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Uri Yiftach

FROM ARSINOE TO ALEXANDRIA AND BEYOND: 
TAXATION AND INFORMATION 

IN EARLY ROMAN EGYPT

A DISCUSSION OF P. BAGNALL 70*

Taxation is one of the fields of everyday activity most thoroughly
documented on perishable material from Roman Egypt. The collec-

tion of taxes involved the issuance of receipts to taxpayers on papyrus or
ostrakon, 8,122 of which are currently registered at the Heidelberger
Gesamtverzeichnis der Griechischen Papyrusurkunden Ägyptens (<www.rzuser.
uni-heidelberg.de/~gv0/>) as published. In addition – and this is the pri-
mary topic of this paper – tax collectors had to report to their superiors
on the amount of taxes collected to enable them to ascertain that all
required taxes were in fact being collected and to calculate how much tax
should be levied in that jurisdiction in future.1 This revenue information

* The present paper was composed in connection with the research project Synopsis:
Data Processing and State Management in Roman Egypt (30 bce – 300 ce), sponsored by the
German Israeli Foundation for Scientific Research and Development. An earlier version
was presented at the Deutsches Archaeologisches Institut in Munich, January 2014.
Thanks are due to Klaas Worp for reading and commenting on the contents of this paper.

1 T. Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber und die Gauverwaltung. Untersuchungen zur Verwal-
tungsgeschichte Ägyptens in der Zeit von Augustus bis Philippus Arabs (30 v.Chr. – 245 n.Chr.)
[= Archiv für Papyrusforschung und verwandte Gebiete, Beiheft 11] Leipzig 2002, p. 624. 
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was gathered by tax collectors in situ and compiled into monthly reports
(μηνια α βιβ α) that were sent to the nome’s administration head, strate-
gos, who forwarded their contents to the provincial central administra-
tion in Alexandria. In the fourth century they would do so through the
offices of the praesides of the newly established provinces.2

The first stage of the reporting process, the tax collectors’ reports to
the nome’s administration, is fairly well documented, largely thanks to
the survival of some 200 such reports3 and contracts recording the ces-
sion of liturgy by tax collectors or scribes.4 Of the second stage of the
process, forwarding the information to Alexandria, we know considerably
less. There is, to my knowledge, only one surviving example of statements
by a strategos to the tax collection authorities in Alexandria.5 Even the
related material that mentions some of the functionaries involved in pro-
cessing and dispatching taxation information at the office of the stra tegos,

2 In general, on this procedure, Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber (cit. n. 1), pp. 329, 624–627,
818–824; M. Sharp, ‘Shearing sheep: Rome and the collection of taxes in Egypt, 30 bc –
ad 200’, [in:] W. Eck (ed.), Lokale Autonomie und römische Ordnungsmacht in den kaiserzeitlichen
Provinzen vom 1. bis 3. Jahrhundert [= Schriften des Historischen Kollegs, Kolloquien 42], Munich
1999, pp. 213–241, at 234–235; S. L. Wallace, Taxation in Egypt from Augustus to Diocletian,
Princeton 1938, pp. 37, 320; U. Wilcken, Griechische Ostraka aus Ägypten und Nubien. Ein Bei-
trag zur antiken Wirtschaftsgeschichte, Leipzig 1899, pp. 479–491 (generally outdated).

3 An extensive analysis of the types of reports, their physiognomy and structure, is
forthcoming. 

4 Cf., e.g., BGU IV 1062 = W. Chr. 276 (236 ce, Oxyrhynchos); P. Leit. 13 = SB VIII 10205
(222/3 or 226/7 or 242/3 ce, Oxyrhynchos); P. Mich. XI 604 (223 ce, Oxyrhynchos); P. Oxy.
XVI 2769 (242 ce, Oxyrhynchos), and J. Hengstl, Private Arbeitsverhältnisse freier Perso-
nen in den hellenistischen Papyri bis Diokletian, Bonn 1972, pp. 70–72; Andrea Jördens, Ver-
tragliche Regelungen von Arbeiten im späten griechischsprachigen Ägypten, mit Editionen von Tex-
ten der Heidelberger Papyrus-Sammlung, des Istituto Papirologico “G. Vitelli”, des Ägyptischen
Museums zu Kairo und des British Museum, London (P. Heid. V) [= VeröΩentlichungen aus der
Heidelberger Papyrus-Sammlung, n.F. 6], Heidelberg 1990, pp. 197–198; Kruse, Der königli-
che Schreiber (cit. n. 1), p. 613, n. 1716.

5 BGU I 134 (158/9 ce, Arsinoites): [παρ ] δ ρου στρ(ατηγο ) ρ[σι(νο τ ν) εμ σ|του
κα ] 2ο μωνο  με[ρ δων] | κατ νδρα ε  πρ ξεων τ [  00000] | μερ δο  το  αρμο θι μη[ν
το ] ||5 νεστ το  κβ ( του (?)) ντων ν[ου α σαρο ] | το  κυρ ου τ  πιδοθ ντα ` [μοι π
τ ν] | κ στη  κ μη  πρ̀α`[κτ ρων] | ργυρικ ν  π κειτ[αι.] | στ  δ . Another good
candidate may be P. Ryl. II 213 (late 2nd c. ce, Mendesian nome), which records cash pay-
ments, throughout the nome, to the account of the dioiketes.
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is sparse: there are only nineteen such papyri6 for the entire period of
77–300 ce. In light of this scarcity, each new evidence is important, and
casts new light on the said procedure, as is certainly the case with P. Bag-
nall 70.7

[000000 τ ] κα πο ων πιτηρητ ο μωνο ` ` μερ δ `ο ` `. | [τ
πογεγραμ]μ να μην[ι]α α βιβ α το αρμο θι μην το νεστ  -
τὸ ` ι1α ( του ) το ` [κυρ ου μ ν | τοκρ το]ρ̀ὸ ρκου ρη [ο]υ
εου ρ[ο]υ εξ νδ `ρου [σ]ὲβ[ο] 2 `τυχ 4[ο] εβασ[το . ±7 |
δ ου γου (?)] γ, ο σιακ ν `μ̀ο ω γ, κατ νδρα μετρημ `των β,
γ0[ ±10 ||5 ±10 ]ω2ν μο ω ` [000]000 ωνικ ν π εω [0], κατ νδ `[ρα]

ε σ̀π̀ρ `[ ξεω ±5 | ±9 σ]τεφανικ ν̀ β περ κομισ μενο κα κατ τ ν
κ στο `υ ` [ε σπραξιν (?) | συστησ μεν]ο ε ποι σει , φ τατε, ντι -
γρ ψα μοι κα περ το κατ `α`[κομ σαι (?) 0000 | ω το α] `το
μην vac. | [ του ια] αχ ν ια
vac.

