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FoUR DUKE PAPYRI CONCERNING PESOURIS, BASILIKOS GRAMMATEUS

Pesouris, the basilikos grammateus of the Herakleopolite nome, came to light almost a decade ago.!
Now he has turned up in one fascinating text in the Heidelberg collection (P.Heid. VIII 418) and
another at Trier (P.UB Trier S. 125-21).2 In the light of recent publications it seems an opportune
moment to present four papyri housed in the Special Collections Library of Duke University? that shed
light on Pesouris’ career (inv. 598, 599, 602r+v, 605r+v). We hope that they will help to bring
additional relevant documents to light.4

The Dossier

To date, four papyri bearing directly or indirectly on the activities of Pesouris have been published: SB
XXII 15369 (P.Duk. inv. 600), an apographé of wheat sent to Pesouris; SB XVIII 13304 (P.Duk. inv.
602r), a memorandum from the kémogrammateus of Tekmi and Bichinthdyth, which mentions a visit by
the stratégos Euphrandr—we republish that text here, adding the previously unpublished verso; P.Heid.
VIT 418, an enrolé from Pesouris to the topogrammateis under him; P.UB Trier S 125-21, a document
concerning enrolment into the katoikia.

In P.Duk. inv. 598, one unknown official forwards to another (perhaps Pesouris) a letter, which an
unknown official (perhaps the same) had sent to Euphranor, the stratégos of the Herakleopolite nome.
We are missing the left side of the papyrus (perhaps one third of the original text), but the document
evidently concerns misappropriation of wine. The author of the document requests the detention of an
individual (or individuals) for questioning before the stratégos. Euphrandr re-appears a few months later
in inv. 602, a memorandum from Atis, the kémogrammateus of Bichinthdyth and Tekmi, concerning
Euphrandr’s transfer of a garrison from Tekmi to Papa.

P.Duk. inv. 605r, 605v, and 599 concern a police action that took place roughly seven months later.
Hoéridn, a basilikos gedrgos, was for some reason seized and brought to Herakleopolis to stand before
Komanos, the epistatés of police. On the same day, Dionysios the archiphylakités sent men to put the
house of Ababikis, where Horidn was staying, under seal. In the course of this action, the men
apparently seized some property. Phanésis, kémogrammateus of Thmoinausiris and the adjacent
villages, sent a letter (inv. 605r) reporting these events to Pesouris. Pesouris, or someone on his staff,
then composed drafts of two reports (inv. 605v), that concerned legal proceedings to be initiated over
the police action and were to be sent to Dionysios and Komanos respectively. Phanésis also sent a

1P, Van Minnen, “Taking Stock: Declarations of Property from the Ptolemaic Period,” BASP 31 (1994) 89-99, at
91-94 (pl. 20) [SB XXII 15369]. We are grateful to John Oates and Kent Rigsby for helpful criticism and especially to
Professor D. Hagedorn and Dr. J. Cowey not only for providing information on P.Heid. inv. G 4866, 4741, 4763, 4925 (=
P.Phrur. Diosk. 6, forthcoming), but also for their generous and incisive suggestions which have improved the paper
significantly.

2N. Quenouille and L. Willms, “Die Aufnahme des Herakleios in den Katokenstand (P.UB Trier S 125-21),” ArchPF
47 (2001) 55-70, at 61 (pt. VI).

3 Rare Book, Manuscript, and Special Collections Library, Duke University, <http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu>,
2002; Duke Papyrus Archive, <../papyrus>, 2002. Abbreviations: J. F. Qates et al. (eds.), Checklist of Editions of Greck,
Latin, Demotic and Coptic Papyri, Ostraca and Tablets, <../papyrus/texts/clist.html>, 2002. Dates of papyri: Heidel-
berger Gesamiverzeichnis der griechischen Papyrusurkunden Agyptens, <http://aquila.papy.uni-heidelberg.de/
gvzFM.html>.

4 Pesouris is mentioned in P.Heid. inv. G 4866 (sec P.Heid. VII p. 258 with n. 112) and apparently in P,UB Trier 125-
24 (see Quenouille and Willms, ArchPF 47 [2001] 66). M. R. Falivene, The Herakleopolite Nome: A Caralogue of Toponyms
[Am.Stud. Pap. XXXVII] (Atlanta 1998) 17-20, esp. 19, has conjectured that the Duke texts derive from an oikonomos’
archive. This seems possible, but not necessarily likely. The Duke texts could have come, as we suggest below, from the
office of Pesouris himself.
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slightly modified copy of the letter that he had sent to Pesouris to an Ammeneus; Ammeneus then
forwarded a copy (inv. 599) to another official, perhaps Pesouris himself.

