog Zefaotiic woi  TExvo(v) T[egpovizot
Kaioapog. In P. Sorbonne inv. 2364.5-7 (25/6) the certain
reading is yewopyot "Tovkiag Zefaotic vl Téxvov Feopavinod
Kawodowv.

12. Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 672, no. 44, suggested the
identification of C. Iulius Alexandros with the son of Herodes
and Mariamne the Hasmonean, and this suggestion was
accepted by Hohlwein, JJIP 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’
[ 498). Rostovtzeff also proposed pajoiréw]c for P. Ryl. 166.7,
and this found its way to PIR" I 137, but a photograph supplied
me by the Rylands Library reveals that it is paleographically

brother of Philo and father of Ti. Iulius Alexandros, the prefect,
an old friend of Claudius and procurator of Antonia Drusi (Jos.,
Ant. 19.276). But dh]oap[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).

14. Suet., Tib. 51.

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

6. For Germanicus’ visit to Egypt see Tac., Ann. 2.591f.;
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. Weingértner, 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
Cass., 51.17.

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 notindeed 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 Teppavixiovy 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 émoixiov AiBirha[c] 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 >Avypurmiviovy ovolo 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 ‘PovtidAiavi) ovoia which,
for unknown reasons, is coupled with the ’Ayouwmuviavy) 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 *Avdog I'sopavirot Kaioapog,
but whether a servus or a libertus is meant is not clear.* His estate, the Avthow) ovoia, became

18. Germaniciani among the slaves of Tiberius are
attested in CIL VI 4336 (7), 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[] Tipeolov Kaioagog Zefaoton
ovoia(g) Feopavirnioic.

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 ’Alyloutmiaw ovoia is found in BGU 1047.14
(117-38), but I strongly suspect that we should read
Alylowtmvidaviic or CAlyloutiviaviis (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 ovowaxnodg hoyog. I should emphasize, however, that the
possibility that an Agrippa had in fact estates in Egypt still exists.

23. SB 4226, Aypeummiviavic ol ‘Povtiikioviic ooioc
Tl ®ueiov AvTonp@dTopog drekijv nal dvevydoeutov. This was

undated when first published by A. Erman, ZASA 28, 1890, p.
39, 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,
Ostraka I, p. 392. Hirschfeld, Klio 2, 1902, p. 293, in search of
anillustrious owner of the second century, suggesled M. Rutilius
Rufus, the prefect of 113-17 (PIR' R 173: Stein, Prifekten, 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 *Avihawvi
ovoia. The accepted theory explains the phrase *Avidou
Tepuavizot Katoapog as meaning ““(estate) of Germanicus,
(formerly) of Anthos™ (contra N. Lewis, AJP67, 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 @éwv 6 »ai “Aviog  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 Tulius 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
Khadog Apiog Apovoov 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
mposots Tov Tif[elolov xal Aplag Agovoov Kaioapog téxvar (s.c. oboi@v). I see no reason
to suppose the loss of a second t@v before Tiff[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, Tulia and Ti. Iulius Caesar Gemellus, of whom he was the guardian. Finally, in 46
we hear of a Airovn ovoia, 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 Alovucodwoiavi) ovoia as part of the ovoianog Adyog.
Now a Dionysodoros is known to have owned property in the Arsinoite, where the
Arovucodworavt ovaia 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 Ztoatnyod 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

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 VI 4903, 5215,
15114, 15616; XII 257.

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

26. P. Ryl. 127.26-7. The editors suggest that Khadogis a
corruption for Khatidiog, 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 K)édog 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.

28. P. Mich, 560.

29. He is 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
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, AwovuoodwpLavijg ovolag powvind-
vog dpovodv ¢ (fjutoovg) Ztpamyot heyouévou.

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
principis is 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 *Aygurmuviovy 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 mpogotig tiig T'atov Kaioapog AvTorpdtooog
Zefaotot ovoiog kol tig Tifepiov Khaudiov Feguovinot ovoiag t@v mepl Evnueotay.® 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. Itis
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 “Avtawviavy ovala.

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 22,7 and we know that she owned land in various villages of that
nome. There is a large number of papyri mentioning an ’Avraviaviy ovoio,” 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 notin all, of

33. Suet., Gaius 24: heredem quoque bonorum atque
imperii aeger instituit.

34. See above, n. 11. Tiberius had meanwhile seen to the
death of the other two, Nero Tulius Caesar in 31, and Drusus
Tulius Caesar in 33,

35. Sen., Dial. 3 (de ira).18; Philo, ad Gaium 2.572: see
Platner-Ashby, Topographical Dictionary, pp. 264 f.

36. P. Ryl. 148.4-9.

37. See Tomsin, “Notes,” p. 218, n. 64, where he is
certainly right in opposing Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 670, no. 9.

38. P. Osl. 123.4-6, mig &v i [.].xloJv &mow[(jwr
ov[oiag] *Alv]raviag Agov[cou.

39. See below, Appendix 11.i.4 bis.
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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 curator of 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. It is also during his reign
that we first hear, in 53, of the Kaunhwavi) odoia 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 éhawovoyiov - - - mpdtepov Tifepiov Khavdiov Zapamiwvog, vuvel
8¢ tod wwpiov Népwvog Khavdiov Kaioa[pog] Zefaoc[tot Teguajvinot Adtoxpdatogog 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 Néag at the end of the line). In P. Princ. 14.i.8, whether
we read "Avrw(viov) or "Avtw(viag) Suyateds, it is Antonia
Drusi who must be meant, not her father. In P. Strassb. 267.6,

40. P. Oxy. 244. See also Wallace, Taxation, pp. 85 f.
41. P. Oxy. 2837.1-4, olioiag toU =veiov Tifepiov
Khavdiov Kaio[aglo[s E]epfaotod TI[elopavfwo]i Avto-

»pGto[p]og. This is the latest reference to an estate owned by
Claudius.

42. Dio Cass., 51.15.7, taig te GdehpLdals, &g éx Tov
*Avioviov 1) *Oxtaovia dvijontd Te ®oi ETETOOPEL, xoNHaTa
Ao TOV TOTEOWY ATEVELIE.

43. Wilcken, Ostraka I, p. 393, saw M. Antonius as the
original owner of the *Avtwviaviy otola; 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, I read ’Avtwviag, not’ Avtwviov, in

where the editor read ’Avtwviov Oveon[ao-, Prof. J. Schwartz,
who kindly examined the papyrus at my request, suggests a very
tentative *Avroviag Agovoou 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; XIV
3080-84. See also Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 123, but cf. SEHRE,
p. 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 [Tipeotov] Khowdiov Aogugpdeou medTegoy NagrLootovi 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 an identification, 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 g mpdTepov Naopxiooov ovolog
#harovoyiov.* 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 tessera found 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 Meooahivng »xTiowg 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’Avtwviavr ovota 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 (pbTEQOV)
"Avtaviag Huyoareog 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

47. P. Ryl. 171.1-2.

48. WChr. 176 (after 52/3, possibly Nero).
49. SB 6019. The inscription quoted is the entire text.

cynocephalus baboon is most likely a crude representation of
Thoth, who was extensively worshiped in Hermoupolis and the
Delta.

50. J. G. Milne, JEA 1, 1914, p. 94; see G. Dattari,
Monete imperiali greche. Numi Augg. Alexandrini, catalogo
della collezione G. Dattari, 1901, no. 6506, plate 37. Cf.
Rostovizeff, Staatspacht, p. 491, n. 359. What was seen as a

51. See below, Appendix II.i.13.

52. P. Fay 40.7-8 (162/3); P. Bour. 42 passim (167).

53. See the previous note; for *Avteviavh odvoia with no
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 Iulius 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 oty tdg te duathinag 10D Khavdiov fpdvice xai Thv
Ay aoay diedéEaro. See P. A. Brunt, JRS 56, 1966, p. 78.

55. PIR’D 194. References to his Egyptian estates below,
Appendix IL.iii.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
35:5:

58. On the basis of a photograph supplied me by the
Trustees of the British Museum, P. Lond. 195 (II, p. 127).1-2
read tehéopata xmioewg Aeyouédwn(s) [ca. 20 letters] Tifeolov
Kafoapog Zefaoton [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.
352 ff.

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 [Talhavtiavai ovoion. All
these persons are otherwise unknown, but it is 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 .. 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 Zevexavy 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 . But I find unacceptable this identification of L
Septimius with the former owner of the Zeounoiavi) ovaia,
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 Ilodhavuiaviy ovoic
[(mootegov) “Epwrtog x=ai] 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. 1. 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. Xonoipov is to be supplied in P. Ryl
207.5 and 17; Xpnoi(pov), not Xpvoi(mmov), 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 "Tovrotivoog I'ovmavédg or Movmuavot 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’173). Not all
persons mentioned in lines 4 ff. need be former owners of
imperial estates; the term ovoic, applied to the lands of
Maecenas, Seneca, Lurius and Germanicus, is missing after the
two doubtful cases, of which the other is téig " Atiag or Tamatiog
(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(ovdoivrog) etc.; cf. P. Lond.
1213-15 (III, 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(éypopav) for
Su(éypanpev) in line 2. This is not definite, of course, but even if
the mysterious name and Tucundus Grypianus are land-owners,

67

nothing compels us to regard them as former owners of imperial
estates; pace Meyer, the yewgyol mentioned in the document
need not be exclusively otdoiaxol.

62. P. Bour. 42.103 reads ITalat( ) ovo(iog) & Tovueo( );
the first doubtful word is almost certainly [Takat(Lavic); for the
second (which is paleographically certain) K. F. W. Schmidt,
GGA 190, 1928, p. 163, n. 7, suggested Nouueo(iov);
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, *“I1
sito e le iscrizioni della schola Xanthasul foro Romano,” MDAI
(R)3, 1888, pp. 208 ff.; A. Oxé, “Zur ilteren Nomenklatur der
romischen 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 L VIIL Jahresbericht, 1908, pp. 3 ff.; J. Baumgart, Die
romischen Sklavennamen, 1936; B. Doer, Die romische
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, “Evhémeéria 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’ deathin 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 piodwtig. 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 ovolamodg Mdyog. 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 Xpfotov,” the ovoia Aateivov or Aotviaw) odoia,” the Zeovnotovi ovoia and the
Mnvartwowvn ovoia) are listed among the Vespasian portion of the ovolondg héyog, and it is
certain, although only from circumstantial evidence, that the remaining three (the Zoxpotiov)
ovoia, and the ovoia "*Ovnoiuov and his unknown partner in a joint ownership) should be placed
there as well.” These estates could have become part of the ovoLaxdg Adyog 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.”

excessively in unpublished papyri from Thmouis, in the
Mendesian nome, currently being studied by Mrs. S. Kambitsis,

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 Alatviovig
ovoiog (so also Mrs. S. Kambitsis by letter), and in (15).9 for the
editors’ |.c ovolav & Aaieivov xai ‘Hodr[og I would read, on the
basis of a photograph supplied me by the Rylands Library, Jng
(e.g., wodwtlic) ovoiag & Aateivov xoi ‘Hodic, or ‘Hodt[og. In
P. Strassb. 299 recto.17 we are also dealing with this estate; I
read ovowa]xdv- Aotelvou. The property of Latinus figures

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
ovoLaxodg hOyos.

T4. 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 dmd doovodv émtd Mnva heyo(uévwv) 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 first s the
* Axtnavi) 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) émugpavric 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 ovolaxog 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 itis not stated
that her ovola became in fact part of the ovowanog Aoyoc.™

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: ottwg avTOV
(sc. Vitellius) o0dév tdv éxeivouv (sc. Nero) tu fljoeoev (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 42.4-5.

evidence that the arourae were sold from the olowaxog hdyocg; 77. See PIR® C 1067. Inthe imperial household we find an
the Menatian estate is thus far known only from Theadelphia; Acteanus (CIL V1 15027) and an Acteniana (X 7980); cf. also
Menas is a very common theophoric name in the East, and VI 15357. Discussion and bibliograpny in Chantraine,
particularly in Egypt (see Preisigke, Namenbuch, and Freigelassene, pp. 295 f.

Foraboschi, Onomasticon). The identification of the original 78. Suet., Nero 50.

owner of the Menatian estate with Menas/Menodoros, the 79. Dio Cass., 62.12.3-4; cf. PIR? C 363.

freedman of Pompeius who kept changing sides between Sextus 80. Tac., Hist. 1.73. Among the slaves of the Flavian

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. "Axtovn in SB 10893.6; "Axtiig regularly in the
unpublished papyri from Thmouis; cf. also P. Ross.-Georg. 11

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; c¢f. CIL VI 16586, and see
Chantraine, Freigelassene, p. 309,

81. P. Aberd. 151 (I). Line 3 reads ovoiog Kahfiag
K[potomuviding; 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 Galbiani and Othoniani among 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: toig te Baoihnoic xTiuacLy
énmhvoev obtod Totvopa énvypdpesdal, slndv adtd odx idia Tol BactheiovToc elvar, ik
xowva xol dnpooLa Tiig 1OV ‘Popaiov doyns (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 dwoixnoig, or fiscus, administered all fiscal land, the v7| dnuooia, paciixy and
meoo0dov, and collected taxes from all private properties as well. The iepamind was responsible
for the hieratic revenues. The idios logos, g TV &ddeoméTwy noi 1oV eic Kaicapo mintewy
opelhovTov €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
are interconnected with the development of the imperial fiscus,
the fate of the aerarium, and the emergence of the res privata,
too complex and extensive subjects to be treated here. I append
a selected bibliography for those who wish to pursue the matter,
placing emphasis on recent works where references to, and
criticisms of, previous studies may be found. (On the matter of
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,” DEAR 111, 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 Beitrdgen
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, “Aerarium and Fiscusduring the Early Empire,”
AJP 66, 1945, pp. 151 ff.; R. S. Rogers, “The Roman Emperors

as Heirs and Legatees,” TAPA 78, 1947, pp. 140 ff.; A. H. M.
Jones, “The Aerarium and the Fiscus,” JRS40, 1950, pp. 22 ff.;
H.-G. Pflaum, Essai sur les procurateurs équestres sous le
haut-empire, 1950; A. Garzetti, “Aerarium e fiscus sotto
Augusto. Storia di una questione in parte di nomi,”” Athenaeum
41, 1953, pp. 298 ff.; H.-G. Pflaum, Les carriéres
procuratoriennes équestres sous le haut-empire romain: 1,
1960, II, 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. CIL VI 36911.
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the odoLaxé or ovoloxdg hoyoe, the ratio usiaca, which is the Egypt,ian eq~uivalent (})f ratio
patrimonii. At its head is a procurator, the xQ4TOTOS £TLTOOTOG OVOLOXMY O ®QATLOTOG
ovoLoROg Emitpomog.”’ :

Other evidence testifies tc the magnitude of the change. Gone are thc’ t?w forms of
tax-exemption that we find in the Julio-Claudian properties; gone are th_e £niTEOmOL, thf:x
oinovouol, the mpoeotdTeg, the slaves and the freedmen supervising (?r zculywatmg the]land._
From now on we hear of a yfj ovowaxt, which like the dnuooia, faciiixm, Lega and mpocddov, 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 oBoLandg
vewoyoc totally replaces yewpydg ovotag, and this new farmer does not differ from the 6nu0fnog,
|3(10L.Muég, or EOcodIROC YEWEYHS in any way: they are all public tenants of state land, dnpoorol
YEWQYOL. ; M

Exactly when was this ovowonog Aoyog created, and exactly which properties did itinclude?
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 ovotau of this new
ovolandg Aoyog under two headings, those formerly of Vespasian, and those formerly of Titus.”
Included in the ovoion Oveomaciavod 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 ovoion 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 ovolanog hdyog 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 ovoiaxdg Adyog see Hirschfeld,
Verwaltungsbeamten, pp. 355 ff.; Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, pp. 130
ff.; Hohlwein, L’Egypte romaine, pp. 163 ff.; Wilcken,
Grundziige, pp. 298 ff.; Rostovizeff, A Large Estate, p. 12;
Collart, P. Bour., pp. 159 ff.; Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg., p. 69;
Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 292 ff.; Tomsin, “Notes,” pp. 215 ff.;
G. Boulvert, Esclaves et affranchis impériaux sous le
haut-empire romain, 1970, pp. 224 ff. On the procurator
usiacus see below, Appendix IIL.

88. See below, Chapter IV.

89. The differences between the management and the
exploitation of the oloiaxi) yij and the remaining state land
seem to have been greatly exaggerated by Rostovtzeff, Kolonat,
pp. 181 ff. It exists not so much between two categories of public
land, as between garden- and grain-land, and it is primarily with
respect to the former that the émmenrai ovolaxdy figure in the
majority of the cases. See now the more restrained comments of
Kuhnke, Ovoaxi) I, especially Chapters 11 and I11, and his
new discussion on the differences between 0UoLHOg podwTig
and ovoLa#0G YemEYOS, pp. 64 ff. The ovoLax yi| 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). T see no differences in the

leases and subleases involving ovowax) ¥1) and those of other
state land; see J. Herrmann, Studien zur Bodenpacht im Recht
der grico-dgyptischen Papyri, 1958, and D. Hennig,
Untersuchungen zur Bodenpacht im ptolemadisch-rémischen
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. SB10893.

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, Juhjviwv Aeyou(évn)] (sc. dudeuE)
fimep &yviotn éx Tiig yevo(uévng) 1@ # (Erey) (i.e. 144/5) Tdv
ovo(axdv) wr[nu(drmv) doodeoiag] elvon g [Mau]x(n-
vataviig) ovolag, Eonuog [&]x Tot mheiotou roTamen(twrvia)
(éoovodv) [.] - - - fj nai uéyol virv éipogog. In line 17 we should
read Tij[¢ yevo(uéwc)] dpodsoiag tfod] ¥ (Frouc) elvar Tig
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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 Aoyog 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 ovotan Oveonmaciavot and ovoion 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 odowoxdg Adyos, 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.”

Maw(nvatiavilg) ovoliog] (paoi.ovg [..], Schubart). This
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, “Tovdainog Adyog,” 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 ovowaxf y1 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 ovolat, and so laid the
foundation of the department of the yn ovciax, which was
finally organized probably by Domitian.” Cf. also p. 295.