293

6 BGU III 981 (77 ce, Diospolites Parvus); P. Amh. II 69 (154 ce, Autodike); P. Bacch. 9
= SB VI 9322 (187 ce, Bakchias); P. Brem. 16 (117 ce, Hermopolis);  P. Bub. I 1–4 (221 ce,
Boubastos): very fragmentary; P. Bub. II 5 (205/6 ce, Boubastos); P. Heid. IV 310 (117–138 ce,
Euhemeria); P. Flor. III 358 (146 ce, Euhemeria); P. Oxy. XVII 2116 (after 27 Sept. 229 ce,
Oxyrhynchos); P. Oxy. LI 3615 (214–248 ce, Oxyrhynchos); P. Panop. Beatty 1, ll. 28–44,
61–64, 90–108 (Sept. 298 ce, Panopolis); P. Panop. Beatty 2, ll. 11–15, 61–67, 68–75, 86–91
(Feb. 300 ce, Panopolis); P. Princ. III 127 (after 7 Mar. 161 ce, Theadelphia); P. Ryl. II 83
(138–161 ce, Memphites); P. Sijp. 20 (169/70 ce, Dinnis); SB XII 10883 (158 ce, Soknopaiou
Nesos); SB XII 11149 (181/2 or 213/4 ce, Bakchias); SB XVIII 13175 = W. Chr. 52 = Sel. Pap.
II 301, col. 4 (194 ce, unknown provenance); SB XXII 15821 (180–192 ce, Karanis). Per-
haps also the reference to payments in the temple of Jupiter Capitolinus in Ptolemais
Euergetis to an epiteretes for ‘sending down a report’ ( π ρ καταπομπ  μηνια ου), recorded
in BGU II 362 (partly in W. Chr. 96, Sel. Pap. II 340, and Sel. Pap. II 404) fr. 1, l. 21, fr. 2,
l. 14, fr. 4, l. 20, fr. 8, l. 15, fr. 12, l. 15, fr. 14, l. 3, fr. 15, l. 20 (215/6 ce, Arsinoites). A different
interpretation is put forward by U. Wilcken, ‘Arsinoitische Tempelrechnungen aus dem
J. 215 n. Chr.’, Hermes 20 (1885), pp. 430–476, at 460. Cf., more recently, P. Glare, ‘The tem-
ple of Jupiter Capitolinus at Arsinoe and the imperial cult’, PapCongr. XX, pp. 550–554.

7 For the codicological features of the document, and a line-by-line commentary, the
reader is referred to the editio princeps.

P. Bagnall 70 = P. Col. inv. 33r 23 × 15.5 cm after 6–25 May 232 ce
Arsinoites
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||10 [ ±6 πιτ]ηρητ εμ στου μερ δο . | [ πιστο ] δ ` ο γραφε σα
π μο ηου νωρατι 1αν τ [ αμπροτ τ | γεμ νι, τ ν] μ ν
περ τ ν συ ημφθ ν̀των κακο ργων 00[0000]0ὲν̀[00|0000 πεμφθ] [̀ν]των
π τ ν α το μεγα ει τητα, τ ν δ περ [000]00τ 2ρων | [ ±6 π ντ]ε
μν ν τεσσαρ κοντα τεσσ ρων κὰτ `α`πεμ̀[φθ ντων ε ||15 τ τ π  -
ε]ω (?) χρε α κ γραμμ  των [α] `το σπερ0[0]00ρ[ ±10 | ε ποι  -
σει ] ντιγρ ψα μο `ι1. | [ του ια] α νι α
vac.
| (h. 2) [τ πογεγρ]αμμ να μηνια[ ]α βιβ α το αχ ν μην[ ]
τ[ο νεστ το ια ( του ) το κυρ ου μ ν | τοκρ το]ρο ρκου

ρη[ ] ου εου ρου εξ νδρου σεβ̀[ο τυχο εβαστο .
±12 ||20 δ ου γο]ὺ (?) , ο σιακ 2[ν] γ3, κ[α]τ̀ ν̀̀[δρ]α μετρημ [των
±30 | ±10 ]00 ν̀ικ ν π εω ὰ, [κατ  νδρα] ε σπρ ξεω2[ ±30 | ±10 ] το
αμπροτ του [ γεμ νο ]π2’ (?) α το κ00[ ±30 | ±10 ]000 ου 0000[---]

--------------------------------

Lines 1–9: To [ - - - ] alias Apollonios, epiteretes of the meris Polemon.
(Enclosed are) the monthly reports listed below of the month of Pharmouthi of
the present eleventh year of [our lord imperator] Marcus Aurelius Severus
Alexander Pius Felix Augustus. [ - - - ; concerning the aΩairs of the idios logos
(?) - - - ] reports; concerning the ousiai also 3 reports; concerning taxes collected
in grain 2 viritim reports; concerning [ - - - ] also [ - - - ]; concerning the city’s
annôna (?) [.] reports; concerning revenues collected [in cash ..]viritim reports;
[ - - - ]; concerning the crown tax 2 reports. Having received these reports and
[compiled them] in accordance with each one’s [collection classification (?)];
you will do well, my friend, to inform me also that the [reports] were [sent
down (?) no later than .] of the same month. [Year 11], Pachon 11th.

Lines 10–17: To [ - - - ] the epiteretes of the meris Themistos. (Enclosed are)
two letters written by me to Mevius Honoratianus, [the most glorious pre-
fect], one regarding the apprehended criminals, that were [-- and] sent to his
illustriousness, another regarding [ - - - ] of [ - - - ] and forty-four minae, that
were shipped down [in view of the requirements of the city (?)] as instruct-
ed in his letter. [Having received (?) the letters, you will do well] to inform
me. [Year 11]. Pauni 1.



Lines 18–23 (2nd hand): (Enclosed are) the monthly reports listed below of
the month of Pach0n of [the present eleventh year of our lord imperator]
Marcus Aurelius Severus Alexander Pius [Felix Augustus. - regarding the
aΩairs of the idios logos (?)] 6 reports; regarding the ousiai 3 reports; regard-
ing taxes collected in grain [ - - - ] viritim reports; [ - - - ] regarding the city’s
annona (?) 1 (?) report; with regard to the revenues collected in cash [.] vir-
itim reports, [ - - - ] of the most glorious prefect [ - - - ].

The text of P. Bagnall 70 consists of copies of three memoranda, sent in
the eleventh year of Alexander Severus (231/2 ce) to the epiteretai of the
Polemon and the Themistos merides. The first of these (namely the orig-
inal letter sent on Pachon 11 [6 May 232 ce], whose copy was  incorporated
in the present papyrus) enclosed several tax reports, and contained
instructions as to their handling: according to the restoration which I
proposed in the editio princeps, the author asks the addressee, the epiteretes
of the Polemon meris, to ‘compile’ ([συστησ μεν]ο ) several monthly
reports (μηνια α βιβ α) of various taxes collected, presumably within
that meris, during the preceding month of Pharmouthi into a single sum-
mary, and to notify the sender ( ντιγρ ψα ), inter alia, that he has sent
that summary ‘down’, that is to Alexandria. 

The second and third sections are copies of correspondence by the
same author to the epiteretes of the meris of Themistos. The second sec-
tion, issued on Pauni 1 (26 May 232 ce), records two letters by the author
of the memorandum to Mevius Honoratianus, the governor of Egypt at
that time.8 The first (ll. 12–13) concerns ‘the apprehended criminals’ (τ ν
συ ημφθ ντων κακο ργων), who had been sent to the governor for trial.
Another (ll. 14–15) discusses a certain substance, perhaps sodium carbon-
ate (ν τρον), that was to be sent to Alexandria, to meet ‘the needs of the
city’, or ‘the needs of the office’, in accordance with the instructions of
the governor. In this instance too, the epiteretes is asked (l. 16) to report
back to the author of the letter after receiving it.

FROM ARSINOE TO ALEXANDRIA AND BEYOND 295

8 Andrea Jördens, Statthalterliche Verwaltung in der römischen Kaiserzeit, Stuttgart 2009,
p. 530 = PIR2, M 576.
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The third section – written by a different hand and undoubtedly at
a later date than the second one9 – appears to be much the same as the
first: it, too, provides a list of tax reports, now for the month of Pachon.
It is likely that in this case, too, the epiteretes was asked to ‘compile’ these
into summaries and report back to the sender after completing and dis-
patching the summaries onwards.