All of the Duke papyri concerning Pesouris were extracted from the same cartonnage. P.Duk. inv.
605r contains a letter written to Pesouris and 605v two drafts of memoranda evidently written by
Pesouris or a member of his staff. SB XXII 15369 (P.Duk. inv. 600) is an apographé addressed to
Pesouris. Lacuna has removed the addressee of inv. 599, but Pesouris is a highly plausible candidate.
The author of inv. 602, did not name the addressee, but Pesouris is again a possible candidate. Thus, it is
worth speculating that these texts belonged to an archive of documents kept by Pesouris.

Euphranér, Stratégos, and the Date

P.Duk. inv. 598 contains a forwarded copy of a letter written in a 32™ regnal year to Euphranor, the
stratégos of the Herakleopolite nome. A Euphran6r is known from SB XVIII 13304 to have overseen
disposition of troops in a 33" regnal year, which in the second century B.C. can only have belonged to
Philometor (149/8) or Euergetes II (138/7). P.Tebs, 111.1 723, a fragmentary order to pay soldiers, is also
dated to a 33" year, “doubtless that of Euergetes 11”5 and contains at its bottom a memorandum
addressed to a Euphrandr. Falivene (p. 19) has pressed for a connection between the two documents,
suggesting that they refer to the same Euphrandr and that SB XVIII 13304 must, therefore, be dated to
138 B.C. The association seems warranted. Both texts belong to a 33" regnal year; both feature a
Euphrandr whose duties involve oversight of soldiers. But nothing in P.Tebt. 1I1.1 723 would preclude a
date under Philometor (149/8 B.C.).

If the identification holds, SB XVIII 13304 controls the date of P.Tebr. 1I1.1 723, not the other way
around. On his re-accession in Autumn, 145 B.C., Euvergetes Il re-calibrated the system of aulic titles.5
At SB XVIII 13304.4-5, Euphranér is called ic6tipog tolg mpmtorg iAo kol | atpatnyde. If the text
were dated to Philometor’s reign, it would give the sole occurrence of this aulic title before Euergetes’
re-accession. It is reasonable to assume that the title was introduced by Euergetes I1.7 Thus, SB X VIII
13304 must be dated to the reign of Euergetes 11, 138/7 B.C., as was observed over a decade ago.8 So
must P.Tebr. 1.1 723, and also P.Duk. inv. 598, which can be assigned to the 32™ year of Euergetes II,
139/38 B.C. The letter forwarded in inv. 598 is addressed to Euphrandr and concerns a report made by
Pesouris. Thus, if Euphranor belongs to the reign of Euergetes I1, so must Pesouris, and so must P.Duk.
inv. 599 and 605r.

P.Heid. VIII 418 cannot be dated beyond doubt without reference to the Duke papyri.® P.UB Trier
S. 125-21 is dated to the reign of Euergetes II on the likely identification of Apollonios t@v npatey
olhwv and dioikétés with the man of the same title and name attested as early as 134 B.C.10 In any case,
the Duke papyri now leave no doubt but that Pesouris’ activity as basilikos grammateus belongs to the
reign of Euvergetes I1.

Ptolemaios
P.Duk. inv. 598.7-8 refers, in a lacunose sentence, to an official designated t0v tayévia napd IToke-
poiov mpog Tt bvrootpotn/{yic]. The name Polemaios is both dubious and rare. At P.Tebr. 111.1

S P.Tebt. 1111 p. 127: “The papyrus is written in a good second-century hand, and the 33rd year mentioned is doubtless
that of Euergetes 11, the documents accompanying 723 ranging from the 31st year to the 36th. One of them at least (812)
came from the Heracleopolite nome.” The reference to P.Tebr. 111.1 812 is apparently an error; 810, not 812, was exlracted
from mummy 38, and concerns Herakleopolite affairs.

6 See L. Mooren, La hiérarchie de cour Prolémaigue (Leuven 1977) 61-73; J. D. Sosin, “Abduction at the Threshing
Floor,” ZPE 127 (1999) 131140, at 135.

73, F. OQates, “Equal in Honor to the First Friends,” BASP 32 (1995) 13-21.