Similar thoughts have been expressed by Hohlwein, JIP3, 1949,
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 émi
zmo(ewv) [eo(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 Katw Xdoa, 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 otvowaxn yfj 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 that in
the Latinian estate there was a xtijua (most likely a vineyard) mpdtepov @ovvioews 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 ovcLaxd, the remaining being
collected for the droixnoig. Of these, 434 drachmae 3 1/2 obols were rental for a yihog TémOS’ In

1. The Thebais was restless during the Ptolemaic period as 3. P. Ryl. 427 (22).

well; from 206 to 186 B.C. it was detached from the kingdom,
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 émotpdinyog 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.

4. P. Strassb. 299 recto. Although the provenance of the
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 01 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, “Wihoi Tomot,” Aeg
30, 1950, pp. 42 ff., and P. Ryl.215, where various yuhoi TO7OL,
buildings and abandoned garden-lands in the estates of Titus
and Vespasian, also in the Mendesian nome, are mentioned.
Line 26 ought toread ovoiox]ovopolwg - [teot Tijrov, and, on
the basis of a photograph supplied me by the Rylands Library,
line 30, ovoud]v #eot Oveonaciavfot Tov £]v xbuy ete.
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the Latinian estate, the rest being for tehwvixd (?) dréhewa.® 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. IT)

Taxes in money from a village near Thouis (in the Mendesian nome?). Amounts in drachmae,
obols and khalkoi.

Tax 6.25% Surcharge

Dioikesis 1420 1/2 88 41/2 1508 5
Hieratika 115 7 12285
Eide 1633 102 1/2 173551412

Subtotal 3168 198 3366 2
Ousiaka 532 33810172 S6> 112

GRAND TOTAL 3700 il kil 3931 3172

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 ovUowaxd.” 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 ovolaxi) y1 in the Arsinoite may have been. It is hardly likely that these are annual sums, and
the recurrent expression yivovial Tdviav tdv €TV 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.'* Ovoiox vij 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 IV, 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. 11 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.
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Poleos Ano, as well as near the capital itself, Hermoupolis Magna."* Most of the ovolaxi) yij 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 prodt_xctivity of any sizeable
parcel of ovowax yi 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 odowaxm
yij 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 yi] ®oatowin and xAnpouvyixt), and also, if the second
century B.C. is any guide, of dwpeat 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 twéAoyog 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.
96; Hermoupolis: P. Strassb. 5; cf. also P. Sarap. 34, and the
ovalandy dumehndy wtijpa in P. Ryl, 157.4.

14. The phrase xafapdg dmd yewoyioe Boouhuxiic yiic nai
ovolaxis yilg xal movidg eidoug ol Opehils xal xatoyic
nhomg dnuooiag te xai idtwTxiic, or similar expressions, occur
in a number of documents from the Oxyrhynchite nome (e.g., P.
Oxy. 506; 578; 633; 1200; 1208; 1270; 1276; 1634; 1696
2134;2722;2723; P. Osl. 40; P. Wisc. 9; SB8971),aswell asin
papyri from other nomes, but cannot be taken as evidence for
the existence of ovoios) vij in any of these localities: it is a
standard Garantieklausel which guards against all possibilities.

15. See above, Chapter I.

16. Hdt., 2.149 f., a much exaggerated account. His
assertion that the lake yewonolntée #omi xoi douxTy is false,

_17. See Johnson, Roman Egypt, pp. 5 ff. for ancient
testimonies, and J. Lesquier, I’armée romaine de IEgypte
d’Auguste & Dioclétien, 1918, Pp. 328 ff., for the type of land
owned by veterans (some of whom, however, despite their

Roman name, are of local origin). For Italy see Frank, Rome
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 I’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 ydo ogi siou &v T xwon
Gumehor; 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, p. 51.
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Bakkhias

$Psenarpsenesis

Philadelphia

® Narmouthis

POLEMONOS
Talei

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 Moéris, 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
Aigialou, 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, Iuliopolis) the former owners of ool 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 ovoLax1 Y1)
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 (Iucundus 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 II.

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[oJu 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 ovowaxi) y7 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 ovolaxmn y1j, 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 Moéris forming a single xwpoypauuoteia:
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 dvo{xnoig, and
all the ovovann yij. The grand total of the grain-producing fields of the xwuoyooaupcreio 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 ovoioxt) y1). 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 ovoiax) yi was 20,261 1/4 artabae of wheat, i.e. an average of slightly less than
41/2 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
droixmoic 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 xwuoyoauuateio 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
situated near this village, and not of a farmstead by this name
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

gives 607 (the incorrect reading of the papyrus) instead of 577
arourae for Germanicus in Ptolemais Nea, and, by a misprint, 8
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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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,

Table 2 P.Bour.42 (A.D. 167)

Cadastre of five villages in the Herakleidou meris, Arsinoite. Total area of grain-land.

Village Royal Revenue Ousiake Private Total
4061 46/64
1633 22/64
2161 34/64
556 46/64

3924 4/64

1317 13/64
622 16/64
267 16/64
1465 2/64

524 B8/64
919 16/64
2161 34/64

20

2200 25/64
91 54/64
289 30/64
847 34/64

Hiera Nesos
Drymos H. Nesou
Perkeesis
Kerkeesis
Ptolemais Nea

664

947 32/64

TOTAL 3429 15/64 684 4551 26/64 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.

Table 2a P.Bour. 42 (A.D.167)

Cadastre of four villages in the Herakleidou meris, Arsinoite. Total area of ousiake grain-land.

Estate Hiera Nesos Dr.H.Nesou Perkeesis Ptolemais Nea Total
796 31/64
71 40/64
311 35/64
118 8/64

205 9/64

557 16/64

260 16/64

192 15/64
62 29/64

9 11/64

Germanician
Maecenatian
Lurian 51 19/64
Severan 118 8/64
Alexandrian —

205 9/64

Vespasian

Dionysodorian
Pallantian

121 11/64
443 56/64

121 11/64
443 56/64

1 8/64

Antonian
TOTAL VESPASIAN

98 57/64

Senecan
Doryphorian

TOTAL TITUS

GRAND TOTAL

59 10/64
77 63/64

1 48/64

2161 22/64

110

3 4/64

2044 2/64

2429 25/64
77 63/64

2507 24/64

4551 26/64

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
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single ®xouoyoapuoteia.” Again, as is usual in such documents, the lands are divided between
those administered by the duolxnoig and those under the jurisdiction of the ovolanog hdyos. A
large section of the papyrus is lost, but we know that the amount assessed under the head
droixnoig 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 xwpoyoouuoreia
administered by the diolxnoig 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 ovoaxd 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 ovowaxt v 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

792 35/64
280

518 7/64
27 32/64 e

274 28/64 —
252 32/64

Maecenatian
Anthian
Iucundus &
Khresimos 45 41/64 —
{+G. Polla 26 33/64 36 20/64
=Pallantian

Camelian

108 30/64

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 Mogris, 58 of which mention ovowaxt) yi (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. I find myself in agreement with the 28. BGU 31; 104; 105; 160; 172; 202; 204; 206; 211;

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. 372.4i.10-11, 13; see the editors’ introduc-
tion.

27. They are mentioned in P. Mich. 223; 224; 225.

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). . : i

We do not know the amount of the ovowaxn vy 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 obolaxi)
y7 of Bakkhias, a village only slightly smaller than Karanis and Philadelphia, and where at least
Germanicus, Livia and Maecenas had estates.”

Table 4 AD.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 Patsontis Psenarpsenesis Ptolemais Nea Total

—_ 13 24/64
82 47/64

Antonian 13 24/64 —_ — —

Camelian 9 9/64 40/64 40/64 72 22/64 —
Germanician — 14 6/64 — 21 2/64 35 8/64
Lurian 14 40/64 — 66 61/64 — 81 37/64
Maecenatian 9 3 15/64 — —_— 12 15/64
Severan — 27 44/64 — —_ 37 44/64
Senecan 30 15/64 2 56/64 — — 33 7/64

TOTAL 76 24/64 48 33/64 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 ovolaxog Aéyog in some villages of the Herakleidou meris. As for the division
of Themistos and Polemon, our documentation is less complete. A mopeia mEOS Emionery
aPeodyov yilg 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 ovowomd v (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 byH.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 Texrviv]ewg, and line 7 Baoihux]ig; in line 11 for the
editor’s Jwg I read on a photograph supplied me by the Giessen
Library ovowax]®v, and in line 18 Aopu]q oo (Lavijc) ovoi(ag).

33. On the Nile and its irrigation see Johnson, Roman
Egypt, pp. 7 ff.; D. Bonneau, La crue du Nil, divinité
€égyptienne, a 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, pp. 379 ff.
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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 ovcwax) yi) 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
[R5
TOTAL VESPASIAN
Doryphorian
Senecan 5 3/64
Sold from Senecan 4 24/64
TOTAL TITUS 39 48/64

62 22/64
30 44/64

93 2/64
30 21/64

Ousiake 132 50/64
Royal (?) 355 6/64
[ ] 3100 25/64
TOTAL 3588 17/64

A recently published document deals almost exclusively with the ovowoun y1| 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 émweoiondg 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 dioixnoug: 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 obolaxog Aoyog, the

34. P. Berl. Leihg. 29, according to information kindly 37. See W. L. Westermann on P. Col. 1 recto 2, and A. E.

advanced me before the publication of the papyrus by A
Tomsin.

35. SB10512;see its original publicationin APF19, 1969,
pp. 77 ff.; cf. Tomsin, APF 21, 1971, pp. 91 {. 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 Agypten
wéhrend der Prinzipatszeit, 1969.

R. Boak, Historia 4, 1955, p. 161.

38. P. Berl. Leihg. 5, with Kalén’s notes.

39. P. Lond. 900 (III, p. 89); see the new edition and the
discussion by Tomsin, “Un document de comptabilité fiscale, P.
Lond., IIT, 900, p. 89,” Académie royale de Belgique, Bulletin
de la 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) 32
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

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
farmers

Theadelphia
Philoteris
Theoxenis
Andromakhis
Hermoupolis
[FE53]

Lagis
Trikomia
Sentrempaei

Themistou

Vespasian Titus

Maecenatian Lurian Severan Doryphorian Senecan

31 133 18/64 [ ] 62/64 [ ]40/64
10 37/64 — —
— 14 36/64 32/64
4 6/64 47 50/64
2 16/64 —
]

TOTAL THEMISTOU MERIS 433 9/64

: Narmouthis
Tebtunis

TOTAL POLEMONOS MERIS [20 5/64]

GRAND TOTAL 453 14/64
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remaining going to the dwoixnolwc. 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. %00 (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 15/24 797 3/24
Menatian 285 17/24 66 21/24
Severan 1135 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 odowaxr yi) 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, (III, 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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ovoLam v 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 270 [ 653 19/32]
Barley 38 Dionysodorian 12
Grass for cutting 38 Kharmian 48 6/32

Grass for grazing 228
Beans 30 TOTAL 713 25/32

Vegetable seed [38 26/32]
Lentils TOR25/30 (c) Taxin grain (in artabae)

Wheat 3708 1/48
713 25/32 Barley 890 1/2

We have a good number of papyri giving us information about the monthly, and even the
daily, revenues of the odowaxn 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 - ==
Balance 6948 15/24 1433 17/24 2698 13/24

* All from the Dionysodorian estate, Vespasian.

4l. 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
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problem arises from the fact that, unlike the xatjxovta, which did not vary from year to year, the
rentals, or éxgodoLa, paid by the cultivators of the royal, hieratic, revenue and ovouaxi) yij, 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 132 —

Ousiaka 444 8/24 185 9/24 —
Dioikesis 3735 19/24 82 18/24 31 6/24

TOTAL 4180 3/24 268 3/24 31 6/24

Roman Egypt,” JIP4, 1950, pp. 293 ff., and “Upon Sitologia in Kalén ad loc.; Grenfell and Hunt, P. Tebt. 369.6 n.; Wilcken,
Roman Egypt and the Réle of Sitologi in its Financial Grundziige, pp. 359 f.; Wallace, Taxation, pp. 22 {.; 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.

(mvedg ouveyopaoTixdg 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 ovolox) yi] ranging from less than one to about 50 arourae,
the grand total of the known grain-land in the Arsinoite belonging to the ovolondg 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 ovoLanm
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 a single
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, p. 7.
1I. 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
aumeh@v @oowuog and 126 3/4 arourae of dgpogpog, perhaps non-taxable vedéguta. In the third
estate there were 216 1/4 arourae of agopog (208 3/4 of veégputa) and 160 9/32 arourae of
poowog. The second estate, and the one that interests us most, belonged to Pallas. Out of a total
of 63 arourae, 503/4 were dumel@v dgopog, i.e. veogura.*® This is the largest vineyard we
encounter among the imperial estates in the Arsinoite; we should recall here the wtijuo
®ovvnoewg of the Latinian estate in the Mendesian nome, which measured 163 arourae.* We
also know of an dumehwv heyouevog Zuvvegnffov 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 veégputa t@v éhawwvwv, 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
ovovaxrog éhatdv ‘Epudewc Aeyduevog 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 &hawovpyeiov formerly of Ti. Claudius Sarapion in the Neronian estate near
Herakleia.”

These mentions of vedéguta — 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 ovowaxn y1). 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 dumehdvec and
mopadewool 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

the Flavians the formation of new private estates, small and
large, did not cease. This is probably because ability and energy
were needed to make the borderlands useful and fertile, and the
royal peasants certainly were not conspicuous for either of these
qualities.” Cf. also p. 673, where his reference to P. Ryl. 171 is
incorrect: the Doryphorian estate near Herakleia mentioned
therein was not planted with vines and olives but was sown with
cereals.

56. See, e.g., P. Ryl. 215.33, yuh(og) tdém(og), wai

48. P. Lond. 195 (11, p. 127); see the new edition and the
discussion in P. Ryl II, pp. 243 ff. and 254 ff.

49. P. Ryl. 427 (22).

50. SB 10947. Cf. also P. Mil. Vogl. 98.58 ff.

51. P.Mil. Vogl. 251;cf. Foraboschi, Chronique 42, 1967,

. 175 £.; P. Tebt. 343.

52. P. Ryl. 138.

53. P. Osl. 136.

54. P. Strassb. 210; P. Lond. 280 (11, p. 193); WChr. 176.

Cf. also the three arourae of olive groves near Euhemeria in
BGU 599.

55. See above, Chapter I, and Rostovtzetf, 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 I have shown, even under

nopddefoog vuvi] dv Epnuog 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 émiTnontig ovolax®dV xMudatmv makes
its brief appearance, we often hear of ovoloxda xtijpata, 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 @oooL,
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 dméuorpa 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
mapadeiowv ovoayxd®[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 6 3/4 arourae. Are we to suppose that this represents the sum of the ovoiaxol
mapddelool 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 mapddelool or only to a section of the meris, we
are confronted with a ratio between dtoixnolg and ovoloxd 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 ovolanog Aoyog, and half of them may be eliminated from the
present discussion: 27 paid only for dpaywatnyia, or for transportation of sheaves, and therefore
cultivated ovolaxt| 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 ovolaxdg Aoyog. The only indication for mapddeiool among this land comes
from the very small payments (a total of 32 drachmae, contributed by 2 individuals) for (péooc

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. Petaus 75; 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 tov 'Emumdrewc, 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.

SOSNPTebt 503!

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.




LOCATION, SIZE AND TYPE OF LAND
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gowixwyv in the estates of Doryphoros and Maecenas,” and the even smaller payments (16
drachmae, paid by 4 persons) for @doog éLaivmv putdyv and for mapaywyy éLaiag in the estates
of Lurius, Maecenas and Severus.® In addition, there are two categories of land, the dunehog
tovywuévn in the estates of Anthos and Maecenas,” and the apparently inferior aiyiahitig
gugopog, 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:
£émopovpLov, 6 drachmae 4 obols per aroura per annum; dxdpowa, 10 drachmae per aroura per
annum; yewuetpta, 50 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 o0ciaxn y contributed for the drméuoipa 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 ovouaxr y1| in the three villages could not have been much larger.

A similar picture emerges from Theadelphia across the lake, in a document entitled
TormaQyOg (sc. Aoyog) Aquudrwv % (Etovg) “Aviavivoy Kaloapog tod nveiov (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 magaywyn élaiag, as opposed to 51 drachmae contributed to the
doixnotg, and these olive trees appear to have been scattered among the vines once more. There
are detailed accounts of payments for dmdpowpa (24 drachmae), érapovoiov (16 drachmae) and
vewpetoia (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 dumeldveg of the
droixnolg amounted to 320 arourae.

Some pvoofdravor (Balanites aegyptiaca) and 2 3/4 arourae of a palm-tree grove are
mentioned in an estate of Severus,” and seven dxavtou (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 @owwxd@v Ztoatnyol Aeyouevog 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 xtijua
or mapddeioog (?) of at least 66 arourae.” Palm-tree groves administered by the ovowaxdg Aoyog
are also attested in Skhedia and Tuliopolis.™

Adyavov and hayovoomepuov 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.
61 f.

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 189%4.

69. Compare the similar returnsin P. Col. 1 verso lacol. 5;
cf. col. 4 for the fiscus.

70. P. Mil. Viogl. 251.

71. P. Tebt. 343.76 ff.; cf. Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg., p. 184,
for corrected readings and discussion.

2 PaGen: 88

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 dovupol and the vopai, 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 dAieig émwd modog and the
Hovon@hor 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 vonag @eadeh(peiog)
x®d[ung] oticag év Tl dovumt tig Oead|eh(peiag)], »(al) Ioav ix[x]dvag »(al) dyotm[v] (sc.
dovéav), w(al) avinfiny x(al) grdéa x(ai) x6[unv?]. The rental for one year was 10,000
drachmae, 8652 going to the dwoixnoig and 1348 to the ovowaxd 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 @dpog voudv xal iydiag of 3699 drachmae, or 14
drachmae 13 obols per aroura; and 42 arourae of yepoovouad, or voual Geguval ®ol Y ELUeQLVaL,
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
estate.”