P. Bagnall 70 consists of copies of the original memoranda that were
kept by the author in his records.10 For this reason, they do not reveal the
author’s identity; however, this may be easily inferred from the con-
tents.11 The stephanika (crown-taxes), and argyrika (reveues in cash) were
commonly collected by their respective praktores,12 who reported the col-
lection to one official – the nome’s strategos13 – who is therefore the one
most likely to possess the various tax books, as is clearly the case with the
author of the memoranda of P. Bagnall 70. It is therefore safe to assume
that the author of these memoranda was the joint strategos of the Pole-
mon and Themistos merides in year 11 of Alexander Severus.14

9 Compare P. Panop. Beatty 1, which shows the hands of at least six scribes (introduction,
p. xxii), and P. Panop. Beatty 2, written by two scribes. Cf. also P. Oxy. XIX, p.83.  

10 On this type of correspondence register, cf. R. Haensch, ‘Das Statthalterarchiv’, Zeit-
schrift der Savigny-Stiftung für Rechtsgeschichte 109 (1992), pp. 209–317, at 245–247; Kruse,
Der königliche Schreiber (cit. n. 1), pp. 807–811.

11 Wallace, Taxation in Egypt (cit. n. 2), pp. 36–38.
12 Ibidem, pp. 307, 314 
13 On the possibility that, in the first century ce, the basilikos grammateus also used to

receive reports, cf. Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber (cit. n. 1), pp. 330–333.
14 Parallel registers of correspondence of the office of the strategos are P. Amh. II 137
(after 30 Jul. 289 ce, Hermopolis); P. Bub. I and II passim; P. Flor. II 278 ro = ChLA XXV
779 = CPL 145 (after 24 Sept. 203 ce, Memphis); P. Oslo III 82 (3rd c. ce, Herakleopolites);
P. Oslo III 83 (315–324 ce, unknown provenance); P. Oxy. XIX 2228 (283 or 285 ce, Oxyrhyn-
chos); P. Oxy. XLII 3026 (after 5 May 166 ce, Oxyrhynchos); P. Oxy. XLIII 3119 (259/60 ce,
Oxyrhynchos); P. Oxy. LX 4060 (161 ce, Oxyrhynchos); P. Panop. Beatty 1; P. Panop. Beatty 2;
PSI VII 792 (136 ce, Arsinoites?) (?); PSI 870 = SB XIV 11547 (247/8 or 252/3 ce, Oxyrhyn-
chos); PSI X 1125 (after 13 Apr. 302 ce, unknown provenance); SB III 7173 (179/80 ce,
Menelaites); SB XII 10884 (200/1 ce, unknown provenance). Cf. also Kruse, Der königli-
che Schreiber (cit. n. 1), pp. 807–811 (with referene to a similar register at the office of the
basilikos grammateus in SB XXIV 16094 [220–246 ce, Ptolemais Euergetis]) and 821–824.



The addressees are epiteretai with territorial jurisdiction in two merides
in the Arsinoite nome, those of Polemon and Themistos.15 In the early
Roman period, the administrative heads of the nomes were required to
send monthly summaries of the taxes collected within their nome to
Alexandria – specifically, to the γραφ ν τ ν νομ ν, the κ ογιστ , and
other officials involved in the tax collection system (μηνια οι γοι or μη -
νια α βιβ α are the most common terms) – based on the information
recorded in reports issued by the tax collectors themselves. 

The surviving text of the first memorandum of the P. Bagnall 70 records
sixteen such tax collectors’ reports, but since other reports were also
recorded in the lacunae or other damaged areas of the papyrus, we may
infer that some twenty reports, if not more, were received by the office of
the strategos from tax collectors in the Polemon meris alone. The total num-
ber of reports prepared by the tax collectors in the two merides combined
was therefore between forty and fifty a month. Since some of these (espe-
cially the κατ  νδρα ones) must have been extremely long and detailed,16

extracting information from them for the strategos’ own  monthly statement
was painstaking and time-consuming, requiring special personnel who were
charged primarily or even exclusively with this task. In the context of
P. Bagnall 70, it was entrusted with the territorial epiteretai.

In the first memorandum of the Columbia papyrus, one of the chief
cited responsibilities of the epiteretai (according to my proposed restora-
tion) is ‘to compile’ tax summaries from information extracted from tax

FROM ARSINOE TO ALEXANDRIA AND BEYOND 297

Cf. also, in detail, Haensch, ‘Das Statthalterarchiv’ (cit. n. 10), pp. 245–254, with a list of
relevant documents at p. 246, n. 97.

15 This is consistent with the description by T. Derda, ρσινο τη  νομ . Administration
of the Fayum under Roman Rule [= The Journal of Juristic Papyrology Supplement 8], Warsaw
2006, p. 102, of the period after 136/7 ce, in which the two merides were governed by ‘one
common strategos, two different basilikoi grammateis and two different offices’.

16 E.g. BGU IX 1893, coll. 6–15 (149 ce, Theadelphia), a κατ’ νδρα ε σδοχ issued by the
sitologoi of Berenikis Aigialou relating Epeiph of the twelfth year of Antoninus Pius (June–
July 149 ce), contains 369 lines of text. That said, some reports, especially the summaries
( ν κεφα α ) but also some of the viritim ones, are quite short. One such example is PSI
VII 733, col. 2 (235 ce, Oxyrhynchos), a monthly κατ’ νδρα report issued by the praktores
stephanikon metropolitikon of the village of Paomis in the Oxyrhynchite nome, which con-
sists of no more than one very narrow column of thirty-seven lines. 
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collectors’ reports given them by the strategos ( περ κομισ μενο  [συστη -
σ μεν]ο ). This restoration seems logical: it is unthinkable that the cen-
tral administration of the province would be expected to handle itself
innumerable reports by various functionaries throughout Egypt. Compi-
lations by inter mediary offices, which drew just the information required
from the reports for the heads of the province, appear to have been indis-
pensable for the smooth functioning of the administrative apparatus. But
we need not content ourselves with mere considerations of probability:
while the related sources are sparse, what has survived proves the exis-
tence of both the practice and the terminology proposed in my restora-
tion, at least in times of P. Bagnall 70. I will address this issue after con-
sidering the personnel engaged in this task in other early Roman papyri.

THE PERSONNEL

The earliest document on the type of personnel engaged in processing data
and issuing tax statements by the nome’s central administration is BGU III
981.17 In it, the basilikos grammateus of the nome Diospolites Parvus hires a
special scribe (γραμματε ) to handle  reports. This scribe in turn is expect-
ed to hire additional sub-scribes for the task and provide the strategos with
the reports (presumably tax collectors’ reports) and, according to the
restoration already proposed by the editors in line 10 of the papyrus (but
see below, p. 309), to create statements of his own, some of which would
be deposited in certain logisteria (accounting offices), in the archive of the
Patrika Quarter in Alexandria, and in the nome’s public archive.18

17 Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber (cit. n. 1), pp. 782–784, 790–791, and especially 797–802.
18 Ll. 4–11: μο [ο]γ γραμ||5[ματε σειν σοι κ]α  παρ ξε[σθ]αι [0000000000]ει  πρ  τ ν τ 2

ετια (read α τ ) | [0000000000000]ν γ[ρα]μματε  κα  π̀2ὰρ̀τ̀<ι>ε ν (?) τ ν το  νομο | [000000000000
σ]τρατ[η]γ ν κ`α` 1 π σι το  [καθ] κουσι κατ  ν|[δρα μηνια οι  κα  ν κεφ]α α γοι , τι
δ  κ[α ] καταχωρ<ι>ε ν ε  | [0000000000000] ογιστ ρια κα  [τ] ν [ ]μ ατρικο  βιβ ι ο -
θ κ(ην) ||10 [τ  τ  τ ξεω ] βιβ α, μ[ο] ω  δ  κα  ε  τ ν π  τ πων | [βιβ ιοθ κην] τ
ντ γραφα  κε ε σθη. Further on the text, cf. Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber (cit. n. 1),

p. 798, n. 97; R. Smolders, ‘Chairemon: Alexandrian citizen’, Bulletin of the American Soci-
ety of Papyrologists 42 (2005), pp. 93-100, with a discussion of the archival context of the
text. W. Schubart, ‘Alexandrinische Urkunden aus der Zei des Augustus’, Archiv für Papy-