8 G. Schwendner, “P.Duke Inv. G 1974.5 Again: A Ghost Name and a New Date,” ZPE 72 (1988) 275-276, at 276.

9 P.Heid. VIII pp. 258-259.

10 Quenouille and Willms, ArchPF 47 (2001) 59. See P.Tebt. I1L.1 917.4 with BL 111 247 (Pros.Ptol. T and VIII 18, 26);
also UPZ 11 202.1 and passin.
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815.frlr.ii.46 (228-221 B.C.) the editors have emended a Polemaios to TI{t)oAepaiog; so also at P.Tebr.
HL1 815.fr2r.iii.51 (223-222 B.C.) and O.Joach. 10.12 (Ombos, 68 B.C.).!! The petitioner in P.Enteux.
55 (222 B.C.) calls himself Polemaios in line 1, but Ptolemaios in the address on the verso (v.2).12 If we
can find a contemporary Ptolemaios whose rank might entitle him to appoint someone mpdg it
brootpotnyion, we might reasonably emend P.Duk. inv. 598.7 to tov tayévia nopt Ti(t)ohepaiov.
The most visible Ptolemaios with the authority to appoint a civil official would of course have been the
king. It is unlikely, however, that the author of the forwarded letter in inv. 598 would have referred to
the king by the name Ptolemy alone. Known hypostratégoi are few and for the most part found in the
Herakleopolite.!? That they commonly assisted in police actions seems clear from the evidence, and
the title alone suggests that they operated “in strikter Abhingigkeit vom Strategen.”!5 Absent decisive
evidence, we might speculate that stratégoi appointed men to the hypostratégia.

P.Berl. Zill. 1 and 2, dated to a 26" regnal year, contain copies of correspondence from and con-
cerning a Ptolemaios, archisématophylax and stratégos of the Herakleopolite nome.!6 The papyri are
securely dated to the reign of Philometor (156/5 B.C.).!7 This Ptolemaios is not likely to be the person
mentioned in inv. 598, as the span between his dates and Euphranor’s is too large. Moreover, one Térés
v plhov kol otponyds was siratégos after Ptolemaios and before Euphrandr. Térés is attested as
early as 1558 and as late as 146 B.C.!9 It seems improbable that Euphranér was confronted, in Euer-
getes II's 32" year (139/8 B.C.), with a crime perpetrated by someone appointed two administrations
and almost two decades before him. However, no Herakleopolite stratégos appears to be attested
between Philometor’s 35" year (147/6, Térés) and Euergetes 1I's 32 (139/8, Euphrandr at P.Duk. inv.
598). Thus, we offer the tentative suggestion that the Ptolemaios who at P.Duk. inv. 598.7-8 appointed
someone to the hypostratégia was stratégos of the Herakleopolite nome some time between 14620 and
139/8 B.C.; that this Ptolemaios was the successor of Térés and the predecessor of Euphrandr.

If this conjecture should prove correct, then when Euphrandr succeeded to the stratégia he inherited
the problems of his predecessor. We cannot say when this Ptolemaios might have ended his term as
stratégos or when Euphranér began his, but with the end of Euphrandr’s tenure we are on firmer
ground. In P.Tebr. 111.1 810, a ship’s captain declared an oath before Mokepdpywt | L
kjoi oTpaTnyYdL Kai éni 1dv mpocddwv (12-13).2! The text is dated to a 36™ regnal ye'ar, which,

I The Polemaios in P.Tebt. 1 105.27 (103 B.C.) is clearly in error for Ptolemaios, which he is called everywhere clse in
the text (e.g. 10, 19, 21, 23, 25).

12 Recto and verso were evidently written by the same scribe and so the latter must be an address, not a receipt docket.

13 BGU VIII 1778.6 (66-44 B.C.), 1780.1 (after 56/50 B.C.), 1783.19-20 (80-30 B.C.), 1797.2 (6444 B.C.), 1827.6-7,
23 (after S1 B.C.); SB V 7609.11 (47 B.C.). Elsewhere, too: P.Rain. Cent. 50.9, 51.16 (Phthemphouth, I B.C.); P.Zen. Pestm.
D.4 (248 B.C.); UPZ 1 124.33-34 (Mcmphis, 175 or 165 B.C.).

14y, Bengtson, Die Strategie 111 62-64 [Miinci. Beitr. 36].

15 ihid. 63.

16 pros.Prol. 1 and VI 315; Mooren, Aulic Titulature 096; G. Mussies, Pap. Lugd.Bat. XIV 22. He is mentioned also
at P.Heid. inv. G 4741.

17 They refer also to a Dioskourides dioikétés, who is known to have served under this ruler (P.Berl. Zill. 1.22); see
commentary at pp. 5-6.

18 p Bert. Zill. 2.3 with BL VIII 64. According to P.Heid. inv. G 4741 Ptolemaios was still stratégos in Phamenoth of
Philometor’s 26™ year (March/April, 155) and Térés had become stratégos by Pauni of the same year (June/July).

19 p Gen. 111 131 (Herakleopolite, 146 B.C.) (S8 XX 15113], P.Heid. inv. G 4925 (= P.Phrur. Diosk. 6, forthcoming);
P.Miinch. 111 50 can be dated to the term of Térés, but not more precisely.

20 3 November 146 B.C. according to P.Heid. inv. G 4925 (= P.Phrur. Diosk. 6, forthcoming).