Goats and sheep and @dpog mooPdtwyv »al aiydv 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. mentioned are 3695 and 1000 drachmae; cf. P. Wiirz. 11.9,

Ryl. 168.

77. See N. Lewis, L’industrie du papyrus dans ’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 difowxnoe]wg, not difauodmoe]log as the editor
suggested; lines 14-15 ought to read doaypai ["H] EEaxdo(von)
éveviiwovra (a mistake for mevmixovra?) [ddo, wig] ¢
Atovuolodworav(ig ovolag].

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

mentioning yeyepwval vouat. 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.
LB I. P. Med. 6. See N. Lewis, L’industrie du papyrus dans

I’Egypte gréco-romaine, 1934, pp. 112 ff.

82. Antonia: BGU 277; Anthos: P. Strassb. inv. 1108
(APF 4, 1908, pp. 142 {.); BGU 199 verso; 277; 810.

83. BGU 810.

84. Of Pallas in Theadelphia: BGU 1636; 1894; Karanis:
P. Mich. 223; 225; 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 donkeysin
5 to warrant the presence of an émotdaTng (sc. dGvirav) ®tvov,” and the small bronze tablet
inscribed “Ayoeutmiviavig #al ‘Poutihhiavig otolag tot ®upiov ADToxodToR0g ATEAV ®al
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 Moégris 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 q@dpog mholwyv

"Avtavioviig 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 87. P. Aberd.24; BGU 199 verso; 212; 653. See Wallace,

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
IL.x.1.

85. SB 9150.

86. SB 4226. In BGU 1047.ii.12 Lesquier tentatively
suggested in[mdva], but could a stable be subject to
owapiotwoig (line 16)?

Taxation, p. 220; Johnson, Roman Egypt, p. 572.

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.




Chapter Four

Administration and Manpower

Before their incorporation into the ovoloxOg 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 ymoo 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 TQOE0TMOTES, TEOVOOTVTES, OIXOVOUOL, (POOVILOTCL, TOOTTATAL,
yoounatels, TpeoPutepot, yewoLotal, moaypatsvtal, 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 dwoed
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, Worterbuch, 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, Tulia 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 ovoiat, 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
dehetdepor Kaioopog ol oixovopor, neifm »ai éhdrtw nemotevuévor modypoto (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 lhistoire de droits de patronat, 1934; R.
Besnier, Les affranchis impériaux a Rome de 41 a 54 apres
J.-C., 1947, 1948; C. Cosentini, Studi sui liberti, 1948, 1950; G.
Vitucei, “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, 19553 J.
Macqueron, Le travail des hommes libres dans l'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 rémischen 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 {.; Wilcken, Grundzlige, pp. 158
f. and WChr. 175 introd.; A. Bataille, “P. Clermont-Ganneau
3-5, JIP 6, 1952, pp. 185 ff.; A. Swiderek, “Les Kalcapog
oixovopol de I'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 oixovopor 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
dradeyduevog Ty Goyeewotvny; 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. 2015 at any rate, we are dealing
with the iepdtatov toweiov. In BGU 102 a @ségihog
Aovnipégov ofi]xov[é]u[o]u [oJtundorog (a similar official
appears in P. Oxy. 735) collects gépov moofdrwv. Finally. if we
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borne the name ovowaxrodg AoOyog, 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
ovoLex0g Adyog 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 Kfjpuvtog  Avtwviag Agovoov dothogis
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 KAddog Aplag Apotoov Kaloapogis 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 "Emtagodditog, slave of the imperial freedman Tiféoiog Khaidiog
®TME, served in an administrative capacity in an oil-press originally of TiBéotoc Khordiog
Zapamiwy (obviously another imperial freedman) but at the time the property of Nero.* We have
already encountered a slave or a freedman of great wealth, > Avdog 'eppavirot Kaicapog,® 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 Edoyfuwv, oixovépog tig év tin *Agowoeitn Tieolov Khavdiov
Aopugpogov meotepov Napxiooaviig ovatag. ' 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 oixovopou. 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 Awvatog tot Awvaiov, &mitgomog ‘Ageodioiov
"Agoodioiov, yooupotéwe Aogugogiaviis ovoiag.'”” Now Limnaios is not an ovoloxdg
énitpomog as this office is known from the second and third centuries, and ypappatelc 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 onoLaxOg Adyog, and one that soon
disappeared.

We also know of two persons bearing the title éx\ urtwo. Literally speaking, such a person

return to the first century, in line 22 of the edict of Ti. Tulius
Alexandros the otic{o} &v évitade Enitoomog Tob wupiou i {u}
olrovépog 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).

6. P. Oxy. 224.2, 15, 19.

7. P. Ryl. 127.26-7; on the name see above, chapter II, n.
26.

8. P. Lond. 280 (II, p. 193).2; of. WChr. 312.2 n.

9. See above, Chapter II, n. 24. There was also a C. [ulius
Amarantos in the estate of C. Tulius Alexandros, before it was
acquired by ITulia Augusta, directing the leasing of land: P. Ryl.

166.1, 30.

10. Cf. P. Lond. 1223 (I, p. 139).14 (121), toig Tijs
ototag oixovopoug; P. Hamb. 8.1-2 (136), olxovépot Tovhiag
Begvin(ng); cf. P. M. Meyer’s note.

11. P. Osl. 21.3-6. ’Em{tpomot in private ovoiaw: P.
Strassb. 74 (P. Sarap. 2).11 (126); P. Mich. 620.4, 125, 206
(239-40); P. Princ. 50.10 (255). For yoouporets in charge (?)
of an estate see BGU 1669.1-2 (Augustus) with editor’s n. As
administrative officials of the government YOOUUOTELS appear
only in the tapaxai ovolow of the end of the third century: P.
Oxy. 58.7-8 (288) and P. Beatty Panop. 1.207, 210 (298).

122 P Os] 21,
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is simply a “‘collector” of revenues, an entrepreneur who exploits either all the operations inside a
property, e.g., ‘Hoaxheidng, éxMjumtwo ovoiag tov xvetov Tifegiov Khawdiov Kaicapog
ZePaotot Mepuavinot Avtoxpdrogos,” or only a limited portion thereof, e.g., >Agoodiciog
Zwihov, éyMumtwo Bifrov Tovhiag Zefaothc noi téxvwv eppavinot Kaioapoc.™ His is a
private position, and he works under contract to the owner or his representative; he may act as a
bailitf 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
wotwthc.”

The same, to a large extent, may be said about the most numerous group of known officials,
the mpogotdTes,'® persons who carry the favored term during the first century for “manager” or
“superintendent.” A document addressed Tdt mposotdTL TS &v T® Apowvoity Tipegiov
Khavdiov Kailoapog Zefaotod F'eppoavinot Avtoxedropog [Tetpmviaviis otolag 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 mpoeot®s.'” 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 moeotdg 1@V Tifepiov nal Apiog
Apovoov Kaicopog téxvwy, was in charge of more than one parcel.' In two instances the
mpoeoTwg is specifically stated to be supervising only a section of his master’s domain, i.e.
Xoapfjuwyv tot “Axovolhdov, 6 mpoeotids T [atov Kaioagog Zefaotod ovoiog xal g
Tiepiov Khavdiov T'eppoavirot ovoiog tdv weol Ednueoiay,'” and Atoviiolog, 6 poeotmg Tiig
év T [..].x[o]v mowion ovoiag  Aviwviag Agovcov.” 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 ot mpogotmteg Tijg [etpwviaviig ovoiag and in of
TROEOTMTES 1|5 mEdTEQOY Napxriooov ovoiag;™ and in one instance we encounter a specialized
foreman in charge of the beasts of burden of an estate, one Kohhotodtng tot Kailiotodtov, 6
mpoeoTtmg winvav ovotag Alpiag xal Fepuovivot Kaicopog, under whom works a hired
OvNAaTNG [rai eootdtng?] dvindv vINvdV.™

These tposot@Tteg 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).

14. P. Med. 6.1-3 (26).

15. The ‘Hooxh[](dng, Eyhiun[tw]o dovudv Tefriveog
®al Kep[neoipleog of P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 13.1-2 (90) is a
Grosspéchter; more examples in Preisigke, Worterbuch 111,
Abschnitt 8, s.v. An éxifjuntwp is also found in an estate jointly
owned by M. Aponius Saturninus and Ti. Claudius Balbilus: P.
Mich. 312.6-8, 50-1 (34). See further P. M. Meyer, P. Hamb. 9
introd.

16. Tlpocot@reg in private estates: P. Ryl 132 and 145.
“The designation mpoeotag is known to us,” wrote Rostovtzeff,
Kolonat, p. 127; “this is the title born in Ptolemaic times by the
foremen of a Sweed™ (cf. also SEHRE. p. 674, n. 46), and was
echoed by Wilcken, Grundziige, p. 299. But this may not be
used as evidence in support of the allegation that an ovoia, like a
dwoed, was a grant, any more than the title of the faothixog

yoappatets qualifies as evidence for the existence of kings in
Roman Egypt. The problem is similar to the one encountered in
Asia Minor where, on the basis of the existence of émitpomor,
wodwtal, olxovéuor and the like, many imperial estates were
seen where there was no other supporting evidence; see T.R. S.
Broughton, TAPA 65, 1934, p. 225, and more fully B. Levick,
Roman Colonies in Southern Asia Minor, 1967, pp. 224 f.

17. BGU 650.1-3 (46/7); cf. WChr. 365 introd.; Tomsin,
“Le recrutement,” p. 82 with n. 10.

18. P. Ryl. 138.2-5 (34).

19. P. Ryl. 148.3-10 (40).

20, P. Osl. 123.3-6 (22).

21. BGU 650.12-13 (see above, n. 17); WChr. 176.7
(Nero).

22. SB 9150.2-5, 8-10 (5).
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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
mpoeotmg 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 oixovopog of the estate is onrecord 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, eig ®atepyaciov xai ywpatio[uovg tdv &dagpav].”
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, ®Angotyot, owners of dwoeai and their tenants. The 2161 11/32 arourae owned
by Seneca in the émoiniov 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
0001005 AGyog was created the coloni Caesaris changed masters once more; they joined the
ranks of the dnpdaiol yewoyoi 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 ovolaxdg Adyog 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 otolaxég or not) was simply

23, P. Osl. 123; P. Ryl. 138; 148. Complaining tenants and
farmers in P. Lond. 445 (11, p. 166); P. Ryl. 126; 134: 140; 141;
P. Strassb. 118; P. Sorbonne inv. 2364; P. Athen. 32.

24. P. Ryl 138 (34); P. Lond. 195 (11, p. 127) (Tiberius ?).
Compare the farm accounts collected by Johnson, Roman
Egypt, pp. 174 ff., and cf. A. Swiderek, La propriété fonciére
privée dans I’Egypte de Vespasien et sa technique agricole
d’aprés P. Lond. 131 recto, 1960.

25. P. Ryl. 171.15-16 (56/7).

26. Johnson, Roman Egypt, p. 301. See 1. Biezunska-
Malowist, “Recherches sur ’esclavage dans I’Egypte romaine,”
CRAI1959, pp. 203 ff., and “Les affranchis dans les papyrus de
I'époque ptolémaique et romaine,” Atti dell’XI congresso
internazionale di papirologia, 1966, pp. 433 ff.

27. For bibliography see above, Chapter I, n. 17.
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yeweyog, farmer, but since his legal position was defined by a lease, he could also be called
wotwtg, lessee. In the papyri there exists a differentiation between these two terms only in so
far as a yewoyog may be self-employed, i.e. he may cultivate his own land, or in so far as a
wodwtig 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 yewoydg would be inappropriate.”® Offers for subleasing which include the
formulaic expressions Bovhonar woddoacdar g doovpag (or ag’ dv dpovo®dv) xrai ov
yewoyeic (or £xeis év wodwoel), and entries into rolls of abstracts of contracts beginning with the
formula éuiodwoev 6 deiva dg »ai aitdg yemoyel Tig Tdde ovoiag dootpac® illustrate the
interchangeability of the terms and the fact that both yeweyédg and podwtig may be used for the
sublessor and the sublessee. The term vmowotwtig, although a favorite of papyrologists, is in
fact quite rare.*

The economic and the administrative center of an estate was usually the £rtoixwov or the
ovvowria.' 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 émo{xio 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 émoixia 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 dnoavpol, granaries for the storage of wheat, barley and lentils, often equipped with a
mboyos;™ these estates had their special measures, or uétoa, as well, and these could be used by

28. See also the very good discussion by Kuhnke, Otoiamx name to a number of such farmsteads: P. Princ. 11.i.1-2 and ii.6

I}, pp. 64 ff., esp. p. 71, on the difference between ovoomnde
wotwmg and ovolaxodg YeEwEYOE.

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
ovvowxion see P. Tebt. 401.35, reading &(o)te (=dote)
ovvo(uxiq) "Avtoviag (not later than Tiberius), and BGU
1047.ii.3, [&]md ovvowmudy éume[monopévav g édo.| (=Ewg
£daglovg?) (117-38); cf. the ouvoria 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 énoixia
situated within the estates often carried the name of the owner,
or the former owner, of the property: so éroixtov Afihhalc] as
late as in the second century, near Soknopaiou Nesos (BGU
277.ii.15; see above, Chapter II, n. 21. Antonia Drusi gave her

(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 ¢moixiov
Apopéwg: P. Ryl. 126.13-14 (28/9) and 138.11, 16-18 (34). For
émoiniov = =oun see C. Wessely, Topographie des Faijiim
(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 (III), a Vespasian estate near Philadelphia. For mipyogsee
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,
Onoavool, 1924, pp. 41 ff.; E. M. Husselman, “The Granaries
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people unconnected with the odoia as trustworthy to both sides of an agreement.” We also hear
of wohawa or woha for making flour, #haroveyeta for making oil, Anvdveg and various yonotioLa
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
ovotou 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 émoixia of a
nearby estate.’® Some of the farmers were dnuooiot yewoyot 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 ®¥Afjoor »atowxol 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
ovotar.** 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 a rather sorry state. He
requested the mpoeotdtes 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: émavoyracal ToUg mo[oleotd@Tog dmaoevoyintdy pe mowjoon Vrtep T[d@]v @dowv.* 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-mipyou dans les papyrus grecs,” Archeologia
21, 1970, pp. 53 ff.

33. P. Soc. 1028 and SB 10536, see the previous note and
D. Hennig, Untersuchungen zur Bodenpacht im ptolemdisch-
rémischen Agypten, 1967, pp. 14 ff.

34. P. Mil. Vogl. 251 (IT), Severus; P. Lond. 195 (II, p.
127).18-19 (Tiberius ?).

35. See above, n. 32. Further examples in Preisigke,
Warterbuch and E. Kiessling’s supplements, ss. vv.; add the very
important P, Mich. 620 (239-40). Often such émoixwa 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), dnuoaiov yemoy[oT], yewoyouv-
T0¢ 8¢ nov nal ovolog "Aviwviag Apotoou; P. Ryl. 141.5-8
(37), dnuooiov yewoyol kol TEAXTOEOE dNUOOLWY, YEWQYOTV-
105 O& wal "Avroviag Agovoov.

38. P. Mich. 121 recto IILx.2 (42); P. Mich. 539 (53),
where in line 12 Prof. H. C. Youtie informed me by letter that
we should read xai dovkn ©sw.[ for the impossible wai
dorutéoyw; 540 (53); P. Ross.-Georg, I1 12 (48), where the
marginal notation oixia idla or oixiq idiq 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 Gmwd TG UNTEOTOAENC.

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 mpoeotdTeg and the éxhumrogec 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 éxMumtwe BiBhov 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
ExAfutoe 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 fees in 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 dtéhewa 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 ovot]ag AwBraviig év tij [&]telel (sc. yfi) doovoav u[t]ov Hu[io]v ydoov, but
exactly what t€An were not paid or for what reasons we do not know.* Nor do we receive any
additional assistance from the other two references to dtélelo 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 [t1®]v or [®]v &v T drehiq tiig nt[o]o[»]ew[évng o]doiag,” 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 *Aypeutmiviaviig xai Povtibhiavijg ovoiag Tov xvpiov Adtonpdtogog dTehfjv
#ai dvevydoegvtov.”’ 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);
SB 7742 (57), withdrawal of a partner from a common lease (the
two lessees are almost certainly brothers); P. Mich. 121 recto
III.x (42), abstract of lease and sublease. On leases in general
see J. Herrmann, Studien zur Bodenpacht im Recht der
griaco-dgyptischen Papyri, 1958, and D. Hennig, Unter-
suchungen zur Bodenpacht im ptolemdisch-rémischen Agyp-
ten, 1967.

43. Subleasing is indicated in the following documents: P.
Med. 6 (26); P. Mich. 121 recto Lxii and IIL.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
éxMumtwe is not offering him exclusive rights. N. Lewis,
L’industrie du papyrus dans I’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 (yfji, 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
Gvoryydoevtog 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 ovolanog Aéyog, for dyyapsia 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 dtéhewa or immunity from dyyapeic 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 dvoyxwonoeig 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. Tulius
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’: Eyvav y00 OO TAVTOG
etAoYOTATY oBoay TV EvtevEly Hudy 0TEe Tot puh{L} dxovtag aviommoug eig tehwveiog H{L}
dh[A]ag wodmosig ovolaxdgs mapd T rowoy [E]ltog Tdv émdoyxmv meog Blav dyeottar, xal ST
o0 dM[{ylov Efhanpe Ta modynata TO moAhovg dmeipouvg dvTag Tig TOLOTNG mEOyMOTELOS
Aytjvor pet’ avdyrng, EmPAndéviov autols Tov TeErdY. S1omER ®al avTdg 0VTE yaydv Tivo elg
tehwveloy {1} uiodwowy otite GEw{L}, elddG TOUTO CUUPEDELY Hal TOLG HVOLAKALS WPHPOLS, TO
uetd mpodupiag Exdvrog moaypoteveotal Tovg duvatovs - mEmetoual O 6Tl 0vd” elg TO HEALOV
drovtde Tig GEer tehovos A} modwtdg, dhha dwapoddoel tolg Povhouévolg Enovoiwg
mpo{o)éoyeodal, uadhhov v Tdv TEOTéEQWV Emdoymy aidvioy cuvidelay guidaowmy f{L} TV
mEoo%aLEY Tivog adwriov p{elunoduevog.’

against the abuse of soldiers and officials: one by Germanicus
Caesar himself, during his visit to Egyptin 29 (§B3924); one by
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 (prefectin 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, Woérterbuch and Kiessling’s
supplements, ss. vv. atéhelo and dredng. 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 Tehwviry dréhewa, which is often
connected with the ovowaw yn 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;
Rostovizeff, 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

5.7 n. The term occurs in the following documents of the second
half of the second century: P. Fay. 82.14 (145) (cf. above,
Chapter 1 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
TeAwvixy) aréhera: P. Strassb. 229 recto. 18 (II), money paid for
J.atag teheondr(wv) drehdv and collected by the ovoLaxde
Aoyoc. 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. Rostovizeff, SEHRE, p. 298; cf. p. 677, n. 52.

