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Preface 

  

T have but few points to clarify or emphasize in advance, for if this study does not suc 
justifying itself in the eyes of the reader, it is pointless that I undertake to do so here myself. My 
aim has not been to add another work to the roster of books and articles on the imperial estates 
throughout the empire. My purpose has been much more modest and limited: I deal only with 
Egypt, and only with the period during which the emperors were i 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 [ 
offer a different approach and, hopefully, amore 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 

estions, all of which I gratefully incorporated in my text. To both I 

   

  

  

    

  

   

     

readings and of various su 
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published as well as unpublished papyri; all took time to offer me help and advice.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. 
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December 1972 G.M.P. 
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    Abbreviations 

  

For papyrological publications the standard abbreviations have been employed and should 
cause no difficulties. The non-expert may consult E. G. Turner, Greek Papyri. An Introduction. 
1968, pp. 154 f., 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 
transeripts, 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 
Rostovizeff, 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 enou 
transeripts 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: 

    
     

    

   

    

to send me long   

   

    

CIG Corpus inscriptionum Graecarum. Berlin, 1828-77. 
cIL 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', PIR®  Prosopographia imperii Romanisaec. I, I I11. Ist ed.. E. Klebs, H. Dessau, 

P. de Rohden. Berlin, 1897-98. 2nd ed., E. Groag, A. Stein, L. Petersen. 
Berlin/Leipzig, 1933- 
Studia et documenta historiae et iuris 
H. Dessau, Inscriptiones Latinae selectae. Berlin, 1892-1916. 
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IN ROMAN EGYPT 

 





  

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 ater her 
defeat, its loss was a serious blow to the economy of Egypt, but its capture of paramount 
importance to Augustus. He was in great need of ready money and the treasure enabled him not 
only to repay the considerable loans advanced to him prior to and during his campaign against M. 
Antonius, but also to discharge other heavy obligations: large bounties to his generals and 
officers; land for his soldiers’ colonization (none, it should be noted, within the borders of Egypt) 
and the promised bonuses; a donative of four hundred sesterces to each of approximately a 
quarter of a million members of the plebs of Rome; and probably the repairs of the temples 
undertaken in 28 as well as the cost of the games of the triumph of 29 B.C. Augustus’ fear that 
Cleopatra might carry out her threat and burn this vast fortune together with herself in her 
mausoleum was indeed understandable.’ 

  

      

   

  

  1. Immediately upon this surrender, of course, Egypt was. 
returned to him as an imperial province, for him to govern and 
administer through an equestrian procurator as he saw fit. The 

Abbott and A. C. Johnson, Municipal Administration in the 
Roman Empire, 1926, p. 34), is to introduce a dangerous 
differentation between Egypt and the other provinces which    

idea, however, that Augustus considered Egypt as his private 
domain, and that subsequent emperors followed himin this,is 
quite wrong. Thisis not the meaning of the famous passage of 
the Res gestae: Acgyptum imperio populi Romani adieci(5.24), 
or of Velleius' well-known assrtion that the annual revenues 
from Egypt in aerarium reditus contult (2:39);ct. CILIV 701, 
702=Dessau, ILS 91, Acgypto in potestatem populi Romani 
redacta. See bricfly Wilcken, Grundzige, pp. 28 . Hence, to 
consider the otousds 6y0s (on whichbelow, Chapter 1) s “a 
Curious sort of imperial patrimony within Egypt, which a5 
Whole was regarded asa personal possession o the rown” (F.F. 

  

  

id not exist. The current, and 1 believe correct, theory sees 
Roman rule in Egypt not as a simple continuation of the 
‘monarchic administration of the Ptolemics, but as an effor (o 
incorporate this important province nto the empie. Sec now . 
Lewis, “Greco-Roman Egypt' Fact or Fiction?” Amer. Stud. 
in Pap. 7, 1970, pp. 3 1. 

2. 1 follow on the whole the persuasive argumens of T 
Frank, “On Augustus and the Acrarium,” JRS 23, 1933, pp. 
143 1., and Rome and lialy of the Empire, pp. 7 ff. On 
Cleopatra’s threat see Dio Cass., SL8.5. 

  

     



   IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT 

As for the second, and more durable, part of the conquest, the veryland of Egypt, Augustus 
introduced some important changes. Approximately 800,000 km? (or ca. 300,000,000 arourac) 
were added to the empire with the bite of an asp, of which only about 20,000 km® (or ca 
7,000,000 arourae) were cultivated or cultivable, the remainder being inhospitable desert. The 
tax revenue in grain from this land, however, was of greatimportance to Augustus and was sorely 
needed in Rome. Changes made by the Romans in the Ptolemaic administration of land were 
designed to curb the influence of the priesthood, to encourage the development of private 
ownership of land (at least to the extent that this was possible and practical, i.e. profitable, in 
Egypt), but above all to change the basic structure of the country from a Ptolemaic kingdom to a 
Roman province which, regardless of the peculiarities that persisted, was brought into line with 
the rest of the empire. 

The royal or domain land, the yi| Baothu 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 do{1s, the 
Egyptian fiscus. To this, by far the largest portion of cultivated and cultivable land, there was 
added the yij dnuooic, 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 Baoh.u and dnuooic 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 Baothuzég or nudoiog Yewoyds 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,  év dpéoes vij, or “land released” by the king,* 
underwent radical changes. That part of it which made up the temple land, the v ieoa: 
substantially reduced in size by the simple and drastic procedure of removingit from the control of 
the priests and assigning it to the administration of the fiscus.* In areal as well asin a legal sense it 
became public land, and the power of the priesthood, which not even the strongest of the 
Ptolemies had succeeded in curbing effectively, was crushed once and for all 

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

    

    

  

   

  

     

    

  

    

  

    

  

  5. 1 cannot enter here into any lengthy discussion of the p. 457); J. C. Shelton, “Prolemaic Land év dgéor: an 

    

classification of the land, and my presentation s of necessity 
sketchy. Valuable information and useful tables in O. Eger, 
Zum igyptischen Grundbuchwesen in romischer Zeit, 1909, p. 
31; Rostovtzetf, Kolonat, pp. 1 ff. (Piolemaic), pp. 85 1. 
(Roman period), stil the standard work; Wilcken, Grundzige, PP 287 {t.; Hohlwein, L'Egypte romaine, sv. 1i; Johnson 
Roman Egypt, pp. 25 it.; Wallace, Taxation, pp. 1 it 

4. Sce now A Tomsin, “Bagviuei et dnjuooia yi dans IEgyptc romaine,” Melanges ... René Fohalle, pp. 271 1. 
5. Rostovtzelt, Kolonat, pp. 4 1., Wilcken, Grundzig. 

PP 270 ff; J. Herrmann, “Zum Begrff i b géort 
Chronigue30, 1955, pp.95 . (butct. . Sei, SDHI21, 1955, 

  

  

  

    

Observation on the Terminology.” Chroniqued6, 1971, p. 113 
. 

6. The locus classicusis P. Tebt.302.6-7, ovtixis goigas 
48 10 R06Te00VTON Toow vy Do, avcikndeioasdi 

v (the restof 

  

Mexgoviou] tob fyepovetoavros sis faothuiy 
the document makes the restoration certain). See F. Schubart, 
GGA 170, 1908, p. 194: Oto, Prieser und Tempel, passim; 
Rostovizeff, GGA 171, 1909, pp. 626 . and Kolonat,pp. 101 
164, 178; Wilcken, Grundzige, pp. 114, 300. 

7. “The dlassic discussion of dwoeal i sl Rostovizelf, A 
Large Estate in Egypt;see lso C. C. Edgar's introd. to P. Mich. 
Zen, 1931, and E. Wipszyeka, “The duged of Apollonios the 
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At present we have no information regarding the number of the dwoea in existence just 
prior to the Roman conquest, let alone their size or location. It should be noted, however, that 

immediately after her defeat off Actium, Cleopatra punished her enemies, and especially those in 
high administrative positions, by death, confiscation, or both, and further augmented her treasury 
(perhaps with a view to renewed resistance to Augustus) by plundering various temples and 
shrines: &el 8¢ &v 1Q GoGAET £YEveTo, ToMMODS v TV TOMTON, Gre xal del of dydoutvo, xal 
6te éml 1) OVPGORE adTiS EouEveY, EGOVEVTE, oY Bt %al ThOTTOY, Ex T TV Exelvioy 
copudToy xal éx Tov dhov, xal ooty xal Delov, undevds Ty mévy dBdtov leody pedouév, 

fidooite (Dio Cass., 51.5.4-5). In this instance #wiuata can mean only landed estates and, given 
the land administration of Ptolemaic Egypt, are almost certainly dwoeai 

The dwoea 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, vi 70N Bt 0l g’ ExdoTon TV altadévia T ideoiotn. xal 
Jwoic ol howtol Tévtes, Soor ymdiv Idtov Eyxdnua haPeiy dvvavro, té 860 péon TV ovobY. 
fridmoay (Dio Cass., 51.17.7). Here, too, in both okk& and ovoict 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 dwoeai 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 ovoiau were the successors of the 
i) &v dwoed and, at least to some extent, privileged (as were also the dwoeaf) estates granted b 
the emperor.” A few years later, in his study of the Ptolemaic dwgead, the identification is 
presented in even stronger terms: **A temporary revival of the dwoea 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 odolau with dweea has never been proven. So P. Collart 
defined ovoiar 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 dwgeal 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 dwoeat of the Ptolemaic period, satisfied a temporary need and later reverted to the 
Roman emperors, cither 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 

    

  

      

    

    

          

    

Diocketes in the M 
There is a good ls of Prolemaic dwoeai in W. Peremansand  with discussiona 

wphite Nome.” Klio 39, 1961, pp. 153, Kleruchen Agyptens unter den ersten sechs Plolemdern, 1968, 
liss lists alsain Prosopographia Prolemaica 

    
  

     

   

E. Van 't Duck, Prosopographia Ptolemaica 1V (Studia IV, pp. 57 IL:F. Zucker, “Beobachtungen u den permanenten 
Hellenistca 12, 1959), pp. 169 ff. For koot see esp. J.  Kierosnamen,” Studien .. Fiedrich Oertel, 1963, pp. 101 
Lesquier, Les institutions. miltaires de 'Egypte sous les 8. Kolonat, p. 128 
Lagides, 1911, pp. 202 ff.; Wilcken, Grundzisge, pp. 303 .. 9. A Large Estate in Egypt, p- 145. 
Rostovtzeff, “The Foundation of Social and Economie Life in 10."P. Bour, pp. 159 1. 
Hellenisic Times," JEA 6, 1920, pp. 161 . C. Préaux, 11, Taxaion, p. 1 
Léconomie royale des Lagides. 1939, pp. 463 .; . Uebel, Die    
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the imperial family and to great servants of the state.” 
1t 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 dwged: 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 ... scems to me impossible to believe. ... Even Julius Caesar did not 
do that kind of thing. The agents of relatives like Livia may have bought properties at the auctions 
of confiscated Egyptian land, and one may be offended at such participation, butat least the legal 
Roman forms were probably observed.”"* A few years later he stressed the point that “jt would be 
unwise to suppose that when Octavian confiscated the estates of Cleopatras partisans in Egypt he 
distributed some of these directly to Livia and her sons, even though their names are later 
connected with such properties in the papyri. ... This assumption has been made by many, but it 
completely misrepresents the spirit of Augustus’ administration. Roman business agents would 
‘accompany an expedition like that of Octavian and bid in properties at the public auction. In some 
such way, I doubt not, the agents of members of the royal household secured their plots in 

Egypt.”* 
The fate of military %ijgot, 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 tendency (and it 
never was anything more than a tendency) of the last Ptolemies to treat these allotments asif they 
were private property. Those holders of yf) xAnoovyu (and in the Arsinoite, where there was a 
heavy concentration of Greco-Macedonian #értovzot, of more privileged yi) atouue) who were 
alive at the time of the conquest and whose allotments were not confiscated were granted full 
rights of possessio. 

Since ownership of yij #higovy ] or xarTouxuz 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 Kuhake,  illegitimate sons of soldiers and veterans were admitted to 
Otowaeh T, p. 4, n. 1, and below, Appendix I Succession ab intestato), and_ BGU 655 (the  consttutio 

13. In P. Ryl 207 (Il the Kowavot woedisaProlemaic  Antoniniana); . also Dessau, LS 8794 (Nero) 
one; see the editor's comments. The term continued, of ourse. 14. JRS 23, 1933, p. 146, . 7. 
10 be commonly used for an emperor's rants of privileges and 15, Rome and ltaly of the Empire, p. 26. 1. 47 
benefica; .., BGU 140 (H 

  

jan's Bwoed by which the  
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concept in a country which had been for millennia totally unaware of it created a checker-board 
effect in all parts of Egypt. This is most notable in the Arsinoite, for which our information is more. 
complete and where there was a greater concentration of privately owned land than in any other 
part of Egypt. Soon, perhaps already by the end of Augustus’ reign, it became the rule rather than 
the exception that an individual’s private holdings in land formed not a geographical unity but a 
scattering in various parts of a village, and often in many villages. The right, now introduced for 
the first time as a consequence of the introduction of private ownership, to divide up one’s land 
among one’s relatives in one’s will contributed not a little to this. Other equally important factors 
were the constant buying and selling of portions of landed properties, confiscation for 
non-payment of taxes, reselling of such lands by the state, or the purchase of whatever pieces of 
land were offered by the department of the idios logos. This lack of topographical unity is more 
evident in larger holdings and even more so in imperial estates which, due to the constancy of 
nomenclature, can be traced over longer periods of time, and which, once they became part of the 
patrimonium principis, tended to fossilize, at least as far as their boundaries were concerned. But 
it is erroneous to assert that scattered parcels are characteristic of only one type of estate, the 
so-called ovota. Itis 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 o 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 vi) aothuei and %Afjgot 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 

  

   

        

ta DEARIIL 1906, esp. pp. 341 Iwould be pointlesstolisthere 
al the known instances of privately held land which did not 

ute a continuous whole. Wealthier persons purchased, 
  16. CI. Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 124: “From the 

available in the grain receipts [e.g., P. Chic], it appears that at 
leastsome ofoiau were set out as parcelsof and belonging tothe  cons 

  

  

  

areas of various villages. Geographical and tope 
does not belong (o the characteristics of an otoiar. What gives. 

the oot s unty s the fact that the entire complex belongs to 
one and the same person. This complex was soon given 
oo, property, and was called by the name of its owner.” This 
basicallycorrect observation, however, has often been 
misinterpreted to mean that fack of geographical or 
topographical unity is one of the major characteristics of @ 

iy (e, Collart, P. Bour. p. 160). 
We should. nignored facttha centire 
complex of various plots may be clled oioic, so may also cach 
individual component, .g. the ofoic of Seneca was made up of 
more than a dozen ovola invarious localites.In P. Wisc. 19.2 
21.2 and P. Mich.inv. 366.2 (ZPE 1, 1967, p. 165), we even 
hear of a i otota (implying an Gve), whichis butthe Greek 
parallel o sueh Latin expressions as fundusor ager superiorand 
inferior, or major and minor; see A. Schulten, “Fundus, 

  

  

  

  

        

  

  

  

and felahin leased or subleased, whatever desirable piece of 
land was available 

17. In addition to general historis (¢.8, Rostotzeft, 
SEHRE, pp. 273 1) see esp-J.G. Milne, “The Ruin of Egyptby 
Roman JRS 17,1927, p. 11 Rostovtzef 
Roman Exploitation of Egypt in the First Century A. D, 
Journal of Econ. and Business Hist. 1, 1928/9, pp. 337 1 H. 1 
Bell, “The Economic Criss in Egypt under Nero,” JRS 28, 
1938, pp. 111.; A. Piganiol, “Le statut augustéen de I Egype et 
sa désruction,” MH 10, 1953, pp. 193 {L.; Chalon, L dit,pp. 
S 

18, Dio Cass, SLISI, tis te dbowas s wiv 
s B b navig dueue. CI. Suet, Aug. 18; 

m redactam ut feracionem 

   

  

  

    

      
Acgyptum in_ provinciae form 
habiloremque annonae urbicae redderet, fossas omais, in quas 

. oblimatas longa vetustate. miliari opere 

  

  

Nilus exaest 
detersit, 

   



   

    

IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT 

cultivation through forced labor. Classed as “land in deduction,” ¥26A0Y0G vil, it was considered 
&goog, unproductive, and although Baothuxof and dnudotor yewoyoi 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, Grékewt, and in some instances five more years of partial exemption, x0VqOTEAELC, 
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 gensis 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, 00, 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. Itis 
very likely that the lands of the dwgeai and those confiscated #Afjoor which at the time of the 
conquest were under cultivation were offered for sale at public auctions. Neglected and wasted 
land, from both i) aothuer and x04iigor, 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, [én6holos: forminga corporation; that athree-year deéheva s offered; that 

énéon i agbelol (oBlons lvoerils] S towtias  the petition i addressed to the idios fogos. Similar docum 
exlovewis yeivea wahsitale i) Ondhoyos Exedh  from the Augustan period are P. Oxy. 635 (13) and P. Soc 
Groloveita i 00 uétgov e il To0 i wediov 6 (18);see Tomsin, “Lescontinuités,” p. 83, Worth noticing s the     

  

  

       

    

Groheupvat 1o Joutov fugopov. Discussion in Rostovtzeff,  remarkably low price, 1010 12 silver drachmac per aroura (the 
Kolonat, pp- 95 ft.; Hoiwein, L'Egypte romaine, pp. 160 1., average for sales of land in private ownership during the fist 
Wilcken, Grundziige,pp- 36011.; Plaumann, Der Iioslogos,pp. century was 185 siver drachmae per aroura; see Johnson, 
6118; C. H. Roberts and T. C. Skeat, “A Sale of téhoyosat  Roman Egypt, p. 147), which, coupled with the short-term 
Tebtunis,” Acg. 13, 1933, pp. 455 ff; M. Talamanca,  remission of taxation, was designed to cncourage buye 
‘Contsibuti allo studio delle vendite allasta nel_ mondo 21, See below, Chapter 11 

clasico,” MAL Ser. VIII6:2, 1954, pp. 175 .: Skeat, P. Beaty 22, Examples of medium-sized and large cstates (in Panop. 2,129 n.; Youtie et ., P. Petaus 17-23 introd additon to the non-imperial ofaia listed below, Appendix 1) 20" Ouwnerless and confiscated oot the land of which  from the early Julio-Claudian period: P. Soc. 1120 (24 B.C.)     
      

  

had become unproductive through inatiention, were joined o Tebtunis; BGU 1118 (22 B.C) Alexandria: P. Oxy. 277 (10 neglected royal and publicland, and both categories, sometimes B,C,) Oxyrhynchite; P Fay. 101 (ca. 18 B.C.) Euhemeria: BGU 
colletively termed {n6hovos aothea 1, were under the 1129 (13 B.C.) Bousrite: P-Lond. 1171 (8 B.C.;, BGU1120 (5 
administration ofthe idios l0gos. The locus classcusand one of  B.C.) Alexandria; BGU 1123 (30 B.C. - AD. 14) Menclaie   

the carlies surviving petitions for the purchase of such landis P. 1084 arourae of vineyard, corn-land and marshes: P. Mich Oxy. 721 (13/14). Note that the petitioners are two Greeks  (36) Arsinoit 
since the plots in question are confiscated oo perhaps 
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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, difficultics. ') Baotkusri, 
for example, upon private purchase became éwviuév, and as such was classed or spoken of as 
11t or as id16%mTog, and there was no reason to refer to it by its former appellation. After 
the creation of the ovoLax A6yoc, moreover, the land of the imperial patrimonium was termed 
ovoui), and to call it faoukua was a serious error (and one which no source seems to have 
committed), since the two categories were under different administrative departments.* Thusitis 
impossible o 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 ¥ij 
#atousui or %Mngovyuer 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 

: and this is a good indication that the estate t00 was made up of land of the same 
ategory.** Khfjgot, moreover, tended to retain their names, and the evidence i certain when a 

parcel of an imperial property is called Afjoog or 6 o deivathijgos. This tendency survived well 
into the third century, since it was a convenient way of specifying a given section of a property. 
Thus #joor 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 2* 

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 lsts, they 
are employed in documents such as petitions, lease applications, and accounts of estate 
supervisors. We have, therefore, anumber 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 ovoic. From the Ptolemaic period down to Arabic times 

  

  

       

  

          
      

  

See Frank, Rome and Italy o the Empire,p. 260,47 #31joou (Herm.); . also P. Lond. 195 (L p. 127), Restovtzef 
See below, Chapter 11 SEHRE, pp. 672 11, n. 46 
P. Mich. 274-5% P. Aberd, 96; cf Tomsin, “Notes,” . 27, P. Princ. 1489, tnoexiov *Avovias fuyares 

(robrecov) Magihon meol Botaoto); P. Ryl 138.10-11 
P. Ryl. 16,8, 27, property of C. Iulius Alexandros,  and 16-18, e o (= 18) i ovoas xofsov Agowios (= 

later of Livia (Euhemeria); P. Mich. 274-5.8, Maccenas (Ibion -€05) Aeyomévou (= heyduevov), estate of Tiberius (or 
Eikosipentarouron); P. Aberd. 29.5, Maecenas (Arsinoite): P.  Claudius) and children of Livia Drusi; SB7742.2-4, &y ehvos 
Oxy. 2873.10-11, Ex w00 Atorteiou hiov, Seneca (Oxy)i SB Aeyomiévon Svveio(v) (Maccenas); P. Osl. 136.4-5, 
10527.11-12, Lurius (Tebtunk); CPR 243.12, & tob  otoliaxjod thaudvlos Eloudewsheyoulévov P. Wiz, 11.12, 
Mevehou 22joov, Messalina (Ankyronon), f. P. Ryl. 87 P. 700 0 *Abénavio(s) (sc. 16nq or e ?) Aeyouiva(y) 
Ryl.99.3, é 101 Angarcfou xajoov, Doryphoros and Seneca  voudv (Dionysodorian); P. Petaus 75.9-10 (ci. 76, 77, 78), 
(Toou); BGU 1895.59, v ovouaso shioon natou(on)  vijuatos Evoefovs heyouévou (Lurius); P. Strassh. 321,67, 
(Theadelphia); P. Ryl. 1684-5, oifoaluov] & tob  woborol tvoy ovowly - - xmiuatos Ex.[ P. Oxford3.4-5, 
“Anoldaviow *Arabeivou ooy (Hermopolit); P. Sarap. & efilufav ... Jrov [evoulévs P. Ryl. 427 fr. 226, 
34,67, b ool Jais i 100 ... Jhaiov igov (Herm.),  @owviotws wijua (Latinus; see below, n. 42). 
P.RyL157.4,otouas{o]y dynehundv i --- 4708 ZEvovos 

  

         



    
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 but throughout the 
Greek-speaking part of the world, both in literature and in legal documents. ™ Its classic definition 

is given by Pollux in a series of aptly chosen synonyms (Onom. 6.196): ovoia #igog, xioLs, 
reguovoia, mhoTToS, Bio, xofHaTa, EdyouaTia, TOAVYEMUATIA, edxTHOODVI, TOk 
oGV, ATuaa, ETagNid, T HARYOVTa, T Bviat 

Occuring rarely in Ptolemaic documents, the term ovoic, 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 auehdy, Souuds, haudby, vou| or gowvukdy, which applied 
only to a certain type of landed property (and even such terms as TAQGE00S, Tilic OF 2TlOLS 
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 ovoia. 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 ovoiat. 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 0d010xdg A6v05, and its departmental 
head was known not as a patrimonio or as procurator rationis patrimonii, but as 0v0L0#OS 
éxirgorog or as procurator usiacus. As for the properties or estates that made up the ovouaxdg 

    

   

  

   

  

  28 Otott was one o the standard words for “property” 
or estate” in classical Athens; see the examples in LSJ5.v; 
discussion and collection o evidence inJ. K. Davies, Athenian 
Propertied Families, 600-300 B. ., 1971. The word was not 
particularly common in Ptolemaic Egypt: SB 8008.32 (262 
B.C); P. Tebt. 700 (131-25 B.C); P. Col. 120.2,6, 18 
B.C): P. Tebt. 6,23 (140/39 B.C); SB 7419.13 (50 B.C); 
BGU1730.13 (50/49 B.C); BGU 121219 (iate 1B.C). Very 
common in the Greek-speaking world throughou the Roman 
empire; see LS and W. Nawijn'sindex to Dio (Boissevain, V) 
5. 0ioia, a word of which Dio was very fond. For its use in 
non-Egyplian insciptions of the Roman period see . Zablocka, 
“Die Bedeutung von  ovofct n Inschriften aus der Kaiserzei 

Kiio 49, 1967, pp. 265 . The landed propertesof the Byzantine. 

  

by sl Loy #al Boy... ToIis Bt Aol <0K0is 
5t wal ucdiovs eypots, TN B i Lo f,also OF 
3158; cf. Philost., Vita Soph. 2.19.4 (Kayser). In Suda, sv. 
ool (e, Io. Damask. PG 94.564) we read 5 1oy 7ok 
ouviibeia xéyemia 1@ ToogaT. E 1Y onuaNOREYLY 
e, by s xérRaL, olov olmudTy, foompdro #al 
howa - Tatta yito otolay xahotor 10D xemévov, OF 
particularinterest s a prallel study of the Latin terms employed 

toexpress the idea ofesate, and especially of alanded one (.5 
fundus, saltus, ager, pracdium, atfundium, and even possessio 
which, like oo, i at times used instead of the other terms). 
The standard work is stll A. Schulten, Die romischen 
Grundherrschatten. Eine agrarhistorische Untersuchung, 1896, 
esp. Chapter I see also his “Fundus,” DEARIIL 1906, pp. 338 

  

  

     

      

  

  

    
    

and Arabic periods called odoiauin Egypt e too numerous o 
mention here; a good list may be found in Preisighe, 
Worterbuch I s..; discussion in E. R. Hardy, The Large 

Estatesof Byzantine Egypt, 1931, and excellent ibliography on 
Byzantine estates, Egyptian and otherwise, in F. M. 
Heichelheim, “Domine.” in T. Klauser, ed., Reallexicon fir 
Antike und Christentum 1V, 1959, cols. 88 i 

29. Ct. also Onom. 8145, dnyesaas otolary- &rootioa 
TS oloias ... TapuOTO Tov KM, YoV Bvta, Tav 
gV, 108 foov, TN Ratapuy, TS Krioews, T 
aeguovolos, 10y TeQuvie dntivion; Hesychius, 5. otof: 
#Eovoia, otowms, Tovtos, fiagsi, elbos igeotés, fios, o cf. Harpokration,sv. obolas b (Dindorf, 229.6-16). 
In Dio Chirys., Or. 711 a bnevbeioa ovoia includes 70N 

  

  

  

  

1. On latfundium, 4 term greatly overworked by modern 
scholars in view of the factthat it s o rare i our sources, sce 
now K. W. White, “Latifundia. A Critical Review of the 
Evidence on Large Estatesin Ialy and Sicily up 1o the End of 
the First Century A.D,” BICS 14, 1967, pp. 62 f. 

30. Rostovizett, Kolonat, pp. 3, 141F, 126 W. H. Buckler 
and D. M. Robinson, “Greek Inscriptions from Sardis. ,” AJP 
16, 1912, pp. 111, sp. pp. 78 .; Schnebel, Landwirtschat, . 
242; Preisighe, Weirterbuch ss. w. Kija invariably refers (o 
part of an ovola (e, sbove, n. 27), but xwjois sometimes may 
mean the entir property;e.&., SB6019, Meooa o x0iois; P 
Lond. 195 (I p. 127).1, wehéopara stiocos; P- Oy 62 
énl smjo(ewn) [0eo(®) T)izov, but the restoration is very 
uncertain here. 

    
  

       



ORIGINS AND TERMINOLOGY 11 

A6y0g, they continued to be called ovoiat and to carry the name of their original Roman owner.*! 
But while this new ratiowas made out of ovoia, not all oot 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 toall 
kinds of property and did not apply it exclusively to imperial property, so in Egypt, both before 
and after the creation of the ovoLaxdg A6yos, the term odoia 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 yevuoToyQagoveva 
or évahngdévia dmhoovia (bnhgyovia being a term synonymous to otoia), and sometimes 
were incorporated into the so-called “revenue” land, the vi] 0oo650v. They plainly belonged 
not o the ototcnkdg A6y0g but to the dioixmoig, which in fact administered them.** When the term 
Tayeiov (or Tapeiov) replaced duoxnoig and became the predominant way of designating the 
fiscus confiscated properties were occasionally called Topuoncal ootas; again, they were not the 
private property of the emperor but pracdia fiscalia, i.c. part of the ager publicus.* 

Consequently, there are only two ways by which one can determine whether a property, be it 
known as ovoictor 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 ovotaxds Aéyos. And 
considering the fact that all the available evidence strongly suggests that after the formation of this 
ratio by the Flavians no more additions were made to it it is highly likely that all the estates that 
make up the ooLaxdg A6Y05 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, .g., 1| Tuegiov Khavdiov Kaioagos Sefaotod Teopavinod 
Atoxgdtoog ovoia (P. Mich. 121 recto TILx; P. Mich. 244; P. Oxy. 2837); i Taiov Kaioagog 
Atbtoxgétogos efaatod otoia (P. Ryl. 148); £ddqn ‘lovkiag Teaomis xal Teouavixod 
Kaioagog (P. Lond. 445 [I1, p. 166]); oaveds ‘Tovkiag Zefaotic ai éxvov Ceguaviod 
Kadoagog (SB 10536); 1} Aovxeiov Avvaiov Sevéna otoia (P. Oxy. 2873); énolxaov Momhiov 
%0l Tatov Mevowviwy (P. Ryl. 127). But it is often employed to designate the former owner, in 
which case the term o610V (often abbreviated as @ or o) is usually, but not invariably, added, 
e.g., mobtegov *Aviwvias Duyareds Deod Khavdiov (P. Fay. 40); (mobteov) Tevéna (P. Ryl. 

  

  

31 See below, Chapter IL The only instance where 
patrimonialis and ofous e used together i P. Ryl. 658,67 

Raroov{vaias ot (2)     

  

otlotas (7). Thi 
terms in the carly By: era. 

32. For the confiscation of land by the idios logos 
Plaumann, Der Idioslogos; W. G. Uskull-Gyllenban 
commentary on the gnomon (BGU V:2) (1934);. Riccobono 
Jr., 1 gnomon dellidios logos, 1950; J. Modrzejewski, “La 
dévolution au fisc des biens vacants d'aprés le Gromon de 
Ildiologue (BGU 1210, §4)." Studi Edoardo Volterra V1 
1969, pp. 91 1. For i ngo0a660u see Wilcken, APF1, 1901, pp 
148115 Rostovtzeff, Kolonar, pp. 135 . Wilcken, Grundilge. 

   

   

  

  

Pp.2971.;Collart, P- Bour. pp. 1561t Wallace, Taxation, pp.3 
£ Chalon, Lédit, pp. 148 11.; . also below, Appendix 1 

3. For a lst of non-imperial otofa see below, Appén- 
dix 1 

34, Taaxal otolat in P. Oxy. 58 (288) and P. Beatty 
Panop. 1(298);see now A. Masi, Richerche sulla “res privata’ 
del “princeps,” 1971, pp. 75 ., c5p. 77, n. 100, with whom Lam 
in full agreement. There is absolutely no connection between 
these ovoia and the oboads 26703, One may also mention 
here the Rokwe) oioia, ie. “der ‘stidtiche’ Besitz an 
Guishinderein” (Preisigke), of P. Strassb. 25 (). 

35. See below, Chapter I1. 
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99); 1 7obtegov Nagrlooou ovoia (WChr. 176); Khavdias ’Axtiis (P. Ross.-Georg. 11 42). 
Creation of an adjectival form in -avog or -wav6e. This is an obvious Latinism,” and is 

employed almost exclusively with the term otota, which in these cases comes to mean ager, 
fundus or pracdium; in a few instances, however, it is found with the term &cq, 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 ~(t)arvi) have been found thus far attached to various ovoias of the imperial patrimony: 

  *Ayounav, "Ayortviavi), Awanavii, 
36. A point of great importance, which has however 

escaped the noice of most commentators, is that the term 
obnigov i alo employed in order o Tfer not (0 a former 

but 102 former lesee of & propery. CL. . RyL99.1-4, 
it s wsed for both cases, Posioar brovoios 

Juotoaoia i s oo el Foy € 46 otorkot Horos 
i révas BT o (08)oaxo A ov aedegoy 

Jenotootar n5 Otaksoion Bromvoanoi i vidw 
Otairolow Aodigov, odolas ki (zoétepon) Aogugdoly] 
dndonon (deoieas) 5, (odtegow) 8E Sevéna d(uoiwe) 
poroas i f. P. Athen. 19.8-10, i mgbeoor Anifonos 
(serips), 5] ey [ ] [AJovolJavi(@) ototas, 
[dots. Sometimes, t0o,aword which would normalysgnity 
posessionactually ndicaes easing .., SB9205.5, ool 
odoota Ragi 000 v Teoeixov (sc. Hoovea), and P 
Oxy. 2410.12-13, v{owis ow b ¥ Noxaoouais otoias 
elleceov] b fafy ofolas, insoBaiin Sévot [wobol. S0, 
100, in P. Oy, 2873.8-10, Gduvauiotey yeouyion G (s 
looious) dyauey i owbparos b Te G (s 
Sevenavi) ovolas, These o practices,singly o jointy, have 
caused the names of five ofotanol puodral of the second 

century A. . 0 be incorporatd erroncously ntoth roter of 
former owners of Julio-Claudian properties and this has 
resulted insome very imaginative theorics aboutthe formation 
of imperial cstates (c.8, that the properies of Tulvs 
‘Askicpiades and Polemaios, . of Krorion, were confiscated by 
‘Augustus and civided up between Antonia Drus and Lurivs 
sec Tomsin, “Notes,” p. 216; Youte t al P. Petaus 755 
inteod). 