2! As to the lacuna, the editors suggested (p. 266), “Perhaps dpyioopatoebiaxt, or another of the court titles al the
beginning of the line.” Mooren, Aulic Titulature no. 098, p. 108 and La hiérarchie p. 103, proposed [tov apypiompoato-
@uAdxov instead, on grounds that it better fit the space and “parce que les stracges de ['Héracléopolite ne sont pas attestés
avec le titre d'archisomatophylaque au singulier” (£La hicrarchie p. 103, n. 2); neither argument seems very strong. He also
rejected the restoration proposed by H. Henne, REA 42 (1940) 176 n. 17, [patronym tév (npatov) pilov xlai, and also
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according to the full prescript of the oath, must fall under Euergetes II, in 135/4 B.C.22 Thus, at the time
of Euphrandr’s appearance in the Duke papyri, he was no more than a few years away from the end of
his career as strarégos of the Herakleopolite.

Consequences or Exakon?

The author of P.Duk. inv. 598 asks (7-8), “Please arrange to have the man appear before N,” where N
seems to be a magistrate with judicial authority (xaAé¢ odv mo]toelg cuvtdLag tov uév &vBpwmov
xaral[otiicat éni — — — Jv). The request is boilerplate,?? but the purpose of the hearing is rendered
less clear by lacuna: onwg é§eleyxBeig nep [ ] Om tor efaxo, “so that, if he should be proven
(guilty) under examination, he may be....” Petitioners sometimes ask that their adversaries be brought to
trial so that “they may suffer the consequences,” thywot 1®v €§axolovBodvtwv.?* Thus, if nep
[‘.].Qm should be taken to indicate a verb (aorist passive subjunctive) that means “be submitted to” and
governs a dative, we might posit tolg ¢€axolofBodor at 8-9: “Please arrange to have the man appear

"before N so that, if he should be proven (guilty) under examination, he may be submitted to the con-
sequences.”

Such an interpretation, however, is not without difficulties. First, comparison of the two letters after
Ont with émotodii[c] (1), 100 (4), 10D Tém0V (6), 0V (7), 10 (11), or any other pairing of rau with a
subsequent letter, suggests that the letter following tau in line 8 may not be an omicron. The tau would
be wide, the omicron distant. Traces might suggest, instead, the right hoop of an omega. lts open top is
clear, as is the faint trace of the left hoop, just starting to descend from the right end of the tau’s
horizontal bar. Moreover, the letter after Tt is so badly abraded as to indicate possible erasure. Traces
seem to suggest an epsilon, perhaps erased as dittographic before e£ako, or perhaps a sigma. If we read
an [e] then eEako cannot be explained as the number 600 (¢£axol[o-]). While we might imagine that
the crime involved 600 keramia (cf. lines 6-7) of wine, the singular article would be impossible to
reconcile. If we ignore palaeography and read 101g tEakol[oloig, then context becomes difficult. The
600 keramia would already have been mentioned so that one would have referred simply to “the wine,”
not “the 600 jars.” If we read 1@ [€] then we might imagine é&axol[AovBobvrt émi-/npootipm® (vel
sim.), or if we read toig at the expense of palaeographical considerations, then 10l é£axol[hovBodot

[tév mpdtev eiiov k]al, on the grounds that both fell short by a few letters. But if Mooren’s restoration be accepted, then
this would be the only Herakleopolite text in which a srrarégos in the reign of the restored Euergetes II was an archisd-
matophylay, not a “member of the first friends.” Barring new evidence, prudence suggests we restore IMoAepcpywt | [t@v
npdtov piiov klai otpanydr at P.Tebr. 1111 810.12-13. Perhaps the letters and spacing of this important title, which fell
at the start of a line, were somewhat outsized—a common enough phenomenon.

22w, Clarysse and G. Van der Veken, Pap. Lugd. Bar. XXIV #156, pp. 32-33. This same Polemarchos is attested in
P.Heid. inv. G 4763, which is sccurely dated to 136 B.C., as Dr. J. Cowey kindly informs.

23 E.g. BGU VIII 1844.23 (Herakleopolite, 50/49 B.C.); P.Enteux. 24.8 (Arsinoite, 221 B.C.); P.Koeln V1 272.14;
P.Oxy. XII 1465.12 (I B.C.); P.RyIl. IV 577.15 (Arsinoite, 147/136/83 B.C.); PSI 1V 366.5 (Philadelphia, 250/49 B.C.);
P.Tebt. 1 13.18 (114 B.C.), 183 no line numbers (late II B.C.); UPZ I 5.48-49 (Memphis, 163 B.C.), 6.35 (Memphis, 163
B.C.), 124.34 (Memphis, 176/5 or 165/4 B.C.).