50. So on the papyrus copy (BGU 1563.29-30);
£magyeLov on the two marble copies. See Chalon, L’édit, p. 103,
n. 12, and p. 108, n. 33, and H.-D. Schmitz, Té £3og und
verwandte Begrilfe 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 Tehwveio 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
mEooovyEMAm totTo (i.e. the fact that he had purchased parts of the machinery at his own
expense) xol unvoiw, tva, éav éyfaive xal dmolvmuo ts woddosng xadbe | lev,
&x[o] avtiig EEovoiav dmev[éy]reodan [tiv uny[oviy xai Hluiav etc. One may very well see
“‘eine liturgische Nuance” in éxfaive xai drwoliopor the wodbosme,” 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 mooe[ot]dT[L Tfig &v 1@ ‘Afe]owoitn T[B[e]e[iJov Kiavdiov
Kailoapog Zepaotot I'epuovirot Avtoxpd(topos) Ietowviaviic ovoiag 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: £rel TpoonMov dyopaoudt§
®od Vot Hn ®xApou 1oTowHLKOT GEovEdV évvéa fuicov[g] Tetdotov, &v & Ehawdv xal THeyoc

52. 1 follow here Johnson, Roman Egypt, p. 706, who
gives to Toug duvatogits full Attic force and translates “men of
substance.” N. Lewis and M. Reinhold, Roman Civilization 11,
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 (II, 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. Qertel, Die Liturgie, p. 111.

56. Cf. P. Hamb. 8.19 and 23-4, daméhvoa Upig Tig
wobdoeng; P. Tebt. 309.23, Behvjonte dutjortoai pot. See esp.

for the Senecan estate a withdrawal from lease, P. Oxy.
2873.17-20 (62), 010 GEelopey GuvywoT|oat DUy (= fuiv) T
#Etdoemg mpd(g) Th dovyopaviirovs elvar  avTovg (=
fuag). 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 émipol) of Land in Roman
Egypt,” Aeg. 32, 1952, pp. 61 ff.; G. Poethke, Epimerismos,
1969, pp. 24 ff.
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xoi Frepa, meol ‘H[plondhelov Tiig Oeuiotov pegidog, mooTEQov Ie[te]vovorog To[t]
*Opoevobguofc], modwtod Twvav (se. Edagdv) Tig avti[g odeiag], dpopduat ¢ pif Tig pou
Bvidmoie yév[ntau] 9o Tdv mposotdtwv Tig dni[oJup[évng] Ietowviavi onoiag Evexa [toD
yon uév 1] dpydorov yweeiv gfig] dnu[dlofiov, T@v TOU ad]tot IMetevovolog Haeyov[Twy
avelknuuévov 5] Eydelav yewoyiog dnuoloiq or [olw, adtdv (sc. TOV TEOEOTMTOV) dE] dmavta
ovvexdg amoutfovpuévary, d10] GEud, éav gaivnto, gm[otariivon toig émi tav] afelxlwv
tetayuévols Eyyodpor adtag (sc. tog Goveag)] dvepumodiotwg, mpdg TO [GoxviTov ol
amape[voyAntov ue eivar d[néo tod megl ™v] ovoiov A 6]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 Endelayewpyiag. 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 émifoir).** 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? 1 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
ydrachmae plus an equal amount to the fiscus; the lessor shall have rights of execution against the

3359

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 yoagh avde®dV ....xT00x[... ]xlac™
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[og] modx[twe] haoyoagpiag m[pd] évvéa (étdv) Tiig m[poxewnévng xmung,
[&va]d[e]do]ulév]og eig yewmoyiav Tig [M]auwx[nv]otiav[ijc] ovoiag &[n6 .. (Erovg)] Tipeoiov
[Khawdiov] Kaioagog Zefao[tot Tepluovinod [Avrongdtoog], ui dv év Aev[xdp]om £id[dg

58. See Tomsin, “‘Le recrutement,” p. 89. He reads dv]
Fydeiay yewoylag dnupoloiag in line 16, but unless he
understands yic after it, Wilcken’s objection, WChr. 365.16 n.,
still holds true: “Nicht dnuoociag. Dass miisste von yewgyiag
stehen, passt auch sachlich nicht.”

59. Examples and discussion in A. Berger, Die
Strafklauseln in den Papyrusurkunden. Ein Beitrag zum
griico-dgyptischen Obligationenrecht, 1911, pp. 4 ff. and 149 f.
For the phrase zai elg To dnpdoov Tag toag (sc. dooyndc), 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
(137).

60. Perhaps moaxtooux[dv Tomag]xiag (= Tomagyiag) as

E. P. Wegener suggested, Eos 48, 1956, pp. 345 f., but the
letters before the break are very uncertain, and dwijo
TEaXTOPLRAS 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
wt[pd] vvéa (t@v) for Martin’s mt[apd)] évvéa (¥tn), a phrase
which in standard Greek means “‘every ninth year” (see LSJs.v.
mapd, C.1.9). The npaxtopela 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]g for Martin’s mt[avto]s.
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ve]auu[at]o. 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 Aevxwua, the album containing the list of persons exempt from compulsory service.” And
although the expression dvadidovou eig yewoyiav is still unparalleled, others that express the
same import are known to us, and the verbs didww and dvadidwue 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 ovotau
was a compulsory service. This, too, is precisely what Ti. Iulius Alexandros said in his edict, for
vewoyio (except for farmers who own their land) is a utodwoug, 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 yoaqi) dvdpdv are more intriguing. One is
‘Qoiwv Tletooipe[wg, amolbowos Thg] Mawxnvatiaviis ovoiag, yeyov[dg] modxtwe
raoyoapiag T dSiehn[AudoT] dexdro (¥rer) xal drolioyos y[eweyod]s yeyovig T wa (EteL)
Tipeoiov Khavdiov Kaioagog Zefaoctot ['eppavixot Av[toxpdtoog], uh dv &v Aevrouartt, L
or[&o[x]er meol T(1v) ndUNY xMjeo(v) xotowr(1xot) (deovoar) £ EEL(ar) (dpoaxudv) A xai
auréhov (Goovoar) T dEu(ar) (doayudv) I. The other is Anuitorog Towdwmeov, dordowog Tg
[etowviavilc ovoiag, Yeyovg modxtwe Aooyoopiog Tt dieAnhud(6t) dexdtmt (Eter),
wodomc Lutomwi(eiov) Vd ™y xdunv Tot 1o (Brovg) Tifepiov Khavdiov Kaioagog
Sefaotot [Cep]uavinot Attoxpdtogog, uf) dv év hevrduate elddg yoduporta.On the face of it,
one could argue that dmoliowuog Tijg deiva ovoiag is an expression parallel to dvadedopévog eig
yempyiav, and that dmolioyiog Yewoyods Yeyovag is parallel to yeyovig mpdxtwe haoyeopiag.
In such a case the doliouwot yewpyol are released from an ovola 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 dwohvowpor 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 &wo Tefrivews drohlvoinwy
ovotoc TiReoiov Khowdiov Kaicagog Zefaoctod Ieguavixod Avtoxedrogog in 43. In
addition, we hear of a group of dmwohioupor xol reoparoxmvotedpor and a i dog drolvoinwy
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 dmwoldowor of the estate of Claudius.” The phrases in which
the term occurs are the following: dmoltowog ovotog Tol delvo; AmOMIoMOS YEWQEYOS;
amolMionog #oi TeoBatontvotedpog (?); Yeweyodg nol dmoriowog Tig detva (or TG ToT
delvar) ovoiag; Yeweyds Tivov £dagpdv Tot delva, Ov O xal amolionog Thg oTiic ovoiog;®
0DOLOHOC YEMEYOS %ol doriowog Tiig delva 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° congreés 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. Iulia Augusta-Germanicus: P. Lond. 445 (11, p. 166);

Maecenas, Petronius: SB 9224 ; Camelius: P. Mich. 539 (in lines
7-8 1 read on the published photograph yewoyot xal
amoiv/otuov for yewoyot g [{ov]/ciag}, 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 ovolanodg
vewpydg equals yewoyog oveiag 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 dmohvowot. One should also note that the dmoliocwwor 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 dmoAvowol 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 dmohlvcwwor, and
considering that the term dmwoAvowog is never found among the far more numerous papyri which
mention the ovolonodg Adyog or the ovoant yij of post-Julio-Claudian times, I think not. The
amolMoluor seem to have been a group that disappeared with the Flavians, when the ovouoxi) v
began being treated as part of the dnuootia y7), and when the ovolanol yeweyol had exactly the
same obligations as the dnpdolol yewpyol.

By itself, the term dmwohbowmwog indicates a person who is either discharged or exempt from a
service or an obligation. Thus F. Preisigke, on the basis of dmoliowwog otoatidtng and
amoliowog amd otoateiog, 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 doldowwor 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 dwoliowon a possible proof for his equation
of the imperial ovoiow with the Ptolemaic dwoeai, 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 dwoeai, saw the é&moliowuol as persons
released from such an obligation, and in this he was followed by F. Qertel.”! 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 dmorVowog, 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.”

Rostovtzetf was under the impression that dmohiowmog tiig ovoiagis grammatically parallel
to such expressions as dwolioluog Thg haoyoagiag or Tijg otpateiag, and so was U, Wilcken
who, believing that the imperial estates were exploited through compulsory leasing, advanced the
theory that the dmwohvowwol were persons exempt from Zwangsverpachtung. The papyrus from
Philadelphia with the yoagpmn &voodv 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 yemoyoc »ai
amohvowmog g deiva 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 ovowxot yewmeyod ‘lovkiag Zefaotic rai Téxvow
Teppavizot Kawodowv occurs: P. Sorbonne inv. 2364.5-7.
These are the only known instances of the term ovoLoxOg
Yewpyodg being used before the Flavians.

70. Preisigke, Woérterbuch s.v. (in the supplement
Yewpydg wai dmolvowog is translated as “Pichter und
Steurbefreiter” by E. Kiessling). The objection was raised by

A.E.R. Boak, P. Mich. 244 introd., p. 101.

71. Rostovizeff, Kolonat, p- 128, n. 1, and p. 194 (but cf.
Staatspacht, p. 491); Oertel, Die Liturgie, p. 95, n. 1.

72, P. Ryl. 171 (56/7).

73. Wilcken, APF1, 1901, p. 154; Martin, JJP 4, 1950, p-
146 (cf. C. Préaux, Chronique 26, 1951, pp- 424 £.); Chalon,
L’edit, pp. 106 f.
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Both Martin and Chalon overlooked a very serious objection raised by O. Kriiger. In the phrase
YEWEYOS xail dmoliowmog ovolog, he observed, the genitive ovoiagc may not have two different
syntactical functions, being possessive when it comes to yewoydg, separative when it comes to
amolouuog. “The individuals are at the same time as much yewoyol as they are drmoldouror of
the same ovoio.”” As a grammatically parallel expression Kriiger suggested iepdv Adyiuov
dmolbopov xdung Tentivems; G. Browne recently offered iegeig dmoriouuor 100 &v xduy
Temtive Aoyinov tepod.”

But can we accept Kriiger’s own solution to the problem, namely that the dmoldoipor were,
like some temples and some priests, exempt from taxation? If we turn once more to the ordinance
of the association of the dmoAiowpor 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 Aaoypagpia should be paid out of the common treasury of the association to the
credit of its fjyovuevog and émipeintis. These dmoliowor 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 dmoAtoiuor, 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 dmwéivoiws. 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 éxAfjumtwp of the estate leased
(or subleased) the bath to two individuals, retaining for himself a prerogative stated in very
interesting words: €Eeu ¢ 6 pewotwnig ‘Hoaxheidns (he is the revenue collector) mapd Tav
pemotopévav eEgpétovg amolvoipovs Palaveutinot teréopatog Gvdpeg 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 amolowor 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 yoagr) avdp@v of 50/1, where what seem to be
juxtaposed are the édmoliowuol on the one hand and liturgists on the other.

We are fortunate in possessing a recently published papyrus which deals with one of the
amolvowpol listed in the yoagr dvdodv. It is dated in exactly the previous year, during which
Horion, son of Petosiris, was indeed serving as modxtwo haoypapiag. 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 dgpuiunoers, or payments, but then scorned his obligations and refused to
undertake any more collections — prjte dv &roAioLog YEwE YOS unte év Aevrdpat(i).” In other
words, he acted as if he were an exempt farmer or a person whose name appeared on the album

27-30.
78. P. Mich. 582.i.11-12, with Browne’s introd. We

74. O. Kriiger, P. Ross.-Georg. II 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 damohliowwog (not liable to ouvvrGEwyov) in P.
Princ. 9.1i.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

know, in fact, of a farmer-tenant of an imperial estate who is not
amoivowog and who is serving a liturgy: P. Ryl. 141.5-8 (37),
mpdrtopog  dnuootwv, yewpyoivrog O& xol Avtoviag
Agovoov. For the phraseology compare BGU 194.9-10 and 16,
where dmolvoyog equals T@v hertovpyudy dgedeic.
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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 yoagn dvdp@v 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 (dmohtowpog y[ewoeyo]s yeyovme). 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 dmohVoLpog yeweyodg was revoked.

The yoagn dvdoav, then, is not a list of three new mpdxtopeg haoyoagiag, 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 (dvodedouévos eigyeweyiow)
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
amolvowog, 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 Ototo

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 ovoiou 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 ovolaxog 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 ovoiou. 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 Nixovoouavr oloia (a confiscated estate classed as pagihixt yn) 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;71214; 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 (III, p. 139) (121) Leukopyrgites Ano, Herm.; cf.
¢moiniov Iahhavtoc in BGU 552; 2047; P. Cairo Preisigke 15; 30; témog [Tdhhavtog in 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 (ITpogntiovy) odoia): 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. lulia 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. Iulia 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 £.;
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 ovaia
confiscated by the fiscus. It became y7) tpoo6dov, although it is at times called Baouhixy) vi). 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 ovoia 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 ovoLaxog PodoTc.

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 wodwtai is yoehotng
To0 TouLeiov, lines 4-5). See Otto, Priester und Tempel I, p. 64, n. 4; Preisigke, Girowesen, PP-
199 f.; Rostovtzeff, Staatspacht, p. 493; Meyer, “Awixnorg,” p. 146.

18. Aponia Berenike: SB 9562 (214) Philadelphia.

19. Claudia Isidora/Apia: P. Oxy.919 (214 ?); P. Yale 69 (214); P. Oxy.2997 (2 14); 1530
(215/6); 1046 (218/9); 1659 (218-21); 1578 (221); 1634 (222 2); 1630 (223 ) 25661255 P
Osl. 111.i.126 and 130 (235); BGU2126 (III). Land and houses in various parts of the Arsinoite,
Oxyrhynchite and the Small Oasis; term ovoia in P. Oxy. 2566.i.10 only. Confiscated by the
fiscus (P. Oxy. 2566; BGU 2126). See Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp-490,674,n.48,p. 747,n. 61; H.
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, p- 199.
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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 ovoia 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 otolaxog wodwnig 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 ovota in the Heroninos archive.

The following persons have been seen by various scholars as owners of ovaia, 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 ovoia and £ (see also his “Le recrutement,” p.
81, n. 1), which does not hold true. Indubitably the term £ddupm is used at times in order to refer to
part of an ovola, but it can also mean the entire property; so in P. Lond. 1223 (111, 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 £8depn vmdoyovta T deiva or similar expressions refer to “‘biens-fonds concédés™
(see “Les continuités,” p. 92) by the emperor or the prefect is unfounded. Ovoia and VtdoyovTa
(be they €dden 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.1,4,22,23,29,30,36,37, 50
and 105) and in the edict of Ti. Tulius Alexandros (lines 16, 23 and 43; see the edition by Chalon,
L édit). 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 vdoyovra, 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.

6. L. Terentius: P. Mich. 232 (36).

7. Theon, s. of Theon: P. Ryl. 145 (38).

8. Asklepiades, s. of Ptolemaios: P. Ryl 17 (52l

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 ¢moixiov heyouevov “Appwvov Ogpuovdagiov
(P. Ryl. 146.6-7) with the Guuva ¢rowriov Tomhiov xai Tatov Metowviov (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 "Apuwvov (cf. P. Fay. 38), and the outcrops of sand (&uuirvel) 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. Tulius Theon (PIR? I 598a, Add.): P. Oxy. 1434. I read,
however, [@]tehel@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 £miTnon™ g YEVILOTOYQAPOVUEV®V, NOt an ETLTNENTHS OVGLax@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 notidentical 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 tapuieiov, but it was only recently confiscated; see line 6, [viiv] 82 To@ iepmtd[Tov
Tapeiov]. Whether he is connected with the well-known L. Bellenus Gemellus (so J. Lindsay,
Daily Life in- Roman Egypt, 1963, pp. 264 {.) 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 1.6), or regarding whose
properties and their inclusion in the otowaxog Adyog there is some doubt (IIL.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 Moéris).