At a later period, in the mid-second century ce, the Arsinoite source
material notes the existence of a liturgical committee with a similar func-
tion. Its role is best illustrated in SB XII 10883, where five presbyteroi
hieron report to a board known as ‘the receivers of reports of the eklogistes
and the idios logos’ (παρ ημπται βιβ ων γ ογιστο  κα  δ ου γου) that
they have submitted several lists of priests ‘to you to forward to the nome
eklogistes’.19 The notion of a board entrusted with obtaining documenta-
tion from local officials and forwarding it to the eklogistes in Alexandria is
also evident in alternative title of the same committee: ‘those appointed
for receiving and transmitting accounts sent to Alexandria to the eklogistes
of the nome and to the idios logos’ (ο προχειρισθ ντε  πρ  παρ ημψιν
κα  κατακομιδ ν [or: καταγωγ ν] βιβ ων πεμπομ νων ε  εξ νδρειαν
τ το νομο κ ογιστ κα  δ γ ).20 Much of this documentation
does not record the collection of taxes directly.21

Closely resembling the activity of the mid second-century committee
is the work of the late-second and early-third-century πιτηρητ  πι στο -

ν γεμονικ ν κα  ων,22 as in the case of P. Oxy. XVII 2116, where
the epiteretes acknowledges the receipt of five-day statements from the
epiteretai of the alum monopoly, and that he has already forwarded copies
of these to five offices, at least three of which – the procurator ad Mercuri-
um, the office of the dioiketes, and the logisterion, are Alexandrian.23
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rusforschung 5 (1913), pp. 35–131, at 70, n. 4, proposes in l. 9 [τ  ν τ ι στο ι] ογιστ ρια,
‘was sich am besten, da jede nähere Angabe fehlt, zu Alexandrien fügt’.

19 Introductory on this board is the discussion in the edition of P. Sijp. 20.
20 P. Amh. II 69; P. Flor. III 358; P. Princ. III 127; P. Ryl. II 83.
21 E.g. γραφ χειρισμο (SB VI 9322; SB XII 10883; SB XII 11149), κατ  νδρα πογραφ
(P. Princ. III 127). On the eklogistes in general, cf. P. Bub. II, pp. 15–24, and Kruse, Der
königliche Schreiber (cit. n. 1), pp. 821–824. 

22 P. Oxy. XVII 2116; P. Oxy. LI 3615; SB XVIII 13175. Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber (cit.
n. 1), pp. 820–821.

23 Ll. 7–13: [ο  ]π μψατε πενθημ ρου  γου  τ  στυπτη|[ρ α]  π  α ω  ε το θ
μην  το νεσ|[τ ]το  του  , στε ε  διο κησιν β, ε  τ  ||10 [ ω]μ̀ὰ κ ν (?) ταβου ριον
α, πιτρ πω 2ρ̀μ̀ὸ ` α, | [ε  τ]  ογιστ ριον α το α, ο κον μοι  α, | [κ]ομισ μενο  τ ε  κ δι
το  ντο  μην  |[π δω]κα. Cf. T. Kruse, ‘P. Heid. Inv. G. 5166 und die Organisation des
Alaunmonopols im kaiserzeitlichen Ägypten’, PapCongr. XXIV, pp. 523–547, at 538–540. 
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On the face of it, equating the πιτηρητ  πιστο ν γεμονικ ν with
the second-century committee is problematic: the fact that the latter’s
work concludes with the delivery (κατακομιδ , or ‘bringing down’) of the
reports to Alexandria suggests that it is nome-based, whereas the title
πιτηρητ  πιστο ν γεμονικ ν suggests that the office is based in

Alexandria, near or at the office of the praefectus Aegypti.24 However, this
difficulty may be removed, as the term πιτηρητ  πιστο ν γεμονικ ν
could denote not functionaries at the office of the praefectus Aegypti but
local officials at the offices of the nome’s strategoi who were in charge of
correspondence with the governor’s office and the capital in general.
This, as we recall, is precisely the duty of the epiteretes in P. Bagnall 70.25

For a while I even considered the possibility that the epiteretai of P. Bag-
nall 70 were, in fact, the epiteretai epistolon hegemonikon.

However, the notion that the epiteretes epistolon hegemonikon is func-
tionally the same as the said epiteretes is not supported by our remaining
evidence: P. Oxy. LI 3615 is a letter by the epiteretes epistolon hegemonikon
Aurelios Klaudios Lykarion alias Sarapammon to Aurelios Hierax alias
Sarapion, the basilikos grammateus of the Hermopolite nome. In it (only
the address clause is preserved), the epiteretes addresses the basilikos gram-
mateus as βασι (ικ ) γρ(αμματε ) ρμουπὸ `( του).26 Citing the nome in
which Hierax held office would make more sense, perhaps, if the author-
ing epiteretes was himself located outside the nome rather than within its
borders. In the latter case, Alexandria would be a likely option. 

However, the most decisive evidence for placing the epiteretes epistolon
hegemonikon in Alexandria is provided by SB XVIII 13175.27 In the fourth
column of this papyrus, Hephaistion alias Ammoninos, a basilikos gramma-
teus serving as acting strategos writes to himself, for the record, in his capac-

24 So Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber (cit. n. 1), p. 820. 
25 Note in particular the second memorandum (ll. 10–17), recording letters sent to the

praefectus Aegypti in person. 
26 ρ ιο  α `δ `ιο  υκαρ ` 1ων κα  | αραπ μμων πιτηρητ  γεμο|νικ ν πιστο ν

κα ` `ων | ρη ερακι τ κα  αραπ ||5ωνι βασι (ικ ) γρ(αμματε ) ρμουπο ` `( του)
τ ι φ4ι1 `|τ τωι 1 χα ρειν. |  πεμψ[α] ` 00000 ι1α` β`ι1β` ` α κα|ταχ 4[ωρισ]θησ ` `[μενα ---].

27 Cf. U. Wilcken, ‘Aus der Strassburger Sammlung’, Archiv für Papyrusforschung 4 (1908),
pp. 117–147, at 127; Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber (cit. n. 1), pp. 339, 650–651. 



ity as a basilikos grammateus, to advise himself of a letter from Sallustius
Macrinianus, the procurator of Nea Polis28 ‘regarding the monthly state-
ments and summaries, whose dispatch to Alexandria is obligatory’.29 After
this letter, which was written in the month of Hathyr in the third year of
Pertinax (28 Oct. – 26 Nov. 194 ce), we find, from line 9 onwards, a verba-
tim account of the procurator’s letter, which informs the nomes’ stra tegoi
of the deadline set by the governor of Egypt ‘to record, each month, the
reports sent to Alexandria regarding taxes collected in grain and in cash,
the summary statements and all other related material’,30 and that failure to
do so by that date would incur a penalty.31 This is followed by an explana-
tion of the incentive for the prefectural ordinance. In one case – that of the
strategos of the Saitic nome – the strategos ‘sent the summaries for the month
of Epeiph, and the summaries were recorded in the ledger by the epiteretes
ton epistolon on Thoth the eighth’. In the procurator’s account, the πεμψεν
comes first and the κατεχωρ σθη second, which would suggest that the
ledger recording took place at the destination, that is in Alexandria.