24 p.Dion. 10.15-16 (Hermoupolis Magna, 109 B.C.); PSI Il 168.32-33 (Thinite, 118 B.C.); P.Ryl. IV 577.16-19
(Arsinoite, before 147/136 B.C.2): [{]va] | thxo 1dv Sikai[w]v, adtot 82] | 1fig éEaxorovBoiong and 10D npols]itdypatog
£0Bvne. Cf also P.Tebr. 15.132-133 (118 B.C.): &nordeaBon v eEaxolovBo[iv]t[wv npoc]tluu)v 5.203: 1év éEoko-
rovBovviey tpostipwv; P.Tor.Amen. 8.82-83 (Thcbes 116 B.C.): rleeue[v]og & €EaxorovBobvita adtdn énitipe; P.Tor.
Choach. 12.ii.20 (117 B.C.): tdv ¢EokorovBoiviey adtolg émtipmy, The basic formula occurs in many variations: P. Oxy.
X1t 1465.13-14 (1 B.C.), P.Ry{. 11 65.12 (Oxyrhynchos?, 67 B.C.?); P.Wiirzb. 5.13-14 (Oxyrhynchos, 31 B.C.): Tuxelv Qv
npoonkey; P.Tebt. 1 45.34-35 (113 B.C.); 183 no line numbers (late Il B.C.); P.Tebr. 1V 1096.22 (113 B.C.): Toxelv ¢
dppolodong tmniilewg. UPZ 1 8.29-31 (Memphis, 161 B.C.): nwg nepl | ardvtov 1o0tov 103001 1fig Rpocnkodong
wioonolvnplag.

e Though the singular would be unusual; ¢f. P.Tebt. 15.132-133; P.Tor.Amen. 8.82-83; P.Tor.Choach. 12.ii.20 cited
above.
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would be a possible restoration. In either case we would have to restore nep [ ] Onu with a verb
meaning “be submitted to” and governing a dative. We have been unable to find a suitable candidate.

Context may suggest an alternative. A person who has been proven guilty under examination can be
made to do many things besides “suffer the consequences.” He might be compelled to tell the truth;%
or, he might be bound (or perhaps paraded, nepiayBeic) and hanged from a post,?’ remanded to the
king,2 or dispatched to forced labor at the oar of a ship.? That the missing verb should mean “suffer”
is contingent on the restoration to1g é€axol[AoBobot, which is by no means secure. After é€axdoiog
and éEaxohovBéw we are left with the personal name Exakon: t@ [e] 'E&oxdi[vi30 As the name
would be preceded by the definite article the putative Exakén would have to have been mentioned
previously. The only place in the document where such mention might have appeared is at line 4, so that
this Exakdn might have been the person, perhaps an official, who issued report of the crime to Pesouris.
Sense might then be restored to the text as follows: Snawg éEeheyyBeig nepinfen]BFu(?) 11 [e] "E&a-
k0l[vi, “so that, if he should be proven (guilty) under examination, he may be remanded (?) to Exakén.”

The verb nepinéune does not appear to occur in the papyri, and its meaning here is admittedly
strained. A parallel might lie in the ambiguous phrase at P.Cair.Zen. 11 59202.7-9 (254 B.C.), in which
Apollonios tells Zenon that éav yop @oivnton xot’ dAnBeiav | 6 "Apevveng (a beermaker accused of
wrongdoing) eipnkag & &ypayog npog Hudg | neproyBelc kpepioeton, “If Ammeneus appears truly to
have said what you wrote to me, he shall be bound and hanged.” Scholars have debated whether to take
take mpoOg Mo with #ypayag, or withneploBeic; on the latter construction the sentence would mean,
“If Ammeneus appears truly to have said what you wrote, he shall be led round to me and hanged.”
Turner has argued for the former interpretation, though the correct interpretation is not obvious.?!
Whether the precise restoration nap}g[au](pe_ﬁl is correct or not, it does give plausible sense; if not
nepnépna then something similar. '

The name Exakon is not common in the papyri. In 145 B.C., an Exakon who was appointed to
oversee enrolment of katoikoi in the Herakleopolite nome was implicated in charges of paralogeia.2
This Exakon was well connected. His brother Apollophanés was stratégos of the adjacent Oxyrhynchite
and Kynopolite nomes (P.Tebt. 111.1 739.12-13).33 Herakleopolis and Oxyrhynchos were close, and
bureaucrats talked to each other. Could it be that Apollophanés pulled strings and helped his brother
obtain a post in the Herakleopolite?

For now we leave the identification of this putative Exakon and the restoration of the line open in
the hope that new texts or fresh interpretation may uncover a solution.

Topography
Thanks to the industry of Maria Rosaria Falivene we are well informed as to the topography of the
Herakleopolite nome. The village of Thmoinausiris appears in P.Duk. inv. 599, 605r, and 605v.

26 BGU X VI 2629.17-18 (Herakleopolite, 4 B.C.): noppnoicoclBa éroinoa.

21 P.Cair.Zen. 1 59202.9 (254 B.C.) meprayBeic xpepnoetal. See also E. G. Turner, “The Hanging of a Brewer:
P.Cairo Zenon 11 59202,” Am.Stud.Pap. 1 79-86.