Sincethisis, {0 th bestof my knowledge, the firsttime that 
doubt has been cast on their status s former owners of 
Julio-Claudian cstaes, T give here a complete It of the 
instances where_their names occur. (The similriy of 
Phrascology necesitates a uniform way of expanding o ). and the sugaesed soluions, wioB(wTGn), wOD(oWE) and 
Wwo(wbeions). cither make no sene or sre. plaily 
ungrammatical) In all the phrases quoted below b0y 
Signfics not the former owner but the former o 
(Grosspichier) of an ool —(1) Agathos Daimon.(sce 
Hohlwein, EPaps, 1939, p-65): SBS670.5-7,s (s dootoas) etz - Aviaavi obo(a9) obioeus robreoov 
‘Ayadon Aaifuovlol .. Jvov. — (2) Antonius, .o Theon (see Browne, . Mich, 599 ntrod.): P Meyer3.12-13, xux(nonmivy 
1000c0s) Tevolén) o1 “Aveonion Skumo(s) P. Mich, 
590,35, Emonric obouanov mobboluls "Avion 
oz, — (3) Apion . of Komanos (see Korterbeutel, BGU 
1893.441/2 n.; . below, Appendix L no 22): P, Med. 65.5-9, 

  

  

    
  

  

  

    
     

     
   

    

    

  

  

    
   

     

  

  

woboeus - - - *Axiavos Kouavod; BGU 1893.441-2, 
con(vouéven) ofouarin)  wod(Gorws) (ngdregov) 
“Aniuvos Koyavon Xag(uavic) ovoi(as); of. 481-2. — (4) 
Lulius- Asklepiades (see Wilcken, APF 1, 1901 

  

b 52 
  

  

AhsEavdoiavii, "Aviiavi),"Avioviavi, Teouavia- 
Rostovtzelf, Kolonat, p. 121, Preisgke, Girowesen, p. 172; 
Thunell, P. Sitol, p. 74, n. 1; Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg. p. 62 
Souguet, La domination romaine, p. 15; Wallace, Taxation, . 
360, n. 6; Rostovizeff, SEHRE, pp. 293, 672, no. 32 
Kortenbeutel, BGU 1893  introd. and 93/4 n.; Tomsin 
“Notes,” p. 216 and “Les continuités,” p. 90; Kuhnke, 
Ovouaki T, p. 4. Obviously he is not identical with M. Tulius 

Asklepiades (PIR' 1 178), and I see no reason to connect him 
with the philosopher C. Iufius Asklepiades whleft his property 
tothe ity of Alexandria (P. Fay. 87; P. Hamb, 36;sce Wilcken 
Grundziige, p. 308); P. Fay. 82.14-16, whovun(ic) inclieias) 
Novguavi] (scripsi:'Adorav[s] edd.; see Tomsin, “Notes, 
p. 216, n. 50) oiials] wod(Garws) (ebteoon) loviio 
“Aaufifudbov; BGU 1893934, *Aviomi(avic) ovoi(as) 
o0(@oews) (106tecow) Tovh((ov) "Acdm(uddou); . 485, 
ot(docws) (robteoov) lovhion "Aviamadon Av 
Tow(avig) otol(as); <. 625-6, 650; BGU 1593.260-1 
Aovgua(vie) otoi(as) wio(bocos) (zodtegov) “Touk(ion) 
“Aovina(uédov); cf. 309-10, Teor(ivopévan) ovow(axiN) 
Aovoua(¥To) ooi(as) wod(iotws) (nodreoo) “Tovkiow 
‘Acxina(iddou); of. S48, S61, 6589, TI0-1L — (5) 
Prolemios, . of Kronion (sce Preisigke, Girowesen, p. 481 
Rostovizelf, Kolonat,p. 136; Lewis, P. Leit.11.4 .; Youtie et 
al, P. Petaus 75-8 introd.; Shelton, P. Mich. 599 introd. 
Kuhnke, Otow I, p. 4): P. Leit. 114, éxcmontjod 
Ttohsuaiov Kooviov; P. Med. 65.9-10, wodiocos (rodte 
o) Mtofiepaion) Kofovijov; . Fay. 60.5-6, uob(oews) 
Ttohsuaion Kooviow dufdlefuéro] Erovs *Avioviavi(s) 
ovo(iag);, BGU 619212, txwienow oltjowx(@y) 
ofioeas Mol (euaiov) Kooviov; P. Petaus76.7-11 (e 75,77, 
78), dumomod obowdy  xmdtov  podoowws 
Itoiepaioly] Keoviov srijuaros. EdoPoi Aeyopévou; P. 
Tebt. 609, otowaxiy Ouolws: tragrévioy (zodtegov) 
Teorepaltlov [Klo[oliov] (s0 A. Tomsin by lette). Very 
likely the same person is mentioned in P. Tebt. 343.19 and 25 
Enue(oueed) Mo (eyaios) Kooviov. — Finally,in P. Oxy. 2185, 
. Zucker (APF 16, 1958, p. 251) s indubitably rightinsceing. 
Antikrates and Sostratos as Grosspichr, as the other namesin 
Tines 20-23 also indicate; in lne 19 for [oiJoi(as) we should 
pehaps read [o8Jow(aric) s. 1ic or 7006Bo; cf.line 23. 

37. See A. Schulten, “Fundus,"” DEAR 111, 1906, esp. p. 
340. See also the liss of fundi, vilae, pracdia and saltus in 

ILS 1L, pp. 659 £, 664, and of hortiin Platner-Ashby. 
Topographical Dictionary, s 

38. Meooahwuat 8ddgn in P. Ryl. 87; P. Ryl. 684 
(MeoJocdeduavav); P Flor. 40. Aogugopuacsin SB9205 (c. 
Youtic, TAPA 78, 1947, pp. 120 11, 

39, Nevertheless, we come acros such pleonasms a5 
7btegov Sevenavic otolas (P. Aberd. 152.7), v tgbtegov 
Aoougoiaviv (sc. Ebagn) (SB 9205.1-2), and 7péregov 
Nagwoouavis otolals (P. Ryl. 171), 
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  Vi, Awovvoodwouavii,* Aogugogiani, Kaymhavi, Aativiaviy, Aovtavi, Mavamvamiay 
Meooahviavi, Mivaravi, Oveonaoavii, Takhaviovi Metowviavd, Povtikhuaviy, 
Sevexavi],** Teounowavil, Twxoaniav, Xoouavi 

In one form of referring to both the current and the former owner, the possessive genitive is 
employed twice, e.g., ngdtegov Tifelov Khavdiov Sagamiwvos, vuvel b wob xvoiov Négwvos 
Khavdiov Kalougog Tefaotod Teguavixod Adtoxodrogos (P. Lond. 280 [I1, p. 193]); Mégxov 
*Avtwviov IGkkavros (moétegov) Fadhias HdMg ((mobtegov)) 8t Aouxiov Semwpiov and 
(wéTegov) "Egurog #al Xéouov (P. Lond. 195 [II, p. 127]). Alternatively the possessive 
genitive is used for the current and the form in -(J)avij for the former owner, e.g., | Tuegiou 
Kailoagog ZeBuotot ovota Feguaviaavi) (P. Ryl. 134); v Agawvoim Tieoiov Khavdiov 
Kaiougog Zefaotod Neguavixot Attoxgdtogos Metaviavi ovota (BGU 650); 1 Néguvog 
Khavdiov Kaioagos ZeBaotod Neguavixod Avtoxgérogos Mavkvartiavi) odoia (BGU181). 

    

      

40, Teouavisauin P. Mich. 224.5197; Feoaviseavh in 
an unpublished Lousre papyrus (sce Rostovtzetf, Kolonat, p. 
121), 

1. Awovworodugiavi in P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 12.16. 
42, Reading AJaviavi for the editors’ [ Arovavi in 

P. Ryl 427 22)7. 
43, This form has caused considerable difficultes o some 

seribes. So Mavenvautia in P. Ryl. 171.14; BGU 181.7; SB 
441413; P. Berl. inv. 11520+SB 10512 passim; Mav- 
auvauavi in P. Hamb, 33.10-11; Manvidavi in P. Mich 

4-5.8; Masawareiavi in P. Mich, 224,383, 4271a; P. Ryl 
207 (both n the unpublished ol i, and inii., where the eitors' 
Mavvariavic is @ subconscious correction);this should also 
be read in P. Bour. 42.82, 100 for Collart’s Max()and K. F.W. 

  

  

  

     

Schmidts Macx(guvos) (GGA 190, 1928, p. 163), accepted by 
Johnson, Roman Egypt,no. 16.In B Phil 19,13, where Scherer 
read Maga( ) 0to((a), grammar and the publshed photograph 
(plate V) lead me to suggest Mauavanavi) oto((as). 

4. Apparently Nladax(avi) in P. Bour. 42.103, not 
Taa(ivov) as K. F. W. Schmidt suggested (GGA 190, 1928, 
P. 163); . the distortion of the name in [1éAavb(03), P Mich. 
224.4233, 5195, 6188 

45. Sevewwavi in P. Chic. 18.5; Seveavi in P. Bour. 
42,136, 142; Zevou(avi) or Zevbu(a) in P. Lips. 115.6. PM. 
Meyer's observation (P. Hamb. 3.9 n.),although occasionally 
overlooked, stll holds true: “Seveavi otoia findet sich 
nicht." In P.Oxy. 30517 for SevexlsJavi read Sevenavi. 
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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.¢. as his patrimonium. ' It 
seems unlikely to me; but the evidence necessary to prove anything with regard to this is 

  

ply 
lacking. This being the case, we may consider § 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, 

  

bequea ¢ his entire property to the emperor. This was certainly large and included, in addition 
to the magnificent palace in Rome and the well known hortion the collis Esquilinus in the city,* 

1. My analysis of the evidence pertaining 10 the Egyptian 
properties of the Julio-Claudians (collcted below, Appendix 
10) differs considerably from the accepted theory, both in 
fundamental aspects as well s in the inerpretation of isolated 
documents. Besides my belie that the emperors did not grant 
estates to various individuals in Egypt, 1 can find no evidence 
that estates that had passed 1o the emperor were subscquently 

  

  

    

  

confiscations, The traditional theory has been 
fully developed by Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 2921 and 669 1. 

Evhéméria du Fayoum,” JJP3, 1949, pp. 63 . 
‘and Tomsin, “Les continités” and “Notes," esp. pp. 215 £ In 
the following notes I have refrained from pointing out every 
single disagreement that [ have with their positions but if  am 
correct in climinating some persons from this discussion,cither 
because 1 believe them to have been lessees, and ot former 
owners, of imperial estates (see above, Chaptr 1, n. 36), or 
becausé they owned land which in no Way seems to me fo have 
been connected with imperial propertes (s below, Appendix 
1), then the major arguments of their theory are seriously 
damaged. My attempts to cut down the number of imperial 
estatesin Egypt are paralleled by what other scholarsare doing 

rd 1o Asia Minor and its provinces; see,€.¢. T. R. . 
“Roman Landholding in Asia Minor,” TAPA 65, 

1934, pp. 207 ft., and B. Levick, Roman Colonies in Southern 
Asia Minor, 1967, App. VI, “Client Kings, Royal Domains,and 
Imperial Estates”! 

“The propertics of the imperia family, as well a large esates 
in general throughout the cmpire, have been discussed in o 
number of works, of which the following i a selected it: C 
Lecrivain, De agrs publicis imperatorisque ab August aetate 
usque ad finem imperii Romani, 1887: H. Pelham, The Imperial 

     

  

  

         

Domains and the Colonate, 1590; R. His, Die Dominen der 
romischen Kaiscrzeit, 1896; A. Schulten, Die romischen 
Grundnerrschatten. Eine agrarhistorische Untersuchung, 1896: 
L. Homo, “Le domaine impérial d Rome.” MEFR 19, 1899, pp. 
101 f5; E. Beaudouin, Les grands domaines dans Fempirc 
romain, d'aprés des travaus récents, 1899 O. Hirschfeld, “Der 
Grundbesitz der_tomischen Kaiser in den ersten drei 
Jahrhunderten,” Kiio 2, 1902, pp. 45 ff. and 284 ff; M. 
Rostowtzelf, Geschichte der Staatspacht in der romischen 

Kaiserzeitbis Diokletian, 1902; 0. Hirsehield, Die kaiserlichen 
Verwaltungsbeamten bis auf Diocletian, 1905 A. Schulten, 
“Fundus,” DEAR 111, 1906, pp. 338 L . de Zulueta, De 
patrocinis vicorum, 1909; E. Kornemann, “Dominen,” RE 
Suppl. 1V, 1924, cols. 227 ft; R. S. Rogers, “The Roman 
Emperors as Heirs and Legatees,” TAPA 78, 1947, pp. 14011, 
V. A. Sigaro, L Ttalia agraria softo Traiano, 1958; L. Lesuiss, 
Liaspect hérédiaire de la succession impériale sous les 

Julio-Claudiens,” LEC 30, 1962, pp. 32 L R. MacMullen, 
“Three Notes on Imperial Estates,” CQ 56, 1962, pp. 2771111 
Kolendo, “Sur Ia legislation relative au grands domaines do 
PAfrique romaine,” REA 65, 1963, pp. 80 1. H. Nesselhauf, 

trimonium und res privata des romischen Kaisers," 
Historia-Augusta-Colloguium, 1963, pp. 73 1. 1. Béranger, 
Fortune prive impériale Mélanges .. Georges 

Bonnard, 1966, pp. 151 {£.; G. Boulvert, Esclaves et alfranchis 
impériaux sous le haut-empire romaine. Role politque et 
administratf, 1970; A. Masi, Ricerche sulla “res privata” del 
“princeps,” 1971; L. Flam-Zuckermann, “Un example de la 
genise des domaincs impériaux d'aprés deux inscriptions de 
Bithynie,” Historia 21, 1972, pp. 114 11 

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 vij 
dnpooia, buttreated them as what they were: his own private domain. Henceforth to be known by 
the name of their original owner as Mauenvamayvai ovoiay, 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 that in 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 Aovguavi) otoia, the earliest 
evidence comes from 74, i.e. long after it had been incorporated into the 0vouxOE A6y0s.* 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, &oyv 
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 asenator, but most 
likely an eques or a freedman) could hardly have outlived Augustus, and it scems 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 
Tetooviavi) ovoia, which appears for the first time in'46/7 as belonging to Claudius, and which 
after another appearance in 50/1 vanishes form our records.” Here, t0o, 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 prefect in 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 Tletowviavi) ovoia 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, 22070; cf. AE 1921, p. 22,10. 69 acceptance. 
(where the Nero mentioned is most lkely Tiberius). Sce lso 6. BGU 650.1-3, 1Ji & 1@ "AleJowotry TlJpleloldlov Platner-Ashby, Topographical Dictionary, p. 272. For this,as  Khavdiov Kaiougos Sepaoton Trgursison Atronodtooos wellasfor other instances of legacis received by the emperors  Tetgumiavic oiatag (cf. lines 12-13); SB 9224124, Ty rom friends and political alies, sec R. S, Rogers, " The Roman  Tlewguviaiie otoias. In P. Hamb. 101.6 (I, folev Afun Emperors s Heirs and Legatees,” TAPA 78, 1947,pp. 1401f,,  aovonmis Mevgu{(was), the expansion of the abbreviation 

    and J. Gaudemet, ““Testamenta ingrata et pietas Augusti’.  is very uncert   n (Tetgof(viov) being more lkely) and, in any 
  

    

  

     
   

  

       

contribution & Iétude du_sentiment. impérial,” Studi case, T believe we are dealing with a privately owned property Arangio-Ruiz 3, 1953, pp. 115 f. 7. P. Ryl. 127.4-5, tnouiov Momiov xai Taiov 3. P. Mich. 274-5.7-8, wig Tipeion Khaubiov Kaioagos  Tlezgunia. On this see alko below, Appendis . Fortheprefect Baoton Feguaviron Aiturgdtigos Mambavic otolds  see PIR' P 196 with stemma (many Gath no Popli);of. PIR b #fou (= wkigon; BGU 181.5-7, (is Néguvos Khavdiow 198 (many Popli, no Gai: Stcin, Préfekten, pp. 17 1. Kalougos efacton epuavivot Attorodtogos. Mavay 8. For example, 4 tenant of M. Aponius Saturninus in vasnavig ototas. Karanis knew, and borrowed money from, a atoc [1etgunos. 4. P. Hamb. 3.10. For more documents see below, oroutudmic Aoyuamos, P. Osl. 33 verso.6.7 (29 See sho N     

  

endi ILii. 16, Lewis, “A Veteran in Quest of a Home,” TAPA 90, 1959, pp. 5. PIR® L 425. This identfication was first made by K. F. 139 ff my remarks in BASP 7, 1970, pp. 87 ff. and J. W.Schmidt, GGA 190, 1928, . 163,n.5, andindependentlyby  Gilliam, and bis Family” BASPS, 1971 Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg. p. 83. It has received universal  pp. 39 i 
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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 ovoia Aiiag [xai] Teouav[uxod Kalioagos, and this dual ownership, 
attested also in 14/15, continues even after Germanicus’ death.'” From 19 to the death of Livia 
the joint ownership includes, in addition to the empress-mother, if not all the children of 
Germanicus certainly his three surviving sons, Nero Tulius, 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 "Alegavdoiavi) otoia, 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 auil ries, 
and above all his very visit to a province barred to all members of the senatorial class without 
previous imperial authorization, drew sharp censure from Tiberius.'* 

In addition to Germanicus himself, his mother Antonia Drusi, her slave M. Antonius Pallas 
and Germanicus’ own slave or freedman Anthos, all invested heavily in Egyptian land, and their 
estates grew to considerable size. The earliest reference to Germanicus’ estates dates from 5, ina 
document (already referred to) in which he appears as co-owner with his grandmother, Livia."” 

    

  

  

            

      

  

       

   

  

  

    

   

  

  

  

         

  

  

    

9. Suet, Aug. 101, Tib. 23; Tac, Ann. 18 Joint  impossible. Fuks proposed C. Iulius Alexandros the alabarch, 
ownership by Tiberius and Livia s indicated in CIL VI 4 brother o Philo and father of Ti. ulius Alexandros, theprefect, 
9066:X 7489, See Hirschield, Verwaltungsbeamten,p.28,n. 1. an old friend of Claudius and procuratorof Antonia Drusi (1os., 

10. SB9150.4-5; P. Lond. 445 (L, p. 166)5-6, tdagaw  Ant. 19.276). But lapldeoly is also impossible and this 
lovhias Sefaovis i Teguaviod Kaioagos person was alive under Claudius. The name, we should bear in 

11 SB 10536.14-15, fmoavgos "Tovkias Sefaotic xal  mind, was very common among Alexandrians, and particularly 
“éxvon Teguavexo KailoJagos; P. Med. 6.1-3, éyhijuwtoot  Jews, as well as slavs (¢.¢., CIL VI S188, 8532, 8735, 11390); 
Biftov loviias Sefaovic xal ténva(y) Teonavexod cf.J. Baumgart, Die romischen Skiavennamen, 1936, pp. 5711 
Kaioagos. In P. Sorbonne inv. 2364.5-7 (25/6) the certain 13, P. Bour. 42,108 (167). 
reading s yewo 100 Tovias Sepaotis xal wéevon Tguavexod 13, Suet, Tib. 51 

Kawiga. 15 M. P, Charlesworth, CAH X, p. 62: 
12, Rostovtzelf, SEHRE, p. 672, no. 44, suggested the 16. For Germanicus'isit o Egypt see Tac., Ann. 25911 

ientifcation of C. Tulius Alexandros with the son of Herodes  discussion in Wilcken, Hermes 63, 1928, p. 48; Stein, 
  

    tersuchungen, pp. 80 ff. esp. p. 92; W. F. Akveld,   and Mariamne the Hasmonean, and this suggestion was 
     

  

      

accepted by Hohlwein, JJP 3, 1949, pp. 81 . Tomsin, “Les  Germanicus, 1961, pp. 94 f.; and esp. D. G. Weingirtner, Di 
continuités.” p. 90,n. 52, and independently A. Fuks,introd o Agyptenreise des Germanicus, 1969. The order forbidding 
(CPJ 420, rejected this theory on the very logical grounds that  senators to enter the province without authorization included 
the sonof Herodes had lready been exccuted in7 B.C. (cf. PIR  illustrious equites as well: Tac,, Ann. 2.59; Hist. 1.11; Dio, 

  

1498). Rostovtzeif also proposed pajoiu for P. Ryl 1667, Cass, SL17. 
and this found its way to PIR' 1 137, but a photograph supplied 17. SB 9150; see above, n. 10. 
me by the Rylands Library reveals that it is paleographically 
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indeed all—     ‘There can be no doubt that it was Tiberius who acquired the largest portion —if not 
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.) 
Chis Teopavixiavi odola 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 £notxov Aikha[c] in Soknopaiou Nesos, where Germanicus, 
Anthos and Antonia Drusi had estates, very probably carried the name of Germanicus’ daughter, 
Iulia 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 *Ayoutmuviavi) odoia 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 thingis 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 Poutihavi) ovoia which, 
for unknown reasons, is coupled with the ‘Ayoutiviavi] 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 
o 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 “Aviiog Teouavizot Kaioaos 
but whether a servus or a libertus is meant is not clear.** His estate, the "Aviiavi) otofa, became 

   

    

   

        

      

  

  

18. Germaniciani_among the slaves of Tiberius are 
attested in CIL V1 4336 (7), 4339, 4341, 4351, 4398, 4409, 
5540, Butthey e alo found inthe household of Drusus Cacsar 
(4337), Agippina (4387), Iulius Nero Caesar (4344), and 
Gaius (4357, 33767). Discussion and bibliography i 
Chantraine, Freigelassene, pp. 315 1. 

19 P.Ryl. 134.7-9, i[g] TiBeoiov Kaioagos Sepaoton 
ovoia(s) Feopaviuai. 

20."See above, . 11 
21 BGU 277315 (1); this is the reading of Dr. G. 

Pocthke, who was kind enough to examine the papyrus at my 

  

  

  

  

  

request. 
22 An "Alylowxiavi otola is found in BGU 1047.14 

(117:38), but 1 strongly suspect that we should read 
“AlyJowu(wavic or "Alyjonavi (Prof. W. Miller 

  

informs me that the papyrus was lost during the war). Contra 
Rostovtzelf, Kolonat, p. 123, opting for Postumus, and 
SEHRE, pp. 292 and 670, no. 7: M. Reinhold, Marcus Agrippe. 

‘A Biography,1933,p.61,n. 54 and pp. 1281.,opts or the elder 
onthe analogy of the Maccenatian estates, and soalso . Sy 
The Roman Revolution, 1939, p. 380. 1t were the estate of the 

elder, it surprising that we do not find any other references to 
it of Postumas, it s surprising that we do, for mames of minors. 
of the imperial house disapper after the Flavianreorganization 
of the otouads 4670z, T should emphiasize, however, that the 
posibilit thatan Agrippa had i fact estates in Egypt il exists. 

23.$B.4226," Avesironaic xal Povtiavi oioia: 
volon Aitorodeo00s ey i dvevydipevtov. This was 

  

   
    

  

     
  

         

undated when first published by A. Erman, ZASA 28, 1590, p. 
 but the fact thataliving emperor ispresented s the owner of 

he estate, as well as the mention of tax-cxemption (on which 
below, Chapter 1V), strongly suggest & Julio-Claudian date 
Rostovtzetf, Kolonat, p. 128, n. 1, tentatively assigned it 0 the 
second century, but offered no. reasons; so also Wilcken, 
Ostrakal, p. 392. Hirschield, Klio 2, 1902, p. 293, insearch of 
anillustrious owner o thesecond century, suggested M. Rutilius 
Rofus, the prefect of 113-17 (PIR'R 173 Stein, Prifekten, p. 
55 1), and this was accepted by R. S Rogers, TAPA 7S, 1947, 
p. 152, who thought that Rufus lef his estate to Hadrian or 
Antoninus. Both this and the Agrippinian estates are mising in 
Rostovtzelf, SEHRE, p. 669, n. 45. 

24 The formula occurs in P. Mich. 223.1 
2042075, 6024; 225.2655; 372.i23; elsewhere "Aviiavi 
otola. The accepted theory explains the phrase *Avfou 
Feguavixot Kaioagos as meaning “(estate) of Germanicus, 
(formerly) of Anthos" (contra N. Lewis, AJP67, 1964, p. 

reversing the order), which i by no meins impossible. But this 
stillleaves us with the question of the socialstatus of Anthos, 
Rostovtzelf, SEHRE, p. 672, no. 31, saw in him a rich 
Alexandrian, and he has been followed by all subscquent 
commentators. His contention, however, that the name was o 
popularone among Alexandrians is unfounded; Preisigke 
Namenbuch,lists only a Gt 6 xai “Avdos Aumiavor, P 
Soc. 315 (137/8), and Forabosehi, Onomasticon, none besides 
the person under discussion. The phrase N Germanici C 
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s the standard way to refer to Germanicus' slaves and



THE JULIO-CLAUDIANS IN EGYPT 19 

part of the patrimonium principis, but the exact manner in which this was accomplished is not 
known. It could have been via Germanicus, or because Anthos passed to the clientela of Tiberius 
or Gaius: all depends on the year of Anthos’ death. 

The property of Tiberius was further augmented by the death of his son Drusus Iulius Caesar 
in 23, and of the latter's wife, Claudia Livilla or Livia Drusi, in 31. Whether Drusus himself had 
estates in Egypt is a matter of speculation; we know that Livia Drusi did.* In 29 we hear of a 
Khdbog Aipiag Aeoticov Kaioaog 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 
700e0tdrs Ty Tiplelolov xal Aplag Aeotioov Kaioaeos txvov (s.c. oboidv). I see no reason 
to suppose the loss of asecond tv before Tif{e]ofov and to regard this as a property belongingto 
the children of Ti. Claudius Drusus (the future emperor Claudius) and of his sister Livia Drusi.”” 
The reference is, 1 believe, to the emperor Tiberius himself and to his two surviving 
grandchildren, Tulia and Ti. Tulius Caesar Gemellus, of whom he was the guardian. Finally, in 46 
we hear of a Aupiavi) odoia, 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 Atovvoodmoiavi) ovola as part of the 0%01ad AGYOS. 
Now a Dionysodoros is known to have owned property in the Arsinoite, where the 
Aw0veG0dwouivi) 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 Stoomyod 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, s 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. 
Iulius 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 o be thus severed, and whatever Gaius 
motives for his request might have been, the Senate agreed to annul Tiberius' will.* The 

  

   

    

  

  

  

  

  

freedmen; sce Chantraine, Freigelassene, p. 37. Anthos selfis 25, P. Mich. 560. 
excecdingly commonservile name; I have encountered about 20, Heisattested from before 12 045, althoughit appears 

100 instances in the works listed below, . 63. For imperial  that his occupation of the postwas not continuous; documentsi 
slaves and freedmen of that name sec, .8, CIL VI 4903, 5215, H. Henne, Liste des stratéges des nomes Egyptiens d     

7 eréco-romaine, 1935, pp. 7, 12, 50, 65; and G. Mussies, P. 
Lugd-Bat. 13, 1965, p. 21. There is no other cxample of a 
Sirategos who served for more than six years. For the nature of 

corruption for KAatduos, in which case he would be notaslave  Dionysodoros’ ffice see Presigke, P. Strasb. 118 ntrod., and 
but afreedman. This i quite possible, but cf. CIL V129154, M. Eitrem and Amundsen, P. Osl. 123 nn. 
Ulpius Aug. li. Cladus Entellianus, and'2260, Perennis 30. P. Gen. 38.5-6, Atovioodupuavi oto 
Cladianus. A K30s i also known in Plolemaic Egypt (BGU ~vog ¢govo@v < (ijoons) Troamyod Aeyojévo 
1943 [215/4 B.C)). 31 Forthe office in general see N. Hohiwen, Le stratége. 

27. P. Ryl. 138.3-5; see the editors’ note ad loc, an du nome, 1969. A new study is now necded, 
interpretation universaly accepted (¢ g, Rostovtzef, SEHRE, 2. Suet, Tib. 76, Gaius 14.1; Dio Cass., 59.1.1;Jos, Ant. 
Pp. 202, 670, 00, 11). Both Tiberius and Claudius (before and  18.205 ff. Even if it had not been annulled, Gaius would have 
Shter he had become emperor) are called Tiberiusin papyri;see  inherited Gemellus' shar after the latter's death according 
P. Bureth, Les tituatures impériales dans les papyrus, les  the provisions of the will. 
ostraca et les inscriptions d'Egype, 1964, pp. 25 f. 

  15114, 15616; XII 2: 
25. See, e.g., Rostowtzeff, SEHRE, p. 2 
26. P. Ryl 127.26-7. The editors suggest that Khddos s a 
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patrimonium was once more principis. Whatever estates Gemellus may still have had in Egypt 
and elsewhere, e.g., those he had previously inherited from his parents and which could not have 
been covered under Tiberius’ will, also passed to the patrimonium. For Gaius, having adopted 
young Gemellus, forced him to commit suicide late in 37, after which he could claim ownership of 
the prince’s property in his capacity of adoptive father. 

How strongly the emperor still felt himself as the personal owner of the patrimonium 
principisis illustrated by the story that, when Gaius fell dangerouslyill, 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 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 princips. 

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 
10 If the owner of the "Ayoutmiviavi) oboic 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 moeotiq Tiic atov Kaioagos Avtoxodtoeos 
SeBaotod ovolas xai Tis Tufegiov Khaudiov Teouaviot ovolag tv meol Evnueoiay. 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 *Avioviavi odolc. 

Unlike her elder sister of the same name, who was not interested in Egypt or in much else for 
that matter, Antonia Drusi was, and very much so. Her estates in the Arsinoite are referred to for 
the first time in a document of 22, and we know that she owned land in various villages of that 
nome. There is a large number of papyri mentioning an *Avtaviavi) obo(c,” and although the 
possibility remains that the original owner of some of these estates may have been her 
granddaughter, Claudia Antonia, I should think it more likely that in the majority, if not in all, of 

   

  

   

    

  

    

   

          

    

Suct, Gaius 24: heredem quoque bonorum atque 36. P. Ryl 148,49 imperii acger insitit. 37, See Tomsin, “Notes,” p. 218, n. 64, where he is 34. Sec above, n. 1. Tiberius had meanwhile scen tothe  certainly right in opposing Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 670, 0. death of the other two, Nero Tuius Cacsar in 31, and Drusus 38. P Osl. 123,46, Tig v tn [aloly exovl(jon lius Cacsar in 33 oifoia) ‘AlvJavias Acosfoon 35. Sen, Dial 3 (de ira).18; Philo, ad Gaium 2.572; see 3. See below, Appendix ILi4 bis Platner-Ashby, Topographical Dictionary. pp. 264 1.
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these instances it is Antonia Drusi who is meant. In 23 we also hear of a Cerinthus Antoniae Drusi 
servus, mostlikely a vilicus or a curatorof her estates.“ The document that preserves his signature 
is a notification to the strategos of the Oxyrhynchite of Cerinthus’ intention to transfer a 
considerable number of sheep and goats to the Kynopolite, the nome across the Nile. He states 
that the animals are his, but are they feeding on publicland or on his mistress’ pastures? We know 
that in 50 Claudius is listed as the owner of an estate in the Oxyrhynchite, " and itis 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 s true, states that, after the triumvir's 
death, Augustus presented his nieces with part of their father’s wealth.* But although the 
emperor may have allowed the two Antoniae to retain some of their father's estates, the common 
assumption that Antonius owned land in Egypt cannot be documented at present.* It seems to me 
more likely that Antonia acquired her Egyptian estates in much the same manner in which her 
aunt, Livia Drusilla, must have obtained hers, i.e. through purchase. 

Gaius died in 41 without a will, and with him perished his wife and their infant daughter. 
Within hours Claudius was moved from behind a curtain to the throne of the empire, and he took 
into his capable hands the entire patrimonium of the Julio-Claudians. This, of course, included all 
the estates that Augustus, Tiberius and Gaius had accumulated in Egypt. Itis also during his reign 
that we first hear, in 53, of the Kaynp.avi) ovota 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 s not as explicit as one would wishiit 
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 #haoveyiov - - - redtegov Tifeoiov Khavdiov Zagamievo, vuvel 
¢ 01 %ugiov Négwvos Khaudiov Kaioafeos] Zepaoftod Teguajvieot Avtoxodrogos 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. 