This inference is supported by a further consideration. The stipulated
deadline for the summaries is, alas, not indicated in the procurator’s letter,
but was presumably short, or even very short. In the first entry of P. Bag-
nall 70, by Pachon 11 the strategos has already assembled the tax collectors’
reports of the preceding month of Pharmouthi, and the epiteretai are about
to begin drawing up their own statements and forwarding them to Alexan-
dria that same month (l. 9). In a later document (P. Panop.  Beatty 2, ll. 61–
67), the tabularius of the procurator of lower Thebais rebukes two strategoi
(one of whom is Aurelius Apollinarius of the Panopolite nome, the pro-
tagonist of the archive) for not submitting their reports of the month of
Tybi by the required deadline, causing him to be delayed in sending his
own summary reports (brevia) to the office of the catholicus in Alexandria.

FROM ARSINOE TO ALEXANDRIA AND BEYOND 301

28 Cf. Jördens, Statthalterliche Verwaltung (cit. n. 8), pp. 200–202, with further literature
in n. 132. 

29 Ll. 4–5: περ  τ ν φει ντ[ων π μπε]σθαι μηνια ων γων | κ`[α  πο ο]γισμ ν.
30 Ll. 13–15: καταχωρ{ε} ζειν τ  ε  εξ νδρειαν πεμπ με|[να] βιβ α τ ν τε ε [σ]πρ  -

ξεων σιτικ ν τε κα  ργυρικ ν κα  | τ 2ν̀ πο ογισμ[ ν] κα  τ ν ων κατ  μ να. 
31 Ll. 15–16: παιτε σθαι π |τιμον το  μ �ν�πρ[οθ] σμω  π μψαντα . The amount of the
fine is not indicated. Cf., however, Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber (cit. n. 1), pp. 819, n. 26.
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This is written on or before Mecheir 13, less than two weeks after the end
of the collection period. Based on these two pieces of evidence we may
infer that in both instances the summary reports were due in Alexandria
within two to three weeks after the end of the previous month.32

However, in the case of SB XVIII 13175, the tax summaries for the
month of Epeiph reached Alexandria and were recorded there by the
epiteretes ton epistolon (in all probability τ ν πιστο ν γεμονικ ν) as late
as Thoth 9, that is a full month-and-a-half later. It was this dereliction of
duty that prompted the governor of Egypt, and consequently the procu-
rator of Nea Polis as well, to issue the warning notice that any strategos
who emulated his Saitic colleague would be penalized. This discussion
naturally has a bearing on the identity of the epiteretes ton epistolon: he was
the Alexandria-based functionary in charge of recording the summaries
received from the chora. As P. Oxy. XVII 2116 shows, the Alexandrian
epiteretes was also responsible for distributing copies of the reports to the
relevant government entities within that city.33

Perhaps the most important sources of information on data processing
at the office of the strategos in Roman Egypt are P. Panop. Beatty 1 and 2. As
with P. Bagnall 70, P. Panop. Beatty 1 contains copies of a strategos’ outgo-
ing correspondence – in this case Aurelius Apollinarius, the strategos of
the Panopolite nome in the years 298–300 ce – between Thoth 11 and 24
in the fourteenth year of Diocletian (11–24 Sept. 298 ce). In it, our atten-
tion is drawn in particular to two letters by the strategos to the catholicus
on Thoth 15 (P. Panop. Beatty 1, ll. 64–71) and 16 (P. Panop. Beatty 1, ll.
90–107), explaining why his monthly tax collection statements are delayed.
In this case, the person responsible for preparing the statements was not

32 Also lost is the account of the interval in P. Bub. I 1, col. 5, l. 4 (after 224 ce, Boubastos). 
33 Another interesting and rather amusing papyrus relating perhaps to the πιτηρητ
πιστο ν γεμονικ ν is P. Brem. 16 of 117 ce: ερακ ων πο ων ωι τ ι | κυρ ωι χα ρειν. |

 πεμψα  πιστο  ν |δωκεν πιτηρητ  τ ι ||5 κρατ στωι γεμ νι, μ χρι | δ  το του
ο πω ο δεμ α | ντεφων θη, πε  τ ι | ναγωγ ι σχ αζεν | γεμ ν. ταν ο ν γ νη||10τα
τι, ε θ ω  σοι μεταδ σω. | μετ  γ ρ τοσα τα  μ ρα  | πιτηρητ  τ ι ησαρ ωνι |
πετ ξατο ε π ν  μ  κατ |χου. ρκετ  γ ρ στιν ερακ ||15ων προσκαρτερ ν κα  μο  |

κ`α`τ `ω[00]ο `00[00]00[000]0000. That the letter was written in Alexandria is already assumed by
Wilcken, P. Brem., p. 51.



an external committee, as in the case of ‘those appointed to receive and
transmit accounts sent to Alexandria to the eklogistes of the nome and the
idios logos’, or the epiteretes of P. Bagnall 70. Rather, it was an aide (boethos)
of the strategos, who accompanied him wherever he held office and was
jointly liable with him for any mismanagement. 

The same official is recorded in P. Panop. Beatty 2, a collection of fifty-
four letters sent by Aurelius Isidorus, the procurator of lower Thebais, to
Apollinarius, in the month of Mecheir and the beginning of Phamenoth
in the sixteenth year of Diocletian (Feb. 300 ce). In one of these, on
Mecheir 13, the procurator informs the strategos that he and his aide were
being fined for failing to submit their reports for the preceding month of
Tybi on time. Appended to this letter is a note to the procurator by his
tabularius, who fulfilled the same position in the office of the procurator
as the boethos in that of the strategos.

In summary, from our survey so far we know the following: in the
Roman period certain officials were in charge of preparing reports and
statements that were meant to be sent, as is, to Alexandria-located office.
While most operated in the chora, one, the epiteretes epistolon hegemonikon,
was Alexandria-based, and another, dating to the time of the Diocletian-
ic administrative reforms, the tabularius, was based in the capital of the
newly established province. As for the position of these officials, in one
case – that of the γραμματε – the author is a private individual hired by
the basilikos grammateus to carry out the work (a typical case of a contract
of service); in SB XII 10883 it is a board of liturgists; and in the Panopo-
lite documentation it is probably a scribe employed at the office of the
strategos. The same presumably also applies, mutatis mutandis, to the case
of the tabularius in the office of the procurator. The duties with which the
scribes are charged are discussed in the following section.

THE WORK

Perhaps the best source of information on the details of the work of the
above mentioned  functionaries relates to the office of Apollinarius, the
strategos of the Panopolite nome in the years 298–300 ce. As previously
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noted, three memoranda – two, P. Panop. Beatty 1, ll. 64–71 and 90–107,
sent by the strategos to the catholicus on 12 and 13 September 298 ce (Thoth
15 and 16, 14th year of Diocletian), and another, P. Panop. Beatty 2, ll. 61–67,
by the procurator of the lower Thebais to the same strategos two years later
(8 February 300 ce) – are especially helpful for our purposes. 

In the case of P. Panop. Beatty 1, ll. 64–71,34 the strategos informs the
catholicus that he has dispatched the summary statement of cash revenues
(argyrika) and of the annonika for the previous month of Mesore, but was
unable to send a summary statement for grain revenues (sitika), since his
predecessor’s aide had not ensured that the reports from the tax collec-
tors were received on time. Apollinarius goes on to say that he has pres-
sured the said aide to obtain those reports so that he, the strategos, can
produce the summary statement. 