E: building sites — oixdmedo and Yuhol tomoL, oil-presses (BE), farmsteads, granaries
(AE), wine-presses (BE).

I. THE JULIO-CLAUDIANS
1. M. VIPSANIUS AGRIPPA (POSTUMUS?)
?BGU 1047 117-38 Arsinoite

2. VALERIA or IULIA AGRIPPINA

SB 4226 early I

P. Vindob. Tandem 10 54 Euhemeria
?BGU 1047 117-38 Arsinoite




IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT

P. Rein. inv. 2062 161-80 Mendesian
SB 10893 1T
7 P. Thead: 53 IV Pyrrheia Narmoutheos
Anoubias
Theadelphia
Euhemeria

3. CLAUDIA ANTONIA (CLAUDII FILIA)

34 Euhemeria

162/3 Theoxenis

167 Hiera Nesos
Drymos H. Nesou
Ptolemais Nea
Perkeesis

4. ANTONIA MINOR
(=ANTONIA DRUSI=ANTONIA AUGUSTA)

OSN3 2 Arsinoite
Oxy. 244 23 Oxyrhynchite?
Ryl. 140 36 Euhemeria
Ryl. 141 S Euhemeria
Ross.-Georg. 11 12 48 Arsinoite
Vindob. Tandem 10 54 Euhemeria
Ryl. 171 56/7 Herakleia

. Strassb. 267 126-8 Psenyris

1
P.
P.
P
P,
B,
P
P

?

4 bis. ANTONIA
(unknown which; probably DRUSI)

- Aeaieres 1L 35 Philadelphia
Ptolemais Nea

. Tebt. 401 14-37 Arsinoite

. Princ. 14 23-40 Boubastos

. Lond. 900 (111, p. 89) 94/5 or

110/11 Theadelphia

S Aol 1K) I/11 Philadelphia

. Mil. Vogl. 52 184 Tebtunis

. Mil. Vogl. 75 144/5 Tebtunis

. Fay. 60 145 Philoteris
BGU 1893 149 Bernikis Aigialou
2 ¥BerlNlleihcto | early II Theadelphia
BGU 1894 157 Theadelphia
BGU 212 158 Soknopaiou Nesos
BGU 280 158/9 Karanis
PYChicH 158/9 Karanis?
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IMPERIAL PROPERTIES: THE EVIDENCE

P. Col. 1 verso la 160 Theadelphia
P. Col. 1 verso 4 138-617? Theadelphia
Polydeukia

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Theadelphia
P. Mich. 224 172/3 Karanis

? BGU 2064 [=SB 10761] 173 Theadelphia
P. Mich. 225 173/4 Karanis?
P. Aberd. 24 194 Soknopaiou Nesos
BGU 277 I Soknopaiou Nesos
SB 5670 IT Boukolon
SB 11011 II Patsontis
BGU 199 verso I1/111 Soknopaiou Nesos
BGU 653 207 Soknopaiou Nesos
P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 227/3 Tebtunis?

@)

POC P> aE> 0

5. CLAUDIUS

. Ryl. 138 34 Euhemeria

. Ryl. 148 40 Euhemeria

. Mich. 121 recto I.xii 42 Tebtunis

. Mich. 121 recto IIL.x 42 Tebtunis

. Mich. 244 43 Tebtunis

. Mich. 274-5 46/7 Ibion Eikosipentarouron
BGU 650 46/7 Arsinoite

Bo@xy 2351 50 Oxyrhynchite
P. Vindob. Tandem 10 54 Euhemeria

6. CLAUDIUS’ CHILDREN
2ESRyINIS8 34 Euhemeria
7. GAIUS

P. Athen. 32 39 Karanis
P. Ryl. 148 40 Euhemeria

8. GERMANICUS IULIUS CAESAR

SB 9150 5 Arsinoite

. Lond. 445 (II, p.166) 14/5? Bakkhias

Ryl. 134 34 Euhemeria
Ross.-Georg. 11 12 48 Arsinoite

Mich. 540 cans3 Karanis

Hamb. 3 74 Philadelphia
Phil: 19 I/11 Philadelphia
Ryl. 207 early II Psenyris

Mich. 374 mid II Ptolemais [Nea]
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IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT

P. Mich. Diss. Michael. 14 152 Karanis
P. Coll. Youtie 63 155/6? Arsinoite
BGU 1894 IS5 Theadelphia
BGU 160 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea]
BGU 441 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea]
R @hica 6 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea]
N Ehic i) 158/9 Kerkesoukha
R Chics3 158/9 Kerkesoukha
S Chie 70 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea]
Chie, 31 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea]
. Col. 1 verso la 160 Theadelphia
. Berl. Leihg: 29 164 Lagis
. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos
Ptolemais Nea
. Mich. 224 1B Karanis
. Louvre inv. ?
[Kolonat, p. 121] 11 Arsinoite?
P. Yale inv. 254 I1 Arsinoite
BGU 810 208 Soknopaiou Nesos

e i i G i (@ le-l e
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9. GERMANICUS’ CHILDREN

SB 10536 25/6 Tebtunis
P. Sorbonne inv. 2364 25/16 Philadelphia

P. Med. 6 26 Theadelphia?
Philoteris
Theoxenis
?BGU 277 II Soknopaiou Nesos

10. LIVIA DRUSILLA
(=LIVIA AUGUSTA=IULIA AUGUSTA)

SB 9150 5 Arsinoite

P. Lond. 445 (11, p. 166) 14/57 Bakkhias

B Soc. 1028 15 Tebtunis

SB 10536 25/6 Tebtunis

P. Sorbonne inv. 2364 25/6 Philadelphia

P. Med. 6 26 Theadelphia?
Theoxenis
Philoteris

B Ry 26 Euhemeria

? P. Mich. 560 Karanis
P. Vindob. Tandem 10 5 Euhemeria




IMPERIAL PROPERTIES: THE EVIDENCE
11. CLAUDIA LIVILLA
(=LIVIA TULIA=LIVIA DRUSI)
PERvIS] 2] 28 Euhemeria
PSRyl 138 34 Euhemeria
? P. Mich. 560 46 Karanis
?BGU 277 II Soknopaiou Nesos
12. LIVILLA’S CHILDREN

ESRyIS138 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.)
P. Ryl. 87 early III Ankyronon (Herakl.)

14. NERO

P. Lond. 280 (II, p. 193) 55 Herakleia
BGU 181 S Arsinoite

15. TIBERIUS

P. Ryl. 134 34 Euhemeria
2P ¥Ryl 138 34 Euhemeria




IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT

II. THE FLAVIANS

1. VESPASIAN

P. Strassb. 267

P. Berl. inv. 11529
S HS0S112

P. Med. 65

P. Soc. inv. 1345 recto

BGU 1636

BGU 1894
. Rein. inv. 2062
. Acad. fr. 14
s Berl. Leihg. 1hiccto
. Berl. Leihg. 4 recto
. Bour. 42

- Ryl 215
. Strassb. 551
. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52
. Oxy. 3047
BGU 1646

P. Berl. inv. 11529
+SB 10512

BGU 1894

BGU 979

BGU 980

P. Rein. inv. 2062

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 recto

P. Bour. 42

SB 10893

Ryl 215

. Strassb. 551

. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52
Flor. 337
Oxy. 62

. Oxy. 3047

. Athen. 30 verso

126-8

138/9
139-49
early II
115576
1577
161-80
161-80
164/5
165
167

II

II
22275
245
111

2. TITUS

5ebA)
157
161
161
161-80
164/5
167

II

11

11

22072
early III
242

245

1001

Psenyris

Arsinoite
Epipolis?
Arsinoite
Theadelphia?
Theadelphia
Mendesian
Mendesian
Theadelphia
Theadelphia
Hiera Nesos
Drymos H. Nesou
Ptolemais Nea
Perkeesis
Mendesian
Theadelphia
Tebtunis?
Oxyrhynchite
Philadelphia

Arsinoite
Theadelphia
Mendesian
Mendesian
Mendesian
Theadelphia
Hiera Nesos
Drymos H. Nesou
Ptolemais Nea
Perkeesis
Mendesian?
Mendesian
Theadelphia
Tebtunis?
Arsinoite
Oxyrhynchite
Oxyrhynchite
Arsinoite
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IMPERIAL PROPERTIES: THE EVIDENCE

III. FORMER OWNERS OF JULIO-CLAUDIAN
AND FLAVIAN PROPERTIES

1. CLAUDIA AKTE

P. Rein. inv. 2062 161-80 Mendesian
SB 10893 11 Mendesian?
P. Ross.-Georg. 11 42 late II Taie (Memphite)

2. C. IuLius ALEXANDROS

P. Ryl. 166 26 Euhemeria
Ryl 126 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
BEMich: 557 116 Patsontis
BGU 985 124/5 Karanis
P. Strassb. inv. 1108 ca. 138/9 Soknopaiou Nesos
SB 10566 199 Soknopaiou Nesos
P. Mich. 223 171/2 Patsontis
P. Mich. 224 172/3 Patsontis
P Michi 225 173/4 Patsontis
BGU 277 IT Soknopaiou Nesos
PMich, 372 179/80 Karanis

or 211/12 Patsontis
BGU 199 verso I1/111 Soknopaiou Nesos
BGU 810 208 Soknopaiou Nesos
P. Oxy. 3170 II1 Sinary (Oxy.)

POQPrPomETWOOR B

4. CAMELIUS

P. Mich. 539 58 Karanis

P. Mich. 524 98 Karanis

P. Iand. 26 98 Arsinoite

P Phil 19 I/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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BGU 206
BGU 211
BGU 438

@hich 27
@hich 28
Chic. 57
Chic. 64
Chic. 68
Chic. 70
Chic. 75
@hic 77
Ehie.'82
Chic. 84
., Osl. 26a
BGU 708
? BGU 1898
P. Mich. 224
P. Mich. 357B
P. Mich. 372

iA-a-Ba-Be-BaReasBa R Bac e las e

. Cairo Goodspeed 18
. Cairo Goodspeed 24

BGU 2101

B

aollac s Bl E

oYy

Aberd. 151

. Strassb. 118

. Ryl. 129

. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 12
. Lond. 900 (II1, p. 89)

Wiirz. 11

. Bonn inv. 4
. Oxy. 986

BGU 1636
BGU 1894

B

P
17
P

s o)

Col. 1 verso la

. Col. 1 verso 4

Berl. Leihg. 1 recto

. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso

. Berl. Leihg. 4 recto
. Bour. 42

158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
158/9
163/4
165
172
173/4
173/4
179/80
o 218712
209

IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT

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

2

30

87/8

94/5 or
L

99

I/11

ca. 130
155/6
157
160

138-61?

164/5

164/5

165
167

Arsinoite
Euhemeria?
Theadelphia

Theadelphia
Theadelphia
Arsinoite
Arsinoite
Theadelphia?
Theadelphia
Theadelphia
Theadelphia
Theadelphia
Theadelphia
Euhemeria
Theadelphia
Drymos H. Nesou

(@ S s i e - e

> ww

> 0e o

AC
BCD
BC

o: e~




IMPERIAL PROPERTIES: THE EVIDENCE

. Berl: Leihg. 13 11 Theadelphia
. Strassb. 551 I1 Theadelphia
*Gen 38 207/8 Epipolis

7. T1. CLAUDIUS DORYPHOROS

SRy 7] 56/7 Herakleia
@Sy 7] Karanis?
. Strassb. 210 90-6 Seber|[
. Berl. inv. 11529
+SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite
. Mil. Vogl. 75 144/5 Tebtunis
if Berl Wl eihp- 57 late II
. Chic. 52 158/9 Karanis
. Bour. 42 167 Drymos H. Nesou
. Mich. 223 171/2 Karanis
. Mich. 224 172/3 Karanis?
SB 10892 after 188 Arsinoite
SB 10893 IT Mendesian?
P. Ryl. 387 11
SB 9205 II Theadelphia
SB 11011 II Psenarpsenesis
P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 222/3 Tebtunis?
P. Ryl. 99 III Toou (Herm.)

W
mtf»

Ra 00 B> - R L B

. EROS (cf. 12, 21)

B Eond. 195 (11, p- 127) early I Arsinoite
P. Berl. Leihg. 29 164 Lagis

9. FALCIDIUS
P. Ryl. 138 34
10. TUCUNDUS (cf. 13, 21)

P. Phil. 19 I/11 Philadelphia
P. Med. 65 139-49 Epipolis?
P. Ryl. 207 early II Psenyris
Herakleia

BGU 1894 157 Theadelphia
P. Mich. 224 17273 Karanis
P. Mich. 225 173/4 Karanis
P. Mich. 372 179/80

or 211/12 Karanis




IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT

11. IUMER- (=NUMERIUS?) (cf. 21)
P. Bour. 42 167 Drymos H. Nesou
12. KHARMOS (cf. 8, 21)

B Tond {95 (T p =12 /) early I Arsinoite
BGU 1893 149 Bernikis Aigialou
BGU 1636 155/6 Theadelphia?
BGU 1894 157 Theadelphia

. Col. 1 verso la 160 Theadelphia

. Berl. Leihg. 29 164 Lagis

. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Euhemeria

. Mich. 223 171/2 Karanis?

13. KHRESIMOS (cf. 10, 21)

P. Phil. 19 I/11 Philadelphia
P. Med. 65 139-49 Epipolis?
P. Ryl. 207 early II Psenyris
Herakleia

BGU 1894 115557 Theadelphia
P. Mich. 224 72/3 Karanis
PENTich 2 2s 173/4 Karanis
P. Mich. 372 179/80

or 211712 Karanis

14. KHRESTOS

. Rein. inv. 2062 161-80 Mendesian
. Acad. fr. 14 161-80 Mendesian

15. EATINUS

. Rein. inv. 2062 161-80 Mendesian
. Acad. fr. 14 161-80 Mendesian
. Strassb. 299 recto 1I Mendesian?
SRyl 427 4r 15 II/111 Mendesian
. Ryl. 427 fr. 22 IT/111 Mendesian

16. LURIUS

P. Hamb. 3 74 Philadelphia
P. Berl. inv. 11529

+SB 10512 Arsinoite
2P Fay. 82 Bernikis Aigialou
BGU 1893 Bernikis Aigialou
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IMPERIAL PROPERTIES: THE EVIDENCE

SB 10527 152/8 Tebtunis

P. Athen. 19 154 Arsinoite

BGU 105 158/9 Psenarpsenesis

BGU 284 158/9 Psenarpsenesis

@hics 3?2 158/9 Karanis

Chic. 36 158/9 Psenarpsenesis

Chic. 39 158/9 Psenarpsenesis

Chic. 41 158/9 Psenarpsenesis

Chic. 43 158/9 Psenarpsenesis

Chic. 48 158/9 Psenarpsenesis

Chic. 49 158/9 Psenarpsenesis

Chic. 50 158/9 Psenarpsenesis

CicHis 158/9 Karanis

@hic 87 158/9 Psenarpsenesis

Berl. Leihg. 29 164 Lagis

Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Euhemeria

Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos
Ptolemais Nea

P. Mich. 224 173/4 Karanis?

P. Mich. 357A+B 173/4 Karanis?

P. Petaus 77 184 Kerkesoukha

E

P
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. Petaus 78 184 Kerkesoukha
. Ross.-Georg. V 53 IT Polydeukia
P. Yale inv. 254 II Arsinoite
SB 11011 IT Psenarpsenesis

O

. GAIUS MAECENAS

B. Coll. Youtic 19 44 Arsinoite
P. Mich. 274-5 46/7 Ibion Eikosipentarouron
P. Aberd. 29 48/9 Sen|
SB 9224 50/1 Philadelphia
PRyl i 56/7 Herakleia
BGU 181 57 Bakkhias?
SB 7742 [=10947] 567 Ibion Eikosipentarouron
P. Hamb. 3 74 Philadelphia
PYPRIS1Y I/11 Philadelphia
P. Ryl. 207 early 11 Neiloupolis
P Berl inv. 11529
+SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite
SB 4414 143 Psenarpsenesis
BGU 889 1511 Sebennutos
SB 8972 156/7 Euhemeria
BGU 2286 156/7 Psenarpsenesis
BGU 1894 157 Theadelphia
? BGU 1895 157 Theadelphia
PRGhic 23 158/9 Kerkesoukha




IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT

Chic. 42 158/9 Karanis
Chic. 61 158/9 Kerkesoukha
Chic. 65 158/9 Kerkesoukha
Chic. 81 158/9 Karanis
Hamb. 34 159/60 Euhemeria
Col. 1 verso la 160 Theadelphia
Osl. 26a 163/4 Psenarpsenesis
. Berl. Leihg. 29 164 Lagis
. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Polydeukia
Euhemeria
. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos
Drymos H. Nesou
. Mich. 223 171072 Karanis?
. Mich. 224 17273 Karanis
Psenarpsenesis
. Mich. 357TA+B 173/4 Karanis
Psenarpsenesis
. Mich. 225 173/4 Karanis?
. Mich. 372 179/80 Karanis
or 211/12 Psenarpsenesis
P. Tebt. 343 IT Arsinoite
P. Ryl. 383 I1 Neiloupolis
SB 11011 II Karanis
P. Aberd. 50 ca. 202 Psenarpsenesis

FEBNNRNY YN
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18. MENATIUS or MENAS

P. Lond. 900 (111, p. 89) 94/5 or
110/11 Theadelphia
Pl Col. 1 verso 4 138-61? Theadelphia
BGU 1894 1157 Theadelphia
? BGIUJ 1895 57, Theadelphia
P. Col. 1 verso la 160 Theadelphia
P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Theadelphia
P. Strassb. 551 I1 Theadelphia

19. (T1. CLAUDIUS?) NARKISSOS (cf. 7)

PORvINL/1 56/7 Herakleia
WChr. 176 54-68? Soknopaiou Nesos

20. ONESIMOS

P. Ryl. 207 early II Neiloupolis




P. Lond. 195 (11, p. 127)
P. Ryl 171
P. Phil. 19
P. Ryl. 207

ERBenlinyvSlil529
+SB 10512

P. Med. 65

BGU 1894

BGU 438

Berl. Leihg. 29

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso

P. Bour. 42

P. Mich. 224
P. Mich. 225
P. Mich. 372

22 P. Ryl. 127

BGU 650
SB 9224

2 P, Hamb. 101

TR Coll Youtie 19

B ond 195 (1L ps 127)