  

     

          

40, P. Oxy. 244, See also Wallace, Taxation, pp. 5 { 
41, P. Oxy. 2837.1-4, ofboias 100 xveiov Tipeoiov 

Kiavblov Kalofaolols Tjepaoton Melouanoxolo Avto- 
sotxofoJos. This is the latest reference o an estate owned by 
Claudius, 

42. Dio Cass., 1157, wais e Gdekgudas, 
“Avtuvion § "Osraovia dvioes te xal frETobges, 1AHATG 
fnd v masodon dvévee 

43. Wilcken, Ostraka 1, p. 393, saw M. Antonius as the 
original owner of the ‘Aviuavi otoia; so also Hirschfeld, 
Klio2, 1902, p. 293. Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 670, no. 8, does 

her dismiss the possibility, and at p. 671, no. 19. 
it is probable that the estate [of Galia Polia] was 

originaly formed out of ands given by M. Antonius toone ofhis 
partisans”. See also A. Piganiol, MH 10, 1953, p. 195. On & 
Photograph of P. Princ. 11,1 read” Avionias, not'Avianiov,in 
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st who mustbe meant, ot he her In P Strass, 2676, 
Vhere e edtorread Avianion Oson{aa, Pol. ] Shwartz, 
hoKindlyexamined the ApyTLS a my LequES., g Very 
Lentaie ‘Avivias Agogoon Otefonao: 

0 B Mich 539.8; for more evidece see below, 
Appendix L 5. According o W, Schlze, Zur Geschichelatcischer 
Eigenmanen, 1935, p. 140, the pame is omected wih the 
trous il ad s variation o Camil(iu: . Camelv n 
LV 1686; Camelis nd Cameliain V1 6612: X 3699:XIV 
S060-84. S lso Rostowzt, Kolonat, . 123, utc SEHRE, 
b 672 

¢ 46. P. Lond. 280 (L, p. 193). 
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The evidence surrounding the estate formerly of Narkissos is similarly equivocal. In 56/7 it 
is called [TiBegiov] Khaudiov Aoougéoon modtegov Nagriootavi) ovoia.” There s 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. Accordingto suchan 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 Tiic modteoov Nagwiooov oboiag 
#h.auovgyiov.* 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 

& #iois 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 s so, through marriage and assassination they passed to 
Nero. 

   

  

          

    

              

Our information regarding the estates of Antonia, Claudius’ daughter by Aelia Paetina, is 

scanty. Al 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 *Avioviavi) otoic is mentioned, may 
also point to her, rathef than to Antonia Drusi. The standard way, however, of referring to 
Claudia Antonia’s estates — estates apparently rather small — seems to have been (06TeQOV) 
*Avovias duyatods deod Kiavdiov, 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, few months after the Pisonian conspiracy in which her complicity. 
doubtful, she was accused of attempted revolution and was exccuted. Her property had nowhere 

  

  

    

  

  

  

47, P RyL 17012, eynocephalus baboon is most likely a crude representation of 
48 WChr. 176 (aiter 52/3, possibly Nero). Thoth, who was extensively worshiped in Hermoupolis and the 
49, SB 6019. The inscription quoted is the cntire text,  Delta 
S0. 3. G. Milne, JEA 1, 1914, p. 94; see G. Dattari S See below, Appendix 1113, 

Monete imperiai greche. Numi Auge. Alexandrini, catalogo 52. P Fay 40.7-8 (162/3); P. Bour. 42 passim (167). 
della collzione G. Dattari, 1901, no. 6506, plate 37. CX. 53, Sce the previous notes for “Avzuviavi otoa with no   

Rostovizeff, Staatspachr, p. 491, . 359. What was scen as 2 further qualifications see below, Appendix ILi4 bis. 
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10 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 t00 
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 Agrippina in 59, of Octaviain 62, and of 
Claudia Antonia in 66, Nero remained the lone survivor of a once teeming Julio-Claudian house, 
a house that had found room under its roof for the greatest as well as the lowest forms of human 
being. The entire property of this family, the wealth accumulated since the days of Tulius Caesar 
and Gaius Octavius, the estates built up by a Maecenas, a Lurius, a Iulia Augusta, a Livia Dru 
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 arationibus, 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.” 

1f 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 nota 
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 

     

    

  

     
      

      

      

  

  

Antorius Pallas was lving in the second century and ow   54, Suet, Claud, 43; Tac,, Ann, 12.69; Dio Cass. 61 

    

Négov oy s e duaixas 10D Khavdion ipdwioe xal Tiv 
ol Koy duedEaTo. See P. A. Brunt, JRS 56, 1966, p. 75. 

55, PIR'D 194, References to his Egyptian estates below 
Appendix ILi 7 

56 PIR' P 49, See also S. 1. Oost, “The Carcer of M. 
Antorius Pallas,” AJP 79, 1958, pp. 113 ff. The horti 
Pallantiani became imperial property s well; see Platner- 
Ashby, Topographical Dictionary, p. 270. Pallantiani among. 
the imperial slaves in CIL VI 143, 8470. For rferences (0 his 
Egyptian estates see below, Appendix ILii21. It is very 
possble that Nero inherited (there s no reason to speak of 
confiscation) only part of Pallas esates,since the atter was 

tus, nota slave. Accordingto Oost,p. 138, “the est went o 
¢ family, and provided the means whereby one of his 

descendants attained the consulshipin 167" (PIR' A8S9). AM. 

  

  
  

  

     

Jand in Egypti see below, Appendix L Whether he is connected 
with the frecdman, or whether he inherited (Rostovizefs, 
Kolonat,p. 123, n. 2) orcreated hisestates there, i not known. 

57. Tac, Ann. 14.65; . Dio Cass, 62.14.3; Suet, Nero. 
355, 

58, On the basis of a photograph supplied me by the 
Trustees of the Britsh Museu, P. Lond. 195 (IL, p- 127).1 
read vehéopata xvioEws Acyouévn(S) a. 20 etters] Tupegion 
Kaioagos Sepaarod [ca. 25 ltters]. 1t is most likely (but 
certain)that ine 2 i part of & date; sce Foraboschi, Chronigue 
32,1967, p. 172,n. 2, and . Tomsin, Chronique 46, 1971, p. 
321 

59, L. Septimiushas often beens 
the future imperial family of the Septimii Severi, or as arelative 
of Septimius Severus, the friend of Statius; so Rostovtzeff 
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24 IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT 

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 Makhavaavai odoiar. All 

these persons are otherwise unknown, but itis curius to note that all the male names on the list are 

typically servile.* Did Pallas purchase land from some imperial slaves and freedmen, as well as 
from local landowners? Did he inherit from those of his own slave and manumitted viliciin Egypt 
who had purchased land themselves as their peculium? (These parcels, we should observe, are of 
small to average size, none exceeding 50 arourae.) All this is, admittedly, pure speculation, but I 
find it easier to accept than to believe that an Eros, a Kharmos, a Iucundus or a Khresimos were 

important Alexandrians; that an emperor granted land to them; and that the same or another 
emperor took it back and presented it to Pallas.* 

Another person to enrich the emperor with his estates was L. Annaeus Seneca the younger 
His passion for acquiring riches was as deeply rooted and as insatiable as was his interest in 
agriculture, and he was successful in both pursuits. His estate near Nomentum is cited as an 
example of model management,** and Juvenal spoke of his gardens in Rome as magnos Senecae 
praedivitis hortos (10.15-16).% The size of his holdings in Egypt was not less immense. It appears 
that the Sevexavi) ovola 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.” 

    

   

    

othing compels us {0 regard them as former ownersof imperial 
estates; pace Meyer, the ye0y0i mentioned in the document 

SEHRE, p. 671, no. 24; sce o Foraboschi, Chronigue 42. 
1967, pp. 1721, But 1 find unacceptable this identiication of L 
Septimius with the former owner of the Seounoiavi ofoic,  need not be exclusively oboueoL 
which is never connected with the estats of Palls, 62. . Bour. 42.103 reads Nadu( ) ovofiac)  Tovpee( ) 

60, P Berl, Leitg. 29 (164), where Prof. A. Tomsinkindly  the first doubiful wordis almostcertainly Tl ax(avic): for the 
normed me that we encounter a TaAavuavi oioia  second (which i palcographically certain) K. F. W. Schmid, 

[(roéregov) “Eguros xai] Xdouov. His identiication,  GGA 190, 1928, p. 163, n. 7, suggesied Nowco(ion) 
however, of Eros with the person mentioned in PIut., Apophh Tovxotvbon? 
‘Aug.4.207B, is questionable (see PIR'E 86; G. W. Bowersock, 63. Throughout this chapter, in determining whether o 
‘Augustus and the Greek World, 1965, p. 40; S. Treggiari,  name is common among slaves and freedmen I have relied on 

      

    

  

     

  

  

Roman Freedmen during the Late Republic, 1969, p. 191). 
Eros isthe commonestservie name in any period. For imperial 
freedmen see CIL VI 8413, Ti. Claudius Aug. I. Eros a 

rationibus; 8607, M. Ulpius Aug. b, Eros ab epistulis;4124-5. 
4245, 8753, 8901, 10395, 15035, 17274 X 666, Erotes are 
also found in Egypt; from the reign of Augustus, BGU 1115, 
1125, and 2047 (see JIP 16-17, 1971, p. 193) 

61. See below, Appendix ILi.10 and 13. The names 
appear always jointly. Xeroigov is 10 be supplied in P. Ryl 
207.5 and 17; Xonoi(jov), not Xovoi(nov), s o be read in 
BGU 1894.94 (so Prof. W. Miller, who was kind enough to 
examine the papyrus at my request). 1 am not wholly convinced 
that the Tourobvbos Tovavés or Tovriavor of P. Hamb.3.7 
(74)1s inany way connected with the Iucundus under iscussion 
(50 Rostovtzelf, SEHRE, p. 671, no. 20; cf. PIR'173). Notall 
persons mentioned in lines 4 ff. need be former owners of 
imperial estates; the term ovoia, appled 1o the lands of 
Maecenas, Senea, Lurius and Germanicus, is mising aftr the 
two doubiful ases,of which theother is s Aviagor Tanaria 
(neither looks very satistactory; see the published. plate) 
*Auoniov, a person that I believe to be actually alive at the 
time, in view of the éxaxoh(oviotvtos) etc; cf. P. Lond. 
1213-15 (I, p. 121) passim. Hence it is very likely that 
Aphrodisios, the undeciphered name and Tucundus stand n the 
same positon, in which case we should read du(éyoaya) for 
Su(éropen) inline 2. Thisis not dfinite, o course, but even f 
the mysterious name and Iucundus Grypianus are land-owners 

    

    

      

  

  

  

theiindex to CIL VI and on the following works: C. Huclsen, "I 
sitor le iscizionidell schola Xanthasul foro Romano,” MDAT 
(R)3, 1888, pp. 208 1. A. Oxé, “Zurileren Nomenklatur der 
romischen Sklaven,” RAM 59, 1904, pp. 108 1.; M. Lambertz 
“Di griechischen Skiavenmamen,” LVIL Jahresbericht iber 
das k. Staatsgymnasium im VIIL Bezirke Wiens, 106/7, pp.3 
1, and LVIL Jahresbericht, 1908, pp. 3 . . Baumgart, Die 
rémischen Skiavennamen, 1936; B. Doer, Die romische 
Namengebung. Ein historicher 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, S0,¢.., Tomsin, “Notes,” p. 221, The identifcation of 
these. persons with rich Alexandrians was first made by 
Rostovizett, SEHRE, pp. 293 and 672, and s been universally 
accepted; see, .8, Jouguet, La domination romainc, p. 15: . 
Hohlwein, “Evhéméria du Fayoum,” JJP 3, 1949, pp. 63 11 
Tomsin, “Notes” and *Les continuités,” passim. 

65. Rostotzetf, SEHRE, p. 580, n. 25. 
66. See also Tac, Ann. 14.52 ft; Platner-Ashby, 

Topographical Dictionary, p. 272. 
67. The Senccan estates in Hiera Nesos, Drymos Hieras 

Nesou, Perkeesis and Prolemais Nea (neighboring villages 
under  single administration) totaled 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 carly 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 hislife traced an ascendingroad to power and wealth. Burrus’ death n 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 whois called juodwnic. 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 odouaxds 16705, The identity of their original owners is a complete mystery— indeed the very 
name of one of them is lost in a lacuna. Al the pertinent information comes from the second and 
third centuries, i.c. long after they had entered the patrimonium principis, but four of them (the 
otoia Xerjotov,” the otoia Aateivou or Aatviavi) odola,” the Seovnotav ovoia and the 
Muvamiavi) ovoia) are listed among the Vespasian portion of the ovotaxdg A6yos, and it is 
certain, although only from circumstantial evidence, that the remaining three (the Soxoamuaviy 
ovoia, and the 0voia Ovijoiuov and his unknown partner in a joint ownership) should be placed 
there as well.” These estates could have become part of the ovoiaxdg A6yog 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 s0.”* As for the remaining owner, the 
current opinion is that his name was Menas, but Menatius is an equally logical possibility.” 

  

  

     

  

   

  

    
   

  
    

    

  

    
   

i from Thmouis, in the 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 estatesin Galata as wel; sce W 
M. Ramsay, JRS 16, 1926, p. 205, 

68. Sen, Dial, 12 (ad Helviam).19.4; see Stci 
Untersuchungen, p. 110, with nn. 1-2, and p. 259, wi 
bibliography 

69. Tac., Ann. 14.54; Suet, Nero 35 
70. . Oxy. 2873; see G. M. Browne, BASPS, 1968, p. 

18t 
71 Known only for the Mendesian nome and from 

unpublished documents; see below, Appendix L. 14 
72 In P. Ryl. 427 (22).7 we should read AJamvaviic 

tois (soalso Mrs.S. Kambitsis by leter), andin (15).9 for the 
editors') s ovotay & Adueivou i Hodr(os Iwould read, onthe 
basis of @ photograph supplied me by the Rylands Library, Jnc 
(e:2., oduie) ovotas & Aatsévou i Hods, or ‘Hod(os. In 
P. Strassb. 299 recto.17 we are also dealing with this estate; 
read otowaluiv: Aateivov. The property of Latinus figures 

    

        

excesively in unpublished. pa 
Mendesian nome, curently being studied by Mirs. 5 Kambitsis, 
‘whawaskind cnough t send me long transeipts. Th presence 
of the Latiian estate among the Vespasian oncs excludes the 
possibilty that we are dealing with the well-known actor 
mimicus ridiculed by Juvenal, and whola 
Donifianus (PIR' L 120), 

73. The Sokeatan estate is known only from P. el 
Leihg. 1 versoiv.7; the Onesimian only from P. Ryl 207.23, 
There is no doubt that both were member-csttes of the 

74, See above, n. 3. Khresto, Latinus and Onesimos are 
typical and.frequent slave names. Sokrates and Severus 
however,although found asservle names, re alsoencountered 

g wealthy Greek ciizens ind Roman equites. A Servianus 
cverus served 15 idios ogos in 44/5-46 (P. Tebt, 298; P. 

Vindob. Bosw. 1) 
75. Kalén, P. Berl. Leibg., pp. 

because of b dgovedy éxti MG Aeyouévv) in P, Ber, 

    

  

  

  

became nformerto 

  

  

  

  

  

    
75 1, suggested Menas 
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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 principisafter Nero’s death. The firstis the 
*Axnuav) 0toic, or *A%Tig 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, Velitrac 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 yovi &mugawis who enriched herself during Nero's lifetime,” the 
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 ovowxd¢ A6yoc during Vespasian’s reign.™ If 
they entered it atall, that s, for at present all the evider we about her properties in Egypt 
comes from asingle scrap of papyrus, where her name is largely restored, and where it is not stated 
that her odoia became in fact part of the ovowaxOS A6Y0S.™ 

        

ce we        

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 (1) 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: ofitwg avTov 
(sc. Vitellius) oBdtv t@v éxelvou (sc. Nero) w figeoev (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. Thisisextremely fragie:thereisno ~ 42.4-5 

   

  

evidence that the arourae were sold from the ovoudS L6y0S. 
the Menatian estate is thus far known only from Theadelph 
Menas is a very common theophoric name in the East, and 
particularly in Egypt (sce Preisigke, Namenbuch, and 
Foraboschi, Onomasticon). The identification of the original 
owner of the Menatian estate with Menas/Menodoros, the 
freedman of Pompeius who kept changing sdes between Sextus 
and Augustus, isimpossible: he died in askirmishin Pannoniain 
35 B.C. (Dio Cass., 49.37.6). See Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg. p. 76, 
.1 M. Reinhold, Marcus Agrippa. A Biography, 1933, pp. 29. 

i. Roman Freedmen during the Late 
Republic, 1969, pp. 185 . On Menates/Menatius Minatius, an 
OscanEtruscan name, see W. Schulze, Zur Geschichte 

lateinischer Eigennamen, 1933, pp. 185, 286, 361, 529:f.the 
Tt of Minatii in Dessau, ILS I, p. 100. 

76. Ao in SB 108936 
unpublished papyri from Thmouis; cf 

    

  

  

  

  

  

      
A regularly in the 
also P. Ross-Georg. 11 

    

See PIR®C 1067, Inthe imperial household we find an 
Acteanus (CIL V1 15027) and an Acteniana (X 7980): . also 
VI 15357, Discussion and bibliograpny in Chantraine, 
Freigelassene, pp. 295 . 

5. Suet, Nero S0. 
9. Dio Cass., 62.12.3-4; cf, PIR’ C 363, 

80. Tac, Hist. 1.73. Among the slaves of the Flavian 
houschold we find a Tychicus Imp. Dom(tiani) sr. architectus 
Crispinillianus), CIL V1 8726, but it is notcertain that Calvia s 
1o be understood as his former mistres. Crispinilla i found 
among slaves, for example; cf. CIL VI 16586, and see 
Chantraine, Freigelassene, p. 309, 

81 P. Aberd. 151 (1. Line 3 reads o 
K{ouomvidang: s the restoration rally “inescapable” (s0 E. G- 
Turner ad loc)? K[ is doubiful 

82, Tac., Hist. 120; Suet., Galba 15 
83, Dio Cass, 6383 ff; Tac, Hist. 180 It 
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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 thateraone could argue that the laws of inheritance had a large part to play. But when on 22 
December 69 Vespasian was formally appointed emperor by the Senate, there passed into his 
hands not only the entire Julio-Claudian patrimonium, but also the properties of the three 
post-Neronian emperors. Thus we find Galbianiand Othonianiamong the slaves and freedmen of 
the Flavian houschold, together with Agrippiniani, Octaviani, Poppaeaniand 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 centurylater, 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: Tois te fuchuois xmijuaow 
Enluoey abob Totivoua Exiyodgeoda, el abti: odx b Tob Paoihebovtog lva, dhhi 
#owva #ai dnudota Tiie Ty Popain doxis (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 dtolxnotc, or fiscus, administered all fiscal land, the vi) dnuooia, Baothue) and 
7000650v, and collected taxes from all private properties as well. The feoamuxd was responsible 
for the hieratic revenues. The idios logos, 5c TV GdEOTGTOY xal TV €ls Kalouon mimtery 
Sgeddviwy Eetaomic oty (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 35 Heirs and Legatees,” TAPA 75, 1947, pp. 14011 A, H. M. 
The Acrarium and the Fiscus,” JRS 40, 1950,     are interconnected with the development ofthe imperial fiscus,  Jones, 

the fate of the serarium, and the emergence of the res privata, 
100 complex and extensiv subjects to be treated here. I append 
aselected bibliography for those who wish o pursue the matter, 
placing emphasis on recent works where references to, and 
ertiisms of, previous studies may be found. (O the matier of 
the imperial fiscus, 1 find myself clearly on the side of H. Last 
and P. A. Brunt, s opposed o F. Millar, who seems to me to 
have misunderstood the material from Egypt; H. Nesselhauf's 
article and A. Masis recent book are excellent studies on the 
patrimonium and the res privata) O. Hirschicld, Die 
kaiserlichen Verwaltungsbeamten bis auf Diocletian, 1905, p. 
Lt M. Rostovtzelf, “Fiscus,” DEAR 111, 1922, pp. 96 1€ R. 
Syme, “The Imperial Finances under Domitian, Nerva and 
Trajan,” JRS 20, 1930, pp. S5 € T. Frank, “On Augustus and 
the Aerarium,” JRS 23, 1933, pp. 143 11; S. von Bolla, Die 
Entwicklung des Fiscus zum Privatrechtssubject mit Beitrigen 
zur Lehre von Acrarium, 1938; G. Cardinali, “Amminis- 
trazione territoriale e finanziaria,” Augustus, 1938, pp. 161 it 
H. Last, “The Fiscus: A Note,” JRS 33, 1944, pp. 51 1.:C.H 
V. Sutherland, “Aerariumand Fiscus during the Ealy Empire, 
AJPG6, 1945, pp. 151 ;. S. Rogers, “The Roman Emperors 

    

  

  

  

p.2211; 

  

H.-G. Pllaum, Essai sur les procurateurs équestres sous le 
haut-empire, 1950; A. Garzeti, “Acrarium ¢ fiscus sotto 
‘Augusto. Soria di una questione i parte dinomi,” Athenaeum 
41, 1953, pp. 298 ff; H-G. Pllum, Les carieres 
procuratoriennes équestres sous le_haut-empire.romain: 1, 
1960, 11, 1961; F. Milar, “The Fiscus in the First Two 

nuuries,” JRS 3. 1963, pp. 29 {6 H. Nesselhauf, 
“Patrimonium und res privata_des romischen Kaisers." 
Historia-Augusta-Colloguium, 1963, pp. 73 1.; . Millar, “The 
Acrarium and its Officials under the Empire,” JRS 54, 1964, 
P.33 1. P. A Brunt,“The Fiscus'andiits Development,” JRS 
56,1966, pp. 75 .1 P. Baldacci, “Patrimonium e ager publicus 
al tempo di Flavi,” PP 24, 1969, pp. 349 6 G. Boulvert, 
Tacite et le fiscus.” RD 48, 1970, pp. 430 L A. Masi 

Ricerche sulla “res privata” del “princeps,” 1971 
§5. Galbianiin CIL VI 8819, 18048, 37759; Othonianus 

in XIV 2060; Agrippinianus in V1 15616; Octavianus (of 
Octavia, the daughter of Claudius) in VI 1551; Poppacanusin 

VI 8953; see also F. Milar, JRS 53, 1963, p. 41, n. 176, 
86. CIL VI 36911 
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the ototand or ovoLardS A6Yos, the ratio usiaca, which is the Egyptian equivalent of ratio 
patrimonii. At its head is a procurator, the #0GTOTOS £T{TQOTOS OVOLAXDY OF %QATLOTOS 
otolaxoe Eniroomos” 

Other evidence testifies to the magnitude of the change. Gone are the few forms of 
tax-exemption that we find in the Julio-Claudian properties; gone are the éxitoomol, the 
obxovoyoL, the TooeoT@Tes, the slaves and the freedmen supervising or cultivating the land.* 
From now on we hear of a | ovouaa, which like the dnooic, pactuef, ie0d and 700060v,is 
public land, and which is administered and exploited in a way that does not differ substantially or 
appreciably from that of the remaining public land.” From now on, 100, the term otouxds 
Yewoyos totally replaces yewmoyds ovoiag, and this new farmer does not differ from the dnuéotos, 

05 Yewoy6e in any way; they are all public tenants of state land, dnju6otou 

  

  

  

    

  

paciuxdg, or 1eooodt 

    

ctly when was this 0v0t06d 16705 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 ovoiau of this new 
ototaxds 6yos under two headings, those formerly of Vespasian, and those formerly of Titus.” 
Included in the odoia Oveanaoavod 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 odaia Ttov 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 odoLaxdE A6yos comprised the estates of the Julio-Claudian emperors; apparentlyall 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, asit 
did of other land as well, when the irrigation system steadily deteriorated.” But there is no 

    

  

   

   

  87. Onthe creation of the oo e Hirsch         leases and subleases involving ot ) and those of other 
Verwaltungsbeamten, pp. 355 . Rostovtzeff, Kolonat,pp. 130 state land; sce J. Herrmann, Studien zur Bodenpachtim Recht 

it Hoblwein, L'Egypte romaine, pp. 163 fL; Wilcken,  der grico-igyptischen Papyri, 1958, and D. Hennig 
Grundzige, pp. 298 f; Rostowzeff, A Large Estae, p. 12;  Unfersuchungen zur Bodenpacht im plolemiisch-romischen 
Collat, P. Bour, pp. 159 (. Kalén, P. Berl. Leihi., p. 69;  Agypten, Dis. Minchen, 1967 
Rostovtzeit, SEHRE, pp. 292 i Tomsin, “Notes,” pp. 21511 90, For the evidence see below, Appendix I1. P. Soc. inv 
G. Boulvert, Esclaves et affranchis impériaux sous le 1345 recto (SIFC 43, 1971, pp. 144 IL.) efers (0 estates of 
haut-empire romain, 1970, pp. 224 1. On the procurator  Vespasian butitis not to be dated during his reign,asthe e 

    

  

  

     

  
usiacus see below, Appendix 111, 

88, See below, Chapter IV 
59. The differences between the management and the 

exploitation of the otowes) v and the remaining state land 
seem 10 have been greatly exaggerated by Rostovtzeff, Kolona, 
PP 181 . Itexists notso much between two categoriceof public land, as between garden- and grain-land, and it primarily with 
respect tothe former that the éumonral ovoa figure nthe 

  

  

  

Kuhmke, Osova 1. sxpecily Chater 1 and T i 
e PP 6411 Tooxoua s e e e res of the public land when it somes 10, epibole o cpmriosGec . . Johmon. g3 1952 i o - o G Poutike, Epimersmon, 1969). 1 st o ifeencs i 

    
  

  

35) is exiremely sl 0, not Sdentical ith that of SB 10512 (APF 19,1969, Ta. 4. which 
the missing portion recently discovered by Dr. G, Pocthke 
reveals 10 b from 138/ 91, 5B 10893 

92. SB 10527 (152/3) Lurius; P. Bour. 42 (167) Claudia 
Antonia, Seneca; BGU 622 (152); P. Giss. Univ Bi. 52 
(22273) Sencea; P. Cairo Pres. 4 (320); P. Oxy. 1434 (ee 
below, Appendis 1) 93 BGU 859214, v leronevn] (5. 5601%) 
finco ey b o <00 (Fe) (1. 144/5) v 
oty salu(imon) beoboias) sivar s [Mads(n 

eioTov navaxex(twxvia) i o v gocoe.Inine 17 we sl 
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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 ovotaxdg A6Yog 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 ovoia Oveoraoiavod and ovoia Titou 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 odouadg A6yog, an organization that no 
subsequent prefect or procurator usiacus felt 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.’* 
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condition was the result of the gt 

  

) (aovovs [, Schubar). This  Similarhoughishave been expressed by Hohiwein, IP3, 1949, 
Jewshwarof 116-17,and . 87, and Tomsin, 

  

         
     

  

nothing had been done in the intervening forty years o correct 95. So, e.g, Tomsin, 
orimprove it See Wilcken, Hermes 54, 1919, pp. 1111, and A, died in 65 (Tac., Ann. 15.65) 
Swiderek, “Tovdaids AGtos.” JJP 16-17, 1971, pp. 4311, For least 14 years passed before the confscation.” But in 74 the 
the gradual decrease of the population of the Arsinoite,as well  Sencean estat slisted without special comment o terminology 
s the final abandonment of some villages by theirinhabitants,  along with those of Maccenas, Germanicus and Lurius (P. 

  

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 f1. 

94. The hitherto classic view was formulated by 
Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 6691.,1. 45 (on P. Berl. Leihg. 1-): 

i some cases parts of the oo 1 of the 2nd cent. A.D. 
were sill lsted as having formerly been private property 
(oioia) of the Emperors Vespasian and Titus. This s a striking 
proof 2] of the correctness of my hypothesis that,after Nero, 
Vespasian and Titus were the only Roman Emperors who. 
carried out vast confiscations o private oiofat, and 5o laid the 
foundation of the department of the 11 oo, which was 
finally organized probably by Domitian.” CL. also p. 295. 

   

  

  

   

Hamb. 3). See also Tomsin, p. 216, n. 40, where the same. 
principle is applied to the Julio-Claudian period, 

96. Sce PIR” F 395 (Vespasian) and 399 (Tits). CY. E. 
Kornemann, Doppelprinzipat und Reichsteilung im Imperium 
Romanum, 1930, pp. 60 {1 

97. The last sccurely 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 centory. In P. Oxy. 62 (242) the resoration éxi 
ofo(eun) [0e0(E) Tixo in ine 1 is very uncertain, 

98. Dio Cass., 65.8 IL.; see also Wallace, Taxation, pp. 
3461 

  

   



    

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 Ko Xcboa, 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 ail 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 otiotasei yil in at least one of its toparchies, the 
Psanitou. Of the estates that passed to Vespasian, we encounter those formerly of Latinus and 
Khrestos; of those assigned to Titus, the former properties of Claudia Akte, Seneca, and perhaps 
those of Agrippina and Doryphoros as well. 

Of the size of these estates and the type of land we have only a few glimpses. We know thatin 
the Latinian estate there was a xtijuc (most likely a vineyard) mdtegov ©ovvijoemg 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 odoLaxd, the remaining being 
collected for the dioixoic. Of these, 434 drachmae 3 1/2 obols were rental for a ihdg Témog’ in 

  

    

    

    

1. The Thebais was rstless during the Plolemaic period as 3. P Ryl 427 (22). 
well from 206 to 186 B.C. it was detached from the kingdom 
and in §7-4 B.C. it revolted again, unsuccessfuly. The 
remoteness andinstability of the region prompted the Piolemics 
to create the office of the ¢xuorodnyos Onatdos. Under 
Augustus the prefect C. Cornelius Gallus (30-26 B.C) crushed 
a bloody insurrection, caused parlly by th 
collecton of taxes, and his vanity, attested by an inscription at 
Philai (Dessau, ILS 8995), cost him his post and hs lfe. Under 
C.Petronius (prefect from 24,10 21 B.C) the Romans advanced 
twice against the Ethiopians, and the Egyptian frontier was 
permanenly fixed at Hiera Sykaminos (Maharraga). See the 
brief remarks of Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 303 and 679, nn. 6. 
and 7. 

2. Lists below, Appendi I 

  

  more rigorous 
  

  

  

5. P. Strassb. 299 recto. Although the provenance of the 
papyrusis Oxyrhynchus, 1 do not doubt that the rectodeals with 
vilages in the Mendesian nome, whence it found its way (o the 
‘Oxyrhynchite. The divisions and subdivisions of the headings 
‘and the presence of o are typical forthe Deltasef. P. Ryl.213 
the editors' excellent analysis, and the brief comments of 
Wallace, Taxation, pp. 331 1 

5. On unoccupied lots see R. Rossi, “Wilok Téon” Ace. 
30, 1950, pp. 42 ., and P. Ryl 215, where various kot o1 
buildings and abandoned garden-lands in the estaes of Titus 
and Vespasian, also in the Mendesian nome, are mentioned. 
Line 26 ought toread otoure]av duoiws - [0t Tijrov, and. on 
the basis of a photograph supplied me by the Rylands Library 
line 30, o]y Deor Oteonamavion T élv xouy etc 
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the Latinian estate, the rest being for tehwvieh (?) dréhetat* 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. 1) 

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

  

Tax 6.25% Surcharge Total 

Dioikesis 1420 3 88 412 1508 5 3 
Hieratika 115 i 1 122 1 1 
Eide 1633 1 3 102 12 1735 112 3 

Subtotal 3168 2 ) 198 1 3366 2 3 
Ousiaka 532 3 112 565 1172 

GRAND TOTAL 3700 2 E) 231 112 1 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 otolaxd.” 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 Thmou 
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 ovowa) i) in the Arsinoite may have been. It is hardly likely that these are annual sums, and 
the recurrent expression yivovraL TGvIwy T £y points to accumulated totals of entire reigns 
(Trajan, Hadrian, Antoninus Pius and Marcus Aurelius). If this be the case, the numbers shrink to 

significance. 
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 Sencca 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.”” Ovouaxi) vij whose former 
owner s not known is also listed among the lands of such villages as Tarouthis, in the toparchy Peri 

  

    

  

   

        

  

  

     

6. Sce below, Chapter 1V, n. 45 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 2 inv. 443; P Lips. 115; Anthos: P. Oxy. 3170; Cerinthus: P. Oxy. 
9. P. Ross-Georg. 11 42 204 
10, Messa 

(“Proven 
ina: CPR 243; P. Ryl. §7; Senccas P. Hib. 279 12. Messalina: P. Flor. 40; Doryphoros: P. Ryl. 99; 
Imost 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 ovotauei vijin 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 productivity of any sizeable 
parcel of odoLau i in the area, but the relative rarity of references to imperial estates (especially 
in papyri from the Oxyrhynchite, a very well-documented nome) may indicate that the odouae) 
il 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] xatouxuer] and ngovyueil, andalso,if the second 
century B.C. is any guide, of dwgeal 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 di6hoyog 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 
Prolemaic 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 carliest 
times, and to underestimate the size of this grain-land would be to distort the picture. 