The seriousness with which the delay in submission is taken is evident in
Apollinarius’s decision to issue a follow-up the next day (P. Panop. Beatty 1,
ll. 90–107).35 Here, the text is also much more rhetorically embellished

34 καθο ` ικ  τ ν μηνια ον γον ργ[υ]ρ `ι1[κ ν κα  νν]ω 2ν̀ικ ν τι τε κα  πο ογισμ ν
πιστο ν κὰ[  παρ  μο  γενομ νων] ||65 πομνημ των το  εσορ  μη(ν ) το `[  δ]ιε  -

[θ ]ν̀τ `ο ` ` ιδ ` ( του ) κα  ιγ ( του ) τ ν κυρ ων μ ν ιοκ ητιὰν̀ο `[  κα  αξιμιανο  εβασ -
τ ν] | κα  του   τ ν κυρ ων μ ν ω[νσ]ταν[τ ο]υ κα  αξιμιανο  τ ν πιφανεστ των
α[ισ ρων ποστε α ] | ε  τ ν τ ξειν γρ φω, καθο ικ  κ̀ ρι  μ[ο]υ  τ ν δ  σιτικ ν γον

ο κ π στ ε ι α δι  τ  μ̀[  δε]δυν[ σθα  με τ ] | μ[εταδ σ]ὲω  τ ν βιβ ων μ 2 [δ]ο `θε ση `
π  το  βοηθο  το  προστρατηγ σαντο[ , πε]ρ `   κ̀[α  πομν ματα παρ ] | τ μ μετρι -
τητι γ νετ[ο] ν ντ̀ γραφον ποκο σα  τ μετ ρ μου να[φ]ορ [γρ φω, κα  δια -
τε]||70 `_ι1´  νκε μενο  κα  ναγ κ ζω2[ν] π̀αρ  `καστα τ ν βοηθ ν τ  τ ν βιβ ε ων συ `σ`τ ` ` -
σ`ὲω  [ νεκεν, ξ ν  μη]|νια ο  συν σταται κα  α  οιπ [δε ] τ ν ννων ν φα νονται.
( του ) ιε ( του ) ιδ κα  ( του ) ζ, 2 2θ ` ιε. [σεσημε ωμαι].

35 καθο ικ . κατασταθ `[ε] 1 `, κ ` `ρι  μου {κ ρι  μου} π  το  μεγα <ε> ου στρατη 2γε ν τ [ν
ανοπο την, ο  μ]ε σα  τ ν ρ|μ ν κε [σε πε]π2ο ημαι. ε ρ ν δ  τ ν βοηθ ν το  προσ -

τρατ `η2γ[ σαντο  - ca. 9 -] π2ροσευκερουν|τα (read προσευκαιρο ντα) το  βιβ̀[ οι , τ]ο τον
πρ  γα  μ ρα  κατ σχον πρ  τ ν̀ [- ca. 14 -]ο `ν κε ευομ |νων φ  [0000] τ ν μ<ε>ιζ νων
τ ν διαφερ ντ̀ων τ `η2 `[- ca. 13 - ω  (?)] `ν τ ρου ε πο|ρηθε ην [ ν] δ  τ  μεταξ , πρ   -
γων το των ` 2μ̀ὲρ `[ ν, 00000000 τι το  βο]ηθο  πιδημ ||95σαντο  π2[ρ] ` ` μ̀ὲ, ναγκα ω  τ ν
τ ν βιβ ων μετ δοσ `[ιν - ca. 17 -] γ4εσθαι πρ  τ  | ξ α τ [ν] τ  ε οθ τα (read ε ωθ τα)
ποστ εσθαι μηνια α βιβ α σ[υνιστ ναι, ] κα  α το  το  βο<η>|θο  το[ ] π̀ροστρα -

τηγ σαντο  παρ κθετα. πυνθανομ̀[ νου δ  μου α το  περ ] τ  τ ν βιβ ων | συνστ `σ[ε]ω2 ,
προεβ ετο μ τε βιβ α χειν μ τε ε 1[ ηφ ναι μηδεπ ποτε] π2α ρ  το  πρ  α το  | πηρε -



than the preceding one, noting the author’s keenness to assume respon-
sibilities in his new position as strategos, the misconduct of his predeces-
sor’s aide, and the existence of another aide (who, according to my pro-
posed interpretation, is Apollinarius’ own). One likely interpretation of
this damaged text is that when Apollinarius arrived in Panopolis, his pre-
decessor’s aide was still present and engaged with the paperwork, and
that Apollinarius’s own aide had not yet arrived. The new strategos, there-
fore, kept his predecessor’s aide on for a few more days to finish the
work. At that point, Apollinarius was presumably still unaware of any
problems, but after the former assistant had left and Apollinarius’s own
aide36 had arrived, the latter advised him that he could not complete the
work since he had not yet received the reports from his predecessor.
Since the former aide had already left office, Apollinarius appealed to him
in writing, and received a written response, restating what Apollinarius
already knew. The letter concludes by noting which accounts have been
sent and which have not. 

The two letters exhibit established terminology: the term βιβ ον is
mostly used to denote the reports of the tax collectors, but is also used in
the second letter to denote the statements issued by the strategos; the
term γο , by contrast, refers exclusively to the statement accounts pre-
pared by the office of the strategos. 37 The transfer of the collectors’
reports is referred to in line 68 of the earlier report as μετ δοσι .
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[τ] σαντο  τ ν στρατηγ αν. π<ε>  το νυν ο κ (sic!) ο ν [τε στ ν τ ν γον τ ν μ]η2νια ον
ποστα||100 ναι1 [χ]ωρ  μεταδ σεω  βιβ ων, ναγκα ω  α το  το `[ του το  βοηθο ] το

προστρατηγ |σαντο ` ` [ ]π  πομνημ των πυθ μην  δ  τ  α `τ  [ ντεπ στει  μοι. τ] `ω
ο `ν ὰν̀νονικον (read ννωνικ ν) | τ ν μη[δ ] κα  συνσταθ ντα (sic!) παρ  α το  αβ ν κα
ρ `γυ `ρ `ικ2[ ν ±16]00  0 0  τ  το τω 2ν βιβ α | μετ  κ`α`  το  π  ογισμο  π στ<ε>ι α πρ  τ ν

σ ν το  μο  κ[υρ ου πιμ ειαν. ] γ ρ [δ]ο `θ `[ε] σα ν θη|σαυρο ` `π  α το  οιπογραφ α
σ στατο  ε ρ θη κα  σ `μφ4[ωνο . κα  μ χρι] το του δι[  τ] ν α το  ||105 με <ε> αν ητου
(read τοι) καταφρ νησιν περεθ μην σιτικ ν πο[στε αι 000000 κα  τ ]ν γενομ νων παρ ` |
τ μ μετρι τητι 1 πομνη μ των ντ γραφον ντ ξα  γρ [φω ν  ε δ ναι χοι , | κ ]ρ `ι1[ ]
μ̀ο `υ `. ( του ) ιε | κα  ( του ) ιδ κα  ( του ) ζ, θ ι . σεσημ<ε> ωμαι.

36 A different interpretation is put forward by F. Zucker, ‘Referate’, Archiv für Papyrus-
forschung 28 (1982), pp. 57–122, at 100.  