B Berl Sinvil 11529
+SB 10512

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso

P. Mich. 224
P. Mich. 372

SB 4226

P. Lond. 280 (II, p.

IMPERIAL PROPERTIES: THE EVIDENCE

21. M. ANTONIUS PALLAS

early I
56/7
I/11
early 11

138/9
139-49
57
158/9
164
164/5
167
208
173/4
179/80
or 211/12

Arsinoite
Herakleia
Philadelphia
Psenyris
Herakleia

Arsinoite
Epipolis?
Theadelphia
Karanis

Lagis
Euhemeria
Drymos H. Nesou
Karanis
Karanis
Karanis
Psenarpsenesis

22. (GAIUS?) PETRONIUS

29
46/7
50/1
I11

Euhemeria
Arsinoite
Philadelphia
Oxyrhynchite

23. GALLIA POLLA (cf. 21)

-
early I

138/9
164/5
173/4
179/80

or 22

Arsinoite
Arsinoite

Arsinoite
Euhemeria
Karanis?
Karanis
Psenarpsenesis

24. RUTILLIUS

early I

CLAUDIUS SARAPION

D)

Herakleia
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IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT

26. L. ANNAEUS SENECA

. Oxy. 2873 62 Oxyrhynchite
. Hamb. 3 74 Philadelphia
. Yale inv. 443 83 Oxyrhynchite
. Oxy. 3051 89 Oxyrhynchite
SHIDE2HS late I Herakleopolite?
. Soc. 448 85/6 or
101/2 Hermopolite
. Lond. 900 (III, p. 89) 94/5 or
110/11 Theadelphia
. Ryl. 207 early II Psenyris
FL1ps SIS 183 Monimou Topoi (Oxy.)
. Berl. inv. 11529
+SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite
BGU 202 154/5 Karanis _
BGU 1894 15+ Theadelphia
BGU 104 158/9 Karanis
BGU 172 158/9 Karanis
Chic. 5 158/9 Karanis
Chic. 16 158/9 Karanis
Chic. 18 158/9 Kerkesoukha
Chic. 26 158/9 Kerkesoukha
Ehic. 35 158/9 Karanis?
Cliite: 55 158/9 Karanis
Chic. 62 158/9 Karanis
Chic. 65 158/9 Karanis
Chic. 67 158/9 Karanis
Chie. 71 158/9 Karanis
Col. 1 verso 1a 160 Theadelphia
. Rein. inv. 2062 161-80 Mendesian
. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Theadelphia
Euhemeria
. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos
Drymos H. Nesou
Ptolemais Nea
Perkeesis
" Mich. 223 iyl Karanis?
. Mich 224 6728 Karanis
Patsontis
SMich: 225 L7t Karanis?
. Aberd. 152 11 Arsinoite
. Aberd. 50 ca. 202 Karanis
. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 9222/5 Tebtunis?
REIOTRS AT early III Arsinoite
. Ryl. 99 111 Toou (Herm.)
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IMPERIAL PROPERTIES: THE EVIDENCE

27. SEVERUS

P. Lond. 900 (II1, p. 89) 94/5 or

110/11 Theadelphia
PoRyl. 207 early II Neiloupolis
B Bexl. ciny. 11529

+S8SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite

BGU 1894 157 Theadelphia
BGU 31 158/9 Kerkesoukha
RS €hic 19 158/9 Kerkesoukha
P. Chic. 47 158/9 Hiera [Nesos]
P Chic 55 158/9 Kerkesoukha
12, (Elrirer, ()] 158/9
P. Chic. 76 158/9 Kerkesoukha
PSS Ghic 7 158/9 Kerkesoukha
P Col: 1 versol 1a 160 Theadelphia
P. Col. 1 verso 4 138-61? Theadelphia
P Berl Leihg 33 161-69 Theadelphia
P. Berl. Lethg. 1 verso 164/5 Theadelphia
P. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos
P. Mich. 224 173/4 Kerkesoukha
P. Mil. Vogl. 251 IT Tebtunis
P. Strassb. 551 11 Theadelphia
BGU 835 2l Hiera [Nesos]

%;}}}}tﬁ;}} i i i Sl I
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28. SOKRATES

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Euhemeria




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 ovolaxog Aoyog
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 1912.2 But even he was at times fallible, and more information is currently available to
the scholar. As far as a working list of procuratores usiaci is 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
¢mitpomog, or émitponog ZefacTol, 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 ovolaxog 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 III, 1922, p. 100; H.-G. Pflaum,
Kuhnke, Ovowaxn Ty, 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 ovowaxog Adyog, the situation is as follows:
(a) Fourth-century references to odoaxn i) 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 ovciaxol yewpyol any more than we do dnuoowot, facthinol or
npocodixoi; 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.’ Itis 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 ovalal were
administered by the Ttayuetov after their confiscation, and that these amwarai ovoiaw 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 (odoiol) to the fiscus
(touieiov) 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 I, there is no evidence whatsoever that any additions were
made to the ovolamoc Adyog 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

His title is now given in P.Oxy. 3031.2 (302) as &miteomog
‘Entavouias.

4. This is not the place to enumerate or evaluate them. The
reader is referred to J. Lallemand’s excellent L’administration

civile de I’Egypte de I’avénement de Dioclétien a la création du
diocése. Contribution 4 I'étude des rapports entre I'Egypte et
I’empire a 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.

7. Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 154 f.

8. See the original publication, with discussion, in L.
Moretti, “Due iscrizioni latine inedite di Roma,” 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 otoia= Partimonialgut does not hold true unless the estate is
part of the ovowanog Adyog, as I attempt to demonstrate in Chapter 1. Pace Rostovtzeff,'! the
phrase mpdtepov Tob 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 mpétepov 100
delva vuvi Ot tol iepwtdrou Tameiov has nothing strange or extraordinary about it. It is
paralleled by doovean dvalngdeioon eig 10 Tapueiov (BGU462.12), and this is in turn paralleled
by doovoan dvaingdetoon eig Baoihixiv yijv (P. Tebt. 302.7) and by 8dqgm dvelknuuéva eic to
dnudoov (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 logos. No one,
however, has endeavored to justify such a close association between two departments that dealt
with fundamentally different matters, the idios Iogos 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 dioiunoig zol 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
logos retain 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, xpdtiotog émitpomog TtV ovolox®dV dradexduevog TV
doyreowotvny. 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, énitgomog Zefaotot duadexdpuevos v doyteowotvny; in WChr
73.2-3 (247) a xpdmiotog Mipwv dadexduevos Thv doytepwotvny.

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,” JJP 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. Cf. also above, Appendix I.

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 Ostrakal, p. 393;
Meyer, “Awixnoi,” pp. 156 ff.; L. Mitteis, Romisches
Privatrecht bis auf die Zeit Diokletians I, 1908, p. 358.

15. The first, and still the fullest, discussion of the problem
1s to be found in Wilcken, ‘“‘Kaiserliche Tempelverwaltung in
Aegypten,” Hermes 23, 1888, pp. 592 ff.; Meyer, “Awixnog,”
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 dpyiepetic who was called upon to become drodexOUEVOS TV GOy LEQWOUVYY,
and (b) the idios logos and the dpytepetc 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 logos in
184 (P. Soc. 928), is described as 6 #0dTL0TOG WEOG TM 1diw Aoy SLadeEduevog nai Ta TEdS TV
Ggoyeowovynv (1.23-25) and as 6 yevouevog meog T@® Ol Aoyw xail mEog Tf GOYLEQWOUVY
(ii.18-20).'® This titulature, unparalleled thus far, shows beyond any reasonable doubt that (a)the
idios logos and the dpyepels were two distinct offices, and (b) the idios logos, just like the
procurator usiacus, could be called upon to serve as temporary GQyLEQEVS.

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 6QLopog
viic; 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 éritpomog
ovowax®v; his title is simply xpdtiotog énitpomog Td@vV xveiwv Zefaot®v. 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
Entitpomoc T@v xvoiwv ePaoctiv, is precisely the one borne by Marcius Salutarius, a functionary
invariably coupled with Claudius Marcellus, the rationalis of 245-8 (P. Lond. 1157 [IIL, 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 Tulianus (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
duadeyduevoc ThHv doytepmotvny 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 émioneyg yns (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 (11), ib{]wv héywv xai doyiepéwv xoiowg, and
WChr. 72.6-7 (234), where % 100 (d10h6Y0U %Ol GEYLEQEWS
émutoomi| 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.
Usxkull-Gyllenband, Der Gnomon des Idios Logos (BGUV:2),
1934, pp. 5 f.; J. Scherer, “Le papyrus Fouad I inv. 211,”
BIFAQ 41, 1942, pp. 43 ff.; H.-G. Pflaum, Les carriéres, no.
247; D. Hagedorn, “‘Bemerkungen zu Urkunden, II,” 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 xpdTLOTOG TEOG Taig dmonéyeowv (P. Oxy. 970 and 3046). On the other hand, a Claudius
Alexandros, who bears the title borne by Diognetos and Cerialis, i.e. %®QATLOTOG EniTEOMmOC TAV
nwvplwv ZePaotdv, and who is expressly stated to have had the same office as the latter, made an
émioneyis 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 x0dT10t0g mEOG TOiS monépeowy 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, ILS 6762)."

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 v7ith 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 yewpétoan (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 mpOg Talg émoxéyeouy or similar expressions, but whether this was his
official, or indeed his sole, title is unknown. He serves in close association with the ra tionalis, who
although a ducenariustoo was however vir perfectissimus (P. Lond. 1157 [I11, p. 110]; 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. 50: P. Ryl.
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 (11, 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, yevopevog énitoomog 1ot xvoiov 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. Tt 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,
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and the fact that the former owner of the property was a piofotig Tivwv odoudy does not make
Blastos an usiacus.”

In BGU 156 (201) an Aurelius Felix, 6 xpdtiotog émitoomog, directs the sale of the land of
another debitor fisci who was not even an ovowaxog wodwtis. 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...{vov Zw=g( ) toT xpoticTov 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 ®pdtiotog énitoomog; P. Wisc.
34 and 35 (144), Athoc "Eyhextdg énitoomog Tot ®vptov Kaicagog; BGU 891 (144), Athog
PExhextodc] 6 xpdmiotog émitoomog tot »vptov Kaioapog (for the restoration at the end of line
15 see my remarks in ZPE 11,1973, p. 23); P. Mich. 617 (145/6), 6 xodt10T0g énitpomog (butno
name); P. Oxy. 3089 (146), 'Eyhextdg énitoomog 100 »velov Kaiowpog.

3. EIRENAIOS: P. Meyer 3 (148), Elpnvaiog 6 100 xvpiov Kaioagog énitoomog; P. Wisc.
31 (149), Elpnvaiog énitpomog ot »vptov Kaioagog; P. Bibl. Nat. Suppl. gr. 1374 fr. 44 + P.
Rein. inv. 2062 (no date), t@v Eipnvaiov xai Zoxpatixot yoovamv.

4. AELIUS SOKRATIKOS: SB 10527 (152/3), [AThiog] Zoxpomndg & #0ATLOTOG
gnitponog; APF 2, 1903, p. 562=AE 1903, no. 226=IGRR11325=5B 4231 (153), Athog
Twxpatxde tnitpomog Zefaotoi; SB 9210 (no date), Sowxpatnog (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 III 53 = Dessau, ILS 8759g (between 161 and 169, or 176 and 180?), Felix
Augg(ustorum) libertus procurator usiacus.

7. ULPIUS HERAKLEIDES: P. Tebt. 317 (174/5), 6 #o04T.0T0g 0VoLaROG ETITEOTOG
OtAmog ‘Hoaxheldng.

8. CLAUDIUS DIOGNETOS (?): WChr. 81 (197), Khoddiog Adyvntog énitoomog
ZefaoTol dradexduevog TV GEYLEQWOUVNY. '

9. AURELIUS ITALICUS: BGU 362 (214/5), Avenhog TtadnOg O HOATLOTOG
Enitoomog TV ovoLaM@Y dladexouevog TV GoxLeQmoUVNY. e )

10. AURELIUS TERPSILAOS: P. Oxy. 3092 (217), Avonhiog Tepyihaog EmitEomog

23. Such was the opinion of Meyer, “Awimmotg,” p- 157, IV, n. 5. ey
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. _

24. Pace Wilcken, WChr. 175 introd. See above, Chapter 26. See above, Appendix L.
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00TLORMY dradexduevog nol To woTd Ty drolxnouv; P. Oxy. 3103 (226), Avoniiog Tepwiloog 6
YEVOUEVOG ETTITQOTOG TV OVOLAKMYV.

11. MYRON (?): WChr. 73 (247/8), 6 wnpdmotog Mipwv diadeyduevog Thv
AOYLEQOVYN V.

Unnamed procuratores usiaci as well as the ratio usiaca are mentioned in the following
documents: BGU 1047 (ca. 131), where the émitpomn of line ii.11 is the ovowoxn; P. Amh. 77
(139); BGU 599 (I1), where in line 5 either ovowaxot or émtpdmov may be supplied for the
drowmto 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 fonttog Tiig émitoomis (BGU 1047).

2. ‘Hoaxhag, wayoipopodeog ovoloxdg (P. Amh. 77).

3. AThog ®NME, Emumwelntic ®vouan®v (here =ovowond®v) xtmudtav (P. Oxford 3).

4. Athog “Hpdxhertog, fontiog Athiov "Eyhextot &mitodmov 1ot xvoiov Kaioagog (P.
Wisc. 34).

5. EmBuuntoe, ponttog Elpnvaiov émitedmov tov wvptov Kaioagog (P. Wisc. 31).

6. Aihog Edtuymg, Bondas (sc. Aikiov Zorpatinot) (APF2,1903,p.562=AE 1903, no.
226=IGRR I 1325=SB 4231).

7. ®réProg PHME, yevouevog emueintic Twveov ovawoxdy (BGU 1895).

8.-9. Evyodgioc and *Ayadog Aaipwy, dgpuaidhior Thg ovotaxiis émirpomnns (P. Oxy.
2228
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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,” Athenacum 64, 1976, pp. 19-36, and
D.J. Crawford, “Imperial Estates,” in M. I. 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 IT. They
are: BGU 2286; P. Bonn. inv. 4 (ZPE25,1977,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 TiBeplov
Khavd[iJov [Kaioagog Avtoxedtoloog modtegov "Aviavi[og Zefootiig] modtepov atov
‘Tovhi[ov "AkeEdvdoou?] (lines 7-10, cf. 64-7); of ovolac g Yeds xal nvolag "Ayoummivng
Zefaotig (lines 38-9); and of ovciag tod Yeod xai #[volov] TiBepiov Khavdiov Kaicapoc
Ze[flactot Teguavizot Avtoxpdrogog mo[éte]oov ‘Avioviog Zefaotiic wal Tovi[io]c
Zefaotiig (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. Weillinv. 114) in EEThess. 15, 1976, pp.247-51.

Page 7, note 16. On §vw and xdtw otoio 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. Messeriin 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 oi mpoeot@d[t]e[g Tijc motepo]v IMetevequeiovs vuvel 62 Ka[i]oapog
Avdtoxpdtogo[s yijs (lines 5-6). Tc is indeed a logical and acceptable supplement, but so is
ovolac—which would not only admirably explain the presence of mpogotdteg (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, GIi strategi dell’Arsinoites
in epoca romana (Papyrologica Bruxellensia, - BruxellesS 1972 Spp* 8 V1 (=12}




ADDENDA

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 ueyiomv rehotioa mpdcodov
T0ig fiyeudor - Paocihuxn yao Ny, idudty 8 00 uetijv, xai viv 1@V iyyeudvay éoti. 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 &v 1 drehei(g) Goovpav 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 privatac are P. Oxy.3247
and P. Beatty Panop. 1 of A.D. 298.

Page 87, with note 16. It is very gratifying to note that P. J. Parsons ( Chronique49, 1974, pp.
146-7) has independently reached the same conclusions from SB 9658 as [ did. In my note 16 add
now the important P. Oxy.3263.9-10, taig tot idlov Adyou xal doyLepéws émiroomais, and see J.
Rea’s comments ad loc.