  

  

          

    

  

  

  

13. Tarouthi: P. Caro Preis. 4; PeriPolcos Ano: P. Amb.  Roman name, are of local origin). For Italy sce Frank, Rome 96; Hermoupolis: P. Strasb. 5 . aso P. Sarap. 34, and the  and Ialy of the Empire, pp. 1461t 153 ., and below, . 57.On 
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15. See above, Chapt & o o 16, Fiky 2149 1. a mich exsggeatd ccoun. Hi aseron thr e ke 00m0m s S o e 175 oo, Raman Egit, o1 5 1. 1o s testimonic, and 3 Lesqir, L'anée omaine de 1t hugustc s Dioiéien, 1915, . 3381 o e gt o 1 owned by veterans (some of whom, however, despite their 

  

  

  

  

  

the cultvation of vines, olives and palm-trees in Egyptsce esp. 
C. Ricci, La coltura della vite ¢ la fabbricazione del vino 
nell Egitto greco-romano, 1924; C. Dubos, “L'olivier et Iuile: 
dolive dans lancienne Egypte,” RPh 1, 1927, pp. 7 f; N. 
Hoblwein, “Palmiers t palmeraies dans 'Egypte romaine,” 
EPap s, 1939, pp. 111, 

18. See Rostovtzelt, A Large Estate, pp.93 ., esp. p. 94 
“The wine market was made secure by the growing Greek 
Population of Egypt and the State was glad to supply ts winc 

inking 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 08 yéo oy elow & T 10N 
Guneloy there were vineyards, for example, in_the 
ncighborhood of Memphis and Thebes in pre-Prolemaic times, 
although wine was, o be sure, comparatively scarce; see 
Wallace, Taxation, p. 51 
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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 Mogris, 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 

uated 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 
Tebtuni 

In a number of instances (c.g., Dionysias, Dinnis, Pelousion, Psya, Aphroditopolis, 
Metrodorou Epoikion, Skhedia, Iuliopolis) the former owners of ovotaxi) v are not known." 

    

   
   

    

  

   

5; Dinnis: P. Phil. A.D. 243, [S]517 57/64 arourae paid 29,299 15/16 artabac 
784 (n thisreport of | wheat, 302 5/8 artabae barley, and 1261 35/48 artabae beans.       19. Dionysias: P. Fay. 251; P. S 

15; Pelousion: P. Berl. Leihg. 16C; BC 
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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 arc 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 0votcuei 1ij 
arranged by village, although by no means exhaustive, is nonetheless impressive:*" 

Anoubias (Them.): Agrippina. 
Bakkhias (Her.): Germanicus, Livia Drusilla; Maccenas. 
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 
(Tucundus and Khresimos), Sarapion. 

Hiera Nesos (Her.): Claudia Antonia, Germanicus; Lurius, Maecenas, Seneca, Severus. 
Ibion Eikosipentarouron (Pol.): Claudius; Maccenas. 
Kanopias (Them.): Calvia Crispinilla 
Karanis (Her.): Antonia, Germanicus, Livia Drusilla, Claudia Livilla; Anthos, Cameliu 

Doryphoros, Lurius, Maecenas, Pallas (Iucundus and Khresimos, Kharmos, Polla), Seneca. 
Kerkesoukha (Her.): Germanicus; Camelius, Lurius, Maccenas, 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, Sencca. 
Philoteris (Them.): Antonia, Germanicus’ children. 
Polydeukia (Them.): Antonia; Lurius, Maccenas. 
Pscnarpsenesis (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 Luliopolis: B 9210, 
22,565 13/48 artabac wheat, 296 S/8 artabae ba 20. P. Bour. 42; P. Berl. Leihg. 29 (Lagi) ‘amount of beans s los. These numbers 21, The documents may be found lsted below, Appendix 
total, incluin fscusand patimonium); Foye, Aphrodiopols 11 
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 (lucundus and 
Khresimos, Kharmos), Seneca, Severus. 

Theoxenis (Them.): Claudia Antonia 
[..].kh[o]u Epoikion: Antonia Drusi. 

Germanicus’ children, Livia Drusilla.    

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 ovatazei ¥ij 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 odotaza) yil, 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 #wpoyouuiare(a: 
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 
wheat, i.e. all the royal, revenue and private land under the administration of the d10(xnots, and 
all the ovouae vil. The grand total of the grain-producing fields of the xwpoyoauaTeia 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 ovoaxi) vij. This ranged from none in Kerkeesis toall 
the land of Perkeesis, which at one time was owned, almost in its entirety, by Seneca (Table 2). 
The rental of the odouasi) vi] 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 
Suoixnot 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 %wpoyauuaTe(a appears to be 
complete (Table 2a). The Vespasian section included the estates of Germanicus, Maccenas, 
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 artabac of 

  

      

  
ives 607 (the incorrect reading of the papyrus) instead of 577 & arourac for Germanicus in Plolemais Nea, and, by  misprint, § 

22, P.Osl, 123, Thisis a case of the Antonian estate being. 
situated near this village, and ot of a farmstead by this name 

  

located within the est 
23, P. Bour, 42, See P. Collar’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 cxplains 
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 (f. his note on line 101), but 

    

instead of 9 for Maccenas in Drymos Hieras Nesou (. his 
Tables 2, 4, 13 and 14, where the correct numerals appear); 
ence his total should be 2040 instead of 2069. In my totals 1 
have included the small parcels of the Antonian and Senecan 
estates that had been sold in order 10 arrive at the original 
maximum size of the imperial estat 

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, 

Table2 P. Bour. 42 (AD. 167) 

Cadastre of five villages in the Herakleidou mers, Arsinoite. Total arca of grain-land. 

    

    

Village Royal  Revenue  Ousiake Private Total 

Hiera Nesos 220025/64 20 4 8/64 1317 13/64 4061 46/64 
Drymos H. Nesou ~ 9154/64  — 919 16/64 622 16/64 1633 22/64 
Perkeesis e — 2161 34/64 - 2161 34/64 

Kerkeesis 28930/64 — = 267 16/64 556 46/64 
Ptolemais Nea 84734/64 664 94732/64 1465 2/64 3924 4/64 

TorAL 3429 15/64 684  455126/64 367147/64 12335 24/64 

the small amount of § 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. 

    

Esute  Hiera Nesos DrH.Nesou Perkeesis PolemaisNea  Toul 
Gemanician  19215/64  — i 55T 16/64 796 31/64 
Maccenatin  6229/64 9 1/64  — = e 

£ Lurian st — = 2c0tele 313s/es 
§ Severan 18 86  — = =7 s wes 
£ Alexandrian e o = 205 ge 
2 Dionysodorian o1t M- T Diwe 

Pallanian s sg/cad b Ecoe 
Antorian Ve lases  dues  — 3 4/t 

ToraL Veseasian 2044 264 
Senecan 985764 59 10/64 110 2429 25764 

Doryphorian N s - - e 
ToraL Trrus 2507 24/64 
GrAND ToTaL 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 %opoyoapare(c.* Again, as is usual in such documents, the lands are divided between 
those administered by the dio(xn0i and those under the jurisdiction of the odoLaxO A6Y0S. A 
large section of the papyrus is lost, but we know that the amount assessed under the head 
duolnois 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 xwuoyoaunoTela 
administered by the d10moic 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 odoicuedt 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, Severusand Kharmos 7 If these are 
added to those already included in the assessment list, the total of the ovowi vi] may very well 
rise to ca. 4000 arourae, and the ratio between odowd and dtolxnoig around Karanis would 
then be about the same as that in the area surrounding Hiera Nesos, i.e. about 1 to 3 

  

  

    

    

  

Table3 P.Mich. 372 (A.D.179/800r211/12) 

Cadastre (incomplete) of three villages in the Herakleidou meris, Arsinoite. 

   

Estte Karams  Poenarpsencsis Pasonts Tonal 
Masconatan si8 76 omzmes  — 2 Anthian Zigaiee s 

ucundus & o 1815 . 1+G Poll Geaves  dsaes  — et 108 30764 
Cametian Tsave  sw3uet  — 665 c0/es 
ToTaL 703 14/64  89115/64  25232/64 1846 61/64 

In addition to these two documents, there are approximately two hundred Saatquittungen 

  

from the northern shore of Lake Moéris, 58 of which mention oot 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 toinfer that the 
crop was a poor one at this time.” The estates of Antonia (Drusi?), Camelius, Germanicus, 
Lurius, Maecenas, Sencca and Severus are listed in five neighboring villages, Hiera Nesos, 
Karanis, Kerkesoukha, Patsontis, Psenarpsenesis and Ptolemais Nea. The grand total is a mere 
295 27/32 arourae, but this number is to all intents and purposes useless: the amounts for Hiera 
Nesos and Ptolemais Nea are but sections of estates already listed in the sowing list of the area 

  

  

25, P. Mich. 372. 1 find myself in agreement with the 28, BGU 315 104; 105; 160; 172; 202; 204; 206; 211 
editors' understanding of this document. For a different 280;284;438:441; P. Cairo Goodspeed 18; 24 P. Chic. 5;6; 7     

         

    

interpretation see H. Geremek, Karanis, 1969, pp. 20 ff, I, 10316318 19:23:26:27:28:31;32;35;36:39;41;42,43;47 
Tomsin, Chronique 46, 1971, p. 390). 48:49:50:52; 531551 574611621 64165; 67;68:70; 71 75:76: 

26."P. Mich. 372.i.10-11, 13; see the editors introduc- 773 78; 81; 82; 84; 87. 
tion 20, For 164 see P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso and Johnson, 

Roman Egypt, pp- 500 . Things deterorated: in 165 the great 

  

27. They are mentioned in P. Mich. 223.  
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referred to above (Table 2a), and parts of those for Karanis and Patsontis were enumerated in the 
assessment list (Table 3). 

We do not know the amount of the ovotas) vi] 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 ovotexi 
i of Bakkhias, a village only slightly smaller than Karanis and Philadelphia, and where at least 
Germanicus, Livia and Maccenas 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 

Antonian g 13 24/64 — e — — 13 24/64 
Camelian - 9 9/64 40/64  40/64  7222/64 - 82 47/64 
Germanician ~ — E 14 6/64 e E 202/64 35 8/64 
Lurian = 14 40/64 B = 66 61/64 = 8137/64 
Maccenatian  — 9 315/64 - B = 12 15/64 

Severan 10 — 27 43/64 - - - 37 44/64 
Senecan - 3015/64  256/64 - B - 33 764 

ToTAL 10 762464  4833/64  40/64 139 19/64 212/64 295 54/64 

    These are the documents that give us a comprehensive picture of the size of the grain-land 
administered by the ototaxds A6y0s in some villages of the Herakleidou meris. As for the division 
of Themistos and Polemon, our documentation is less complete. A mopeia 0dS Enioneywy 
Bobyov yiis prepared by some officials of Tebtunis /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 ovoai) vi) (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 floodingand 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   

al of 2583 5/6 arourac of privately owned grain. and orchard-land; sce J. F. Oates, “Philadelphia in the Fayum during the Roman Empire,” Ati dell XI congresso nter- nazionale dipapirologia, 1966, pp. 451 1. 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 repubished by H. C. Youtie and O. M. Pearl, AJP 63, 1942, pp. 304 1) Bakkhias declared in 219/20 a total of 2600 79/128 arourae of uninundated grain-land, of which 1464 1/64 arourac were 

  

  

  

   

  

  

  

  

designated as royal land, the balance being hieratic and revenue 
(the Philodamian cstate, on which below, Appendix I); or such a division of land cf. P. Bour. 42.6-7. 

32. P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52. Line 6 should read almost certainly Texvivews, and line 7 faodic i line 11 for the editor's s I read ona photograph supplied me by the Giessen 
Library oioaxJov, and n line 18 Aogulgop(uavic) otoi(as) 33. On the Nile and its irigation see Johnson, Roman EgypL. pp. 7 fl.; D. Bomneau, La crue du Nil, divinité 
éayptienne, i travers mille ans  histoire, 1964, and “Utilzation des documents papyrologiques, numismatiques et epigraph ques po 

  

  

   
  

  la détermination de la qualité de Ia crue du Nl chaque amnée de Tépoque. gréco-romaine,” Atti dellX] congresso internazionale di papirologia, 1966, pp. 379 1.   
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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 odoicwel v was 105 1/64 arourae, comprising the 
estates of Pallas (Eros and Kharmos; 50 27/32 arourae), Lurius (10 3/4 arourac), Maccenas (18 
3/8 arourae) and Germanicus (25 3/64 arourae), all Vespasian estates.* 

  

  

       

Tables P.Giss. Univ.-Bibl.52 (A.D.222/3) 

Cadastre of a village (Tebtunis?) in the Arsinoite. Total area of 
uninundated grain-land. 

  

  

  

Antonian 62 22/64 
sl 30 44/64 
TOTAL VESPASIAN 93 2/64 

Doryphorian 30 21/64 
Senecan 5 3/64 
Sold from Senccan 424/64 

TOTAL TITUS 39 48/64 

Ousiake 132 50/64 
Royal (2) 355 6/64 
= 3100 25/64 

ToTAL 88 17/64 

  

A recently published document deals almost exclusively with the otouw yii 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 émieiou6s was employed. An 
unknown number of farmers was transferred to the site from 11 other villages of the same meris to 
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 dio{znoig: 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 
0f 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 oboiakds Aéyos, the 

    

        

  

ann on P. Col. 1 ecto 2, and A. E, 
p. 161 

. Berl. Leihg. 5, with Kalén’s notes 
P. Lond. 900 (11 p. 89); sce the new edition and the. 

discussion by Tomsin, “Un document de comptabiié fiscale, P 
Lond., I, 900, p. 89" Académie royale de Belgique, Bulletin 
de Ta class des letres et des sciences morales et poliiques, 5 

   P. Berl. Leihg. 29, 
advanced me before the publication of the papyrus by A 

. according to information kindly 37 

3. 
Tomsin, 

35. SB 10512;sceitsoriginal publicationin APF19, 1969, 
PP. 77 it f. Tomsin, APF21, 1971, pp. 91 . Dr. G. Pocthke 

recently discovered that . Berl. 11539 s the missing portionof 
this document, and presented me with a full ranserpt before it 

       

     

publication in'a fortheoming issue of APF 
3. Sce now the detaled discussion of G 

Epimerismos. Betrachtungen zur Zwangspacht in 
wilrend der Prinzipatszeit, 1969. 

Poethke 
Agspten 

Sie, 40, 1954, pp. 91 . See also Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg. p. 75, 
Who frst noted the similaritis between this text and P. Berl. 
Leig. 1 verso.i 6 ., and who first argued that the London 
text deals with Theadelphia. 
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Table6 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. 

() Area cultivated by the villagers 

  

   

Maccenatian 149 11/64 
Pallantian (G. Polla) 2 
Lurian 311 16/64 

Severan 146 as/64 
TOTALVESPASIAN 39 11/64 

Doryphorian 20 40/64 
Senecan 34 44/64 

ToraL Trrus 55 20/64 
ToTAL BY ViLLAGERS 694 31/64 
(t) Area cultvated by the inhabitans of 

11 villges of the meris: 453 14/64 
GRAND TOTAL 1147 45/64 

¥ 
} 
1 Table6a P.Berl inv. 11529+ SB10S12 (A.D. 138/9) 
i Ousiake ge of an unknown village in the Themistou and Polemonos, Arsinoite, subjet to cpimerismos 1o the 

inhabitant of 11 villages of the meris. Total arca assigned. 
Origin of Vespasian Tis 
farmers R Total 

Maccenatian _ Lurian _ Severan _ Doryphorian Senccan 
Theadelphia 31 193 18/68 [ 16264 [140%6 — 173 6/64 
Philoteris w0 — 5 s Z ows 

2 Theotenis e s et 9 24 4les 
£ Andromakis 8 664 475068 — - —  siseiss 
2 Hemowpolis 21668  — 3 = = saiees 
A - IS R Lagi = PR /s = siiees 
Trikom = S Vs Z srewes 
Sentrempaci = = 1 32764 132/64 

TOTAL THEMISTOU MERIS 433 9/6 
= Narmouthis = . - -1 1 1 £ Tebrunis = - - -1 I ] 

TOTAL PoLEMONOS MeRis 120 s/64) 
GRAND TOTAL 453 14/64  
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remaining going to the diolnoic. The estates mentioned are those of Dionysodoros, 
Menas/Menatius, Seneca, and Severus, and the missing one — if only one is missing — is almost 

  

Table7 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 

TorAL 5283 49/64 

     certainly that of Antonia (Drusi?). The scribe has given us a detailed account of the sums of wheat 
and barley collected from each estate, but did not bother, or forgot, to return and fill in the spaces 
he had left for the size of each in arourae. The total should have been between 700 and 800 
arourae (Table 8). 

Table 8 P.Lond.900 (A.D.94/50r 110/11) 

Grain collection, Theadelphia. Balance on Epiph 1 (25 June) (2) 

Estate Wheat Barley Lentils 

[Antonian (?) 1078 1724 658 15/24 = 
Dionysodorian 48 15/24 797 324 = 
Menatian 285 17/24 6621724 = 

Severan 1135 4218724 - 
Senecan 865 B = 

Ousiaka 34121924 1565 4/24 B 
Dioikesis 13781 124 [ ] 3277 8124 

TOTAL 17193 2024 3277 824 

    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 ovoaxi) vii 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 
noted the similaritis betvieen this document and P. Lond. 900 

      

(111, p. 89), but was under the impression that both dealt with 
Philadelphia; sce, howeser, the previous note.  
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    ovoa) yi) as Theadelphia, tly smaller village. The rental in g 
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). 

  

ain, it should be noted, 
  nonlys!     

Table9 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 1973 
Barley 38 Dionysodorian 12 
Grass for cutting 38 6/32 Kharmian 48 632 
Grass for grazing 228 

Beans 30 ToTAL 713 25/32 
Vegetable seed (38 26/ 

Lentils 70 25/32 (€) Taxin grain (in artabae) 

Wheat 3708 1/48 
ToTAL 713 25/32 Barley 890 172 

  We have a good number of papyri giving us information about the monthly, and even the 
daily, revenues of the otoiaui i 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. 4recto (A.D. 165) 

Grain collection, Theadelphia. Balance on Epiph 4 (28 June). 

  

  

    

Dioikesis Ousiaka Total 

Wheat Barley  Lentlls  Barley"  Wheat Barley Lentils 

Balance 1884 12/24 617 3/24 10632224  — 18841224 617 324 1063 
Receipts SSI8 12/24 2392324 1634 1524 576 15/24 5518 12/24 816 14/24 1634 15/24 
Frumentum 

emptum 92124 

ToTAL 741221724 1433 17724 2698 13124 
Shipped to Alexandria 464 6/24 — 

Balance 6948 15/24 1433 17/24 2698 13/24 

* All from the Dionysodorian estate, Vespasian. 

$1. P Berl. Leibg. 1 recto    verso: P. Berl. Leihg. 4 in Thunnel P. Sitl 
recto; P. Sirassb. 351. German translation of the Berlin papyri  Roman Egypt, no,   

Pp. 42 11, and 49 fL.; . also Johnson, 
315. Sec in general Z. Aly, “Sitol    
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problem arises from the fact that, unlike the %affjxovra, which did not vary from year to year, the 
rentals, or éxpogia, paid by the cultivators of the royal, hieratic, revenue and ovouaw) i), were 
determined according to the value of a particular plot of land, the time and the amount of the 

Table 11 P. Berl. Leihg. 1 recto & verso (A.D. 164) 

Grain collection, Theadelphia. Receipts of the fall quarter (29 August - 26 November), 

  

  

Dioikesis Ousiaka Total 

Wheat Barley Wheat Barley Wheat Barley 

Balance 1990 6/24 28 924 492224 147 6/24 1960 424 17515124 
Receipts 
Thoth 3411524 8 4124 = 30 824 3411524 381224 
Phaophi 129 1224 . = B 129 12/24 e 

Frumentum 
emptum 49 1224 

ToTAL 2381 924 361324 492224 1771424 24801924 214 3724 
Distributed 1560 19/24 80 824 439 524 134 2100 214 8241 

Balance 3801924 0 

flooding of the Nile, and the demands of Rome. To this we should add the tendency of many a 
public farmer to pay atirregular 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. 1) 

Grain collection, Theadelphia. Receipts of the 

  

  quarter (27 November - 24 February). 

Wheat Barley Lentils 

Vespasian 312 824 185 924 . 
Titus 132 - - 

Ousiaka 444 185 9124 = 
Dioikesis 3735 821824 31624 

ToraL 4180 268 324 316124 

Roman Egypt,” JIP4, 1950, pp. 293 .,and “Upon Sitologiain 

  

Kalén ad loc; G 

      

cken, 

  

Roman Egypt and the Role of Sitologi in its Financial  Grundzige, pp. 359 £; Wallace, Taxation, pp. 22 {:; cf. also 
Adminisuration,” Akten des VIIL intern. Kongresses fir  BGU2026; 2075; P. Petaus 44.58 with note; Johnson, Roman 
Papyrologie, 1956, pp. 17 1. On the frumentum emptum  Egyp, pp- 620 . P. Oxy. 2958 introd   

(v0d ovaogaotss 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 ovotaeh ¥ij ranging from less than one to about 50 arourae, 
the grand total of the known grain-land in the Arsinoite belonging to the oboLaxdg A6yos 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 otz 
i 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. Longstretches 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 s 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 ae those assembled below, Appendix 45, See Johnson, Roman Egypr, p. 7 I 46. M. Baud, Egype (Les Guides Bleus, 1950), p. 667. 43. . Bour.42; P. Mich, 372; P. Giss. Univ-Bibl. 2. 47. P, Lond! 1171 (I, p. 179); cf. Johnson, Roman 

  

Berl inv. 11529+SB 10512; BGU 1636; P. Berl. Leihg. 2 
4. P. Bour, 42 (cf. Table 2) 

Egypt, no. 105,
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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 
Gyuerdy goguos and 126 3/4 arourae of digogoc, perhaps non-taxable vebguta. In the third 
estate there were 216 1/4 arourae of tigogos (2083/4 of vebputa) and 160 9/32 arourae of 
g6ouuos. The second estate, and the one that interests us most, belonged to Pallas. Out of a total 
of 63 arourae, 503/4 were duehdy Hpo0os, ie. vedqguta. This is the largest vineyard we 
encounter among the imperial estates in the Arsinoite; we should recall here the wtijuc 
©owwioew of the Latinian estate in the Mendesian nome, which measured 163 arourae.*” We 
also know of an dumehdy Aeyduevos ZuvegriBov 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 Maccenas (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 ve6quta tdv Shatbvav, whereupon the sheep proceeded 
10 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 
ovouakds Shardy Euéens Aeyouevos 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 thatovoyeiov formerly of Ti. Claudius Sarapion in the Neronian estate near 
Herakleia.** 

‘These mentions of ve6quta — 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 odoas) vil. 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 dyute)dveg and 
agddewooL were converted to grain-land. The administration, to be sure, was chiefly concerned 
with the grain shipped to Rome, but never neglected viticulture o the cultivaton of fruit-bearing 
trees. The revenues in money, moreover, from such enterprises, were considerable, and it would 

  

  

    

    
    

      

the Flavians the forn   48, P Lond. 195 (IL p. 127); see the new edition and the 
discussion in P. Ryl I, pp. 243 ff. and 254 I, 

40, P. Ryl 427 (22), 
50, SB 10947. CX. also P. Mil, Vogl, 98.58 f. 
51, P. Mil. Vogl. 251l Foraboschi, Chronique 42, 1967, 

Pp. 175 £ P. Tebt. 343, 
52, P. Ry, 138, 
53, . OsL. 136, 
54, P. Strassb. 210; P. Lond. 280 (L p. 193); WChr. 176 

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

55. See above, Chapter 1, and Rostovizetf, SEHRE, p. 
675, “It must also be observed that the majority of the 
references tolands newlyplanted with vines and oives belong to 

the Istcent. A.D., and refer tolarge estats. . The Flavian age. 
represented a reaction againstrapid ncrease in private property 
i Egypt[e. also below, n. 57] but, s T have shown, evenunder 

   

    

  

tion of new private estates, smal and 
large, did not cease. This i probably because abilty and energy 
were needed to make the borderlands useful andfetile,and the 
royal peasants certainly were not conspicuousforeither of these 
qualities.” CY.also p. 673, where his reference o P. Ryl 171 is 

orrect: the Doryphorian estate near Herakleia mentioned 
therein was not planted with vines and oives but was sown with 

s 
56. Sce, e, P. Ryl. 21533, yi(os) 16a(09), xai 

nagtdrfaos vovi] Gv Eonuos in a Vespasian estate in the 
Mendesian nome; ef Foraboschi, Chroniue 42, 1967, p. 176, 
and above, n. . 

7. During Domitian's reign a shortage of wheat and a 
superabundance of vineyards throughout the empire, and 
especallyin ltaly and the East, caused a very strong edie t0 be 
proclaimed: ad summam quondam ubertatem vini, frumenti 
\ero 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 émvmonTic ovoLax@VY #TudToy makes 
its brief appearance, we often hear of odowaé #miuata, but with no further qualification as to the 
type or the dimensions of the land in question. They are attested in Dionysias, Psenyris, 
Boubastos, Sebennutos, Theadelphia, Kerkesoukha and Epipolis. In the last village, the gpéoot, 
or rentals, collected in money from the garden-land (?) of the district amounted to a little over 
5500 drachmae per year.* 

On the other hand, a small and only partially published papyrus from Tebtunis presents us 
with some astonishing information.” During an unknown year of the second century, a total of 16 
talents, 1268 drachmae, 51/2 obols and 2 khalkoi was derived from an area of 19,451 95/96 

arourac 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 dnéuooa on garden-land in the district. The 
size o the area is large enough to be the total garden-land of the entire meris; but under the head 
nagudeicwy ovowad]v there is a list of six villages, Psya, Psenyris Ano, Metrodorou Epoikion, 
Philadelphia, Boubastos and Aphroditopolis, and their combined total of garden-land amounts to 
a startling 63/4 arourae. Are we to suppose that this represents the sum of the ovoiaxol 
ngédewdoL 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 Drusi in Psenyris, and 
of garden-land in the neighborhood of Karanis and Patsontis. Nevertheless, there still exists th 

| immense difference between 19,451 95/96 and 6 3/4 arourae, and although it is almost certain 
i " that these numerals refer only to a specific kind of rap&dewoot or only to a section of the meris, we 
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are confronted with a ratio between 810(101¢ and ovotar about which no document offers any 
contra-indications. 

I 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 ovo1axdG A6yos, and half of them may be eliminated from the 
present discussion: 27 paid only for doayuamyia, or for transportation of sheaves, and therefore 
cultivated ovowa 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 ovataxds h6yos. The only indication for raddewot among this land comes 
from the very small payments (a total of 32 drachmae, contributed by 2 individuals) for ¢600g 

   

      

edisit, ne quis in lalia novellaet utque in provincis vineta . of Kronion, and Apion, . of Komanos, a former owners of 
succiderentur, rlicta ubi plurimum dimidia part; nec exsequi  imperil estates, and not as current lesees as 1 do (ci. above, 
rem perseveravi (Suet., Dom. 7.2).Cf.also Dom. 14.2,andfor  Chapter 1, n. 36), mustinclude i their it the other two names. the strong reaction in the East, Philost., Vita Apoll.6.42 and  mentioned inlines 9 . s well: Polemaios, . of Dioskoros, and Vita Soph. 1.520. The cdict was extremely ufpopular and does  Alexandros, s.of Simon, the latter obviously a Jew. All for not seem tohave been nforced long,or to have had any efectin willnot oo separate 
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Egypt into two groups. 
S8 P. Strassb. 267; P. Leit. 11; P. Meyer 3; BGU 619; 59, P. Tebi. 503, 

2064; P. Mich. 599; P. Petaus75; 76; 77 78: SB S610; P. Fay: 60. Johnson, Roman Egypt, pp. 71 and 516, 
23, For Epipolis see P. Med. 65, where in line 4 read {IT}, in 61, P. Mich, 223; 224; 225 357 (a fragment of 224). lines 9 and 14 @y Excx6hcos, and in ine 10 Kolovijou (see 62. Sce A.E. R. Boak, “The Population of Roman and Youtie t al., P. Petaus, p. 274 with n. 8. The letters exchave  Byzantine Karanis,” Historia 4, 1955, pp. 157 ff where 

  

been dropped by mistake in linc 9; . the edition in Acg. 22, valuable information may be found reg rding Philadelphis, 1942,p.71 and SB9014). Those who choose tosee Plolemaios,  Theadelphia and Bakkhias as well 
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qowixwv in the estates of Doryphoros and Maecenas,” and the even smaller payments (16 
drachmae, paid by 4 persons) for q6oc éhaivay gutdv and for aoayer #halag in the estates 
of Lurius, Maecenas and Severus.** In addition, there are two categories of land, the duehog 
touywpévn in the estates of Anthos and Maecenas,* and the apparently inferior alywohitic 
#19000s, 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: 
énagotouov, 6 drachmae 4 obols per aroura per annum; étépoiea, 10 drachmae per aroura per 
annum; yewuetela, 50 drachmae per aroura every fourth year. These are the standard ratesin 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 obouai ¥ij contributed for the dmopotoa a grand total of slightly less than 
114 drachmae, which means that we are actually dealing with only 11 to 12 arourae of vine-land 
The entire area of this type of ovoLuai) vi] in the three villages could not have been much larger. 

A similar picture emerges from Theadelphia across the lake, in a document entitled 
tomaguueds (se. A6yog) Muubtov % (Eroug) "Aviavivoy Kaioagos tot xvelov (ie. 157) 
©cadehiac.® Vine-land s 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 mapayay) éatas, as opposed to 51 drachmae contributed to the 
Buoixotg, and these olive trees appear to have been scattered among the vines once more. There 
are detailed accounts of payments for dt6poiga (24 drachmae), éxagotoiov (16 drachmae) and 
yeaperoia (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 dymieh@ves of the 
Suixnotg amounted to 320 arourae. 

Some wvooBéhavou (Balanites aegyptiaca) and 2 3/4 arourae of a palm-tree grove are 
mentioned in an estate of Severus.”” and seven tixaviou (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 qowxdyv Ttoamyod heyouevos 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 xijia. 
or magddeloos (2) of at least 66 arourae.” Palm-tree groves administered by the 0v0taxds h6y05 
are also attested in Skhedia and Tuliopolis.’* 

Adyavov and hayavéomeouoy 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. 
Itis attested in the estates of Livia in Karanis (1 5/8 aroura) and of Dionysodoros in Theadelphia 
(383/4 arourae).” In the neighboring Hermopolite nome it is found in the lands formerly of 

  

    

        

  

        

    

    

  

  

   

  

3. Maccenas: P. Mich. 224.5509; Doryphoros: 224, unknown owner: 224.5436a 
6079, & 

64. Maccenas: P, Mich 2243917, 5433; Lurius 65, BGU 1894 
24,5570 Severus: 224.4009, 5910, See Wallace, Taxation. pp. 9. Compare thesimilareturnsin P.Col. 1 verso lacol.5; 
it . col 4 for the fiscus 

65 Anthos: P, Mich. 223.1289, 1873; 224.2275 70, P. Mil. Vogl. 251. 
205.2655; Maccenas: 223.2695; 224,1913; 225.2892. 71, P. Tebr. 343.76 i cf. Kalén, P. Berl. Leihg. p. 184, 

66, Antonia: P. Mich. 224,328, 6023 (his may be for corrected readings and discusion. 
Anthos); Doryphoros: 224.4213, 5914; Camelius: 224.4249, 72. P. Gen. 38 

    

4941 357B.3; Lurius: 224.5569, 5579 357TA3; Macce- 73. SB S670; P. Fay. 60; P. Strassb. 267. 
nas: 2043685, 5431, 6016, 6184, 6200; 3STB.2T; Senc- 74. SB 9210. 
ca: 2244111, 4200, 4223, 4228; Severus: 224.4008, 5909 7. P. Mich. 560; BGU 1636. 
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Messalina.” 
There remain two other categories of land, the doupoi and the vouai, in many respects 

ilar, 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 heis dd 0d6s and the 
Bovon@hat are good examples) paid taxes.™ For the activities and the revenues consider, for 
example, a document of 87/8 in which a Grosspiichter offered to lease voudg Oeadeh(geiag) 
#b[ng] otioag év i doupin Tig Oead[eh(peias)], #(al) Hoay ix[liias #(al) dvelw[v] (sc. 
dovéav), #(al) aviimy #(al) Gréa %(al) #6[uwnv?]. The rental for one year was 10,000 
drachmae, 8652 going to the dto{xno1g and 1348 to the ovotaxd 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 (600g VoGV xad ixdiag of 3699 drachmae, or 14 
drachmae 13 obols per aroura; and 42 arourae of 7eouovoua, or vopal deowval xal yeweowval, 
paying 1000 drachmae, .. 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 Anton 
estate and 29 drachmae for the rental of an unknown number of sheep of the Germanician 
estate.” 

Goats and sheep and (600s TeoBdTwY xai aly@v are attested for the estates of Pallas in 
‘Theadelphia, Karanis and Philadelphia; of Maecenas in Philadelphia and Euhemeria; of Lurius in 
Soknopaiou Nesos; of Germanicus in Philadelphia, Theadelphia, Karanis and Soknopaiou 
Nesos; of Camelius in Philadelphia; of Antonia (Drusi?) in Philadelphia, Karanis and 

     

  

    

  

      

      

    

       

          

  

Theadelphia; and of Claudius in Tebtunis.* 

76. CPR 243; of unknown owner in the same nome, . mentioned are 3695 and 1000 drachmac; cf. P. Wiirz. 119, 
Ryl 168, mentioning yewcowa voyad. For the Theadelphian marsh and 

7. See N. Lews, Liindustre du papyrus dans IEgypte  pastures see . Athen. 143 P. RyL98 (a); P. Soc. 458; P. Osl. 89 
gréco-romaine, 1934, pp. 96 1. (a new, expanded edition in  90; and a group of related texs, P Soe. 160 735; P. 06l 91 P. 