28 p Amh. 11 33.34-35 (Soknopaiou Nésos, ca 157 B.C.): adtdv e | mpdg Apdg petd guiaxiic dmosteitate.

29 P.Hib. 11 198.91 (7, 242-222 B.C.): dmooterécBuooav émi tég vads,

30 The abbreviation at P.Cair.Zen. 111 59367.43 (241 B.C.) should be resolved (&Enxovidpovpov), not (EEuxoviédpov-
pov).

31 Am.Stud. Pap. 179-86, with discussion of previous views.

32 Date: P.Hels. 1 pp. 31-32; C.Ptol.Skiav. 11 244 p. 977; P.Kroll p. 3 n. 4. Charges: P.Tebt. 1111 739.2-5:
Kahhévaxtog tiv &x 100 [ Hploxheonoritov nmpoynotikdv npoctayyeiiaviog 8t évredEelmg] tepa te kol "Eaxdva
v toyévia | mpde THL mpocAfiyer tdv [elg Ty &v 1@ vopdt katoikioy dvBpdv | ént it pepiobeiont [yl
ro.paheroyevx[évat....

33 On Exakén and family see B. E. Niclson, “Apollophanes Son of Exakon in P.Kéln V 223, BASP 28 (1991)
179-183.
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Phanésis, author of inv. 605r and the forwarded letter in inv. 599, calls himself k6mogrammateus of
Thmoinausiris kol 1OV GVYKLPOVS®Y kwudv.3* The phrase is somewhat rare in the papyri. It most
commonly modifies Roman Tebtynis, but also Oxyrhyncha, and (Arsinoite) Tebetny and Kerkésis.30
It usually appears in the context of tax concessions, apparently indicating a group of villages to which
tax collectors had right of collection. That tax collectors bid for rights to presumably adjacent villages
as a block need imply nothing about village governance.

Two additional texts, however, may. In P.Lond. 1II 604A Bésas, also known as Sotérichos,
komogrammateus of (Pathyrite) Krokodeilon polis and the adjacent villages (1-3), declares arable land
in his district that has been inundated in Claudius’ seventh year. C.Pap. Gr. 11.1 3 (Herakleopolite, A.D.
19), a notification of death, is addressed to Héros, kémogrammateus of Mouchinpagei, no doubt a small
village,?” and the adjacent villages (1-3). In his subscription, however, Horos calls himself kémo-
grammateus of Ankyron, a place substantial enough sometimes to have been called a polis® and the
adjacent villages (15-16). P.Duk. inv. 605 shares a particular detail with this other Herakleopolite text.

At P.Duk. inv. 605v.5 another party appears to refer to Phanésis as the kdémogrammateus of Rodénos
Nésos. This doubtless small village, which appears also at inv. 605r.5 but is otherwise unattested,
must have been among the constellation of villages under Phanésis’ administration. But Phanésis calls
himself (inv. 605r.2) kémogrammateus of Thmoinausiris, a substantial village, and the adjacent villages.
These three texts suggest formal administration of multiple villages by the same kémogrammateus 0 1t
is tempting to conjecture, on the strength of C.Pap. Gr. II.1 3 and P.Duk. inv. 605, that within such
administrative groupings of villages the kdmogrammateus had a single base of operations, and that
Horos’ and Phanésis’ were Ankyron and Thmoinausiris, respectively !

P.Duk. inv. 598 18 x 23 cm. 2] August 138 B.C.
http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/papyrus/records/598.html Herakleopolite
The document consists of three joined pieces and is broken at the left and top. The text is written against
the fibers on the recto. Faint blotches of ink appear above the first and below the last lines. The verso s,
except for a few smudges, blank. The hand is large, clear, and generally angular. The scribe employs
two-hooped omegas and standing nus throughout. He writes almost to the right margin, so that word-
ends are frequently compressed (e.g. VrooTpaTn-, 5).

The left side of the papyrus is missing. The loss is significant, though its extent cannot be gauged
with precision, as no line can be fully restored with certainty. The surviving portion of the papyrus is 18§
cm. wide, suggesting that as many as 12 cm. of papyrus and 10 cm. of text (assuming a left margin of

34 See inv. 599.4 and inv. 605.2.

35 Tebtynis and the surrrounding villages: P.Fam.Tebt. 46.5-6 (A.D. 195); P.Giss.Univ. VI 47.r3.4-5, r4.2-3, v3.2
(A.D. 213-217) with SB XIV 11627.3 (A.D. 212-217); P.Mich. V 245.12-13 (A.D. 47); PSI X 1139.3, 9 (A.D. 134/5);
P.Tebt. 11 305.4 (A.D. 137); §B X11 10985.4 (A.D. 156); 10986.4 (A.D. 161), 10987.2 (A.D. |71).