37 γο : ll. 64, 67, 71, 99, 102. βυβ α in connection with the reports of the tax collec-
tors: ll. 68, 70, 95, 100; by the strategos: l. 96; not clear: ll. 92, 98. 
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Although much of the word is restored, following a consultation of the
original,38 the reading, as proposed by Theodore Skeat in the editio prin-
ceps seems probable. Following Skeat’s translation, the same trasnfer is
mentioned again in line 70; here, however, it is designated as σ στασι :
Apollinarius exercises pressure on the aide of his predecessor ‘concerning
the transfer of the books from which the monthly account is composed’
(τ  τ ν βιβ ε ων συ `σ`τ ` `σ`ὲω  [ νεκεν, ξ ν  μη]|νια ο  συν σταται).
Here too, Skeat’s reading is accurate. In fact not only the first sigma, but
also the following upsilon and second sigma can be read with ease. Yet
here, Skeat’s translation may be misleading: σ στασι here means not the
transfer of the collectors’ reports, but the process of their compilation,
that is using their contents for the creation of the strategos’ own state-
ment, exactly as it is used in the following sentence. ετ δοσι , then, is
the only term used for the transfer of the collectors’ reports, and is also
used, with exactly the same rendering, in the second. It can thus be seen,
in the context of the Panopolite documentation, as the terminus technicus
for the delivery of the collectors’ reports at the office of the strategos; dis-
patching the accounts to Alexandria is reported with the verb πο -
στ ω.39 Most significantly, the compilation of accounts at the office of
the strategos is denoted through the verb συν στημι: it is attested in the
first memorandum, where we find the finite verb in line 71, and, accord-
ing to my interpretation, through the nomen actionis σ στασι in the pre-
ceding line. Both the verb and the nomen actionis are also attested in the
second letter, where we find also the derived adjective σ στατο .40

The same procedure evidently repeats higher up the hierarchy as well:
P. Panop. Beatty 2 is a collection of fifty-four letters sent to Apollinarius by
Aurelius Isidorus, the procurator of lower Thebais in late Tybi, throughout
Mecheir, and in early Phamenoth in the sixteenth year of Diocletian (Feb.
300 ce). In one of them (ll. 61–67), on Mecheir 13 (8 February 300 ce), the

38 Generously placed at my disposal by the Chester Beatty Library.
39 μετ δοσι : ll. 68, 95, 100. ποστ ω: ll. [66], 67, 96, 99–100, 103, [105].
40 The verb συνιστ ναι is almost completely restored in l. 96, but the passive participle

συνσταθ ντα is completely preserved in l. 102. The nomen actionis σ στασι is read in l. 98,
and the adjective σ στατο in l. 104.



procurator notifies the strategos that he (the strategos) is now being fined for
failing to submit the reports of the preceding month of Tybi on time.
Appended to this letter is a note to the procurator by his tabularius, in
which the latter points out that without the strategos’ reports he is unable
to produce his own summaries (brevia) to the office of the catholicus.41

Here, the issue at hand is different from that in the two foregoing let-
ters: the procurator is not interested in how data processing is carried out
within the office of the strategos itself but only in its forwarding to  higher
officials. For this reason, there is no discussion of the metadosis or the sy -
stasis, nor of the tax collectors’ reports. However, the surviving terminol-
ogy is in accord with the documentation discussed earlier: tax statements
issued by the office of the strategos are designated γοι, and the word
used for dispatching them is ποστ ω. We are also able, within this doc-
ument, to examine a further instance of forwarding of data to the central
administration: the statements issued within the offices of the various
strategoi are used to create the summaries at the office of the provincial
procurator (brevia), and once again the term used to denote its dispatch to
the office of the catholicus in Alexandria is ποστ ω.

We are thus able to create a short glossary of terms used in Panopolite
documentation to denote various activities surrounding the  processing of
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41 ων γ ναδοθ(εισ ν) π  τ  τ ξεω , εχε ρ ιη. α. ρ ιο  σ δωρο  π τροπο
τ [ ] κατωτ ρω [ηβα δο  πο ιν]αρ  στρατηγ  ανοπο ( του) χα (ρειν). πο α  τ ξι
πεσημ̀ νατο περ  το  μηδ πω μηδ  χρι ν ν | το  μηνια ου  γου  το  βι μην
πεστ θαι π  σο  ε  τ ν τ ξιν μαθ ν κ [τ ν ποτε]τ `α`γ4μ νων τ  μ ν ρισθ ν πιτ μιον

α τ  τε καταβα ε ν παιτ̀[ ]σαι δ  κα  τ ν τ  π  σ  τ ξεω  | βοηθ ν, κα  ανὲν̀ὲγκε (read
νεν γκαι) το  ογισμο  το  ερωτ του ταμε ου φρ ντισον, το  τε γου  ε θ ω 2[  π  -
στει ον να τ  π ]ντα δημ σια βιβ α μ  νεδρε οιτο π  π ον δι  τ ν σ ν αθυμ αν. ρρ  -
σθα  σε ε χομαι | πο ο  χρ νοι . ι  ( του ) ιε ( του ) η ( του ), εχε ρ ιγ. (ντ γραφον)
ναφορ  ταβου αρ ου. τ  προθεσμ α  τ ν μη[νια ων γων τ] ν `π2οστε ομ νων̀ ε  τ ν
τ ξιν τ  πιτροπ  π  πο  ξη 2κο ση , τ ν μ ν ων στρατη||65γ ν μπροθ σμ̀ω  πο -
στει ντων, πο ιναρ ου δ  το  το ` ανοπο του κα  ημητρ ου ` [το  το  0000 το]υ ` χ4ρ `ι
δε ρο το  μηνια ου  γου  το  βι μην  μ  ποστει ντων, ν γκην σχον πομν |σαι
τ ν σ ν πιμ ειαν το  μο  κυρ ου περ  το των πειδ περ κα  πο κι  προσ ταξὲ[ν  σ
πιμ ει]α τ  βιβ α δι  ταχ ων ποστ εσθαι πρ  τ  μ  νεδρε εσθαι τ  κα<τ > μ να
ποστε μενα φ |μ ν τ  καθο `ικ  τ ξει βρ ουια κα  ξι  τ  ρισθ ν π  το τ  πρ σ -
τιμον π  τ  σ  `[πιμε ε α  κε ε ]σα  σε το του  ε σενεγκε ν μα το  το των βοηθο ,
  `[ ]ν̀ σοι δ ξ , κ ρι  μου. 
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tax collection data and the compiling of accounts at various stages of its
process. The tax collectors’ reports were called βιβ α, a term that may
also apply to the strategos’ own statements, which is normally referred to
as γο . The submission of reports by the tax collectors to the office of
the strategos is called μετ δοσι ; the creation of the strategos’ own state-
ments is called σ στασι ,42 and its delivery to higher echelons is called
ποστ ειν, a term also used for such delivery by other, higher-ranking

offices. Finally, the term brevia denotes a summary prepared at the office
of the procurator, to be sent to the catholicus in Alexandria.

The Panopolite texts also provide valuable information on the structure
of the strategos’ statements. In both P. Panop. Beatty 1, ll. 64–71, and P. Panop.
Beatty 1, ll. 90–107, the strategos refers to several ‘chapters’ in his account;
each of them may be dispatched independently as it becomes available.
The letters mention the ργυρικ , ννωνικ , and σιτικ  γο , as well as
the πο ογισμ .43 P. Panop. Beatty 1, ll. 90–107, also informs us that the
creation of the σιτικ  γο was predicated on the submission of a οιπο -
γραφ α, an account of outstanding debts at the local thesauroi.

Was this procedure of the late third-century Panopolis also true of ear-
lier periods? There were undoubtedly many occasions when tax collectors’
reports were sent on as is, without further processing, to the Egyptian cap-
ital, especially perhaps when the matter at stake was of particular impor-
tance. This may be the case, for example, with the five-days report by the
epiteretai of the alum monopoly in P. Oxy. XVII 211644 or in that of the
reports from tax collectors and other local officials to the second-century
committee στε τ  το  νομο  γ ογιστ  κατακομ σαι. Indeed, this may

42 For similar usage, cf., e.g., BGU IV 1062, l. 17 = W. Chr. 276, with A. C. Johnson, An
Economic Survey of Ancient Rome, II: Roman Egypt to the Reign of Diocletian, London 1936,
p. 588, #341: ‘compiling’. 