  

  

ish i now in   e presses), and P, Leit. 13 introd s P. Tebt.  Wisc. 333 34; 35; 37; P. Mich, 617, 
    

        

  

  

  

308.4 n.; Calderini, Acg. 1, 1920,pp. 36 1€ M. C. Besta, “Pesca S1.P. Med.6. See N. Lews, Lindustric du papyrus dans  pescatori nell Egitto greco-romano.” Acg.2, 1921,pp. 67 1. I'Egypte gréco-romaine, 1934, pp. 112 i, 78. Wallace, Taxation, pp. 72, 211, 220 1. 82, Antoia: BGU 277; Anthos: P. Strassb. inv. 1108 
79, P. Gis. Univ.-Bibl. 12, where we should readiinlines  (APF 4, 1908, pp. 142 £); BGU 199 verso: 277. 810, 

1213 dufoudioclos, not Slauodooclos as the editor 8. BGU K10, 
Suggested; ines 14-15 ought 10 read doagua [ H] ESando(uar) 84, Of Pallas in Theadelphia: BGU1636; 1894;K:       

     ivevipiovta (a mistake for meveipovea?) [oto, ) 8 P, Mich. 223; 225; Philadelphia: P. Phil 19, Of Maccenas in Atovearodugiafis ot Philadelphia: P. Phil 19; Euhemeria: P, Hamb. 34; SBS972. 01 80. BGU 1§94.102 (. see the editor’s note on 102 and  Lurius: P. Triniy College inv. 112 (Chronique 43, 1969, p. 
105; see also P. Col. 1 verso 1a.46-7, where the amounts  317). Of Germanicus in Philadelphia: P. Phl. 19: Theadelphis: 
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We have sparse information about beasts of burden in the imperial estates, and none about 
cattle, although at least oxen must have been employed for the cultivation of the land and the 
threshing of the wheat. The estate of Livia and Germanicus had a sufficient number of donkeys in 
5 to warrant the presence of an &maTdmg (sc. Svixdv) #mvev. and the small bronze tablet 
inscribed "AyQeuTaviaviic #ai Povtikluaviic ovolag Tob zuoiov Abtorodrooos drekiy #ai 
avevydoeutov 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 Mogris 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 (6005 Tholov 
Avtoviaviis ovoias” This tallies well with the larg 
fragmentary cord fish-nets discovered during the excavations of the villa 
surprising,” as one of the excavators put it, “in view of the proximity of Soknopaiou Nesos tolake 
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 villag: 
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BGU 1894; Karanis: P. Mich. 223; Soknopaiou Nesos: BGL 87, P. Aberd. 24; BGU199 verso; 212;653.See Walace 
810, Of Camelius: P. Phil. 19; <. P. land. 26 (Theadelphia 2).  Taxation, p. 220; Johnson. Roman Egypr. p. 72 
Of Antonia in Philadelphia: P. Phil. 19; Karanis: P. Mich. 223: 8. A. E. R. Bouk, Soknopaiou Nesos. The Universty of 
BGUI894;cf.also P. Oxy.224. Of Claudius: P. Mich. 121 tecto. Michigan Excavations at Dim in 1931-32, 1935. p. 19. 

.1 89, CI. BGU 337; P. Tebt. 298.33 n. see aiso Walace 
85, B 9150. Taxation, pp. 219 1., C. Wessely, Karanis und Soknopaiou 
86, SB 4226. In BGU 104712 Lesquier tentatively  Nesos. Denkschriften der kaiserlichen Akademie der Wis. 

suggested {xfaaval, but could a stable be subject to  senschaften, phil-hist. Klasse, Bd. 47, Abh. 4, 1902, p. 72 
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    Chapter Four 

Administration and Manpower 

      Before their incorporation into the ovoiaxdg 2670, at which time they be 
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 zGoa 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 asimple one. Living 
on the estate, supervising activities and implementing the master's orders would be a hierarchy of 
officials known by such titles TQOVOOTVTES, OL%OVOHIOL, (EOVTLOTA, TQOTTATELL 
YoauuaTels, Toeopiteoot, yEworoTa, Toayatevtal, 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 dwed: 
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 Maccenas 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, 
1o be sure, like Sencca, 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 
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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. 

1 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 thatin 
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 presentin 
the estates were directly responsible to the owner in Rome. We know that Seneca had agents in 
Egypt,* and it is only logical to posit the existence of procuratores of such individuals as Antonia 
Drusi, Iulia Augusta, Germanicus, Maecenas and Lurius. We should certainly assume the 
existence of imperial freedmen and slaves in charge of the overall management of the estates that 
had passed to the emperor. The number of such properties increased with each successive ruler, 
and it seems hardly likely that the sooeoT@res 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 odo(a, 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 
amehetdeool Kafoapos xal obovépor, uelo xal hdrto memotevpévoL modyata (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 o the role of saves and frecdmen in the Kiaven und Freigelassene in der staatlichen Finanzverwaltung. 
administration of the patrimonium s oo large and too complex  des romischen Kaiserreiches,” AAntHung 15, 1967, pp. 3411 
to treat here in any depth. The following is o selected  H. Chantraine, Freigelassene und Sklaven im Dienst der 
bibliography of the most important works: O. Hirschfeld, Die  romischen Kaiser. Studien zu_irer Nomenklatur, 1967 S. 
Kaiserlichen Verwaltungsbeaten bis auf Diocletian, 1905; W.  Treggiari, Roman Freedmen During the Late Republic, 1966 
W. Buckland, The Roman Law of Slavery. The Conditionofthe G, Boulvert, Esclaves et affranchis impériaux sous le 

  

   
  

  

  

  

Slave in Private Law from Augustus (o Justinian, 1908; F. F 
‘Abbtt and A. C. Johnson, Municipal Administration in the 
Roman Empire, 1926; A. M. Dulf, Freedmen of the Early 
Roman Empire, 1928; 1. N. Lambert, Les operac libert 
Contribution 4 Ihistoire de droits de patronat, 1934; R 
Besnier, Les affranchis impériaux 3 Rome de 41 54 apres 
J-C.,1947, 1948; C. Cosentini, Studisuilierti, 1945, 1950;G. 
Vitucei, “Libertus,” DEAR 1V, 1953, pp. 905 ff; W. L. 
Westermann, The Slave Systems of Greek and Roman 
Antiquity, 1955; 1. Crook, Consilium Principis. Imperial 
Councils and Counsellorsfrom Augusius o Diocletian, 1955 . 
Macqueron, Le travail des hommes libres dans 'antiquité 
romaine, 1958; P. R. C. Weaver, “The Status Nomenclature of 
the Imperial Freedmen,” CQ NS. 13, 1963, pp. 272 it id. 
“The Status Nomenclature of the Imperial Slaves,” CON.S. 14 
1964, pp. 134 1. id., “Viearius and viearianus i the familia 
Caesaris,” JRS 54, 1964, pp. 117 1t; id, “The Slave and 
Freedmen cursus in the Imperial Administration,” PCPS 
1964, pp. 74 11 id, “Freedmen Procurators in the Imperial 
Administration,” Historia 14, 1965, pp. 460 1t id., Familia 
Caesaris. A Social Study of the Emperor's Freedmen and 
Slaves, 1972; M. Woll, Untersuchungen zur Stellung der 
kaiserlichen Freigelassenen und Sklaven in lalicn und den 
Westprovinzen, Diss., Minster, 1965; G. Boulvert, “Servict 
liberti du prince,” Labeo 12, 1966, pp. 94 ff; R. Wachicl 

  

    

  

  

     

  

  

  

  

haut-empire romain. Role politique et admiistrat, 1970. 
4. See above, n. 2 
5. The evidence is collected and discussed by Hirschfeld 

Verwaltungsbeamten, pp. 367 L. Wilcken, Grundzige, pp. 155 
and WChr. 175 introd.; A. Bataille, “P. Clermont-Ganneau 
3.5, JIP 6, 1952, pp. 185 It A. Swiderek, “Les Kaiogos 
olxovon de IEgypte romaine,” Chronique 45, 1970, pp- 157 
. cf.also Chalon, L'dit,p. 127,n.19. Well aware that T pursue 
a course detrimenal to my thearis, I canno accept the view of 
Bataille and Wilcken that the oixovéuot Kaioagos that we 
know of (they appear in documents of the second and third 
centuries) are officialsof the patrimonium, Wilcken, WChr, 175 
fintrod., cannot really prove his theory by refrring cither o P. 
Tebr. 296 (WChr. 79)or o P. Achmim (WChr.81) Inthe fist 
document we are dealing with the dios logos (the name lurking 
behind line S being Marcius Moesianus; . BLL, p.426), andin 
the second, regardiess of whether Claudius Diognetos was a 
procurator. usiacus or not, he is acting inhis capacity of 
duabeuevos Ty deyisouotvy; in both documents we are 
dealing with temple matters. In BGU 156 (WChr. 175) there is 
o reason why the Aurelius Felix should not have been idios 
Togos or the dioiketes of A.D. 201 at any rate, we are dealing 
with the  iso In BGU 102 a Octqiios 
Aovrégon ofibovdlifoly [olivkdouws (a similar official 
appearsin P. Oxy. 735) collects ggov ngofaa. Finally. f e 
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borne the name ototaxds Aéyos, 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 
ovotads A6yog may have been born. 

We have some isolated references toslaves 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 Krjowdog Avtwviag Agotoou 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 Kidog Aipiag Agotioov Kaioagogisfound 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’Eagoédutog, slave of the imperial freedman Tipéouog Khavdiog 
ijkE, served in an administrative capacity in an oil-press originally of Tipéotog KAavdiog 
Saganiw (obviously another imperial freedman) but at the time the property of Nero.* We have 
already encountered a slave or a freedman of great wealth, "Avfog Ieopaviot Kaioagos, 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 o to their patronus,all orin 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 e hear of a dispensator directing the leasing of plots of 
land to tenants, an Edoyijuov, olxovéuos i év tan Agowoeim: Tifeoiov Khavdiov 
Aogugboou medtegov Nagrioaiaviis ototac. " Itis impossible to know whether he wasin charge 
of the entire Narkissian portion of the Doryphorian estate in the Arsinoite, or whether he was one 
of many olxovépor. 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 Auwai Auwaiov, énitgomog *Aggodioiov 
"Agoodisiov, yoaupaténs Aogugogiaviic ovolac.” Now Limnaios is not an ovoiondg 
£niroomog as this office is known from the second and third centuries, and yoappaTeig oceurs 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 otouaxdg A6yos, and one that soon 
disappeared. 

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

            

   

   

    

   

in line 22 of the edict o Ti. ulius 
ivbide éntrgoroston rvoioui 1) olxovéos is concerned with debitores fisc, ot with the patrimonium principis (the examples Chalon lsts at L'édit, p. 127, n. 18, are misleading: better at p. 128, n. 21) 6. P.Oxy. 2242, 15, 19 

7. P.RyL.127.26.7; on the name sec above, chapter 1, . 

    

  

  

  

8. P. Lond. 280 (1L, p. 193).2; f. WChr. 3122 n. 9. See above, Chapter 1, n. 24, There wa 
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‘acquired by Iuli 

  

  

0. Tulius estate o C. Tulus Alexandros, before it was Augusta, diecting the leasing of land: P. Ryl    
  

16,1, 30. 
10. CL. P. Lond. 1223 (IIL, p. 139).14 (121), toi 

otoias oixavouors; P. Hamb. 8.1-2 (136), obxovéyion Tovhi 
Bevixs); f. P. M. Meyer's note. 

1. P. Osl. 21.3-6. "Exizgonot in private ovoiat: P. 
Strassb. 74 (P. Sarap. 2).11 (126); P. Mich. 6204, 125, 206 
(239-40); P. Princ. 010 (255). For yoapyaets in charge () of an cstate see BGU 1669.1-2 (Augustus) with editor’s n. AS 
administrative offiials of the government yoaaTsis appear 
only in the Taaal ovoiat of the end of the third century: P. Oxy. 58.7-8 (288) and P. Beatty Panop. 1.207, 210 (298). 
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is simply a “‘collector” of revenues, an entrepreneur who exploits either all the operations inside a 
property, ¢, (o1, ExMijpTtwg ovoiag Tob wvoiov Tieoiov Khavdiov Kaioagos 
Zeaotod Teguaviod Adtoxgdtogos,” or only a limited portion thereof, e.g., "A¢oodiowoe 
Zoihov, Eykiurtwg Bifhov Tovhiag Tefaotic #al Téxvay Leouavinod Kaiooos.* His 
private position, and he works under contract to the owner or his representative; he may act as a 
bailiff of the estate, but since part at least of his function was the parcelling and the subleasing of 
his concessions, there is often little, if any, difference between him and a Grosspéichter or 
wodomic'* 

The same, to a large extent, may be said about the most numerous group of known officials, 
the moeoTaTes, " persons who carry the favored term during the first century for “manager” or 

uperintendent.” A document addressed Tt TeogoTdTL TS &v 1§ Agowoimy Tifeoiov 
Khavdov Kafoagog Zefaotod Tegnavixod Avtoxgdrogos Metouviaviis ovoiag 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 mooeotdg.”” 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@toc 6 Mégwvog, 6 mgoeotix v Tiegiov xal Aipiag 
Agotoov Kaloagog téxvav, was in charge of more than one parcel.” In two instances the 
7QoEoTS is specifically stated to be supervising only a section of his master’s domain, i.c. 
Xagrjpay 100 *Axovotkdov, 6 mgoeotix Tilg Talov Kaiougog Zefaotod odoias xai mig 
TiBeoiov Khavdiov Teopavizod ovotag tav reol Evnueoiav,” and ALovioiog, & T00e0tdg T 
évtin [..] 7fo]v énowion odoiag Avioviag Agotoou.” Inall 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 o wooeaTdTes Tic Metouviaviic ovoiag and in of 
TQoeoTdTes Tilg mobTepov Nagriooou ovoiac:* and in one instance we encounter a specialized 
foreman in charge of the beasts of burden of an estate, one Kakhatdmg 100 Kahhiotodtov, & 
mooeoThg #Tvav ovolag Aplag xal Teouavixod Kaioagos, under whom works a hired 
Sviphdmng [xal 1000TdTE?] SVIHBY KDYV 

‘These ooe0TTes 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). oaareis qualifies s evidence for the existence of kings in 
13 P. Med. 613 (26). Roman Egypt. The problem s simila (o the one encountered in 
15, The Howdleliong, é/kiuafrofo dowiav Tepriveos  Asia Minor where, on the basis of the existence of éxizgomo. 

sl Keglraofleos of P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 13,12 (90) is 8 uodoral, obxovGjior and the ke, many imperialcstates were. 
Grosspichter; more examples in Preisigke, Worterbuch 111, seen where there was no other supporting evidence: scc T.R.S. 
‘Abschnitt8, .. An éxdsjuxtop i also found in anestate oy Broughton, TAPA 65, 1934, p. 225, and more fully B. Levick, 

  

             
     

  

  

owned by M. Aponius Saturninus and Ti. Claudius Balbilus: P, Roman Colonies in Southern Asia Minor, 1967, pp. 224 1. 
Mich. 312.6-8, 50-1 (34). Sce further . M. Meyer, P. Hamb.9 17. BGU6S0.1-3 (46/7): f. WChr. 365 ntrod.; Tomsin, 

introd. “Le recrutement.” p. 82 with n. 10, 
16. TMgocorivees in private estates: P. Ryl 132 and 145. 18, P. Ryl. 1382-5 (34). 

The designation mocoTs is known tous,” wrote Rostovtzeff, 19, P. Ryl 148.3-10 (40). 
Kolonat, p. 127; “this is thettle bornin Ptolemaic times by the 20, P. O 12336 (22). 

foremen of a dwged” (cf. also SEHRE, p. 674, n.46), and was 21, BGU 650.12-13 (see sbove, n. 17); WChr. 176.7 
cchoed by Wilcken, Grundige, p. 299. But this may not be  (Nero). 
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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 

TQoEoThs of the otoia, 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 olxov6j105 of the estate is on record as agreeing to pay 
a certain sum to a tenant (he is living in the nearby farmstead of Antonia Drusi) for clearing the 
land and building embankments, el #aeoyaotay xal yopatiouods TV E5ap@V]. 

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, xh1100T0, owners of dwoeai and their tenants. The 2161 11/32 arourac owned 
by Seneca in the éofxiov 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 
s00n 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 
ovoi0xds Abyos was created the coloni Caesaris changed masters once more; they joined the 
ranks of the nudotou yewoyol and became tenants who dealt directly with the administration and 
its representatives, leasing their land from Grosspichter or directly from such officials as the 
strategos and the royal scribe, paying rentals to the ovowaxog A6yogand, if private tenants, having 
their properties sequestered by the idios logos until all debts to the administration were satisfied. 

‘The Greek term for a tenant (regardless of whether he was ovotax6s or not) was simply 

  

     

    

  23, P.0s1.123; P. Ry, 138; 145. Complaining tenants and 25 P. Ryl 171.15-16 (56/7). 
farmers in P Lond. 445 (1L, p. 166); P. Ryl. 126; 1341 140; 141; 26. Johnson, Roman Egypr, p. 301. Sec 1. Biezunska- P. Strassb. 115; P. Sorbonne inv. 2364; P. Athen. Malowist,“Recherches sur Pesclavage dans I       spte romaine, 24.P. Ryl 138 (34); P-Lond. 195 (1, p. 127) (Tiberius?).  CRAI1959, pp. 203 1, and 1 s papyrusde affranchisd      

  

Compare.the farm accounts collected by Johnson, Roman  I'époque ptolémaique et romaine,” At delP’XT congresso Egypt. p. 173 it and cf. A. Swiderek, La propriété fonciére  internazionale di papirologia, 1966, pp. 433 i, privée dans Egypte de Vespasien et sa technique agricole 27. For bibliography se¢ above, Chapter I, n. 17. aprés P. Lond. 131 recto, 1960.   
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Yyewoyos, farmer, but since his legal position was defined by a lease, he could also be called 
wodamg, lessee. In the papyri there exists a differentiation between these two terms only in so 
far as a yewoy6s may be self-employed, i.e. he may cultivate his own land, or in so far as a 
wodwnis 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 yewoyés would be inappropriate.” Offers for subleasing which include the 
formulaic expressions fovhopar woddoasdar & dootoas (or g’ dv doovedv) xai ob 
YewYeis (or e év uodioe), and entries into rolls of abstracts of contracts beginning with the 
formula &uiodwoey 6 detva s xal abTos Yemoyel TS Thde ovolas Goovoas” illustrate the 
interchangeability of the terms and the fact that both yewoyg and woBawriic may be used for the 
sublessor and the sublessee. The term Vowodwmig, although a favorite of papyrologists, is in 
fact quite rare. 

The economic and the administrative center of an estate was usually the éxo{xiov or the 
(0. These would vary greatly in size, from a simple farmhouse for the superintendent and 

afew 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 

n 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 tofind in these éxoixtctall 
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 éxo(.c 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 Bnoaugol, granaries for the storage of wheat, barley and lentils, often equipped with a 
oy0s;” these estates had their special measures, or étoa. as well, and these could be used by 

    

     

    

  

        

    

  

  

28, See alsothe very good discussion by Kuhnke, Ottowa)  name to.a number of such farmsteads: P Princ. 11..1-2.and .6 
5, pp. 64 . esp. p. 71, on the difference between otowrsos  (35) near Philadelphia and near Ptolemais Nea; P. Princ       

  

  

  

    
  

ot and ovoiads yewoos. 1489 (23-40) near Boubastos; P. Ryl. 171.4 (36/7) near 
20 P. Mich. 121 recto TILx.1 (42); cf. now P. Mich.  Herakleia. On’ the other hand, in the neighborhood of 

560.4-9 (46), Euhemeria, situated within the estate of Tiberius and the 
30. 1t docs not occur in documents dealing with the  children of Livia Drusi. and close to the lands of C. Iulius 

imperial estates of the Julio-Claudian period. For the second  Alexandros acquired by Tlia Augusta, there was an éxoliov 
century see BGU 1047.iv.5 (cf. Rostovizelf, Kolonat, p. 183 Aooéos: P. Ryl 126.13-14 (28/9) and 138.11, 16-18 (34). For 
18); for the third, CPR 243.5-9, 20 (Messalnian sate). Enoiov = sy see C. Wessely, Topographie des Fajim 31 Sce Rostovtzell, SEHRE, pp. 673 L. n. 46. For  (Arsinoites Nomus) i griechischer Zeit, 1904, pp. 5 . and P. 
ououdar see P. Tebt, 40135, reading S(ae (=Gore)  Jouguet, La vie municipale dans I'Egypte romaine, 1911, p. 
uvo(ixig) "Aveuias (not later than Tiberius), and BGU  207: . alko Hohlwein, L'Egype romaine, p. 251 
1047,3, [d1d ovvounay dunelroouévon s foal (=g 3. P. Soc. 1028.13 (1), Iulia Augusta; SB 10536.13-15 
Ebdglov?) (117-38); ci. the owwouia olowwa of P. Berl.  (25/6), lulia Augusta and children of Germanicus; of. BGU 
Leihg. 165 and 16Cin Apias and Pelousion (161);cf.also APF 1646 (1), Vespasian estate near Philadelphia. For 

1903, p. S62= AE 1903, no. 226=SB 4231. The énoGaa P, Ryl. 13820 (34), Tiberius and children of Livia Drusi: P M. 
wated within the estates often carried the name of the owner,  Vogl. 251 (I, Severus. Many such buildings are attested as 

o the former owner,of the property: so énofxiov Aupiihalc]as being privately owned, and there is nothing srange in thei 
near Soknopaiou Nesos (BGU  presence amidst the imperial_estates; se 

. pp. 4111 E. M. Husselman, 

        
    

         

  

      
        

  

    as in the second century. 
277,15 see above, Chapter 11, n. 21. Antonia Drusi gave her  ©noavoof, 19:          
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TATES IN ROMAN EGYP™     

people unconnected with the odoia as trustworthy to both sides of an agreement.* We also hear 
of wihau or woha for making flour, Ehauoveyeta for making oil, Mv@veg and various xenoTiioia 
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 
ovoia and the estates owned by various inhabitants of Egypt, they emphasize the similarities 
between them: all these buildings, including complexes called &moixc, are found in many a 
private property in the Arsinoite.* 

Not all the tenants or the workers of the estate lived in these éro(.a; they were not obliged 
t0 do 50, 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 &ofxua of a 
nearby estate.’* Some of the farmers were d1u6ot01 yewgyol 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 xAfjoot xaTouxo 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 

ovoiat.* 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 TooeoT@TeES of the estate to purchase a new machine, but they turned a deaf ear, 
and s0 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: énavayxdoa Tove me[oJeoTdTa dnagevéyMT6Y e morjoa triée TGV péewv.” 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 1.: and M. Nowick, “A 37. PRyl 140.5-7 (36), bupoofov yeoayfot) yewoyory. 
propos des tours-igyor dans ls papyrus grecs,” Archeologia 1o b¢ wou %l odolas "Avtoviag Agotoou; P. Ryl. 141.5-8 
21, 1970, pp. 53 I (37), brpooion yeugyon xal medntogos uoolu, E0gYoM- 

33. . Soc. 1028 and SB 105363 sce the previousnoteand o5 bt xat "Aveanias Agotooy 
D. Hennig, Untersuchungen zur Bodenpacht im plolemiisch- 38, P. Mich. 121 recto IlLx2 (42); P. Mich. 539 (53), 
romischen Agypten, 1967, pp. 14 . where i fine 12 Prof. H. C. Youtie informed me by letter that 

34. P Mil. Vogl. 251 (ID), Severus; P. Lond. 195 (IL,p.  we should read xal doiy @ev. for the impossible #al 
127).18-19 (Tiberius 7) Soubéoyas 540 (53); P. Ross-Georg. I 12 (48), where the 

35. Sce above, n. 32. Further examples in Preisighe,  marginal notation oba i or ofsi: tdig signifies that those 

  

   

  

  

  

Waorterbuch and E. Kiessling'ssupplements,s. w3 addthe very  farmers live in their own houses; P. Ryl. 126 (28/9); 148 (40), 
important P. Mich. 620 (239-40). Often such éxoGuinprivate  BGU 650 (46/7). Note that in BGU 1814 (S7)  tenant i 
properties id not amountto much: . the one mentionedin P.  described s TV 40 i WTQOTEEw. 
Oxy. 486. 33 (131), which was totally destroyed during a heavy 39. . Ryl 141,58, quoted above, n. 37; SB 9224 
inundation of the Nile, discussed below, 

36, E.g. P. Oxy. 2837 (50); P. Ryl 126 (28/9); 134 (34): 40, . Lond. 280 (IL, p. 193) (55); WChr. 176 (Nero). 
140/ (36); 141 G7); 171 (56/7). 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 mooeoTTes and the éxdhijutoges 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 nothingstrange in that cither, nor does it appear as if this was done regularly or for great profit.* Of particular interest is an application to the &krjurtwo Bifhov 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 &g was the main lessee) shall be able to gather papyrus and rushes from the marshin 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 5o 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 érréhevc 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 
atenant cultivating ovoilas Aupraviic év ti [averei (sc. vi) Goovoay wlJaviiufio]u Sydoov, but 
exactly what téAn were not paid or for what reasons we do not know.* Nor do we receive any 
additional assistance from the other two references to éketa known o us, the first of which 
certainly, the second in all likelihood, date to the Julio-Claudian era. Also in the estate of 
Claudius, thi e in the Oxyrhynchite, there was an Egyptian farmer whose widow described 
him as [G]v or [B]v év T ekl ig x[ololxJew[éms oJvoias,* 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 *Aygeutmiviaviic xai ‘Povrikhiaviis ovolas 107 xuiov AdToxodtoeog drekiy 
i GvevyGgevtov.’ Since we know of a good number of lands, persons and animals that enjoyed 

   
  

  

  

and 360, n. 198; Tomsin,   “Les continuités,” p. 90 and “Le 
47. Nowhere is it stated that the 

rson o carryout these functions: the 
him exclusive rights. N. Lews, 

Liindustie du papyrus dans I'Egype gréco-romaine, 1934, pp. 
101 1€, has demonstrated that the cultvation of papyrus was not 
a state monopoly; on this document see esp. pp. 112 1 

45, P. Mich. S60.8-9 (46). Prof. H. C. Youti informed me 

42, The following documents are of special interest: P. 
Aberd. 29 (48/9),a receiptof rentalsisued by the sceretary of 
the farmers; BGU 650 (46/7), the confiscation o 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 BASPS, 1968, pp. 17 0; P. Ryl 166 (26) and 171 
(56/7), applications for lease of ands belore they had becon 
imperial estates (propertis of Alexandros and Doryphoros); 

  

   sublesse will b the 
   

  

  

  

  

$B7742 (57),withdrawal ofapartner from s common ease (the 
o lessees are almost certainly brothers); P. Mich. 121 recto 
UL (42), abstractof lease and sublease. O leasesin general 

J. Herrmann, Studien zur Bodenpacht im Recht der 
grico-dgypischen Papyri, 1958, and D. Hennig, Unter- 
suchungen zur Bodenpacht im ptolemiisch-romischen Agyp- 
ten, 1967, 

43. Subleasing is indicated in the following documents: P. 
Med. 6 (26); P. Mich. 121 recto Lii and ITLx (42); 560 (46): . 
Oxy. 2837 (S0); 2873 (62). 

2. P. Med. 6 26). S 

    

  

  

e Johnson, Roman Egypt, pp. 329 

by letter that he reads i (1, ed.) in line 8, butthe meaning of 
the passage does not chany 

46. P, Oxy. 2837.9-10 (50), 
47, $B 4226 (the quotation i the enire text); sce above, 

Chapter 1L, n. 23. 1 should consider the mention of 
vaerytoevros 1 a good indication that this ought 0 be dated to 
a time when the estate was in fact 4 private property of an 
emperor, and not part of the otowaxbs 6yos,for yyageiais 
term applied o the impressment of private property or public 
service. The evidence for such. requisitions during. the 
Julio-Claudian period comes primariy in the form of edicts 
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a partial or a total &téhewa or immunity from dyyageic 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 Gvayworoes to their daily life is significant 
Furthermore, a prefect who received word from Rome that the grain supplies were not up to the 
imperial expectations, and one who was informed either directly or by a hint from a local agent 
that the palace was not totally satisfied with the revenues of the imperial estates, was apt to 
employ all means available to himself to rectify the situation, regardless of whether such means 
‘might be against tradition or the law, or might even prove to be counterproductive in the long run. 

Consider, for example, the famous edict of 6 July 68, in which the prefect Ti. Iulius 

Alexandros almost simultaneously announced the accession of Galba and his own determination 

to correct a long series of abusive practices. Immediately after the florid preamble he addresses 
himself to what he calls “tax-farming and other leases of imperial estates” Eyvev i 700 Tavtog 
evhoywTémy ofoay Ty EvievEw Brdy bt 10D w1} drovag dviodmous els Tehwvelas fi{t} 
&[MJog poddoeis ovoukis Tad 1 xowdy [E]dos Thv indeyov mods fiav dyeodar, xal bt 
ot SM[ivlov EPhape & Tobynata T moMods dmeloove Sviag TS TowdTE ToayHaTELaS 
ogiivan et avéyng, ETBABEVIOY adTole TV TEMDY. SIOTEQ %0l VTS OTTE fiyayoy Tivat el 
ehwvelav L} piodwoy obte dEw{1}, el90)S TOTTO CUNpEQEY al TATE KVOLAKAIS YIGOLS, T 
weves moodupias Exnbviag moayuatedeodou Todg duvatove: mémerouar dE BTl ovd els T pékkov 
dnovide g e tehdvag {1} wodwths, WY drauodhoe Tois Povkonévols Exovoing 
z0(0)éoyeadar, pakkov Ty THv Tootéomy Exdoyov alGviov ouvideiay GUAGOCHY ii{L} TV 

006y Tvog dduriay p{e}ynoduevos.” 