I. Sources

A. Ancient Authors

Augustus, Res gestae 5.24: 3 Seneca, Dial. 3.18: 20
Dio Cassius 49.37.6: 26 7.17.2: 24-5
51.5.4-5: 5 12.19.4: 25
S8 5 Ep. 17.3:25,50
511557 21 Strabo 17.1.12 (797): 27, 51
Sttty 17.1.51 (818): 101
ST S Suda, s.v. ovola: 10
Skl 4 Suetonius, Aug. 18: 7
89: 65
59.1.1: 19 101: 17
(Sl A ) b s lS
62.12.3-4: 26 Pl
62.14.3: 23 S,
63.8.3 ff.: 26 76: 1Y
64.4.1: 26 Gaius 14.1: 19
65.8 ff.: 29 24: 20
DiolEhrys=S @ (i 10 Claudius 44: 23
31.58: 10 Nero 35: 25
Fronto, Ep. 1.8: 15 355205
Harpokration, s.v. odotag oixn: 10 50: 26
H. A. S., Sept. Sev. 12.4: 85 Galba 15: 26
Herodian 11.4.7: 27 Dom. 7.2: 46
Herodotus 2.77.4: 32 14.2: 46
2.149-50: 32 Tacitus, Ann. 1.8: 17
Hesychius, s.v. ovola: 10 2.59 ff.: 17
Io. Damask., PG 94.564: 10 12.69: 23
Josephus, Ant. 18.205 ff.: 19 14.52 ff.: 24
(S Es 14.54: 25
Juvenal, Sat. 10.15-16: 24 14.65: 23
Paterculus, see Velleius 15.39:1:015
Petronius, Cena Trim.: 50 15.65: 29
Philo, Leg. 44: 15 Hist. 1.11: 17
ad Gaium 2.572: 20 1.20: 26
Philostratus, Vita Apoll. 6.42: 46 1.73: 26
Vita Soph. 1.21 (520): 46 1.80 ff.: 26
2.19 (600): 10 Velleius Paterculus 2.39: 3
Plutarch, Apophth. Aug. 4.207B: 24
Pollux, Onom. 6.196: 10
8.145: 10
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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 980: 31, 74
1921, no. 69: 16 985: 75
1961, no. 280: 85 1047: 18 n. 22*, 49 n. 86", 55, 55 n. 31*, 69, 90
APF 2, 1903, p. 562: see SB 4231 1118: 8, 24
BGU 8: 67, 89 1120: 8
313783 1125758
63: 66 1125: 24
84: 33 1129 (MChr. 254): 8
102: 51 1200: 86
104: 37, 75, 82 1210 (Sel. Pap.206): see Gnomon of the Idios Logos
105 (WChr. 346): 37, 79 1228110
106 (WChr. 174): 66, 89 1563: 58
140 (MChr. 373, Sel. Pap. 213): 6 1636: 41-2, 44, 47-8, 74, 76, 78
156 (WChr. 175): 51, 68, 89 1646: 29, 55, 74
TRl 70 1669: 52, 67
92237, 82 1730 (Sel. Pap. 209): 10
181218, 16, 56, 73, 79 189381250 36858 86770, 78
194 (WChr. 84) 63 1894: 24 n. 61°, 47-9, 70, 72, 74, 76-83
199 verso: 48-9, 58, 71, 75 1895: 9, 79-80, 90
202557 82 1898: 76
204: 37,75 1943: 19
206: 37, 76 2022: 88
210: 66 2023: 87-8
2118776 2026: 43
212: 49, 70 2047: 24, 65
262: 66 2064 (SB 10761): 46, 71
277: 18 n. 21*, 48, 55, 71-3, 75 2075: 43
280: 37, 70 2101: 76, 88
284: 37, 79 2102: 66
337 (WChr. 92): 49 2126: 66
362 (WChr. 96, Sel. Pap. 340, 404): 86, 89 21078565
382: 66 2286: 79, 100
438: 37, 76, 81 CIG III 4956: see SB 8248
441: 37, 72 4957: see Edict of Ti. Iulius Alexandros
462 (WChr. 376): 86 5069: see WChr. 73
512 (WChr. 362): 66 CIL I1I 53 (Dessau, ILS 8759g): 89
302065 IV 701, 702 (Dessau, ILS 91): 3
559 (WChr. 363): 45, 90* V 7870 (Dessau, ILS 6762): 88
619: 12, 46 V14325
620 (WChr. 186): 85 1686: 21
622: 28 2260: 19
650 (WChr. 365): 13, 16, 53, 56-7, 59 n. 57*, 60 n. 4016: 16
St 4032: 16
653: 49, 71 4095: 16
655: 6 4124: 24
708: 76 4125: 24
810: 48-9, 72, 75 4245: 24
835: 83 4336: 18
889: 28 n. 93*, 79 4337: 18
891: 89* 4339: 18
926: 84 4341: 18
O G511 4344: 18

979: 31, 74 4351: 18
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4357: 18 Dessau, ILS 91: see CIL IV 701, 702
4358: 17 6762: see CIL V 7870
4387: 18 8759¢g: see CIL III 53
4398: 18 8794: 6
4409: 18 8995: 30
4903: 19 Edict of Ti. Iulius Alexandros (CIG I1I 4957, IGRR 1
5188: 17 1263, OGIS 669, SB 8444): 52, 58-9, 67
52055:1% Gnomon of the Idios Logos: 64, 67
5540: 18 IGRR 1262: see SB 8248
6612: 21 1263: see Edict of Ti. Iulius Alexandros
8413: 24 1325: see SB 4231
8470: 23 MChr. 59: see P. Oxy. 486
8532: 17 69:NseelGERIO
8607: 24 220: see CPR 1
8726: 26 248: see P. Oxy. 506
8738: 17 254: see BGU 1129
8753: 24 348: see P. Tebt. 317
8819: 27 373: see BGU 140
8901: 24 376: see P. Amh. 63
8954: 27 377-8: see P. Giss. 40
9066: 17 Monum. Ancyr.: seelndex IA, s.v. Augustus, Res gestae
10395: 24 MPER: see P. Rainer
11390: 17 OGIS 665: see SB 8248
12402: 66 669: see Edict of Ti. Iulius Alexandros
15027: 26 P. Aberd. 24: 49, 71
15035: 24 29: 955779
15114: 19 50: 80, 82, 87-8
15350296 5187
155510E 27 96: 9
15616: 19, 2 151: 26, 76
16586: 26 11525125 80
17274: 24 P. Acad. fr. 14 (unpubl.): viii, 31, 74, 78
18048: 27 fr. 36 (unpubl.): viii
19926: 16 P. Achmim 6 + P. Bour. 41b: 66
22970: 16 8: see WChr. 81
29154: 19 P. Amh. 63 (MChr. 376): 59
33767: 18 77 (WChr. 277, Sel. Pap. 282): 90
36911: 27 96: 32
B775982] Papyrologica Lugd.-Bat.: see P. Oxford, P. Vindob.
VIII 8810: 85 Bosw.
X 3699: 21 P. Athen. 14: 48
6000: 89 IO i Y
6666: 24 30 verso: 74, 101*
7489: 17 32: 54, 71
7980: 26 P. Bad. 169: 63
XII 257: 19 P. Beatty Panop. 1: 11, 52, 101
XIV 2060: 27 28
2504: 89 P. Berl.inv. 11529 (unpubl.) + SB10512: see SB10512
3080-4: 21 11534: see P. Berl. Leihg. 29
CETA20:8 17 11550 recto: see P. Berl. Leihg. 31
420a: see P. Pyl. 166 11550 verso: see P. Berl. Leihg. 33
462b: see P. Strassb. 299 recto 11561 recto: see P. Berl. Leihg. 37
CPR 1 (MChr. 220): 88-9 P. Berl, Leihg. | (P. Sitol. 1, SB7193) recto: 42-3, 58,
19 (MChr. 69): 85 e
243 (WChr. 367): 9, 31, 48, 55, 73 1 (P.Sitol. 1, 587193)\’&50:25,37,39,42-3,71,76,
245: 66 78-83
Dattari, no. 6506: see SB 6019 4 (P. Sitol. 4, SB 7196) recto: 42, 74, 76
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P. Berl. Leihg. (cont.) 628982
5: 39, 41 63: 66
13=577 64: 37, 76
16B: 55 65: 37, 80, 82
I6E: 3255 67037323
18: 25-6 68: 37, 76
29 (unpubl.): viii, 24, 34, 39, 44, 72, 77-81 03772 76
31 (unpubl.): viii, 70 T Sl e
33 (unpubl.): viii, 83 7537, 76
37 (unpubl.): viii, 77 76: 37, 83
P. Bibl. Nat. Suppl. gr. 1374 fr. 44 + P. Rein. inv. 2062 Y= 37, 76,83
(unpubl.): viii, 89 78: 37, 79
fr. 48a-b (unpubl.): viii SIS 82 80
P. Bibl. Univ. Giss.: see P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 823776
P. Bonn. inv. 4 (ZPE 25, 1977, p. 164): 76, 100 84: 37, 76
P. Bour. 41b: see P. Achmim 6 SeiaT 79
42: 13 an.437%, 44 45 17, 72n. 527, 24,28 34-6. P. Col. 1 recto 2: 39
38, 44, 66, 70, 72, 74-83 1 verso la: 47-8, 71-2, 76, 78, 80, 82-3
P. Brooklyn gr. 5 (Chronique 38, 1963, p. 177): 87-8 1 verso 4: 71, 76, 80, 83 J
P. Cair. Goodsp. 18: 37, 76 1 verso 5: 58, 89 4
24:.37.76 120: 10
P. Cair. Isidor. 3: 85 P. Coll. Youtie 19: 79, 81, 100
P. Cair. Preis. 4 (WChr. 379): 28, 32, 85 63572 75100
15: 65 P. Erl. 24 verso [no. 19]: 88*
3065 78 [no. 20]: 87
P. Chepteliers 20: see P. Strassb. 28 P Fay. 23: 46
P. Chic. (SB, Beiheft 2A) 5: 37, 82 38: 68 :
637, 72 40: 11, 22, 58, 70
T 37570 60812 n 8647 N7
1083 7872 B2 2en. 367, 5SR-S
13: 66 87 (Sel Pap. 371): 12
16:37. 82 101: 8
iRl 3307 e 8 251333
I ST i) PoElors 40: 125 3173
233779 64: 85
261 37 82 94: 85
27: 37, 76 278: 87-8
2537, 706 337: 29, 74,82
31357, 72 387: 65
32: 37,79 P. Gen. 38 (WChr. 366): 19, 47, 77
35 37, 82 P. Giss. 40 (MChr. 377, 378, Sel. Pap. 215): 90
36: 37, 79 48: 87-8
39:37, 79 P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 12: 13, 48 n. 79*, 76
41: 37, 79 13:553
42: 37, 80 D2 FCE=0R388n . 37 R304SR AR
43: 37, 79 P. Gron. 2: 38, 66
47137 83 EEEambe s S5 N6 504 NGl 00 gl RanigEen
48: 37, 79 8527 59,166
49: 37, 79 53
50:37. 79 11: 87-8 i
D2 30T 12 (WChr. 235): 87-8
58: 3782 34: 13, 48, 80
554 37 R 3 36: 12
56: 66 64: 65
ST 3T NI 10T 16m T 631
60: 66 EVEIDS2 795 80

O 537 450 P. Iand. 26; 49, 75
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. Karanis: see P. Chic.
. Leit. 11 (SB 10202): 12, 46

14 (SB 10205): 48
16 (SB 10207): 87-8

. Lips. 106: 68

113: 66
IR i s

. Lond. 194 [II, p. 127]: 66

195 [II, p. 127]:9-10, 13, 23 n. 58*, 45, 54, 56, 77-8,
81

214 [II, p. 161] (WChr. 177): 67

280 [M, p: 193] (WChr.312): 13, 21, 45, 52, 56, 59,
73 81

445 [II, p. 166]: 11, 17, 54, 61, 71-2

900 [III, p. 89]: 39, 41, 70, 76, 80, 82-3

1157 [111, p. 110] (WChr. 375, Sel. Pap

1171 vecto. [MI, p. 179]: 8, 44

1171 verso [III, p. 107]: 58

1213-15 [IH, p. 121]: 24, 65

1223 M, pe 139] (W.Ehz 370): 52565, 67

Louvre (Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 121) (unpubl.): viii,
13572

): 87-8

P. Lugd.-Bat.: see P. Oxford, P. Vindob. Bosw.
PaMed 6l A8 es3 5507 552 S0

65 (SB 9014): 12, 46 n. 58, 74, 77-8, 81

P.Meyer 3: 12, 46, 89
P. Mich. 121 recto Liii: 57, 71

121 recto IIlx1, 49 55 56/n 38*, 557, 71
123 recto: 61

223: 18, 37, 46-9, 58, 75, 77-8, 80, 82
224: 13, 18, 37, 46-7, 71-2, 75-83
225: 18, 37, 46-8, 71, 75, 77-8, 80-2
232: 8, 67

244: 11, 61-3, 71

294-5205 13 06,7179

312: 53, 63,65

357: 46-7, 76, 79-80

372: 18, 37, 44, 75-8, 80-1

374: 71

524: 75

539: 21, 61 nn. 66*, 69, 75

540: 56, 71

555-6: 75

57275

560: 19, 47,55, 57,57 n.-45%, 72-3 101"
582: 60-1, 63

599: 12, 46

616: 68, 89

617: 48, 89

6202 52, 56, 67

P. Mich. inv. 358-71, 374-5 (ZPE1, 1967, pp. 163 ff.):

66, cf. 100
366 (ZPE 1, 1967, p. 165): 7, cf. 100
1427 (TAPA 101, 1970, p. 491): 60

. Mich. Diss. Michael 14: 72
. Mil.: see P. Med.
. Mil. Vogl. 52: 70

ST

87: 59

88: 59

98: 45

167: 59

196: 59

251: 45, 47, 55-6, 83

SO 2152 5 7

26a: 76, 80
G368 6S
40: 32

89: 48

90: 48

91: 48

111: 66
1563
123: 19-20, 35, 53-4, 70
136: 9, 45
137 59

. Oxford 3: 9, 89-90
L Oxy. S8L(W.Chr: 378, SelPap. 226101152

62 (WChr. 278): 10 n. 30*, 29 n. 97+, 74
78: 87-8

224: 49, 52
244: 21, 31, 70
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486 (MChr. 59): 56
506 (MChr. 248): 32
513 (WChr. 183, Sel. Pap. 77): 68
57832

633: 32

635: 8
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P. Panop.: see P. Beatty Panop.
P. Par. 69: see WChr. 41
P. Petaus 44: 43
75912 546
76: 9, 12, 46
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P. Phil. 9: 66
15::33
19: 13 n. 43, 48-9, 70-1, 75, 77-9, 81
P. Princ. 9: 63
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14: 9, 21 n. 43*, 55, 70
S0:52, 67
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P.Rein. inv. 2062 (unpubl.): viii, 31, 70, 74-5, 78, 82, 89
P. Ross.-Georg. 11 12: 56, 61, 63, 70-1
IT 42: 12, 26, 31, 75
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P. Ryl 87: 9, 12, 31, 73
98(a) (Sel. Pap. 351): 48
990 M 1i=12 "3 77 82
126: 54-6, 72, 75
127. 115061952167, 73, 81
128: 67
129: 76
13165
152853567
133267
134: 13, 18, 54, 56, 71, 73
135: 65

138: 9, 18 n. 27*, 45, 53-5, 70-1, 73, 77
140: 54, 56, 70
141: 54, 56, 63, 70
145: 53, 67
146: 67
148: 11, 20, 53-4, 56, 71
152: 67
157 (Sel. Pap. 52): 9, 32
166 (CPJ420a): 9, 17 n. 12*, 52, 57, 67, 75
167: 67
168: 9, 48
11681213800 SH5A=7 Reo S 76 a7 279 51
207: 13n. 437, 24 n. 61*, 25, 71, 77-83
207a: 6
213:- 30)
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216: 58
383: 80
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427 (15): 78
427:(22):5 9,13 0 4205 in 72,130, 4578
561: 68
596: 87-8
600: 67
65821 18n 131 *
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
PSI 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,
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1975, p. 87): viii, 17, 54, 62, 72, 100 P.Yale inv. 254 (unpubl.): 72, 79
2367 (P. Weill inv. 108) (unpubl.): viii, 65 296 (unpubl.): 38
2370 (P. Weillinv. 114) (EEThess. 15,1976, pp. 247 443 (BASP 12, 1975, p. 91): 31, 82, 100
f.): viii, 66, 100 SB 3924: 58
P. Spec. Isag., pl. xi, no. 21: see WChr. 176 4226: 18, 49, 57, 69, 81
P. Strassb. 5: 32, 90 4231 (APF2,1903,p.562; AE1903,no0.226; IGRR
10: 67 I 1325): 55, 89-90
25: 11 4414: 13, 75, 79
28 (P. Chepteliers 20): 67 4421: 85
67: 66 4639: 87
68: 66 5670: 12, 46-7, 71
69: 66 6019 (Dattari, no. 6506): 10, 22, 73
74 (P. Sarap. 2): 52, 65 7193: see P. Berl. Leihg. 1
78 (P. Sarap. 75): 66 7196: see P. Berl. Leihg. 4
118: 19, 54, 76 7375:161
210: 45, 77 7419: 10
267: 21 n. 43*, 46-7, 70, 74 7468: 59
299 recto (CPJ 452b): 25 n. 72*, 30-1, 58, 78 7742 (=10947): 9, 45, 57, 79
321419 8008: 10
551: 42-3, 74, 77, 80, 83 8248 (CIGIII 4956, OGIS 665, IGRR1 1262): 58
P. Strassb. inv. 1108 (APF4, 1908, pp. 142 £.): 48, 75 8444: see Edict of Ti. Iulius Alexandros
P. Tebt. 6 (WChr. 332): 10, 66 8971: 32
293 (WChr. 75, Sel. Pap. 338): 63 8972: 48, 79
296 (WChr. 79): 51 9014: see P. Med. 65
298 (WChr. 90): 25, 49 9150: 17, 49, 53, 71-2
302 (WChr. 368): 4, 86 9205512 577
308 (WChr. 319): 48 9210: 34, 47, 89
309: 59 9224: 16, 56, 60 nn. 60*, 61*, 61, 79, 81
310: 59 9387: 66
317 (MChr. 348): 89 9562: 66
343: 12, 45, 47, 80 9658: 68, 87, 101
369: 43 10202: see P. Leit. 11
401: 55, 70 10205: see P. Leit. 14
503: 34, 46 10207: see P. Leit. 16
609f: 12 n. 36* 10512 + P. Berl. inv. 11529: viii, 13, 28, 39-40, 44,
700: 10 74, 77-9, 81-3
P. Thead. 53: 70 10527: 9, 28, 79, 89
P. Trin. Col. inv. 112: 48, see also SB 10566 105352 65
P. Variae Alex. Giss. 1 (5B 10617): 87-8 10536: 11, 17, 55-6, 72
P. Vars. 11: 58 10566: 75, see also P. Trin. Col. inv. 112
P. Vindob. Bosw. 1: 25 10617: see P. Variae Alex. Giss. 1
P. Vindob. Tandem 10: 69-72, 75, 100 10761: see BGU 2064
P.Weill inv. 104: see P. Sorbonne inv. 2364 10892: 66, 77
108: see P. Sorbonne inv. 2367 10893: 26, 28, 70, 74-5, 77
114: see P. Sorbonne inv. 2370 10947: see 7742
. Wisc. 9: 32 11011: 71, 77, 79-80, 100
19: 7, 66 SB, Beiheft 2A: see P. Chic.
20: 66 Sel. Pap. 52: see P. Ryl. 157
21: 7, 66 77 sec'P. Oxy. 513
22: 66 206: see Gnomon of the Idios Logos
31: 89-90 209: see BGU 1730
33: 48 213: see BGU 140
34: 48, 89-90 215: see P. Giss. 40
35: 48, 89 221: see P. Soc. 446
37: 48 226: see P. Oxy. 58

P. Wiirz. 11: 9, 48, 76 242: see WChr. 41
P. Yale 69: 66 280: see WChr. 176
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282: see P. Amh. 77
338: see P. Tebt. 293
340, 404: see BGU 362
351: see P. Ryl. 98(a)
8535:4sce B Lond i1 157
37N ceel BVERY. 87
404, 340: see BGU 362
425: see WChr. 81

VBP: see P. Bad.