36 Receipt for taxes paid by millers in Oxyrhyncha and the adjacent villages: P.Tebr. 111.2 840.2-3 (113 B.C.). Sale (?)
of oil from Oxyrhyncha and the adjacent villages: P.Tebr. 111.2 932.5-6 (late 1I B.C.). Fishery tax from Tebetny, Kerkésis,
and the adjacent villages: P.Tebr. 11 329.9-10 (A.D. 139).

37 Mouchinpagei is otherwise unattested; Calderini, Diz.geogr. s.v., 3.3 p. 300; Falivene, Am.Stud.Pap. XXXV p. 131.

38 Calderini, Diz.geogr. s.v., 1.1 pp. 11-13.

39 The Rhodénos [kléros] attested at BGU 1V 1193 4 (8 B.C.) belongs to the mepi Kbpa toparchy: zept Koua éx 100
‘Podwv[og khhpov. Thmoinausiris, and presumably Rodonos Nésos, belongs to the Peran toparchy. On Herakleopolite
toparchies see P.Heid. VIII 418 with pp. 254-256; also F. Mitthof, “Zur Pagusordnung des Herakleopolites,” Tyche 14
(1999) 211-218. For a list, see Falivene, Am.Stud. Pap. XXXVII Index | pp. 293-294.

40 On the sphere of administrative competence of kdmogrammateis sec L. Criscuolo, “Ricerche sul Komogrammateus
nell’Egitto tolemaico,” Aegyptus 58 (1978) 3-101, esp. 29-39.

41 Falivene, Am.Stud. Pap. XXXVII, does not comment on the phrase at 39-43, s.v. 'Aykvpdv nokig, or at 131, s.v.
Movuytvrdyet, except to translate it (131) “and villages under the same administration.
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roughly 2 cm.), or roughly 22-28 letters, may have been lost at left. The loss of the left side is such that
we must for now leave many important questions of interpretation open (see introduction above).
Nevertheless, we include this text as it contributes directly to our expanding portrait of Pesouris.

Text

T [ xailpew. tiig mpog Edepdvopa éntotoric] dvri-

[ypopov brotetdyapev Snwg eidfic.] éppwso. L AP "Eneig k6.
vacat

[Ev@pévopt — — %2 yaipew. | Mecobpig 0 BaotAikog ypapupateds €k TdV HTO

4 [——— e’ I¢ Tt kg 100 "Eneig dveveyBéviwv mepl tod
[—— — ] ov toryévro moapd TKt)oAepaiov mpog Tt Hro-

oTpoT-

[ylon — ——ct20 rapajioyederv 1o0¢ £k 10D tdnrov oivou kepdpto
[— — I xoddc obv mo]moeig cuvtdoc Tov pév dvBpwnov kata-

8 [o'mcou g — —— — v, Snog eEeheyxBeic mep [ ] Bt efoxo-
[——— lew napodoyeiog ovvictacBor und’ amhic
[ ——— e 1 vo 3Vvevtal cuppévovteg mpog taig kabe-
[————“/"2  _ 1ekeiv t]a xoBMKovt’ eic 10 BaciArkdv.

X to Y, greetings. I have appended a copy of the letter to Euphranér. ... Farewell. Year 32, Epeiph 29.

To Euphrandr ... greetings. Pesouris the basilikos grammateus [reported to me] on the basis of the
things reported by ..., on the 26" of Epeiph, concerning how ..., appointed by Ptolemaios to the hypo-
stratégia [of the ... toparchy], misappropriated from those from the region ... jars of wine .... Please
arrange, therefore, to have the man apear before ... so that, if he should be proven (guilty) under
examination, he may be ... the extortion ... to render account, nor in any way [to ...] so that in
remaining together at their ... they may be able to pay what is due to the crown.

Notes

I. Sender and recipient are unknown. If the Duke texts derive from an archive kept by Pesouris, then we might cautiously
posit Pesouris as the recipient of P.Duk. inv. 598. The sender of 598, perhaps another high official such as the dioikéiés
(7), may also have forwarded the copy to Euphranoér.

2. bmotetdyauev: Or bndkertan vel sim. Snwg eidfiig: possible but not necessary.

3. Or, perhaps [ — “**2 — Edgpdvopt xaipewv. ). The main verb, of which Pesouris is the subject, must appear in the
lacuna at the start of line 7. The phrase €k tdv ... dvevexBéviwv (3—4) is a logical unit within which the verb cannot
fall. So also mepl 100 ... napajroyevev (4-6). The sense must be “reported to me” (Sracapén, Avapépm vel sim.),

3-4.If we are to read i1 [e] 'E£axdi[vt at 7-8, then we might restore Exakon as the source of Pesouris’ information: Ono |
['E€axdvog — — — |. For phrasing cf. P.Tor.Choach. 12.iv.5-8 (Thebes, 117 B.C.): napd 8¢ 100 Paciiikod
ypouuatéog | yevoudvng thig dvapopdg émi ToUg ¥PNHATIOTHS £k 1DV mopd | 10D TONOYPapHOTéNG KO KONOYPOH-
natéog dvevexBévtov | mepi 100 dvaypdeecBar thy yiiv. Line 4 ought to have contained the name and rank of a
scribal official. Tlept 100: The preposition seems to govern, also on the example of P.Tor.Choach. 12.iv.5-7, an
articular infinitive, napa]royederv (6); see also P.Grenf. 1 13.2-3 (Arsinoite, 152/141 BC.).