  

  

  

     

    

    

     
   

   

      

against the abuse of soldiers and officials; one by Germanicus 5.7 n. The term occurs in the following documents o the second 
Cacsar himself, during his visit to Egyptin 29 (SB3924);0neby  half of the second century: P, Fay. 52.13 (145) (el abov, 

the prefect L. Aemilius Rectus in 42 (P. Lond. 1171 verso[Ill.  Chapter 1 n. 36 no. 4); BGU 1593.190, 260, 500, 544, 547-5     
p. 107]); e by Cn, Vergilus Capito in 48/9 (SBS245=CIG 651,658 (149): P. Fay. 40.3 (162/3); P. B, Leihg. 1 ectoii. 1 
4956 = IGRR 1262).in which mention s made of yetanother i3 (164/5): P. Mich. 223.1698 (171/2); P. C 

  

11 verso 5.7   

  

  

    

edict by M. Magius Maximus (prefectin 10-12). Forthesecond  (175/6 %); BGU 199 verso (after 194). One may add here a 
century we have the edict of M. Petronius Mamertinus of  mysterious payment which could be connected with the 
133-37 (P. Soc. 446). See brifly Ocriel, D Liturgie,pp. S8 L5 tehaavu réheuc: P Strassb, 29 recto. 18 (I1), money paid for 
Wilcken, Grundziige, pp. 347 f(; Johnson, Roman Egypt, pp.  Jalas tehcond(on) kv and colleeted by the ovoraeds 
62011 Ay05. Whether allthese instances of abatementsarc in any way 

45, Examples in Preisigke, Worterbuch and Kiesslings  connected with those found in the Julio-Claudian imperial 
supplements, s. w. dnéhsta and ki, For the phrascology  estates, or whether they reflect only a second century situation, 
sccesp. P. Vars. 11.2, P. Ryl 216.and P Soc. 1036.5;cl.also . is unknown, 

     
    

    Oxy. 1434. The question of tekavue dréheia, which i often 49. Rostovtzelf, SEHRE, p. 298; cf. p. 677, n. 52 
comnected with the ovouao 11 nd which appears o have been 50 So on the papyrus copy (BGU  1563.29.30) 
a special impost in recompense of unknown abatements, is  £xagycto on the twomarble copies.Sec Chalon, L'édi,p. 103        
imperfectly understood inspite of much discussion;see Grenfell 1. 12, and p. 108, n. 33, and H.-D. Schmitz, T i 
and Hunt, P. Fay. 40 introd ; Wilcken, APF 1, 1901, p. 552;  verwandte Begrife in den Papyr, 1970, pp. 67 fi. 
Rostovtzef, Kolona, p. 121; Preisigke, Girowesen, pp. 1711 51 Lines 10-15; text as established by Chalon, Lédit 
Thunel, P. Sitol, pp. 69 . Kalén, P. Berl Leih. 1 rectofi.In..  with the exception mentioned in the previous note and the 
following Thunell; Kortenbeutel, BGU 1893 introd. p. 48 {1 deletion of superfluous lette 
Wallace, Taxation, . 360 n. 6; Day and Keyes, P. Col. 1 verso 
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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 
“Iknow that it s 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 duvarro, and this is 
perhaps why he singles out one of the forms of leases, the Tekwveia o 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 doso.* 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 
7Q00avYEMw T0TTO (ic. the fact that he had purchased parts of the machinery at his own 
expense) xai WIVoi, ivet, Ev Eypaive %ol GOMOUAL TS MODHOENS ZADDE [ Jov, 
#[w] avriic égovoiav dmevléylxeotar [ty pnylaviy xal Buiav etc. One may very well see 
“eine liturgische Nuance™ in éxfave ot daoldopat wic wiodioews, 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 ovoiau were assigned to neighboring landowners for compulsory cultivation.” Itis 
a petition addressed v mooe[or]at[t Tlic &v @ 'AloJowotm T[Blefoltlov Kravdiou 
Kaioagos Tefaotod Meguavixod Avtoxod(togos) Hetguviaviis ovoias 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: éxel t000iBov dyopaoud i 
xal Sty #Migov xaTouoT deovedy dvvéa fiuicov[s] TethoTov, v § Ehady xal Tioyos 

    

  

  

  

   

    

   

  

    

  

    

52. 1 follow here Johnson, Roman Egypt, p. 706, who for the Senccan estte a withdrawal from lease, P. Oxy 
gives 0 Tois duvatousits ull Aticforce and translates “menof  2873.17-20 (62), ub deomyev ovvyogiioay ey (= fjiv) e 

  

        
         

    

  

substance.” N. Lewis and M. Reinhold, Roman Civilization1I 70 T dovyogavitovs ddvau adtots ( 
The Empire, 1955, no. 98, transiate “competent men,” and ). Documents providing for a termination by agreement 
Chalon, L'edit, p. 36, “ceu qui en sont capables.” employ these and similar terms; see, e.&. P. Tebr. 310; P. O 

53, So first Wilken, Ostraka I, pp. 92 £ 137; SB 7468; P. Mil. Vogl. §7: 88; 167; 196 
54 P. Lond. 28011 p. 193) (55); WChr 176 (Nero), 57. BGU 650 (46/7); quoted are lines 1-3 and 6-22. A 

Rostovtzetf, Kolonat, p. 195; Ocrtel, Die Liturgie,pp-96{.and  large number of the restorations were proposed by Wilcken in 
111 £; Tomsin, “Le recrutement,” p. 89 f. CL., however, the  his second edition of thetext, WCHr. 365, For the liturgy under 
terms mentioned in P. Amh, 63.19-21 discussion see A. C. Johnson, “The éxulok of Land in Roman 

5. Oertel, Die Liturgie, . 111 Egypu” Acg. 32, 1952, pp. 61 11.; G. Pocthke,      
  56. CL. P. Hamb. 819 and 23-4, dxéhvoa uas s 1969, pp. 24 f. 

wobihoews; P. Tebt. 309,23, dehiore dxfoltoat o, See esp     

  
 



    
60 IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT 

xal Erega, meol ‘Hlolwdelav Tis Oeplotou peoidos, mebtepov Meftejvobowos o[t 
*Oguevotuolc], puodutod ey (se. Edagiv) T avuils ovoiac), Spopdpar b wi Tis ot 

Amorg vév[ntan] 57 v TeoeoTdTey T Snhfojun[émg] Metowviaviis ovoiag Evexa [t 
wbv 1] doytoiov xwoety elis] dnulblofiov, TV ToT avlrod Metevoveuog bragxdv[Twv 

Gvedmppévoy OU] ydeway yewoyias dnpo[oig or [0ie, avtiv (se. TV TeoeoTdTY) 5t dravta 
ouverie dartfoupbvoy, 0] GEWD, v paivitar, dmfotaiivar Tois &l Tdv] dlelivv 
eaypévorg élyyodyar avtag (sc. T dpovoas)] dvepmodiotws, meds T [Honvitov Kal 
amagevoyhTov e elvau S[xte Tob weol Tv] ovolay Msly[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 Exdewa yewgyias. The 
supervisors of the estate requested the fiscus to confiscate the property which Petenouris had 
laced in collateral, and this was purchased by Potamiaine who made a deposit during the auction, 
he 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 ol Canit be taken, on the other 
hand, as evidence of the fact that Petenouris had undertaken the lease under compulsion, i.c. as a 

2 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 xdrachmae; 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 
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 Y@ AvdE®Y ... 100w .. 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: Maowv 

Tuhddov, yeyovlas] Toduftwo] Aaoyoapias fed] éwéa (itdv) i leoxlewéwns %buns, 
[evalo[eRd[olulévios eis yewoyiay Tig [Mlavnvianiaiic] ovotag &f6 .. (Evove)] Tueoiov 
[Kiavdiov] Kaioagos ZeBac[tod Teojuaviot [Avtoxgdtogog], wi dv &v hev[xbujate eid[d 

  

    
  

   

    

    
  

    

  

      

    

  

  

    

S8, See Tomsin, “Le recrutement,” p. 89, He reads o¢] but the 
Eypeuay yeveyias nuolotas in line 16, but unless he 

s i€ after if, Wilcken's objection, WChr. 365.161.,  noatoguds i a novelty 
Nicht dyjuooas, Dass misste von yewoyias 61, SB9224. The lines quoted n this paragraph are 5 and 

  
E. P. Wegener suggested, Eos 48, 1956, pp. 345 1 
leters before the break are very uncerta 

  

  

  

unders 
il holds true: 

         

  

sthen, passt auch sachlich nicht 
59, Examples and discussion in A, Berger, Dic 

Strafklauseln in_ den Papyrusurkunden. Ein Beitcag zum 
rico-igypiischen Obligationenrecht, 1911, pp. 4 f.and 149 . 
For the phrase al sic t dotov s Toas (sc. boaude),see 
esp. P. Mich, inv. 1427.31 (3 B.C) (TAPA 101, 1970, p. 491): 
PSoc. 14.26 (22); P. Oxy. 1124.13-14 26); P. Oxy. 7291920 
37) 

60, Perhaps oarzooudiv tonagl 
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7-13; n the following paragraph, 14-30 (end).In ine 8 1 read 
algd] évvéa (i) for Martn's wlaod) évvic: (), a phrase 
which instandard Greek means “every ninth year” (see LSJs.. 
2, C.1.9). The mgamogeia was more or less standardized 
early in the second century us  three-year lturgy, but we know 
of longer periods of service in the first century; see Octel, Die 
Liturgie, p. 195. In line 17 1 follow Browne, P. Mich. 552 
introd., p. 15, and read {ewoyols for Martin's alaviolk. 
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~voJénu[arla. There is no way of arguing around the import of this: Maron has served a liturg 
still serving one, and is eligible for those liturgies for which literacy is a requirement.*” He 
the hebxopa, the album containing the list of persons exempt from compulsory service.* And 
although the expression dvadudévau elg yewpyiay is still unparalleled, others that express the 
same import are known to us, and the verbs didwp and évadidw 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 ovotat 
was a compulsory service. This, too, is precisely what Ti. Tulius Alexandros said in his edict, for 
yewoyic (except for farmers who own their land) is a piowoig, 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 youc &vde@v are more intriguing. One is 
“Qoiov Tetooloelvs, dnoktowos Tic] Mavavaniaviis oboias, yeyovldd] medxtwg 
haoyougias T duehnudon] dexndro (Eren) wal dmokiiouios [eweo)s Yeyovis T w (Erey) 
TiBeoiov Khavdiov Kaioaeog Zefaotod Teguavinot Av[toxodtogoc), wh dv évievdpat, bu 
n[dlofJet weol T(iy) xbuny xijoo(v) xatouk(1ot) (Geovear) & GE(ar) (deoxudy) A xai 
aérov (&oovoa) & EE(ar) (doayu@v) T. The other is Anitotos Towd ooy, &rokiouos Tis 
Metowviavis otolas, yeyovie modxtwg haoyeagios Tor diehphwd(6w) dexdron (Erer), 
odotic Cutorwh(eiov) o T xdpy T0b 1 (Eoug) Tifeeiov Khavdiou Kaioagos 
Tefaoton [[eo)uavixot Abtoxedtogos, i dv év Aeveduat eldds yodupata.On the face of it, 

one could argue that &rokiouos Tis detva: odoias is an expression parallel to dvadedouévos eis 
Yewoyiav, and that &rohbowos Yeweyds Yeyovas is parallel to Yeyovirs modxtwp Aaoyeapias. 
In such a case the drrohbouioL yewgyol are released from an ovoic 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 drokbouor of 7 estates, including the 2 already mentioned. 
They are, one each in the ovoi of Iulia Augusta and Germanicus in 14/5, of Maccenas 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 TGV & Tefrivens dohvoipay 
otoiag Tiegiov Khavdiov Kaioagog Zefaoton Teguavixod Avtongdtogog in 43. In 
addition, we hear of a group of éroAGou0L 0l TQOBaToXTVOTESGOL and aThiiBos drohvoipwy. 
ina roll of abstracts dated to 46 and also dealing with inhabitants of Tebtunis, and these may have 
been connected or identical with the dmokoutov of the estate of Cla ‘The phrasesin which 
the term occurs are the following: dmokiowog ovolas oD deive; GokioUI0S YEWRYOS: 
anohiowog xai TooBatoxmVoTes(og (2); YewoYds #al dokiouto Tis detva (or Tig ToD 
Seivar) ov0lag; Yewoyos Tva Edap@dy ToD deiva, By St %ai dmokiouios T ats ovoias; 
ovoLandS YEweYOS %ol (Tokioutog TS detva ovoias.” 
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2. The rguro Maccenas, Petronius: 89224 Camelis: P.Mich.539 nlines 
65 Scc G Browse, P. Mch SE2 iniod p. 16, For T8 1 1 onthe publshed phoogaph seooyen sl 

persons qualiied for exemption ndfor the circumstancesunder  &xGh/0uov for Yewgyon s [{ov)/oiash, and Prof. H. C. 
i i posile e N, Lewi, - Exempion rom Liturgy  Youte waskind cnough o verty this n the riginal; Anionia 
I Roman Efypt-»prtonc n Actesdu X-congrés nernational  Drus, Germanicus: P. Ross.-Georg. 1 12, Claudius: P Mih. 

aucs, 1964, pp. 69 ff, part two in At dell’XI 244 (quoted is linc 3) 
Congrésso internzionle di papirologa, 1965, p. 508 . 67, P. Mich. 123 recto i 0; Vi 26, » 

4. e Octel, Die Liturgie,p. 365: cf. N. Lewis, TAPA 68, P. Lond. 445 (L, p. 166).4-8 (14/5. 
100, 1969, p. 3 9. P, Mich, 539.7-5 (sec above, n. 66). Here ofowaxds 

5. Set exp. the discussion in Tomsin, “Le recrutement,” 60765 equals w1 ovotas and has nothing in common. 
Pp. 85 1 it the dentically termed farmer ofthe postJulo-Claudian 

6. Tulia Augusta-Germanicus: P, Lond. 445 11 p. 166); 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 
io-Claudians were dtohboytor. One should also note that the darokjouor of originally 

non-imperial estates (Maecenas, Petronius, Camelius) appear only after these ovoiou had 
become imperial property. Is this simply due to accident, or are the dokjowov 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 Gokyouor, and 
considering that the term utokouo¢ is never found among the far more numerous papyri which 
mention the ov0toudS A6v05 or the ovoLcuei Yi] of post-Julio-Claudian times, I think not. The 
amohboyor seem to have been a group that disappeared with the Flavians, when the ovotooe) vi) 
began being treated as part of the dnjpooia vil, and when the ovotaxol yewoyo had exactly the 
same obligations as the dnudoio yewoyol. 

By itself, the term dolouog indicates a person who is either discharged or exempt from a 
service or an obligation. Thus F. Preisigke, on the basis of drohboutos otoaTidmg and 
amolioios Gmd otgarelas, suggested that we are dealing with discharged veterans who had 
settled in the estates. Thisis ruled out by the fact that all but two of the 24 éarolbouot 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. Rostovizeff, seeing in the institution of the drolvouion a possible proof for his equation 
of the imperial ovoia with the Ptolemaic dwoea, 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 drokbouiou as persons 
released from such an obligation, and this he was followed by F. Oertel.” Such an 
interpretation, however, will not do: there is no evidence whatsoever to support the assumption 
that the tenants of the imperial estates were operating under a strict sort of serfdom. Not only do. 
we know that the inhabitants of villages situated near or within an estate, villages such as Bakkhias 
and Karanis and Perkeesis, were by no means obliged to work on the otoia, 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 &mohtowos, there is nothing special about his case, and he may 
even not have been an actual tenant of Antonia Drusi on whose property he dwelled.” 

Rostovtzeff was under the impression that éamokjouos wi ovotagis grammatically parallel 
to such expressions as &ToAoUL0S Tilg AaoYQpiag o T oTeuteias, and so was U. Wilcken 
who, believing that the imperial estates were exploited through compulsory leasing, advanced the 
theory that the &okbouioL were persons exempt from Zwangsverpachtung. The papyrus from 
Philadelphia with the yoai) ooy 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 yewoyos xal 
émokbouuos TS detva ovoias, why should an individual who is already a tenant emphasize the 
fact that he docs 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 otoukon yevgyon loviias Sefaoric i évwv  AER. Boak, P. Mich, 244 itrod., p. 101 Feguavinos Kawodouy occurs: P. Sorbonne inv. 2364.5. 71. Rostovtzelf, Kolonat,p. 138, n. 1       d p. 194 (butc. 
   

    
  

These are the only known instances of the term ovowwxds  Staatspach, p. 491); Ocrtcl, Die Liturgie, p. 9%, n. 1 Yewoy6s being used before the Flavians. 72. P, RyL. 171 (36/7) 
70. Preisigke, Werterbuch sv. (in the supplement Wilcken, APF1, 1901, p. 154; Martin, JJP4, 1950, p. YeopyRs wal dnokfouios is translated as “Pichier und 146 (cl. C. Préaux, Chronique 26, 1951, pp. 424 £; Chalon, Steurbelreiter” by E. Kiessing). The obiection was raised by L', pp. 106 1.   
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Both Martin and Chalon overlooked a very serious objection raised by O. Kriiger. In the phrase 
Yeweyds xail dmokoutos otolas, he observed, the genitive ovoiag may not have two different 
syntactical functions, being possessive when it comes to yewoyos, separative when it comes to 
@nolbouos. “The individuals are at the same time as much yewoyol as they are doklouior of 
the same ovofa.™ As a grammatically parallel expression Kriiger suggested (eodv Adyuiov 
amolioutov xbue Tertivews; G. Browne recently offered {coels Gmohiouion 100 &v #duy 
Tentiw hoyigov iegod.’* 

But can we accept Kriiger's own solution to the problem, namely that the érohiowou were, 
like some temples and some priests, exempt from taxation? If we turn once more to the ordinance 
of the association of the évokiowou of the estate of Claudius, we note that they belonged to a 

subject to the poll-tax, perhaps the most important clause of the ordinance being that the 
money for the Aaoyoagia should be paid out of the common treasury of the association to the 
credit of its fiyopevog and émyehrric. These dokiowor 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 datohbouior, 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 dx6Avoic. 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 &t of the estate leased 
(or subleased) the bath to two individuals, retaining for himself a prerogative stated in very 
interesting words: EZet 0 & uewodwxde Hoaxheldng (he is the revenue collector) a0k TGV 
pepodouévoy iEeoétous dmohvoiuoug fakavevtixod Tehéopatog dvdoes 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 s quite possible, therefore, that 
the dotobowon of the imperial estates were persons exempt from services for, o 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 youqi| dvdo@v of 50/1, where what seem to be 
juxtaposed are the dmohoutor on the one hand and liturgists on the other. 

We are fortunate in possessing a recently published papyrus which deals with one of the 
amohbouto listed in the yoagi) dvdedv. It is dated in exactly the previous year, during which 
Horion, son of Petosiris, was indeed serving as modutwg haoyoagias. 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 GoHioes, or payments, but then scorned his obligations and refused to 
undertake any more collections — wite v drok0105 YewoydS wite &v hevxuar().” In other 
words, he acted as if he were an exempt farmer or a person whose name appeared on the album 

  

    

   

    

    

              

  

    
    

74. O, Kriiger, P. Ross-Georg. 11 124.1ff. n. 2730, 
75. P, Tebr. 293.6: P. sl 115.7 (e. P. Soe. 1147.13 and 78, P. Mich. S824i.11-12, with Browne's introd. We 

P. Bad. 169.4-5); Browne, P. Mich. S82introd..p. 16,n. 11.ce  know, i fact, of a farmer-tenant of animperial csate who—snot 
alo the use of Gnoktouios (not lible 1o oWEdEwiov) in P, dahtowios and who is serving a iturgy: P. Ryl 141.5- 
Prine. 9.i.13,.26,vii3 (31), and the commentsof Johmsonand  mdtogos. dnpooiun,  Yewoyoivios 8 xal "Avioia 
van Hoesen in the general introduction Agotoov. For the phrseology compare BGU194.9-10and 16,   

  

  76. . Mich. 244 introd., p. 101 Where (R0 touos equals TV Astzovenuan deedii 
77, P. Mich. 312, with Boak's introd.; quoted are lines  
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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 yoai vdoav of the following year tells us 
what happened to Horion: his devout wish had been granted, he had become an exempt tenant of 
the Maccenatian estate of Claudius (dtohtouog y[emeyd)e yeyovix). 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 drokbouuog YemoYds was revoked. 

The youg Gvdeav, then, is not a list of three new modxtoeg Aaoyoaspiag, but a list of 
mes 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 zodxTogeg should be removed for 
the time being because he was forced to accept a compulsory lease (¢rvadedoévog el yemoyiav) 
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 
&okboytog, 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 10 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 Ovoiou 

The following is a revised list (cf. Hirschfeld, Klio2, 1902, pp. 292 f.; Grenfell and Hunt, P. 
Tebt. II, 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 odofau at least onee in the 
papyri, and which are unconnected either with the Julio-Claudian properties of 30 B.C.-A.D.68 
or with the 0v01axd h6y0g 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 otofat. The 
bibliograph ity, 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 s joint 
ownership with no. 2). See Eitrem and Holst, Kli0 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, Prifekten, 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. Tulius Nikanor: P. Sorbonne inv. 2367 unpubl. (34/5) Philadelphia; cf. P. Hamb. 64 
(104) Euhemeria. Is the Nuxavouavi) ovota (a confiscated estate classed as faothu) ¥i) 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 (IIL, p. 121) (65-6) Hermoupolis 
Preisigke, Girowesen, pp. 133 £.; 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 
énolxov MéMhaviog in BGU 552; 2047; P. Cairo Preisigke 15; 30; 16mog [édhavros 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 (Ioogriavi) ovoia): P. Strassb. 
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Herm.; P. Strassb. 78 (P. Sarap. 75) (127/8) Magdola Orou Samoou, Herm.; CPR 245 (date ?) 
Magdola. Uncertain whether the Claudia Athenais mentioned in these texts is the lessee or the 
owner of this estate; if the former, we are probably dealing with a confiscated property. 

7. Tulia Polla (reading uncertain): P. Lips. 113 (127/8) Oxy. See Preisigke, Girowesen, p. 
81. Her identification by Stein, Untersuchungen, p. 110, with the sister of the senator C. Antius 
Aeclius Tulius Quadratus is groundless. Polla (if this is what the papyrus reads) was a common 
name; e.g., among Egyptian Jewesses 

8. Tulia Berenike: P. Hamb. 8 (136) Theadelphia. “Probably a descendant of the mistress 
of the emperor Titus,” Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, p. 672, no. 45, but this is perhaps too fanciful; 
Berenike was, for obvious reasons, a name very common in Egypt. 

9. Ti. Iulius Theon and his brother Ti. Tulius Theon/Tryphon (joint ownership): P. Wisc. 
195 20; 21; 22 (156-61); P. Mich. inv. 358-71; 374 375 (partially published, Youtie, ZPE 1, 
1967, pp. 163 f£.). List of Theones in Musurillo, The Acts of the Pagan Martyrs, 1954, pp. 103 1.; 

of. Schwartz, Chronique 30, 1955, pp. 152 f. 
10. Philodamos: P. Lond.194 (11, p. 127) (I) Boubastos, cf. Thunell, P. Sitol., p. 94, n. 

BGUS512 (138-61) Boubastos; P. Phil. 9 (158) Philadelphia; BGU 210 (158/9) Psenarpsenesis; 
BGU 262 (158/9) Karanis; P. Chic. 13; 56; 60; 63 (158/9) Psenarpsenesis; P. Bour. 42 (167) 
Hiera Nesos; SB 10892 (ca. 188) Philopator, Herakleopolite; P. Gron. 2 (219/20) Bakkhias; cf. 
AJP 63, 1942, pp. 304 f. for improved readings. The example par excellence of an ovoia 
confiscated by the fiscus. It became vi] 1000650v, although it is at times called Baouhu) 1. 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) Hermoupe 

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 otoic beingapplied 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 ovolaxde wodmic 

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 wiodwrai is xoehomg 
0® Tayueiov, lines 4-5). See Otto, Priester und Tempel T, p. 64, n. 4; Preisigke, Girowesen, pp. 
199 £; Rostovizeff, Staatspacht, p. 493; Meyer, “Atoixnoic,” p. 146, 

18. Aponia Berenike: SB 9562 (214) Philadelphia. 
19. Claudia Isidora/Apia: P. Oxy.919 (214 2); P. Yale 69 (214); P. Oxy. 2997 (214); 1530 

(215/6); 1046 (218/9); 1659 (218-21); 1578 (221); 1634 (222 2); 1630 (223 2); 
Osl. 111.0.126 and 130 (235); BGU2126 (I11). Land and houses in various parts of the Arsinoite, 
Oxyrhynchite and the Small Oasis; term ovoia in P. Oxy. 2566.1.10 only. Confiscated by the 

fiscus (P. Oxy. 2566; BGU2126). See Rostovtzeff, SEHRE, pp. 490,674, . 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 nos: P. Mich. 620 (239-40) Dionysias, Alexandrou Nesos, Theadelphia (made 
up of at least the former properties of Sphex, Aristokles, Acimnestos, Skyllax, Sotianos, Aulon 
and Longinos). The term odotc is used only in line 295, in a slightly ungrammatical passage. See 

, Mnemosyne Ser. IV 16, 1963, pp. 257 ff.; Gilliam, 17, 1964, pp. 293 ff.; Shelton, P. Mich. 
ntrod. 
22. Apion: BGU 8 (248) Arsinoite. Confiscated by the idios logos; not to be confused (so 

Kortenbeutel, BGU 1893.441/2 n.) with the odoiaxog wodwmis 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 ovoia in the Heroninos archive. 

   

  

    

   

The following persons have been seen by various scholars as owners of ovoiat, 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., 
Rostovtzef, 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 ovota and éégn (see also his “Le recrutement,” p 
81,n. 1), which does not hold true. Indubitably the term &G« is used at times in order torefer to 
partof an otoia, but it can also mean the entire property; soin P. Lond. 1223 (III, 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 éddqn Sdoyovra w deiva or similar expressions refer to “biens-fonds concédés™ 
(see “Les continuités,” p. 92) by the emperor or the prefect s unfounded. Otoia and irtdoyovia 
(be they &g 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. Iulius Alexandros (lines 16, 23 and 43; see the edition by Chalon, 
Lédit). T 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 $mdoyovra, 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. 167 (39). 
9. Thermoutharion, d. of Lykarion: P. Ryl. 146 (39) and 152 (42). Hohlwein (JJP3, 1949, 

p.85) argued that this estate was formerly owned by the brothers Gaius and Poplius Petronii (on 
whom see above, Chapter II), by identifying the éxo{xtov heyGevov “Apuwov Oegpoviagiov 

(P. Ryl 146.6-7) with the &pjuve: émouxiov Tlomhiov xai Taiov Metguviwy (P. Ryl. 127.4-5) 
Tomsin's objections as well as his proposed solutions (“Notes,” pp. 123 £.) strike me as too 
elaborate and unnecessary. We are actually dealing with two different locations: a farmstead 
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called "Apyuvov (cf. P. Fay. 38), and the outerops of sand (duuva) 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). 
1. C. Tulius Theon, s. of C. Tulius Theon (PIR® I 598a, Add.): P. Oxy. 1434. I read, 

however, [d]tehewdy 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 ETUTNENTS YEVIHATOYQUGOUREVEY, nOt an ExvnonTi 0votaxdv 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: BGU156 (201). Certainly not identical with Ti. Iulius Cacsar Nero, s. of 
Drusus Caesar and Livia, as L. Petersen suggested (PIR® I 226). Not only is the estate listed as 
belonging to the Tawtelov, but it was only recently confiscated; see line 6, [viv] d¢ 108 isowra[tou 
Tapuelov]. 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 L6), or regarding whose 
properties and their inclusion in the ovouaxdg A6yog there is some doubt (IILS). 

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 — olx6meda and kol 6o, oil-presses (BE), farmsteads, granaries 

(AE), wine-presses (BE). 

  

  

   

    

  

  

1. THE JULIO-CLAUDIAL 

  

1. M. VIPSANIUS AGRIPPA (POSTUMUS?) 

?BGU 1047 117-38 Arsinoite CE 

2. VALERIA or TULIA AGRIPPINA 

SB 4226 early T 
P. Vindob. Tandem 10 54 Euhemeria A 

? BGU 1047 117-38 Arsinoite cE  



    

    

    

   

    

   

              

   

  

    

  

    

      

  

   

   
       
    
    

    

        
   
    
          

P. Rein. inv. 2062 
SB 10893 

2 P. Thead. 53 
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161-80 
I 
v 

Mendesian 

Pyrrheia Narmoutheos 
Anoubias 
Theadelphia 
Euhemeria 

3. CLAUDIA ANTONIA (CLAUDII FILIA) 

Euhemeria 
Theoxenis 
Hiera Nesos 
Drymos H. Nesou 
Ptolemais Nea 
Perkeesis 

4. ANTONIA MINOR 

22P. Ryl. 138 34 
P. Fay. 40 162/3 
P. Bour. 42 167 

P. Osl. 123 22 
P. Oxy. 244 23 
P. Ryl. 140 36 
P. Ryl. 141 37 
P. Ross.-Georg. 11 12 48 
P. Vindob. Tandem 10 54 
P. Ryl 171 56/7 

2 P. Strassb. 267 1268 

P. Princ. 11 

P. Tebt. 401 

    

  

P. Princ. 14 
2P Lond. 900 (11, p. 89) 94/5 or 

110/11 
/11 

. 138 
P. Mil. Vogl. 75 144/5 
P. Fay. 60 145 
BGU 1893 149 
P. Berl. Leihg. 31 early 11 
BGU 1894 157 
BGU 212 158 
BGU 280 158/9 
P. Chic. 7 158/9 

4 bis. ANTONIA 

(=ANTONIA DRUSI=ANTONIA AUGUSTA) 

Arsinoite 
Oxyrhynchite? 
Euhemeria 
Euhemeria 
Arsinoite 
Euhemeria 
Herakleia 
Psenyris 

(unknown which; probably DRUSI) 

  

Philadelphia 
Ptolemais Nea 
Arsinoite 
Boubastos 

Theadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Tebtunis 
Tebtunis 
Philoteris 
Bernikis Aigialou 
Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 
Soknopaiou Nesos 
Karanis 
Karanis? 
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P. Col. 1 verso 1a 
P. Col. 1 verso 4 

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 
P. Mich. 224 

?BGU 2064 
P. Mich. 225 
P. Aberd. 2 
BGU 277 
SB 5670 
SB 11011 
BGU 199 verso 
BGU 653 
P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 

    

SB 10761] 

22P. Ryl. 138 
P. Ryl. 148 
P. Mich. 121 recto Lxii 
P. Mich. 121 recto TILx 
P. Mich. 244 
P. Mich. 274-5 
BGU 650 
P. Oxy. 2837 
P. Vindob. Tandem 10 

22 P. Ryl. 138 

P. Athen. 32 
P. Ryl. 148 

SB 9150 
P. Lond. 445 (11, p.166) 
P. Ryl 134 
P. Ross.-Georg. 11 12 
P. Mich. 540 
P. Hamb. 3 
P. Phil. 19 
P. Ryl. 207 
P. Mich. 374 

160 
138-617 

164/5 
172/3 
173 
173/4 
194 
I 
I 
I 
1I/11 
207 
222/3 

5. CLAUDIUS 

34 
40 
42 
42 
43 
46/7 
46/7 
50 
54 

Theadelphia 
Theadelph 
Polydeuki A 
Theadelphia A 

   > 
o 

    

Karanis AC 
Theadelphia 
Karanis? 
Soknopaiou Nesos 
Soknopaiou Nesos 
Boukolon 
Patsontis 
Soknopaiou Nesos 
Soknopaiou Nesos 
Tebtunis? - 

g
U
»
T
O
u
>
 

> 

Euhemeria 
Euhemeria 
Tebtunis 
Tebtun 
Tebtuni 
Ibion Eikosipentarouron b 
Arsinoite 
Oxyrhynchite 

Euhemeria A 

   
a 

6. CLAUDIUS' CHILDREN 

34 

7. GAIUS 

39 
40 

Euhemeria 

Karanis 
Euhemeria 

8. GERMANICUS IULIUS CAESAR 

14/57 
34 

48 
ca. 53 
74 
VI 
carly II 
mid 11 

  

Bakkl 
Euhemeria 
Arsinoite 
Karanis 
Philadelphia 

Philadelphia ¢ 
Psenyris A 
Ptolemais [Nea]  
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P. Mich. Diss. Michael. 14 152 Karanis 
P. Coll. Youtie 63 155/67 Arsinoite 
BGU 1894 157 Theadelphia 
BGU 160 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea] 
BGU 441 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea] 
P. Chic. 6 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea] 
P. Chic. 10 158/9 Kerkesoukha 
P. Chic. 31 158/9 Kerkesoukha 
P. Chic. 70 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea] 
P. Chic. 81 158/9 Ptolemais [Nea] 
P. Col. 1 verso la 160 Theadelphia 
P. Berl. Leihg. 29 164 Lagis 
P. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos 

Ptolemais Nea 
P. Mich. 224 172/3 Kara 
P. Louvre inv. ? 

[Kolonat, p. 121] 1 Arsinoite? 
P. Yale inv 1 Arsinoite 
BGU 810 208 Soknopaiou Nesos 

9. GERMANICUS’ CHILDREN 

SB 10536 25/6 Tebtunis 
P. Sorbonne inv. 2364 25/6 Philadelphia 
P. Med. 6 26 Theadelphia? 

  

Philoteris 
Theoxenis 

? BGU 277 1 Soknopaiou Nesos 

10. LIVIA DRUSILLA 
LIVIA AUGUSTA=IULIA AUGUSTA) 

      

SB 9150 5 Arsinoite 
P. Lond. 445 (II, p. 166) 14/57 Bakkhias 
P. Soc. 1028 15 Tebtunis 
SB 10536 25/6 Tebtunis 
P. Sorbonne inv. 2364 25/6 Philadelphia 
P. Med. 6 26 Theadelphia? 

Theoxenis 
Philoteris 

P. Ryl 28/9 Euhemeria 
2 P. Mich. 560 46 Karanis 

P. Vindob. Tandem 10 54 Euhemeria   

   

B 

A 
A 

A 
A 
A 

A 

A 

AE 

D 
D 
D 

e 

AE 
AE 
A 
D 
D 
D 

B 
A    
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P. Ryl. 127 29 
P. Ryl. 138 34 

2 P. Mich. 560 46 
?BGU 277 I 

Euhemeria 

Euhemeria 

Karanis 

Soknopaiou Nesos 

12. LIVILLA'S CHILDREN 

P. Ryl. 138 34 Euhemeria 

13. VALERIA MESSALINA 

SB 6019 early T 
P. Ryl. 684 1 
P. Rainer inv. ? 

[Wessely, Karanis, p. 4] 

    

P. Flor. 40 162/3 
CPR 243 224/5 
P. Ryl. 87 early 111 

14. NERO 

P. Lond. 280 (II, p. 193) 
BGU 181 57 

15. TIBERIUS 

P. Ryl 134 34 
?P. Ryl. 138, 34 

Hermopolite 
Ankyronon (Herakl.) 
Ankyronon (Herakl.) 

Herakleia 
Arsinoite 

Euhemeria 
Euhemeria 

7 

BE 
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P. 
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B 
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Strassb. 267 
Berl. inv. 11529 
+SB 10512 
Med. 65 
Soc. inv. 1345 recto 
GU 1636 
GU 1894 
Rein. inv. 2062 
Acad. fr. 14 

. Berl. Leihg. 1 recto 
Berl. Leihg. 4 recto 

. Bour. 42 

. Ryl. 215 
Strassb. 551 

. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 

. Oxy. 3047 
GU 1646 

P. Berl. inv. 11529 

B 
B 
B 
P. 
P 
P 

+SB 10512 
GU 1894 
GU 979 
GU 980 
Rein. inv. 2062 
Berl. Leihg. 1 recto 
Bour. 42 

SB 10893 

N 
T 
Y
T
 

  

Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 
Flor. 337 
Oxy. 62 
Oxy. 3047 
Athen. 30 verso 

IL. THE FLAVIANS 

1. VESPASI/ 

126-8 

138/9 
139-49 
early 11 
155/6 
157 
161-80 
161-80 
164/5 
165 
167 

I 
I 
222/3 
245 
11 

2. TITUS 

138/9 
157 
161 
161 
161-80 
164/5 
167 

1 
1 
I 
222/3 
early TIT 
242 
245 
1 

N 

Psenyris 

Arsinoite: 
Epipolis? 
Arsinoite 
Theadelphia? 