WChr. 41 (P. Par. 69): 88
72 (P. Rainer): 87
73 (CIG I 5069): 86, 90
75: see P, Tebt. 293
79: see P. Tebt. 296
81 (P. Achmim 8, Sel. Pap. 425): 51, 86-7, 89
84: see BGU 194
90: see P. Tebt. 298
92-Fsee BGLEL337
96: see BGU 362
170: see BGU 8
174: see BGU 106
175: see BGU 156

176 (P. Spec. Isag., pl. xi, no. 21): 12, 22, 45, 53, 56,
59, 80

177: sce P. Lond. 214

183: see P. Gxy. 513

186: see BGU 620

235: see P. Hamb. 12 -

207 see Poe ATl

278 5sce P aOxy. 62

312: see P. Lond. 280

319: see P. Tebt. 308

332: see P. Tebt. 6

346: see BGU 105

362: see BGU 512

363: see BGU 599

365: see BGU 650

366: see P. Gen. 38

367: see CPR 243

368: see P. Tebt. 302

365cec P R @ a2l

370: see P. Lond. 1223

375: see P ondid 157

376: see BGU 462

378 see P Oxy: 58

379: see P. Cair. Preis. 4

II. Persons and Places

Adamas, 16mog or xAfjeog of, 9

Aecimnestos, land-owner, 67

Acelia, seePaetina

Aelius, see Eklektos, Eutykhes, Felix, Gallus,
Herakleitos, Hilarus, Sokratikos

Aemilius, see Rectus

Agathinos, see Apollonios

Agathos Daimon, lessee, 12

Agathos Daimon, SQPPUULEALOG TG oVoLaKTC
gmtoomic, 90

Agrippa, M. Vipsanius, estates of, 18

Agrippa, M. Vipsanius, Postumus, estates of,12,18,69

Agrippina, Iulia, 18,23; see also Germanicus’ children

Agrippina, Valeria, andestates of, 1 8,20,100

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, 33,75

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. Iulius, alabarch, 17

Alexandros, C. Iuljus, andestates of, 9, 12, 17,28,34-6,
52,55,57,75,100

Alexandros, Ti. Iulius, prefect, 17,52, 58-9, 61,67

Alexandros, see Theanous

Alexandrou Nesos, 67

Alypios, land-owner, 67

Amarantos, C. Iulius, estate supervisor, 52

Amminon, epoikion,67-8

Ammonianos, see Theon/Anthos

Ammonios, see Atia

Andromakhis, 40

Ankyronon Polis, 9, 31, 73

Annaeus, seeSeneca

Annius, see Diogenes

Anoubas, land-owner, 67

Anoubias (village), 33-4, 70

Anthos andestates of, 12, 17-9, 28, 31, 34-5, 37, 47-8,
52,15

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 po¢ Taic émonépeory, 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, yoauuateng ovolag, 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, zATjpog 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
Asia Minor, 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, Tulius, 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 logos(?), 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, Knowitog, slave, 21,31, 52
Cestus, fontog tijg émitpomniig, 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, ®Afjpog of, 9

Demetrios, s. of Isidoros, droliowoc otoiog, 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, tpogotig otolac, 53

Dionysodoros, strategos, andestatesof, 13, 19,28, 34-6,
41-2,47-8,76-7,100

Dioskoros, seePtolemaios

Diotimos, ®Afpoc 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, Iulia, 18, 20; see also Germanicus’ children

Drusilla, seeLivia

Drusus Iulius Caesar, 17, 20; see alsoGermanicus’
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, fontog émtpdmouv, 90

Eros, 24

Eros andestatesof, 13,23-4,28,34,39,52,77

Eros, Ti. Claudius, a rationibus, 24

Eros, M. Ulpius, ab epistulis, 24
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Esquilinus, collis, 15

Euandros, s. of Ptolemaios, land-owner, 67

Eugraphios, 0gpguzidiiog tic ovoaxic émitoomiic, 90

Euhemeria, 8-9, 16, 20, 33-4, 44-5, 48, 52-5, 65,69-73,
75-6,78-83

Eusebes, xtijua Evogfotc, 9, 12

Euskhemon, oixovéuoc otoiag, 52

Eutykhes, fonoc émrodmouv, 90

F—, Fulvius, dioiketes, 68

Falcidius, estate of, 45,77

Faustinianus, Calvisius, idios logos, 68

Felix, proc. usiacus, 89

Felix, Aelius, émupelntis uolaxdv xudtwy, 90

Felix, Aurelius, idios logos or dioiketes(?), 51, 84, 89

Felix, Ti. Claudius, freedman, 21, 52

Felix, Flavius, émiueintic odaraxdy, 90

Flavius, see Athenodoros, Felix

Fulvius, see F—

Gaius (Caligula), emperor, andestates of, 11,17-21, 34,
5391

Gaius, see Alexandros, Amarantos, Asklepiades,
Galerius, Gallus, Maecenas, Petronius, Theon,
Tuscus

Galatia, 25

Galba, emperor, 26, 58

Galerius, Gaius, prefect, 25

Gallia, see Polla

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 andestatesof, 11-13,17-19,
23-4,28-9,34-9,48-53,58,61-2,71-2

Germanicus’ children andestatesof, 11, 17, 20, 34-5, 48
50-1, 53, 55,57, 62, 72; see alsounder individual
names (cf. p. 14)

Grypianus, seeIucundus

Hadrian, emperor, 6, 18

Heptanomia, 30-2

Heraklas, uayatoogpdgog odoiaxde, 90

Herakleia, 33-4, 45, 55-6,60,62, 70,73, 77-81

Herakleides, division of, 36-8,45-6

Herakleides, éxhjuntwe dovudv, 53

Herakleides, éxMjuntwo ovoiag, 53

Herakleides, éxluntmo ovaiog, 63

Herakleides, land-owner, 68

Herakleides, Ulpius, proc. usiacus, 89

Herakleitos, Aelius, fontog émrodmov, 90

Herakleopolis, 33

Herakleopolite nome, 9, 22,31, 66,73, 82

Heras, 25

Herieus, s. of Satabous, lessee, 56, 59

Hermas, éhowiv ‘Epudenc, 9,45

Hermopolite nome, 9,22, 47, 65-6, 73, 77. 82

Hermoupolis Magna, 22, 32, 65-7

Hermoupolis Parva, 40

]

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, dmohiowwog ovaiac, 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

Iucundus Grypianus, 24

Iulia, 19; see alsoLivia Drusi’s children

Iulia, see Agrippina, Berenike, Drusilla, Livia, Livilla,
Polla

Iulianus, Claudius, rationalis, 87

Iuliopolis, 33-4, 47

Iulius Caesar, 6,23

Iulius, see Alexandros, Amarantos, Asklepiades,
Athenodoros, Drusus, Germanicus, Nicanor,
Theon, Theon/Tryphon, Tiberius

Iumer-, see Numerius

Iustus, land-owner, 66

Kallimorphos, land-owner, 66

Kallistrates, s. of Kallistrates, moogotdc HTVAOV, 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, moogotirc ovoiac, 53

Kharmos andestates of, 12-13, 23-4, 34-5,37,39.41-2.
52,78

Khresimos andestates of, 24, 28, 34-5. 3

Khrestos andestates of, 25, 28, 30-1, 33,

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, 33, 45, 52808

Leon, mpovonmc, 16

Leukopyrgites Ano, 65

Limnaios, s. of Limnaios, émitpomog, 52

Livia (=Livia Drusilla = Livia Augusta = Julia
Augusta) andestates of, 6,9, 11, 16-17, 197217
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
lulia and Tiberius Tulius Caesar Gemellus

Livia Iulia, seelivia Drusi

Livilla, Claudia, seeLivia Drusi

78

o2
52,78
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Livilla, Iulia, 18; see alsoGermanicus’ children

Longinos, land-owner, 67

Lucifer, oixovouog, 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, see Moesianus, 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 moog Taig émonéypeory, 88

Maximus, M. Magius, prefect, 58

Memphis, 32

Mempbhite 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, ®xAfj0og of, 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, and estates of, 13, 16, 18,23-6, 29, 34,
45,52 73

Nero Claudius Drusus, see Drusus

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, seeClara

Numerius andestate of, 24,28, 34-5,52,78

Qasis, see Small Oasis

Octavia, w. of M. Antonius, 20-1

Octavia, 22-3; see also Claudius’ 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, andestates of, 13,17,23-4,28,
34-7,39-40,45,48, 54,81

Pallas, M. Antonius, land-owner, 23, 65

Pamphilou epoikion, 9

Pannonia, 26

Patsontis, 33-4,36-8,46,71,75, 82

Pelousion (in the Arsinoite),

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 andGaius, epoikionof, 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, see Petronii

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, see Hilarus, 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,
45,52, 56,81

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, see Serenus

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, see Pompeius
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, toogotix ovolac, 53
Sphex, land-owner, 67

Statius, 23

Strategos, oiwvinmv Xtpatmyov, 19,47

Syene, 17

Synephebos, dumehav Zuvegnfou, 9,45

Syrion, Claudius, land-owner, 67

Taie, 31,75

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,
77,79,82-3

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 @ovvioewe, 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. also 101

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, seeCladus, 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 (Gxrovdog), 47
adiutor rationalis, 87-8

administration, see estates, imperial, and ovoLox ¥i)

aerarium, 3, 27
agents of imperial family abroad, 6, 51
ager, 7, 10, 12
publicus, 4, 11
animals, 48-9, 53
immune from impressment, see avayyaoevTog
immune from taxation, see dtehig
artisans, 55
association, of dwolvoiuol ovoiag, 61,63
of farmers, 57
barley, 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
Emifolr, EmueoLonog
leases of imperial estates, 58-64
services, seeliturgy, dyyopeia
confiscation of property, 4-6, 11, 15,23-4,27,29, 60
dates, 101; see alsopalm-trees
dioiketes, seedLoLHN TG
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, see 0VOLOKT) YT
administration, 50-4
farmers, 54-64
see alsoovoia, ovolaxds hoyog
exemption, from compulsory service, 61; see also
dvaryydipgutog, ArohioLpog

from taxation, seetax-exemption
farmers, exploitation, 4
complaints, 54
inimperial estates, 54-64
classes, seeyewpyog
farmstead (£mwoixiov, ouvowxia), 9, 55-6
fiscus, imperial, 27
Egyptian, 4, 11,27, 60, 85-6; see alsodLoinnatg,
tau(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 (TVEOG CUVAYOQAOTIXOG), 42-3
fundus,7,10,12
garden-land (mapddeicog), 10, 44-7
goats, seesheep
grain, seecereals, loan of seeds, frumentum emptum
grain-land, 31-2,35-44, 46
granaries (Umoavpoi), 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 1B, s.v. Gnomon
of the Idios Logos
land, administration, 4-8
private ownership, 4,6, 7-10
categories, seey
brought back to cultivation, 7-8, 45, 54
reclaimed by the desert, 28-9
latifundium, 5, 10
leases, of imperial estates, 52-64
of ovowaxn i, 12,28
lentils, 41-2

liturgy, 60-4; see also dyyoapeia
exemption from, 61; see also dvayydoevtog,
amohMioiLuog
loan of seed, 37-8
magister rei privatae, 85-6, 101
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marshes (dpvpoi), 44,48

mat-weaving, 57

measures (pétoa) of imperial estates, 55-6
monopoly, seepapyrus

oil-presses (¢haovoyeia), 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 (vouai),21,31, 44,48
patrimonialis, tatoipovvaiiog, 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 0VoLax0s hOyog

ayyapeia, 57-8; see alsoliturgy
atytohitic Engopog, 47
dumelog Tovywugvn, 47
aumehmv, 10
Gpogog, 45
@OooLNoG, 45
avayydoevtos, 18,49, 57
avadidmut, 61
avahapfavm, 4, 11, 86; see alsoconfiscation
dvaymonolg, 58
amehevdeool Kaioapog xal oixovouor, 51
amohvownog, 61-4
Gmoidm, -opat, 59
amduolpa, 46-7
doyLepenc, 87,101
doxLeomativ, 86-7
dréhela, 8, 57-8, 101
tehwvixn, 31, 58
drelc, 18,49,57-8
Bontog tot émtpdmov, Tijs mitoontic, 90
yevnuotoypagovueva vdoyxovra, 11; see also
confiscation
YeEwpéTongs, 88
vewuetola, 47
yewoyia, 60-1

INDEXES

rationalis, 87-8
rentals (dxgpdoLa), 43
res privata, 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, seedmopolpa, Spayuatnyia, éwapovolov,
roooywyn Ehaiag, popog
tax-exemption, 63; see alsodtéhela, drehric,
ROVQOTELELOL
towers (mvpyor), 55-6
trades, 55
tree-groves, 32, 35,44-7
vegetable (Aayavov),47
vegetable seed (hayovéomepuov), 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

B. Greek

vewEydg, 54-5
Baouhxde, 4, 8,28
dnudoiog, 4, 8,28, 54
ovolaxrog, 24, 28,61-2, 85
ovoiag,28,61-2
TP000d11bE, 28
vij, &Booyog, 38
alyloiitig Epgopog, 47
év dpéoel, 4
degopog, 8
Baouhixn, 4,7-9,27-8, 85
dnpooia,4,27-8
év dwoed, 5
govnuévn, 9
idioxmrog, idwtixnd, 9
lepd, iepaTin, 4
RoToLKLx, 6,9, 32
#Angovyixn, 6,9, 32; see alsoxAfjpoL
®uoraxt], 8
ovoloxt,9,11,28-9, 35, 85
npocodov, 11,27-8
vméhoyoc, 8,32
Véhoyos facihux, 8
yoauuetevs ovoiag, 50, 52
“o(dmu, 61




owoixnoig, 4, 11, 27; see also fiscus, tau(L)elov
dowxnriic, 4, 86
dpayuatnyia, 46
dwoed, 4-6, 8,32, 50,62
£dagm, 12,67
exhnurtme, 52-3, 57
éxhoyiotiic, 88
exnpopLa, 43
émapovpLov, 47
émporn, 28, 59-60
émueln i, of association of dwohvowpot, 63
HUQLAKOV XTHRAT@V, 90
ovalaxmv, 90
gmLueoLonog, 28, 39-40
émioneyig yig, 38, 87-8
0 mPOg Toig EmioxépeoLy, 88
EMLOTATNG XTI VAV, 49
ETTLTNEN TS OVOLOX DY XTNUGTOY, 12,28, 46,68
gmitoomn, ovolax, 90; seeovalarog hoyog
énitoomog ovolag, 28, 52-3
ovoLax®y, see procurator usiacus
énoixiov, seefarmstead
fyovpevog, of association of drolvaiuot, 63
tmoavodc, seegranaries
tdLog Aoyog, see idios logos
Lepatixd, department of, 27
nahrovra, 43
»wAnfjoot, 4-10; see alsoyh xAnpouvyiun
in imperial estates, 9
ROVPOTELELDL, 8
wrfua, 5,10, 46
utfowg, 10
Aevnopa, album, 61,63-4
uayoLpo@opog ovoLoxde, 90
piotwotg, 12, 58, 61; see alsoleases
wotwmg, 12, 53, 55; see alsofarmers, leases
pupofdaiavog, 47
veOpuTQ, 45
oixovopoc, ovolag, 28, 50, 52-4
amnelevtepo Kaioagog xaiol., 51-2
dvnhatng, 53
OpLonos i, 87
ovoia, meaning of the term, 5,9-11
lack of topographical unity, 6-7
non-imperial, 65-7
imperial, seeestates, imperial
avw, xdtw, 7,10, 100
mohttura, 11

INDEXES

Tauoaxn, 11, 85
ovoLaxds, T ovolaxrd, department of, 28: see onoLardC
AOyoC
N, 30-49
administration, 28
size,31-2,35,37-41,46-7
sales, 28, 35
émitoomn, 90; seeovaionog hoyog
£MITQONOG, See procurator usiacus
nInue, 46
Aoyog, 51-2,84-6
creation, 10-11,28-9
lower officials, 90
LAY ALEOPO00s, 90
wottotc, 55
naoadeLcog, 46
OPPLELAALOG TTG OVOLAXT|S ETLTEOTTG, 90
Topoywyn Elalag, 47
raoddelgog, 10, 44-7
mopela mEog érmioxeyuy dfodyou yig, 38
npayuatevtie, 50
nodxtwo haoyoopliac, 60-1,63-4
npeofitepot, 50
nmpofatoxtnvotedgoc, 61
TEOEOTMG, XKTNVDV, 53
ovoiag, 20, 28, 50, 53-4, 56-7, 59-60, 100
oovontig, 16
rpovomv, 50
0 oS Taic Etonépeoty, 88
nmpootatns, 50
AINVAY, 53
npdtepov, 11-12, 86
mUEYOGS, seetowers
TVEOG CUVAYOOOTIROG, See frumentum emptum
ouvolxia, seefarmstead
tau(i)etov, 11, 85; see also fiscus, dSrolxnolg
Tapaxal ovota, 11, 85
tehwveta, 58-9
vraoyovra, 10-11, 67
ropotoig, 55
@dEoG, EAalvwy Qutdy, 47
mholwv, 49
moofatwy xal alymv, 48
powvirwy, 46-7
poovtiomg, 50
yeLLo™G, 50
yeogovour|, 48; see alsopastures
Pihog Tomog, 30
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