43 P. Panop. Beatty 1, l. 70: τ ν μηνια ον γον ργ[υ]ρ `ι1[κ ν κα  νν]ω2ν̀ικ ν τι τε κα  πο -
ογισμ ν; l. 105: περεθ μην σιτικ ν πο[στε αι; ll. 101–102: α`ν̀νονικον (read ννωνικ ν) |
τ ν μη[δ ] κα  συνσταθ ντα (sic!) παρ  α το  αβ ν κα  ρ `γυ `ρ `ικ̀[ ν ±16]; 67: τ ν δ  σι -
τικ ν γον.

44 G. Casanova, ‘Libi e allume in un papiro milanese: P. Med. inv. 69.44 B’, Aegyptus 80
(2000), pp. 117–131, at 118–120, with further literature in n. 15; Kruse, Der königliche
Schreiber (cit. n. 1), pp. 525, 540–541.



have been the rule whenever the reports were intended for one of the key
procuratorial offices of the dioiketes, ousiacus, or idios logos.45

But what about the systasis? One key piece of evidence is BGU III 981,
according to which the hired scribe is required to

ll. 6–11: `π̀α`ιρτ `<ι>ε ν (?) τ ν το νομο | [000000000000 σ]τρατ[η]γ ν κ̀α` 1
π σι το [καθ] κουσι κατ ν|[δρα μηνια οι κα ν κεφ]α α
γοι , τι δ κ[α ] καταχωρ‹ι›ε ν ε | [0000000000000] ογιστ ρια κα

[τ] ν [ ]μ ατρικο βιβ ιοθ κ(ην) ||10 [τ τ τ ξεω ?] βιβ α,
μ[ο] ω δ κα ε τ ν π τ πων | [βιβ ιοθ κην] τ ντ γραφα
κε ε σθη. 

. . . provide the strategos of the nome both with the due [monthly] viritim
accounts, and the summary ones, and in addition to record at the logistêria
of [ - - - ], and the archive in the (quarter of the) Patrika [the reports of the
o≈ce?], and in a similar manner also in the archive on site, as was decreed.

The text has several features that are familiar from other documentary
material of the Roman period, in particular the distinction between vir-
itim and summary reports. It also records the duty of the scribe to lodge
(καταχωρ<ι>ε ν) reports in as many as three archives: at the Patrika (which
is undoubtedly in Alexandria), at another local one (probably the biblio-
theke ton demosion logon), and at a third, the logisteria, whose location is
uncertain. But what was it that was being lodged? According to the
restoration proposed in the editio princeps (and followed by later editors),46

it is [τ  τ  τ ξεω ] βιβ α, ‘the reports of the office’, in line 10. Assum-
ing this restoration to be correct, this would confirm that the same pro-
tocol was applied in BGU III 981 as in the Panopolis documentation: the
scribe of the strategos received reports from the tax collectors, then issued
his own statements which he dispatched to various archives, including those
in Alexandria. However, all this is highly speculative: if we were to restore
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45 P. R. Swarney, The Ptolemaic and Roman Idios logos [= American Studies in Papyrology 8],
Toronto 1970, pp. 114–116.

46 Cf. Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber (cit. n. 1), p. 798, n. 97. 
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[τ  προκε μενα] βιβ α in line 10, for example, we might conclude that the
tax collectors’ reports were received at the office of the strategos (ll. 6–7) and
forwarded, as is, to the various archives, or that the entire text refers to the
statements compiled at the office of the strategos itself. The latter option is
not impossible, but in absence of contemporaneous supporting evidence
(i.e. from the late first century ce), it is at best hypothetical.

The other pertinent piece of evidence – SB XVIII 13175 – is more than
a century younger. Like P. Panop. Beatty 2, ll. 61–67, it concerns the dis-
patch of reports to Alexandria by the strategos, and as such it also does not
delve into the origin of the reports within the nome’s bureaucracy. But
the procedure recorded in SB XVIII 13175 does exhibit some key simi-
larities to that in the Panopolis documentation. As previously noted, in
the latter case, the statements issued by the office of the strategos were
organized into chapters according to the types of revenue levied:  argyrika,
annonika, sitika, and apologismos. In SB XVIII 13175, col. IV, ll. 11 ff., we
find, mutatis mutandis, the same chapters (ll. 14–15): statements pertaining
to the sitika, the argyrika, and the apologismos. At no point does it say that
the statements were issued by the office of the strategos, but this subdivi-
sion – especially the reference to the apologismos (or ‘summary account’) –
does suggest that is the case. 

*

One of hallmarks of Roman administration in Egypt is the enormous
amount of information streaming from the hinterland to Alexandria,
from whence it was, in one form or another, forwarded on to Rome, or
(in later periods) to Constantinople. Well known in this context are dec-
larations by the inhabitants in person regarding their personal status and
the possession of property.47 Yet, how much information did the central
administration need to run things effectively? Was all the written infor-

47 This question has been extensively studied in monographs and articles dedicated to
the individual institutions, but a comprehensive analysis is still lacking. A good point of
departure for any analysis is Kruse, Der königliche Schreiber (cit. n. 1), pp. 63–251.



mation on the inhabitants of Egypt gathered in Alexandria? In the case
of Panopolite of the late third century ce, the answer is no: the material
reveals a fairly complex bureaucracy and a special functionary who was
responsible for receiving reports from lower officials and using them to
produce synopses which he then sent on. That the same procedure
 existed in earlier periods makes sense, but prior to the publication of
P. Bagnall 70 we had no smoking gun.

P. Bagnall 70 is not without its difficult passages, but the general out-
line seems clear: reports – particularly tax reports – were gathered at the
office of the strategos, then sent to the epiteretes with a cover letter, with
copy retained in the office records. The addressee’s task, as stated in lines
7–9 of the first missive, was:

περ κομισ μενο κα κατ τ ν κ στὸυ ` [ε σπραξιν (?) | συστησ  -
μεν]ο ε ποι σει , φ τατε, ντιγρ ψα μοι κα περ το κατ `α`[κο -
μ σαι (?) 0000 | ω  00 το α] `το μην vac.

Having received these reports and [compiled them] in accordance with the
[collection category] of each, you will do well, my friend, if you inform me
also that the [reports] have been [sent down (?) no later than . .] of the same
month.

As is often the case, the text is damaged where it should not be, but based
on the foregoing discussion, the most critical lacuna, at the end of line 7
and the beginning of line 8, can be satisfactorily restored: after receiving
the reports ( περ κομισ μενο ), the epiteretes must carry out a systasis
([συστησ μεν]ο ), as was the case in the Panopolite procedure. The cri-
teria, if identical to that described in the Panopolite documentation and
in the late second-century SB XVIII 13175, would be κατ  τ ν κ στο `υ `
[ε σπραξιν (?)], that is according to the type of revenue recorded in the
report. The epiteretes would then be required to ‘send down’ the reports
(κατ `α`[κομ σαι (?) 0000]) and to inform the strategos within a set timeframe
that they had completed their task.48 If these restorations are correct, the
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48 Cf., e.g., in the same context, P. Oslo III 82, l. 9; P. Oxy. LX 4060, 3, l. 57 (161 ce, Nesyt).



URI YIFTACH312

protocols in late third-century Panopolites were much the same as they
had been three generations earlier in the Fayum. This, in turn, would
mean that the administrative knowhow demonstrated in the Panopolite
documentation had developed and matured much earlier, not a ground-
breaking revelation in itself, but perhaps not without value for the stu-
dent of bureaucracy in Roman Egypt in its later periods.
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