Theadelphia 

Mend: 

  

ian 

  

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 
Oxyrhyncl 
Arsinoite 
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I1I. FORMER OWNERS OF JULIO-CLAUDIAN 
AND FLAVIAN PROPERTIES 

1. CLAUDIA AKTE 

P. Rein. inv. 2062 161-80 Mendesian A 
SB 10893 1T Mendesian? 
P. Ross.-Georg. II 42 late 1T Taie (Memphite) 

2. C. IULIUS ALEXANDROS 

P. Ryl. 166 26 Euhemeria 
P. Ryl. 126 28/9 Euhemeria 

? P. Vindob. Tandem 10 54 Euhemeria A 

2 bis. ALEXANDROS (idem?) 

  

P. Bour. 42 167 Drymos H. Nesou A 

3. ANTHOS 

P. Mich. 555-6 107 Patsontis A 
P. Mich. 557 116 Patsontis A | 
BGU 985 124/5 Karanis a 
P. Strassb. inv. 1108 ca. 138/9 Soknopaiou Nesos e “ 
SB 10566 199 Soknopaiou Nesos G i 
P. Mich. 223 171/2 Patsontis B | 
P. Mich. 224 172/3 Patsontis B 1 
P. Mich. 225 173/4 Patsontis B | 
BGU 277 1 Soknopaiou Nesos c { 
P. Mich. 372 179/80 Karanis A 

or 211/12 Patsontis A 
BGU 199 verso /1 Soknopaiou Nesos C 
BGU 810 208 Soknopaiou Nesos Gl 
P. Oxy. 3170 1 Sinary (Oxy.) A 

4. CAMELIUS 

53 Karanis a 
98 Karanis a 
98 Arsinoite c 
/11 Philadelphia cl 
143 Psenarpsenesis 

P. Coll. Youtie 63 155/6? Arsinoite A 
BGU 104 158/9 Karanis A 
BGU 160 158/9 Psenarpsenesis A 
BGU 204 158/9 Psenarpsenesis A  



    
   

    

   
      

    
     

    
    

  

    
    

    

   
   

     

    

    

        
    

    
       

BGU 206 
BGU 
BGU 

9
 

e e
 

e e
 

  

11 
438 

Cairo Goodspeed 18 
Cairo Goodspeed 24 
Chic. 27 
Chic. 28 
Chic. 57 
Chic. 64 
Chic. 68 
Chic. 70 
Chic. 75 
Chic. 77 
Chic. 82 
Chic. 84 
Osl. 26a 

  

BGU 708 
?BGU 1898 

P. Mich. 224 
P. Mich. 357B 
P. Mich. 372 

BGU 2101 

U
 

T
 

2P Aberd. 151 

. Strassb. 118 

. Ryl. 129 
Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 12 
Lond. 900 (11, p. 89) 

Wiirz. 11 

Bonn inv. 4 

Oxy. 986 
BGU 1636 
BGU 1894 
P. 
P 
P. 
P 

P. 
P 

Col. 1 verso 1a 
Col. 1 verso 4 
Berl. Leihg. 1 recto 
Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 

Berl. Leihg. 4 recto 
Bour. 42 
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158/9 
158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
158/9 Karanis 
158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
58/9 Karanis 

158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
158/9 Karanis 
158/9 Psenarpsenesis 
163/4 Psenarpsenesis 
165 Psenarpsenesis 
172 Arsinoite 
173/4 Psenarpsenesis 
173/4 Karanis? 
179/80 Karanis 
or 211/12  Psenarpsenesis 

209 Kerkesoukha 

5. CALVIA CRISPINILLA 

6. DION' 

22 
30 
87/8 
94/5 or 
110/11 

99 
111 
ca. 130 
155/6 
157 
160 
138-61? 
164/5 
164/5 

165 
167 

  

Kanopias 

DDOROS 

Arsinoite 

Euhemeria? 

Theadelphia 

Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 
Arsinoite 
Arsinoite 
Theadelphia? 
Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 
Euhemeria 

  

Drymos H. Nesou 

A 
A 
A 
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P. Berl. Leihg. 13 11 Theadelphia A 
P. Strassb. 551 1 Theadelphia A 
P. Gen. 38 207/8 Epipolis BE 

7. TL. CLAUDIUS DORYPHOROS 

P. Ryl. 171 56/7 Herakleia A 
P. Osl. 21 71 Karanis? B 
P. Strassb. 210 90-6 Seber[ BE 
P. Berl. inv. 11529 

+SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite A 
P. Mil. Vogl. 75 144/5 Tebtunis A 
P. Berl. Leihg. 37 late 11 
P. Chic. 52 158/9 Karanis A 
P. Bour. 42 167 Drymos H. Nesou A 
P. Mich. 223 17172 Karanis A 
P. Mich. 224 172/3 Karanis? B 
SB 10892 after 188 Arsinoite a 
SB 10893 1 Mendesian? 
P. Ryl. 387 1 
SB 9205 1 Theadelphia 
SB 11011 11 Psenarpsenesis A 
P. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 222/3 Tebtunis? A 
P. Ryl. 99 I Toou (Herm.) 

8. EROS (cf. 12, 21) “ 
{ 

P. Lond. 195 (11, p. 127) early I Arsinoite B “ 
P. Berl. Leihg. 29 164 Lagis A i 

9. FALCIDIUS | 

P. Ryl. 138 34 a 

10. TUCUNDUS (cf. 13, 21) 

P. Phil. 19 1 Philadelphia 8 
P. Med. 65 139-49 Epipolis? 
P. Ryl. 207 early IT Psenyris A 

Herakleia A 
BGU 1894 157 Theadelphia c 
P. Mich. 224 172/3 Karanis G 
P. Mich. 225 173/4 Karanis 8 
P. Mich. 372 179/80 

or211/12  Karanis A  
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11. ITUMER- (=NUMERIUS?) (cf. 21) 

P. Bour. 42 

P. Lond. 195 (II, p. 127) 
BGU 1893 
BGU 1636 
BGU 1894 
P. Col. 1 verso 1a 
P. Berl. Leihg. 29 
P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 
P. Mich. 223 

P. Phil. 19 
P. Med. 65 
P. Ryl. 207 

BGU 1894 
P. Mich. 224 
P. Mich. 225 
P. Mich. 372 

Rein. inv. 2062 
P. Acad. fr. 14 

Rein. inv. 2062 
Acad. fr. 14 

. Strassb. 299 recto 
Ryl. 427 fr. 15 

. Ryl 427 fr. 22 N
u
N
 

T 

P. Hamb. 3 

P. Berl. inv. 11529 

+SB 10512 

2P. Fay. 82 
BGU 1893 

  

   

167 Drymos H. Nesou 

12. KHARMOS (cf. 8, 21) 

early T Arsinoite 
149 Bernikis Aigi 

155/6 Theadelphia? 
157 Theadelphia 
160 Theadelphia 
164 Lagis 
164/5 Euhemeria 
17172 Karanis? 

13. KHRESIMOS (cf. 10, 21) 

/1 Philadelphia 
139-49 Epipolis? 
early 11 Psenyri 

Herakleia 
157 Theadelphia 
172/3 Karanis 
173/4 Karanis 
179/80 
or211/12  Karanis 

14. KHRESTOS 

    

161-80 Mendesian 
161-80 Mendesian 

15. LATINUS 

161-80 Mendesian 
161-80 
I 
/11 
it 

16. LURIUS 

74 Philadelphia 

138/9 Arsinoite 
145 Bernikis Aigialou 
149 Bernikis Aigialou 
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SB 10527 152/3 Tebtunis 
P. Athen. 19 154 Arsinoite A 
BGU 105 158/9 Psenarpsenesis A 
BGU 284 158/9 Psenarpsenesis A 
P. Chic. 32 158/9 Karanis A 
P. Chic. 36 158/9 Psenarpsenesis A 
P. Chic. 39 158/9 A 
P. Chic. 41 158/9 A 
P. Chic. 43 158/9 A 
P. Chic. 48 158/9 A 
P. Chic. 49 158/9 Psenarpsenesis A 
P. Chic. 50 158/9 Psenarpsenesis A 
P. Chic. 78 158/9 Karanis A 
P. Chic. 87 158/9 Psenarpsene: A 
P. Berl. Leihg. 29 164 Lagis A 
P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Euhemeria A 
P. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos A 

Ptolemais Nea A 
P. Mich. 224 173/4 Karanis? AB 
P. Mich. 357A+B, 173/4 Karanis? AB 
P. Petaus 77 184 Kerkesoukha 
P. Petaus 78 184 Kerkesoukha 
P. Ross.-Georg. V 53 1 Polydeukia A 
P. Yale inv. 254 I Arsinoite A 
SB 11011 I Psenarpsenesis A 

17. GAIUS MAECENAS 

P. Coll. Youtie 19 44 Arsinoite 
P. Mich. 274-5 46/7 Ibion Eikosipentarouron b 
P. Aberd. 29 48/9 Sen[ A 
SB 9224 50/1 Philadelphia 
P. Ryl 171 56/7 Herakleia a 
BGU 181 57 Bakkhias? 
SB 7742 [=10947) 57 Ibion Eikosipentarouron B 
P. Hamb. 3 74 Philadelphia 
P. Phil. 19 1 Philadelphia C 
P. Ryl. 207 early 11 Neiloupolis A 
P. Berl. inv. 11529 
+SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite A 

SB 4414 143 Psenarpsenesis a 
BGU 889 151 Sebennutos 
SB 8972 156/7 Euhemeria @ 
BGU 2286 156/7 Psenarpsenesis A 
BGU 1894 157 Theadelphia B 

2BGU 1895 157 Theadelphia 
P. Chic. 23 158/9 Kerkesoukha A  
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Chic. 42 
Chic. 61 
Chic. 65 
Chic. 81 
Hamb. 34 
Col. 1 verso 1a 

sl. 26a 
. Berl. Leihg. 29 
. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 

      

N
N
T
Y
 
Y
U
Y
 

~ Bour. 42 

P. Mich. 223 
P. Mich. 224 

P. Mich. 357A+B 

P. Mich. 
P. Mich. 372 

  

P. Tebt. 343 

P. Ryl. 383 
SB 11011 

P. Aberd. 50 

P. Lond. 900 (III, p. 8 

P. Col. 1 verso 4 
BGU 1894 

?BGU 1895 
P. Col. 1 verso 1a 
P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 
P. Strassb. 551 
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158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
159/60 
160 
163/4 
164 
164/5 

167 

17172 
172/3 

173/4 

173/4 
179/80 
or 211/12 

I 
I 
I 
ca. 202 

Karanis 
Kerkesoukha 
Kerkesoukha 
Karanis 
Euhemeri 
Theadelphi 
Psenarpsenesis 
Lagis 
Polydeukia 
Euhemeria 
Hiera Nesos 
Drymos H. Nesou 
Karanis? 
Karanis 
Psenarpsenesis 
Karanis 
Psenarpsenesis 
Karanis? 
Karanis 
Psenarpsenesis 
Arsinoite 
Neiloupolis 
Karanis 
Psenarpsenesis 

  

18. MENATIUS or MENAS 

9) 94/5 or 
110/11 

138-617 
157 
157 
160 
164/5 
I 

Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 
Theadelphia 

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

P. Ryl 171 
WChr. 176 

P. Ryl. 207 

56/7 
54-68? 

20. ONESIMOS 

early 11 
  

Heraklei 
Soknopaiou Nesos 

Neiloupolis     
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21. M. ANTONIUS PALLAS 

  

  

  

    

P. Lond. 195 (II, p. 127) early T Arsinoite B 
P. Ryl. 171 56/7 Herakleia A 
P. Phil. 19 111 Philadelphia @ 
P. Ryl. 207 early 11 Psenyris A 

Herakleia A 
P. Berl. inv. 11529 
+SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite A 

P. Med. 65 139-49 Epipolis? b 
BGU 1894 157 Theadelphia ¢ 
BGU 438 158/9 Karanis A 
Berl. Leihg. 29 164 Lagis A 
P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Euhemeria A 
P. Bour. 167 Drymos H. Nesou A 
P. Mich. 172/3 Karanis AC 
P. Mich. 173/4 Karanis € 
P. Mich. 179/80 Karanis A 

or211/12  Psenarpsenesis A 

22. (GAIUS?) PETRONIUS 

22 P. Ryl 127 Euhemeria E 
BGU 650 Arsinoite 
SB 9224 Philadelphia 

> P. Hamb. 101 Oxyrhynchite 

23. GALLIA POLLA (cf. 21) 

2 P. Coll. Youtie 19 a4 Arsinoite 
P. Lond. 195 (IL, p. 127) early T Arsinoite B 
P. Berl. inv. 11529 
+SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite A 

P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 Euhemeria A 
P. Mich. 224 173/4 Karanis? A 
P. Mich. 372 179/80 Karanis A 

or211/12  Psenarpsenesis A 

24. RUTILLIUS 

SB 4226 early 1 

25. T1. CLAUDIUS SARAPION 

P. Lond. 280 (II, p. 193) 55 Herakleia BE  
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B 
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Oxy. 2873 
. Hamb. 3 
. Yale inv. 443 

Oxy. 3051 
. Hib. 279 
. Soc. 448 

Lond. 900 (ITI, p. 89) 

. Ryl. 207 

. Lips. 115 
Berl. inv. 11529 

+SB 10512 
GU 202 
GU 1894 
GU 104 
GU 172 
Chic. 5 
Chic. 16 
Chic. 18 
Chic. 26 
Chic. 35 
Chic. 53 
Chic. 62 
Chic. 65 
Chic. 67 
Chic. 71 
Col. 1 verso 1a 
Rein. inv. 2062 
Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 

. Bour. 42 

Mich. 223 
Mich. 224 

Mich. 225 
. Aberd. 152 
. Aberd. 50 
. Giss. Univ.-Bibl. 52 
. Flor. 337 

Ryl. 99 
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26. L. ANNAEUS SENECA 

62 
74 
83 
89 
late T 
85/6 or 
101/2 

94/5 or 
110/11 

early IT 
133 

138/9 
154/5 
157 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
158/9 
160 
161-80 
164/5 

167 

  

173/4 
11 
ca. 202 
222/3 
early 11T 
1 

Oxyrhynchite 
Philadelphia 
Oxyrhynchite 
Oxyrhynchite 
Herakleopolite? 

Hermopolite 

Theadelphia 
Psenyris 
Monimou Topoi (Oxy.) 

Arsinoite 
Karanis 
Theadelphia 
Karanis 
Karanis 
Karanis 
Karanis 
Kerkesoukha 
Kerkesoukha 
Karani 
Karanis 
Karanis 
Karanis 
Karanis 
Karanis 
Theadelphia 
Mendesian 
Theadelphia 
Euhemeria 
Hiera Nesos 
Drymos H. Nesou 
Ptolemais Nea 
Perkeesis 
Karanis? 
Karanis 
Patsontis 
Karanis? 
Arsinoite 
Karanis 
Tebtunis? 
Arsinoite 
Toou (Herm.) 
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27. SEVERUS 

P. Lond. 900 (III, p. 89) 94/5 or 
110/11 Theadelphia A 

P. Ryl. 207 early 11 Neiloupolis A 
P. Berl. inv. 11529 
+SB 10512 138/9 Arsinoite A 

BGU 1894 157 Theadelphia B 
BGU 31 158/9 Kerkesoukha A 
P. Chic. 19 158/9 Kerkesoukha A 
P. Chic. 47 158/9 Hiera [Nesos] A 
P. Chic. 55 158/9 Kerkesoukha A 
P. Chic. 67 158/9 
P. Chic. 76 158/9 Kerkesoukha A 
P. Chic. 77 158/9 Kerkesoukha A 
P. Col. 1 verso 1a 160 Theadelphia B 
P. Col. 1 verso 4 138-61? Theadelphia, A 
P. Berl. Leihg. 33 161-69 Theadelphia A 
P. Berl. Leihg. 1 verso 164/5 ‘Theadelphia, A 
P. Bour. 42 167 Hiera Nesos A 
P. Mich. 224 173/4 Kerkesoukha AB 
P. Mil. Vogl. 251 1 Tebtunis BE 
P. Strassb. 551 I Theadelphia 
BGU 835 217 Hiera [Nesos] A 

28. SOKRATES 

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

 



  

Appendix Three 

Note on the Procurator Usiacus 

Unlike other high officials of Roman Egypt who have received, or are still receiving, close 
scrutiny and detailed examination, the procurator usiacus shares a common fate with his 
counterpart, the dioiketes: neither has been the subject of a systematic and exhaustive study. In 
recent years a number of valuable remarks regarding the administration of the ovouxdg A6y05 
were made; but emphasis was placed upon the officials of the local level, the subject was not 
treated in full detail, and hardly anything was said about the procurator usiacus.! 

For the role and the competence of the procurator usiacus, as well as for his exact position 
within the hierarchy of the high functionaries in Egypt, we must still depend on what Wilcken 
wrote in 1912.% But even he was at times fallible, and more information is currently available to 
the scholar. As far as a working list of procuratores usiaci is concerned, Rostovzeff's rostes 
hopelessly out of date, and in Pflaum’s lsts 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 usiacusasa catch-all, a 
title to be bestowed upon any procurator who is no more specifically defined than as 6 xodmioTog 
énfrgoog, or énftoomog Tefaotod, 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. Itis 
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 ovouxdg A6v0g 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. Rostowtzeff, DEAR 111, 1922, p. 100; H.-G. Pilaum, 
Kuhnke, Otouc I, esp. pp. 74 1 Les carrieres procuratoriennes équestres sous le haut-empire 

2. Wilcken, Grundzige, pp. 154 f., 155, romain 11, 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 usiacawas 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 ovowaxdg A6yos, the situation is as follows 
(a) Fourth-century references to ovoucei) Y are quite rare; I know only of P. Flor. 64 and 94, P. 
Cairo Preis. 4, and CPR 19. It is interesting to note that in the papyri of the Isidoros archive (P. 
Cair. Isidor.) the term does not occur even once, even though all 146 documents deal with 
Karanis, a village once surrounded by extensive tracts of patrimonial land. (b) During the fourth 
century we do not encounter ovoLaxol Yewgyoi any more than we do dnpéotot, faotkuzof or 
mQoooduol; 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 ovofau were 
administered by the Taueiov after their confiscation, and that these Tauwzai ovoia 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 (otoia) to the fiscus 
(vayueiov) came about as a result of the changes in the financial administration of Egypt that took 
place during the reign of Septimius Severus— the emperor, Wilcken believed, responsible for the 
creation of the res privata.’ 

Now, as I indicated in Chapter II, there is no evidence whatsoever that any additions were 

‘made to the ovoraxdg A6yos 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 stud 

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  res privatain Egypt before 
the Diocletianic reform; after which both the magistri and the procuratores privatae make their 

      

    

  

    

His tile i now given in P.Oxy. 3031.2 (302) as énzgomos 
“Extavons 

7. Wilcken, Grundige, pp. 154 1. 
4. This s not the place to enumerate orevaluate them. The. 

reader s referred to J. Lallemand's excellent L ‘administration 
civile de I’Egypte de I'avénement de Dioclétien 1a création du 

  

diocése. Contribution i Iétude des rappors entre I'Egypte et 
Tempire & la fin du IIT et au IV* siccle, 1964 

5. See H. C. Youtic and A. E. R, Boak, P. Cai. Isidor. 3 
introd., with evidence and bibliography 

6. The Annius Diogenes of ca. 302 (P. Soc. 1125; SB 
4421; BGU620) snota procurator usiacuss G. Vel (P. Soc. 
1125 introd.) and E.P. Wegener (P. Oxy. 2228 introd.) thought. 

8. See the original publication, with discussion, in L 
Morett, “Due icrizoni latine inedite di Roma,” RFICN.S. 38, 
1960, pp. 68t 

9. "See esp. H. Nesselhaut, “Patrimonium und res privata 
des romischen Kaisers,” Historia-Augusta-Colloquium, 1963, 
pp. 73 . (reconstruction of CIL 8810 on p. 76, 1. 9, and A. 
Nasi, Ricerche sull “resprivaa’"del “princeps, 1971, p. 1211, 
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appearance."’ Too, the equation ovoia= Partimonialgut does not bold true unless the estate is 
part of the ovoaxdg Aoyog, as I attempt to demonstrate in Chapter 1. Pace Rostovtzeff,!! the 
phrase o6teoy 00 deiva 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 To0te00V 0% 
deiva vuvi Ot 10D iegwtdTou Tayuelov has nothing strange or extraordinary about it. It is 
paralleled by oovoat avakngdeioas el o Tayueiov (BGU462.12), and this is in turn paralleled 
by tigovoat Gvarngdeioa eic faohuey ¥ijv (P. Tebt. 302.7) and by éddgn avetnuuéva elg t 
Snubotov (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 logos being responsible for sporadic and irregular 
sources of revenue, the procurator usiacus dealing with the regular and stabilized revenues of the 
patrimonium. If, as is commonly and, I believe, correctly, agreed, the fiscus and 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 d10(x101¢ #al 0oiaxd: 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 chicf 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 tolight. 
In fact, the evidence that exists now as it existed then s to be found in a single piece of papyru: 
and the argumentation travels a very circuitous route. In BGU 362.v.9-11 and vii.24-5 (215) we 
encounter an Aurelius Italicus, #04T0T0¢ £T(TQ0T05 TGV OUOAKGY SLASEXGHEVOS THY 
agyieowatvy. 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, énitoomiog TeBaotod SLadexOuevos Ty doxieowotviy; in WChr 
73.2-3 (247) a #QdTioTO5 MWV SLABEXOUEVOS TV GoYLEQUITVIIY. 

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  of Verwaltungsbeamten, 1§76,p.43,n.5:cf. the second edition, on the Magister Rei Privatae,” JJP 15, 1965, pp. 157 f,, with 1905, p. 357. It s accepted by the great scholars of the time; documentation, cf. Wilcken, Hermes 23, 1888, pp. 592 ff and Ostrakall, p. 393;     11, Rostovizeft, Kolonat, pp. 120 f 
    

  

12. Wilcken, Grundzige, p. 155, . 5, had already called 
our aitention to this 

13.CL. also above, Appendix I 
14, AS far as 1 can determine, this interpretation of the 

  

evidence pertaining (o the offices of the procurator usiacus and 
the idios logos was first offered by Hirschfeld in hisfirst edition 

Meyer, “Awbaoic,” pp. 156 ff; L. Mitteis, Romisches 
Privatrecht bis auf die Zeit Diokletians 1, 1908, p. 358. 

15, The first, and sl th fullest, discussion o the problem 
5 10 be found in Wilcken, “Kaiserliche Tempelverwalt 
Acgypten,” Hermes23, 1888, pp. S921L.; Meyer, “Atotunos, 
PP- 156 ff, simply repeats, and in his Ostraka I, p. 644, and 
Grundzige, p. 127, Wilcken summarizes, the same evidence. 
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usiacus was the subordinate of the idios logos only i it can be proven that (a)it was invariably the 
subordinate of the &oyieoet who was called upon to become SLABEXGIEVOS THY GOXIEQWITVIIY, 
and (b) the idios logos and the &oyigoets 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 logosn 
184 (P. Soc. 928), is described as 6 #xoduioTos 710dc T Idip A6y SradeEdpievos xai té mode T 
doyeowotviy (1.23-25) and as 6 yevojevos mods T 1dip Ay xal medS T GoxteQmovvy 
(ii.18-20)." This titulature, unparalleled thus far, shows beyond any reasonable doubt that (a) the 
idios logos and the &oyiegevs were two distinct offices, and (b) the idios logos, just like the 
procurator usiacus, could be called upon to serve as temporary Goyiegets. 

‘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 60uoud 
Yiig; 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 éxitoomos 
otowaiv; his title is simply #odTiotos énitoonog TV xvolwy Zefaotdv. 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, xodTiotos 
Enitgonog T xugito Teaota, 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. 201?) 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, ie. the period during which Diognetos was 
Suadexduevos Ty doyieowatviy 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 éx{oxes yiic (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 SB96S8 by H. Hunger,  Fresh Light on Roman Burcaucracy, 1920, pp- 22 fl; W.G. 
Ein Wicner Papyrus zur Ernennung der Priester imromischen  Uxkull-Gyllenband, Der Gromon des Idios Logos (BGUV:2) 
Agypten,” Acta Ant, Acad. Scient. Hung. 10, 1962, pp. 1511f. 1934, pp. 5 (. 1. Scherer, “Le papyrus Foud I inv. 21 
and my restorations and discussion in “A Prefectural Edict  BIFAO 41, 1942, pp. 43 ff; H-G. Pflaum, Les carréres, no. 

       
  

  

     
  

Regulating Temple Actvities,” ZPE 13, 1973,pp. 2111.CL.also  247; D. Hagedorn, “Bemerkungen zu Urkunden, II,” ZPE 4, 
P. Aberd. 51.11 (I1), ({Jor hyov xai doyieécn xolots, and 1969, pp.65 . P.R. Swarney, The Prolemaic and Roman [dios 
WChr. 7267 (234), where 1 <08 towhoyou xai dgigéos  Logos, Amer. Stud. in Pap. 8, 1970, pp. 83 if, 92 ff. 

17. H.-G. Pllaum, Les carriéres, no. 247. 
5. Aticntion 1o the  impossibilty of having both 

Diognetos and Ceralis as usiaci has also been called by H. 
Exczoom should be understood now in the light of the new 
evidence s the simultancous holding of two offices by thesame 
person. For carlicr discussion o this problem see HLS. Jones, 

     



   IMPERIAL ESTATES IN ROMAN EGYPT 

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 xg4moTog medS Tals émanéyeoty (P. Oxy. 970 and 3046). On the other hand, a Claudius 
Alexandros, who bears the title borne by Diognetos and Cerialis, i.¢. & %0GTotog £n700m0C Tioy 
#vgiev ZeBaotidv, and who is expressly stated to have had the same office as the latter, made an 
énioxeis vl in 206/7 and subsequent ones in 208/9 and in 209/10 (P. Hamb. 12). We also 
know of an Aurelius Maximus, 6 #04Ti0T05 700 Taic &mtonéyeay of ca. 223 (P. Soc. 1066; this 
name should be restored also in P. Exl. 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 (CILV 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 vith regard to inundation or 
absence thereof. To this effect he issued annual proclamations for the registration of uninundated 
lards and conducted inspections, either in person or, one assumes, in most cases through such 
lower officials as éxAoyiotai (P. Giss. 48) and yewpéroar (P. Soc. 1066). We should note thatitis 
precisely at this time that the prefect stopped being the only official toissue 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 Augusti or Augustorum, as the case may be; his rank that of ducenarius. He is 
sometimes referred to as & 7QdS Talg émoxépeoLy or similar expressions, but whether this was his 
official, or indeed his sole, title is unknown. He serves in close association with the rationalis, who 
although a ducenariustoo was however vir perfectissimus (P. Lond. 1157 [IIL, p. 1:0]; 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. Brooklyngr. 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 (111, p. 110); P. Oxy. 78;212. 
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. 

1 believe that there are more names that ought to be removed from the lists of usiaci: 
The Ti. Claudius Blastos, yevéjevog énitoomog 100 #veiov in CPR 1 (83/4), was almost 

certainly an idios logos. He directed the confiscation and sale of the property of a debitor fisci.* 

    

   

    

664; P. Leit. 

  

Machler in his note to BGU2023.7-8, butthe problem was not 1963, pp. 117 £, with bibliography. To her liss add now BGU solved. 2022} 2023; 2101; P.Oxy. 3046; 3047 
19. See esp. A. Stein, Cha isteria Alois Rzach,p. 178: is See above, n. 6.    
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and the fact that the former owner of the property was a woBoTiic Tivov 0BowdY does not make: 
Blastos an usiacus 

In BGU156 (201) an Aurelius Felix, 6 %oéiotog éntttoonog, directs the sale of the land of 
another debitor fisci who was not even an ovoxdc wodavic. 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 n thattime 
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 I1...ivov Swwg( ) 100 %oatiotov émtoémov. 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 [og0i** 

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. Itis 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), Eyhextog 6 #gériotos énironos; P. Wisc. 
34 and 35 (144), Alhog "Eyhextds énlgomog wob xugiov Kaioagos; BGUSII (144), Alhog 
[Exhextd] 6 %obriovos énireomog Tov xuglov Kaioagos (for the restoration at the end of line 

15 see my remarks in ZPE 11,1973, p. 23); P. Mich. 617 (145/6), 6 xoémiotog énitoomos (butno 
name); P. Oxy. 3089 (146), "Eyhextdg énitoomog 100 xveiov Kaioagos. 

3. EIRENAIOS: P. Meyer 3 (148), Eionvaiog 6 Tob zveiov Kaiougog énfteonog; P. Wisc. 
31 (149), Elgnvaios énirgonog wob xvelov Kaioagos; P. Bibl. Nat. Suppl. gr. 1374 fr. 44 + P. 
Rein. inv. 2062 (no date), v Eignvaiov %ai Soxeauiod 7e6vov. 

4. AELIUS SOKRATIKOS: SB 10527 (152/3), [Alhwog] Twxgauinds 6 #odriotos 
#nirgomog; APF 2, 1903, p. 562=AE 1903, no. 226=IGRR 1 1325 =SB 4231 (153), Athog 
Sargunds Enitoonos Sefaotot; SB 9210 (no date), Sowearxds (o 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. 
Aclius Hilarus Augg(ustorum) libertus qui proc(uravit) Alexandriae ad rat(iones) patrimonii. 

6. FELIX: CIL ITI 53 =Dessau, ILS 8759 (between 161 and 169, or 176 and 1807?), Felix 

Augg(ustorum) libertus procurator usiacus 
7. ULPIUS HERAKLEIDES: P. Tebt. 317 (174/5), 6 #géiot0g ovouands éniteonog 

Ofikiog "Hoaheidng. . 
8. CLAUDIUS DIOGNETOS (?): WChr. 81 (197), Khatdiog Aibyvirtos éxiteonog 

Zefaotod SuxdexuevOS TV LQXIEQWOTVIY. . 
9. AURELIUS ITALICUS: BGU 362 (214/5), Aveihog Trahuxds 6 eduatog 

£7{700m05 TOV OVOLXDY DIADEYGUEVOS TV GOUIEQITIIV. i 
10. AURELIUS TERPSILAOS: P. Oxy. 3092 (217), Aveihog Tegyihaos énitgorog 

      
      

    

  

  23, Such was the opinion of Meyer, “Awbanois.” p- 157, 1V, n. 5. 
n. 1; Mitteis, MChr. 220 introd.; Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, . 142 5. Rostovtzeff, Kolonat, p. 142 and “Fiscus,” DEARTIL 
and “Fiscus,” DEAR 111, 1922, p. 100 1922, p. 100. 

24, Pace Wilcken, WChr. 175 introd. See sbove, Chapter 26, See above, Appendix . 
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U0ty SLadexdEV0S %l T #aTd Ty d1oGnow; P. Oxy. 3103 (226), Avgiihos Teiraosd 
Yevépevog EniToonog TV ovOLkDY. 

11.MYRON (?): WChr. 73 (247/8), 6 xodmiotog Mibguv Suadexouevos iy 
agpEQuatviy. 

Unnamed procuratores usiaci as well as the ratio usiaca are mentioned in the following 
documents: BGU 1047 (ca. 131), where the éctoom of line ii.11 is the ovowwei; P. Amh. 77 
(139); BGU 599 (II), where in line 5 either otowaxo® or &nttoémou may be supplied for the 
Suouatod suggested by Wilcken, WChr. 363; P. Giss. 40 (213), where the usiacus may have been 
Aurelius Ttalicus; P. Strassb. 5 (262); P. Oxy. 1514 (274); 2228 (285); 1274 (1) 

1 should like to close this note with a list of the known lower, non-liturgic officials of the 
patrimonium: 

1. Kéorog, yevouevog Bondodg Tiig émteoniic (BGU 1047) 
2. ‘Houxhg, nayaigog6eog ovoiaxog (P. Amh. 77). 

Thiog BIME, Empehmie wooLaxdv (here =oboiody) #mudtov (P. Oxford 3). 
4. Alhog ‘Hododkerros, Bondog Afkiov Eyhextod émiérov Tob xueiov Kaloagos (P. 

Wisc. 34). 
5. Exuupmtéc, fondds Eionvaiov émteémov ob xvelov Kaioagog (P. Wise. 31). 
6. Alhog Evtui, Bondoc (se. Alhiov Zwxpatixot) (APF2,1903,p. 562 = AE 1903, no. 

        

   

       

    

  

@v (BGU 1895). 
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Addenda 

Since the submission of the manuscript to the publisher early in 1973, two short but 
important works have appeared, and it is indeed a pity that I have not been able to make use of 
them: R. MacMullen, “Two Notes on Imperial Properties,” Athenacum 64, 1976, pp. 19-36, and 
D.J. Crawford, “Imperial Estates,” in M. 1. Finley, ed., Studies in Roman Property, Cambridge, 
1976, pp. 35-70 and 173-207. Dr. Crawford and I do not always sce 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 I1. They 
are: BGU 2286; P. Bonn. inv. 4 (ZPE25, 1977, p. 164); P. Coll. Youtie 19and 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% %Jvoiou Tieolov 
Khavd[iJov [Kaioagos Atroxedtoleos modteoov *Avtavilas Zefaoric] modtegov Faton 
“Tovhifov *AheEdvdoou?] (lines 7-10, cf. 64-7); of ovolas Tic Deac xai xvoias "Ayourtivig 
Seaorilc (lines 38-9); and of ovoiag 10T 9e0d #ai %[voiov] Tieoiov Khavdiov Kaloaeos 
Ze[plaotod Teouavizod Avronodropos molételoov Avimvias SeBaotiic xal Tohia]e 
SeBaoriic (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 &ivo and xdte ovoiaseealso A. E. Hanson in Le monde grec. Homages 4 Claire Préaux, Bruxelles, 1975, p. 610, and P. J. Sijpesteiin, 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; sce P. Oxy. XLV, p. xv 
Page 15. In P. Soc. 1150 (see the revised edition and notes of G. Messeri in M. Manfredi, ed., Correzioni e riedizioni di papiri della Societa Italiana, Florence, 1977, pp. 40-9). dated 19 Nov. 27 B.C,, oceurs the phrase ol nocota[tle[s wi moétego]v Metevequeiove vuvel dt KaliJoagos Avroxgdrogolc viis (lines 5-6). Tiig is indeed a logical and acceptable supplement, but so is odoias—which would not only admirably explain the presence of Tooeotdrec (see above, p. 53), but also present us with the earliest evidence of an estate owned by Augustus in Egypt. Page 19, with note 29. On Dionysodoros see also G. Bastianini, Gli strategi dell’Arsinoites in epoca romana (Papyrologica Bruxellensia, 11), Bruxelles, 1972, pp. 8, 11-12. 

    

    

      

 



ADDENDA 101 

Page 30. Dr. Crawford has drawn my attention to Strabo 17.818, where an island in the 
‘Thebais particularly productive of the best date is characterized as pey{omy Tehodoa 7060080V 
0T fiyep6oL - faothuei v v, WLy ' 00 petiiv, xai vv @y fiyepévoy totl. By fiyenoves 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, Iwould now read P. Mich. 560. 
8-9 &v i drehei(q) Goovoav 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 
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Sel. Pap. (cont) 
282: see P. Amh. 77 
338: see P. Tebr. 293 
340, 404: see BGU 362 
351: see P. Ryl. 98(a) 
355: see P. Lond. 1157 
371: see P. Fay. 87 
404, 340: see BGU 362 
425: see WChr. 81 

VBP. sec P. Bad. 
WChr. 41 (P. Par. 69): 88 

72 (P. Rainer): 87 
73 (CIG 11T 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: see BGU 337 
96: see BGU 362 
170: see BGU S| 
174: see BGU 106 
175: see BGU 156 
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    176 (P. Spe 
59, 80 

177: see P. Lond. 214 
183: see P. Oxy. 513 
186: see BGU 620 
235: see P. Hamb. 12 
277: see P. Amh. 77 
278: see P. Oxy. 62 
312: see P. Lond. 280 
319: see P. Tebt. 308 
332: see P. Tebt. 6 

Isag. pl.xi,no. 21): 12,22, 45, 53, 56, 

    

  

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 
369: see P. Oxy. 721 
370: see P. Lond. 1223 
375: see P. Lond. 1157 
376: see BGU 462 
378: see P. Oxy. 58 
379: sce P. Cair. Preis. 4 

I1. Persons and Places 
Adamas, 1605 or g0z of, 9 
Acimnestos, land-owner, 67 
Aclia, seePactina 
Aclius, seeEklektos, Eutykhes, Felix, Gallus, 

Herakleitos, Hilarus, Sokratikos 
Aemilius, seeRectus 
Agathinos, see Apollonios 
Agathos Daimon, lessee, 12 
Agathos Daimon, duidhios tic obotaiic 

#mgoiic, 90 
Agrippa, M. Vipsanius, cstatesof, 18 
Agrippa, M. Vipsanius, Postumus, estates of, 12, 18, 69 Agrippina, Iu 3; see alsoGermanicus'children Agrippina, Valeria, andestates of, 18, 20, 100 Agrippina, Tulia or Valeria, estates of, 12, 18, 20,28, 30, 34-5,49,57,60-70 
Aius, seeSanctus 
Akousilaos, seeKhairemon 
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. ulus, alabarch, 17 
Alexandros, C. Iulius, 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. lulius, estate supervisor, 52 
Amminon, epoikion, 67-8 
Ammonianos, seeTheon/Anthos 
Ammonios, sce Atia 
Andromakhis, 40 

Ankyronon Polis,9, 31,73 
Annaeus, se 

  

Annius, seeDiogenes 
Anoubas, land-owner, 67 
Anoubias (village), 33-4, 70 
Anthos andestates of, 12, 17-9, 28, 31, 34-5, 37, 47-8, 

52,75 
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, 

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 10d¢ tais Emioxéyeary, 88 
Antoninus Pius, emperor, 18, 85 
Antonius,s. of Theon, lesse 
Antonius, Mareus, triumvir, 3, 15, 20-1 
Antonius, seePallas 
Aphrodisios, 24 

  

  

  

4-6, 
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Aphrodisios. . of Aphrodisios, yoauareis otoias, 52 
Aphrodisios. . of Zoilos, lessee, 53 
Aphroditopolis, 33-4,46 
Apia, seelsidora/ Apia 

Apias (village). 33,55 
Apion, land-owner, 67 
Apion. . of Komanos,lessee, 12, 46,67 
Apol-.land-owner, 66 
Apollonios, dioiketes, SO 
Apollonios, . of Agathinos, #7005 of, 9 

Aponia, seeBerenike. 
Aponius, seeSaturninus 
Aristokles, land-owner, 67 
Arsinoite nome, 6-7.9, 16-17,19-20,23,29,31-3, 35. 

30-40,42,44°5, 47, 52-4, 56,59, 66-7. 69-83 
AsiaMinor, 15,53 
Asklepiades, . of Ptolemaios, land-owner, 67 
Asklepiades, Tulius lessee, 12 
Asklepiades, C. lulius, philosopher, 12 
Asklepiades, M. lulius, 12 
Athenais, Claud 
Athenodoros, Flavius, land-owner, 67 

Athenodoros, Iulius, land-owner, 67 
Atia (or Tapatia).d. of Ammonios, 24 
Augustus andestates o, 3-8, 15-16,20-1,23,26, 100 
Aulon, land-owner. 67 
Aurelius, see Antoninus, Fel, Italicus, Maximus, 

erpsilaos 
Bakkhias, 33-4, 38, 46, 62,66,71-2,79 
Balbillus, Ti. Claudius, prefect, land-owner, 53,63, 65 
Bellenus, sce Gemellus 
Berenicianus, Va 
Berenike, mistress of Titus, 66. 
Berenike, Aponia, land-owner, 
Berenike, Iulia, land-owne 
Bernikis Aigialou, 33-4,70,78 
Blastos, T. Claudius, idios logos (?),88-9 
Boubastos, 0, 33-4, 46, 55, 66,70 
Boukolon (village), 34,47, 71 
Bousirite nome, § 
Britannicus, 22-3; see alsoClaudius’ children 
Burrus, 25 
Caccina, seeTuseus 
Caligula, see Gaius 
Calpurnius, seeTryphon 
Calvia, seeCrispinilla 
Calvinus, Claudius, idios 0gos(?), 68, 89 
Calvisius, seeFaustinianus 
Camelius andestates of, 13, 

75-6 
Capito, Cn. Vergilius, prefect, 58 
Cerialis,Publvs adiorrationalis(2)84,87-8 
Cerinthus, Kifowvbog, slave, 21,31, 
Cestus, Bonfos g xuteon, 90 
Cladianus, Perennis, 19 
Cladus, slave or freedman, 19,52 
Cladus, M. Ulpius Entellianus, freedman, 19 

  

  

    

  

land-owner, 66 

   

  

us lessee, 12 

66   

  

1,28,34,37-8,47-9,61-2, 

  

     

  

Cladus, see alsoKlados 
Clara, Norbana, land-owner, 65 
Claudia, see Akte, Athenais, Isidora, Livilla 
Claudius, emperor, andestates of, 9, 11, 16, 20- 

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 
Cnacus, seeCapito 
Cornelius, seeGallus 
Corsica,25 
Crispinilla, Calvia, andestates of, 26,34, 76 
Crispinillianus, seeTychicus 
Delta (Nile), 22,30-2, 44, 58 
Demetrios, 005 0f, 9. 
Demetrios. . of Isidoros, éxorionuos oviac, 61 
Demetrius, Ti. Claudius. proc. episcepseos, 8§ 
Dinnis. 33 
Diocletian, emperor, 85 
Diodorus, Valerius, 12 
Diogenes, Annius. proc. Heptanomiac, 85,85 
Diognetos, Claudius, adiutor rationalis, proc. usiacus 

(2).51.84,86:9 
Dionysias, 33,46, 67 
Dionysios, wgoeotixoloiac, 53 
Dionysodoros, strategos, andestates of, 13,19, 28, 34-6, 

412,478,767, 100 
Dioskoros, seePtolemaios 
Diotimos, #0051, 9. 
Domitian, emperor, 
Doryphoros, Ti. Claudius, andestates of, 9, 12-13, 22 

28,30-1,34-40,45,47, 52, 54,57, 62,77 
Dromeos epoikion, 9, 55 

Drausilla, Iulia, 18, 20 see alsoGermanicus' children 
Drusilla, seeLivia 

Drusus Iulius Cacsar, 17, 20; see also Germanicus' 
children 

Drusus lulius 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, §9-90 
EXlekios, Aclius, proc. usiacus, 89-90 
Elephantine, 17 
Embres,land-owner, 66 
Entellianus, seeCladus 
Epaphroditos,slave, 21,5 
Epipolis, 19,34,46-7,74,77-8,81 
Epithymetos. fonfios éxtroénov, 90 
Eros,24 

Eros andestatesof, 13,23-4,28,34,39,52,77 
Eros, Ti. Claudius, a rationibus, 24 
Eros, M. Ulpius, abepistulis, 24 

3.26,31 

    

  

  

  

  

  

    

  

  

  

  

   



   

   
   
    
    

   
    
   
    

    

  

      
   

   
   

   

        
    

      

     

    

   
   

       

  

     
    

   
   

    

    

     
    

    

     

       
      
    

   

    

Esquilinus, collis, 15 
Euandros. . of Ptolemaios land-owner, 67 
Eugraphios, dqquadios i otoraic oo 
Euhemeria, 8-9, 16, 20, 33-4, 44-5, 48, 52. 

75-6,78-83 
Eusebes, xtijuc EtoBovs, 9, 12 
Euskhemon, olxovépos otoias, 52 
Eutykhes, Bonfos éurgéon, 90 
F—, Fulvius, dioiketes, 68 
Falcidius, estate of, 45,77 
Faustinianus, Calvisius, idios 10gos, 68 

Felix, proc. usiacus, 89 

         

  

  

   Felix, Aclius, éxehyriic cvouaxdv xmudtoy, 900 
Felix, Aurelius, idios logos or dioiketes(2), 51, 84,89 
Felix, . Claudius, frecdman, 21, 52 
Felix, Flavius, Exehriic ototasiv, 90 
Flavius, see Athenodoros, Felix 
Fulvius, sceF— 
Gaius (Caligula), emperor, andestates of, 11,17-21, 34, 

53,71 
Gaius, see Alexandros, Amarantos, Asklepiades, 

Galerius, Gallus, Maecenas, Petronius, Theon, 
Tuscus 

Galatia, 25 
Galba, emperor, 26,58 
Galerius, Gaius, prefec 
Gallia, seePolla 
Gallus, Aelius, prefe 
Gallus, C. Cornelius, prefe 
emellus, L. Bellenus, 68 

iberius, land-owne 

  

  

  

  

    
   

  

       mellus, seeTiberius Iulius Caesar 

34-9,48-53, 58,61-2,71-2 
Germanicus' children andestates of, 11,17, 20, 34-5, 48, 

50-1,53, 55,57,62,72; see alsounder individual 
names (cf.p. 14) 

Grypianus, seelucundus 
Hadrian, emperor. 6, 18 
Heptanomia, 30-2 

    
  

  

  

90 
,45..55-6,60,62,70,73,77-81 

es. division of, 36-8, 45-6.    

  

Herakleides, iz otoias, 53 
Herakleides, &xkijmrg otoias, 63 
Herakleides, land-owner, 68 
Herakleides, Ulpius, proc. usiacus, 89 
Herakleitos, Aclius, fonos éxroémov, 90 
Herakleopolis, 33 
Herakleopolite nome, 9, 
Heras, 25 
Herieus, 
Hermas, 
Hermopolite nome, 
Hermoupolis Magna, 2 
Hermoupolis Parva, 40 

    

31,66.73,82 

of Satabous, lessce, 56,50 
haatiov Eoudens, 9,45 

9,22,47,65-6,73,77,82 
65-7 
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5.65.69-73, 

    

Herodes, king, 17 
Hiera Nesos, 24, 3-8, 66,70,72,79-80, 82-3 

Hiera Sykaminos, 30 
Hilarus, P. Aclius, proc. usiacus 89 
Horion, s. of Petosiri, dxorioyi 61,634 
Ibion Eikosipentarouron, 9, 33-4, 44-5,71,79 
Isidora/ Apia, Claudia, land-owner, 66 
Isidoros, seeDemetrios 
Isis Taposirias, temple of, 66 
Italicus, Aurelius, proc. usiacus, 86, 89-90 
Iucundus andestatesof, 24, 28, 34-5, 37,52,77 
Tucundus Grypianus, 24 
Tulia, 19; see alsoLivia Drusi's children 
Tulia, sce Agrippina, Berenike, Drusilla, Livia, Livila 

Polla 
Iulianus, Claudius, rationalis, 87 
Iuliopolis, 33-4,47 
Tulius Caesar, 6,23 
Tulius, see Alexandros, Amarantos, Asklepiades, 

Athenodoros, Drusus, Germanicus, Nicanor, 
‘Theon, Theon/Tryphon, Tiberius 

Tumer-, seeNumerius 
Iustus, land-owner, 66, 
Kallimorphos, land-owner, 66, 
Kallistrates, s.of Kallistrates, xoocotiss wenvidy, 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, mgo¢atiss ototas, 53 
Kharmos andestates of, 12-13, 23-4, 34-5, 37,39, 41-2, 

52,78 
Khresimos andestates of, 24, 2 
Khrestos andestates of, 25, 28, 
Klados, 19 
Klados, see alsoCladus 
Komanos, dgedof, 6 
Komanos, see Apion 
Kronion, seePtolemaios 

Kynopolite nome, 21,31 
Lagis, 33-4,39-40,72,77-81 
Latinus, actor mimicus, 25 
Latinus andestatesof, 12-13, 25,28, 30-1 
Leon, xgovoric, 16 

Leukopyrgites Ano, 65 
Limnaios,s. of Limnaios, éx{zgomo, 52 
Livia (=Livia Drusilla = Livia Augusta = Tulia 

Augusta) andestates of, 6,9, 11, 16-17, 19,21, 23,33-5,38,47-51,52-3, 55,57, 61-2,72, 100 
Livia Drusi (=Livialulia = 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 lso 
Tulia and Tiberius Iulius Caesar Gemellus 

Livia Iulia, seeLivia Drusi 
Livilla, Claudia, seeLivia Drusi 

  

   

  

  

  

  

  

8,34 
30-1 

  

  

  

3,45,52,78 

  

  

    
    

  

  



   

Livilla Iulia, 18; see alsoGermanicus'children 
Longinos,land-owner. 67 
Lucifer, otrov6uos, 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, Mareus, 16 
Lycarion, see Thermoutharion 
Macro, Claudius, 26 
Maccenas, Gaius, andestates of, 9, 12-13, 15-16,23-4, 

28-0,34-40,45,47-8, 50-1,60-2,64,79-80 
Magdola, 43 
Magdola Orou Samoou, 66 
Magius, seeMaximus 
Maharraga, 30 
Mamertinus, M. Petronius, prefect, 5§ 
Marcellus, Claudius, rationalis 87 
Marcius, seeMoesianus, Salutarius 
Marcus, see Agrippa, Antonius, Asklepiades, Cladus, 

Eros, Lurius, Mamertinus, Maximus, Pallas, 
Rufus, Saturninus 

Mariamne, w. of Herodes, 17 
Maron,s. of Pylades, 60-1 
Maximus, Aurelius, 6 xods aic Emonéyeory, 88 
Maximus, M. Magius, prefect, 58 
Memphis, 32 

Memphite nome, 31, 67,75 
Menas, 25 
Menas/Menatius andestates of, 13 

80 
Menas/Menodoros, 26 
Mendesian nome, 25, 30-1,45,70,74- 
Menelaite nome, 8 
Menelaos, #kiigocof, 9 
Messalina, Valeria, andestates of, 9-10, 12-13,22,31, 

33,38,73 
Metrodorou epoikion, 33-4, 46 
Modestus,idios logos, 68, 87 
Moéis, Lake, 32-3,35,37,44,49 
Moesianus, Marcius, idios [0g0s, 51 
Monimou Topoi, 82 
Moskhos/Moskhianos,land-owner, 68 
Myron, proc. usiacus (), 86,90 
Narkissos, Ti. Claudius, andestatesof, 12,2 

523,56,80 
Narmouthis, 33,40 

Neiloupolis, 34,79-80,83 
Nero, emperor, andestates of, 13, 16, 18,23-6,29, 34, 

45,52,73 
Nero Claudius Drusus, seeDrusus 
Nero lulius Cacsar, 17-18; see alsoGermanicus’ 

children 
Nikanor, Ti. Tulius land-owner, 12,65 

Nile, Riverand valley,7,21,30,38,43-4, 51,56 
Nomentum, 24 
Norbana, sceClara 

  

    

  

    

    

778,82 

  28,34-5, 

  

INDEXES 

25-6,28,35,41,47, 

     

    
Numerius andestate of, 24, 28, 34- 
Oasis, seeSmall Oasis 
Octavia, w. of M. Antonius, 20-1 
Octavia, 22-3; see alsoClaudius’ children 
Octavian, see Augustus. 
Olbia (Terranova), 26 
Onesimus andestate of, 2 
Otho, emperor, 26 
Oxyrhynchite nome, 8-9,21,25,31-2, 52, 57,66-7, 

70-1,74-5,81-2 
Oxyrhynchus, 65 
Pactina, Aclia, empress, 22 
Pallantos epoikion 0rtopos, 65 
Pallas, M. Antonius, andestatesof, 13,17, 

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), 33, 55 
Perennis, seeCladianus 
Peri Poleos Ano (toparchy), 312 
Perkeesis, 24,33-6, 44, 54-5,62,70,74,82 

Pertinas, emperor, 27 
Petenephies, 100 
Petenouris,s. of Orsenouphis, lessee, 60 
Petosiri, seeHorion 
Petronii, Poplius andGaius, 

Petronius andestate of, 
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, andestatesof, 13,21,23, 28, 34,37, 39-40, 

81 
Polla, Iulia,land-owner, 66 

Polybianos, Claudius,estate-owner, 66. 
Polybios, 25,66 
Polydeukia, 33-4, 44, 48,66,71,79-80 
Pompeius, Sextus, 26 
Poplius, seePetronii 
Poppaca, empress, 23 
Postums, 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 

52,78 

    

28,34,52,80 

  

  

  

  

  poikionof, 11,16, 19,67-8 
16,34,53,59-62,81    
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Psenyris Ano, 46 
Psya,33-4,46 
Polemaios Philadelphos, S0 
Polemaios, . of Dioskoros,lessce, 46 
Prolemaios. . of Kronion, lessee, 12,46 
Prolemaios, see Asklepiades, Euandros. 
Prolemais, land-owner, 67 
Ptolemais Nea, 24, 33-8, 55,70-2, 74,79, 82 
Publius, seeHilarus, Rufus 
Puteoli, 26 
Pylades, seeMaron 
Pyrrheia Narmoutheos, 34, 70 
Rectus, L. Aemilius, prefect, 58 
Rome,3-4, 15, 18,20,24-5,32,43,45, 51,58 
Rufinus, Vestidius, dioikeres, 68 
Rufus, M. Rutilius, prefect, 18 
Rutilus, seeRufus 
Rutilius andestate o, 13, 18,49, 57,81 
Salutarius, Marcius, adiutor rationalis, 7 
Sanctus, T. Aius, 85 
Sarapion, Ti. Claudius, andestatesof, 13,21-2,28, 34, 

45.52,56,81 
Sardinia, 16,26 
Satabous, seeHerieus 
Saturninus, M. Aponius, land-owner, 16, 53,63, 65 
Sebennutos, 34,46, 79 

Seber- (village), 34,77 
Sen- (village), 34,79 
Seneca, L. Annacus, the younger, andestates of, 7,9, 

11-13,24-5,28-31,34-41,47, 50-1, 54, 59,82 
Sentrempai, 40 
Septimius, Lucius, land-owner, 13,23 
Septimius, seeSerenus 
Serenus, Septimius, idios 10gos(?), 68, 89 
Servianus, seeSeverus 
Severus andestatesof, 13,2 

83 
Severus, Septimius, emperor, 23, 85, 88 

everus, Septimius,friend of Statius, 2: 
Severus, L. Septimius, andestateof, 13, 
Severus, Servianus, idios 10gos, 25 
Sextus, seePompeius 
Simon, see Alexandros 
Sinary, 75 

Skhedia, 33-4,47 
Skyllax, land-owner, 67 
Small Oasis, 33, 66 
Soknopaios, temple of, 49 
Soknopaiou Nesos, 18, 33-4, 44, 48-9, 55-6, 66,70-3, 

75.80 
Sokr-, proc. usiacus (2), 89 
Sokrates andestates of, 13, 
Sokratikos, Aelius, proc. usiacus, §9-90 
Sostratos, lessee, 12 

Sotianos, land-owner, 67 
Sotos,.of Maron, rgocatiss otoias, 53 
Sphex, land-owner, 67 

  

  

   

   

    

  

      

  

   5,28,34-41,45,47,55-6, 
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Statius, 23 
Strategos, gowviiov Sroamyo, 19,47 
Syene, 17 
Synephebos, dyutehov Zvveiifov, 9,45 

  

Syrion, Claudius, land-owner, 67 
Taie,31,75 
Talei, 33 

  Tapatia, sce Atia 
Taphiomis, seePotamiaine 
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, . of Theon, land-owner, 67 
Theon, Ti. Claudius, lessce, 25 
Theon, C. Tulius, . 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. lulius, land-owner, 66, 100 
Theon, sec 
Theoninos, 
Theophilos, v 
Theoxens, 3 7,70,72 
‘Thermoutharion, . of Lykarion, land-owner, 67 
Thmouis, 25-6, 30-1 
Thonnesis, xtiju @ovviioews, 9,30, 45 
Thoth (god). 

30-1 
Thraso, 67 
Tiberius, emperor, andestatesof, 9, 13, 16-21, 34,45, 

53-5,73 
Tiberius lulius Caesar Gemellus, 19-20, 68; see also 

Livia Drusi's children 
Tiberius, sce Alexandros, Balbillus, Blastos, Demetrius, 

Doryphoros, Eros, Felix, Gemellus, Narkissos. 
Nikanor, Sarapion, Theon, Theon/Tryphon, 
Tryphon 

Tigellius, land-owner, 67 
Titanianos, land-owner, 67; cf. also101 
Titus, emperor, andestates of, 10,25, 28-30,36, 39-40, 

43,6674 
Titus, seeSanctus 
Tonaitios, land-own; 
Toou,9.31,77,82 
Trikomia, 40 
‘Tryphon, Ti. Calpurnius, land-owner, 67 
Tychicus Crispinillianus, 26 

  

Antonius 
nd-owner, 66 

  

  

   

    

   

  

66   
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Tuseus, C. Caecina, prefect, 59 
Ulpius, seeCladus, Eros, Herakleides 
Valeria, see Agrippina, Messalina 
Valerius, see Berenicianus, Diodorus 
Velitrae, 26 
Vergilius, seeCapito 

  

   ian, emperor, andestates of, 13,21,25,27-30. 
35-6,39-40,42-3,45, 52, 55,74, 85 

Vestidius, seeRufinus 
Vispanius, see Agrippa 
Vitellius, emperor, 26 
Xenon, ¥kilgo5of, 9 
Zoilos, see Aphrodisios 

  

L. Technical Terms and Selected Subjects 

A. English and Latin 

a patrimonio, 10 
absentee land-owner, 50-1 
acacia (Gxavdos), 47 
adiutor rationalis, 87-8 
administration, see estates, imperial, and ovoucei 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, seedvayydoevtos 
immune from taxation, seedzehic 

artisans, 55 
association, of éxohlotyiot ovoiag, 61,63 

of farmers, 57 
barley, 41-3; see alsocareals, grain-land 
baths, 63 
beans, 42 
beastsof burden, 49, 53 
cattle, 49 
cereals, 31-2,35-9, 41-6; see alsograin-land 
compulsory cultivation, 28, 39-40, 59-60; see also 

Eufiok, Eneo 
leases of imperial estates, 58-64 
services, seeliturgy, &yyageia 

confiscation of property, 4-6, 11, 15,23 
dates, 101; see alsopalm-trees. 
dioiketes, seediouanvic 
dispensatores Cacsaris, 51 
donkeys, 49,53 

  

     oués 

27,29,60 
  

  

  lack of topographical unity, 
nomenclature, 7-8, 1113 
status of land prior to formation, 9 
jointownership, 17-20 
division between Vespasian and Titus, 28-9 
concentrated n the Arsinoite, 32-5 
size, secovouaei v 
administration, 50-4 
farmers, 54-64 

  

exemption, from compulsory service, 61; sec also 
avayyigevTos, drokiowog 

    

from taxation, seetax-exemption 
xploitation, 4 

complaints, 54 
inimperial estates, $4-64 
classes, seeyeworos 

farmstead (Enof10v, 0uvouxia), 9, 55-6 
fiscus,imperial, 27 

Egyptian, 4. 11,27, 60, 85-6; see alsodiotanos, 
Tap()eiov 

fishing, 48-9 
fishing-boats, 40 

freedmen, imperial, former owners of imperial estates, 
16-18,21-6,52 

administrators of imperial estates, 21, 28, 51- 
frumentum emptum(zvods ovvayopuoTXOS), 42-3 
fundus,7,10,12 
garden-land (xapde005), 10, 44-7 
goats, seesheep 
grain, seecereals, loan of seeds, frumentum emptum 
grain-land, 31-2,35-44,46 
granaries (fmoaveo), public, 44 

inimperial estates, 55 
grantsof land, 4-6, 15, 21,24,67 

s,42; see alsopastures 
et, seefarmstead 
48 

idios logos, 7-8,27,86-7; see alsolndex IB, s.v. Gnomon 
of the Idios Logos 

land, administration, 4-8 
private ownership,4,6,7-10 

categories, seetiy 
broughtback o cultivation, 7-8, 45, 54 
reclaimed by the desert, 28-0 

latifundium, 5,10 
leases, of imperial estates, 52-64 

of ooy, 12,28 
lentils, 41-2 

; seealsofarmers, leases 

farmers,   

   

  

  

  

  

    

  lessees, 
liturgy, 60-4; see alsodyageia: 

exemption from, 61 see alsodvayyoevios, 
aoniouos 

loanof seed, 37-8 
magister reiprivats 

  

  

85:6.101  



    

   

    

    

   
      

   
   
   
    

    

  

    

   
    
   

    

   

   
   
   
    

   
    

    
       
     

    
   
    

    

      
    

    

    

marshes (Supo(), 44, 48 
mat-weaving, 57 
measures (uétoa) of imperial estates, 55-6 
monopoly, seepapyrus 
oil-presses (éhawovoyeia), 21-2,45, 56,59 

  

oxen, 49 
palm-trees, 9, 19,44-7, 101 

  

papyrus-growing, 48, 53, 
o monopoly, 57 

pastures (vouai), 21,31, 44,48 
patrimonialis, zazguiovviaos, 11 
patrimonium, 11 

principis, 7-8, 15-29,51,86 
apatrimonio, 10 

peas 
possessio, 10 
praedium, 10,12 

pracdia fiscalia, 11 
procurator, of imperial estates, 17, 23,25, 51 

episcepseos, 88 
rationis patrimoni, 10,28 
reiprivatac, 85-6 
usiacus, 10, 28, 68, 84-90 

ratiopatrimonii principis, 10,28 

ants. seefarmers   

  

    

yageic, 57-8; see alsoliturgy 
ki Higogos. 47 

dyrehosTovyouév, 47 

  

ligogos, 45 
GoQuios, 45 

dvayydoevtos, 18,49, 57 
avadidopt, 61 
avahayBive, 4, 11,86; see alsoconfiscation 

  

    

  

het0e001 Kaioagos xat ol 
anohiouos, 61-4 
daohio, -opa, 59 
andyonpa, 46-7 
doyeorts, 87, 101 
doyicouatvn, 86-7 
axéheia, 8, 57-8, 101 

whovirn, 31,58 
ek, 18,49, 57-8 
Ponddstod énvreénov, tis éxtxoniis, 90 

ovépo, 51   

    

  

      
yevnuatoyoagotyeva doyovia, 11; see also 

confiscation 
veouérons, 88 

  

INDEXES 

B. Greek 

rationalis, 87-8 
rentals (éxgooic), 43 
resprivat, 27,856 

procurator rei privatac, 85-6 
saltus, 10 
secretaries, of farmers, 57 

ofestates, 50,52 
sheepand 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, seedcx6poi0a, Soayuamyia, énagovgiov, 
ragayuy ihaias, §ogos 
emption, 63; see alsodéheia, drekii, 
xovgoréheia 

towers (iigyou), 55-6. 
trades, 55 

vegetable (A 
vegetable seed (i 
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 

  

  

   

      

  

  

Yewoys, 54 
Pouiunss,4,8,28 
Bnpdowos, 4,8,28, 54 
otouaxde, 24,28, 612,85 

Tgoo0buxs, 28 
Booyoc, 38 
alyains Eugogos, 47 
evigioes 
Gigogos, 8 
Paothuri, 4,7-9,27-8,85 
Bnooia, ,27-8 
Evbword, 5 
Eovnué, 9 
Bi6wTeos, i, 9 
ico, 
o, 6, 
hgouyue, 6,9,32; see alsoriigon 
o, 8 
ovowwai, 9,11,28-9,35,85 
7g006Bov, 11,27-8 
Gréhoos, 8,32 

Ghoyoc Baoi, 8 
vouuuateis ovoias, 50,52 
Sidon, 61 
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<aan, 11,85 

    

      

  

Suouanic, 4,86 oowwkds, té oo, department of, 28 secoBolards 

0 50,62 ,30-49 
idagn, 12,67 ‘administration, 28 
ki, 52-3,57 size, 31-2,35.37-41,46-7 
oyionic, 88 sales, 28,35 
#ugboia, 43 émrgom, 90; seeotoraxdshbyos 
#nagotouov, 47 Exitgonos, see procurator usiacus 
&mfoi, 28, 59-60 ria, 36 
&k, of association of éxohlouior, 63 hovos, 51-2,84-6 

wouardv ez, 90 ereation, 10-11,28-9. 

Emeoiond: 
exioneyic i 

5 vaic Eonéyeor, 88 
Emotdme knvav, 49 
ErmonTig ooty KTudTov, 12,28, 46,68 
#muzgomi, ooucsai, 90 seeovotnody 
énitomosovoias, 28, 52-3 

ovowaxv, see procurator usiacus 
&noimov, seefarmsicad 

    

  

lower officials, 90 
ezatgogioos, 90 

  

90   

   
  

  

     

  

iyorevos, of association of éohiauior, 63 oeofitecol. 
fnoauoos, seegranaries rooatoxmVoTesGos, 61 
TowozAdyos, see dios Iogos xQosoTdS, K@, 53 
coatind, department of, 27 obotaz, 20,28, 50, 53-4, 56-7,59-60, 100       
abirovea, 43 7oovonis, 16 

  

  

  

  

  

      

  

  

   

o1, 4-10; see alsoyii ¥hgovxuei govoY. 50 
imperial estates, 9 Smgds tais moniyeory, 88 

rovgotéheua, 8 gootdme. 50 
e, 5,10,46 v, 53 

wois, 10 r6regoy, 11-12,86 
hetwona, album, 61,634 igyos, seetowers 
aaigogogos obotaks, 90 Teds ouvayQuOTIGS, see frumentum emptum 
niofoois, 12,58, 61; sec alsoleases ovvoria, seefarmstead 
woboris, 12,53, 55; see alsofarmers, leases Tap()eiov, 11, 85; see alsofiscus, dioinoic 
\wwgoBéhavos, 47 Tayuasai otoia, 11,85 
vebura, 45 wehoveic, 58-9 
olovépos, ovolas, 28, 50,52 ndgyovia, 10-11,67 

énehetbeootKaioagosxaiol., 51-2 Smopiofuis, 55 
Sy, 53 qbgos, Ehatvar quriy, 47 
Spuoudsyc, 87 Tholwv, 49 
ovoa, meaningof the term, 5,9-11 Q0B al alyv, 48 

lack of topographical unity, 6-7 Gouvinav, 467 
non-imperial, 65-7 geovuonic, 50 
imperial, seeestates, imperial Zeuovic, 50 
v, xtw,7,10,100 te0oovoui, 48; see alsopastures 
ok, 11 Wikog 605, 30 
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