5. The size of the lacuna suggests that two names be restored, of which the second is described as 1ov tayévro.... Or,
perhaps the appointee to the hypostratégia was further identified by patronym. ’

5-6. It was common, if not the rule, for Herakleopolite hypostratégoi to be attached to toparchies. At BGU VIII 1778.5-7
{6444 B.C.), a document is registercd "Apyehdo 1) b[no]otpatﬁyml g Katw | tonap[xi]ag. SB YV 7609.11-12 (47
B.C.) refers to the hypostratégos of the peri Polin toparchy: 6 unoorp[amyog .... ] mepi l'lo?uv BGU VIII 1783.19-20
(80-30 B.C.) makes tantalizing reference to a vmollotpatnye tdv mn(n[v The lacuna at inv. 598.6 should contain the
toparchy over which the hypostratégos was appointed: Unootpa‘tnl[’ylal i Kétw / 100 Mépav / thig Méong/ tod
Koitov / vel sim. torapyiog nopaloyedew; or, on the model of P.Gen. 11l 134.4 (Herakleopolite, mid. II B.C.7),
vrootpatnlylat 1@v Kdtw (vel sim.) énev tapa]ioyederv; or brootpatnl[yiot tfig TexBd Nficov vel sim. napa]ro-
yevew.,

6. 100G £k 10U TOnov: Were the victims of the extortion tax collectors?
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7. The lacuna should contain the number of extorted keramia and the main verb of reporting, writing, or informing,
followed by a full stop.

7-8. xatol[otiicat ént — — — ]Jvi A few options for restoration present themselves. (1) éni Name and/or title in the
accusative; (2) éxl o / éné Name 8t + infinitive ending in -e1]v (with the sense xatéyei]v or {nreilv?), though space
may not permit and sense does not require another verb; (3) line 5 seems to suggest that there were two perpetrators, so
that perhaps the sense was “please arrange to stand the man before you, as well as N (the other man)...:” xotacticot
éni ot / éué (or another official) ko Name ending in nu (accusative). The first seems most likely.

8. According to LSJ €&eAéyxy o, “strengthd. for éAéyxm,” means primarily “convict.” That is, it describes in the first
instance the ruling of a judicial magistrate or jury. This meaning is not confirmed in the papyri. At P.Cair.Zen. 11
59202.5 (Philadelphia, 254 B.C.) the verb means “submit someone to examination,” and the examiner was the plaintiff,
not a judge. The lying scribe at BGU XVI 2629.14-18 (Herakleopolite, 4 B.C.) was “proven so on examination”
(é€eheyyBeic) by Eurylochos himself, not by an adjudicating magistrate or jury (the editor translates “convicted™).
Context at P.Hib. I1 198.90 (Arsinoite?, after 242 B.C.) does not show whether court action was at issue, so that the
putative delinquent guardsmen may have been “proven so on examination” or “interrogated” (¢€edeyxBévteg) as
opposed to “convicted” (so P.Hib. Il p. 98). At UPZ Il 113 (Memphis, 156 B.C.) Dioskouridés the dioikétés warns
Dérion that he has had heard grumblings about D6ridn and Dorion’s underlings. He warns that it would be unwelcome
if “anyone should be proven on examination to have injured anyone” (tig ££eleyx0it AeAunnkag tiva, 13), a general
threat that need not imply conviction in court. In his famous letter to the Alexandrians Claudius claims not that he was
unwilling to “convict” a population that was not even present, but that he was unwilling to test the competing claims in
detail: P.Lond. V1 1912.77 (Philadelphia, AD. 41) obk &BovAnBny dkpiPic e&erévEar. At SB XX 15036.37 (A.D.
T/10D), éfx Sevtéplou & &Eele[yxBnlvor 8[bv]ntan, a petitioner lodges a complaint against a woman who had slandered
her in the past, without issue, not so “that she may be able to be convicted a second time” (transl. J. R. Rea, ZPE 79
[1989] 201-206, at 205), but so “that she may be caught (lying) a second time;” for precisely this meaning in éAéyxo
see Hdt. 1.124.7, 117.2. P.Tebt. 1 25.12~14 (117 B.C.) is too confused and P.Mich. XV 726.5 (?; IV/V A.D.) too
fragmentary to allow certainty as to the meaning of é&edéyxa.

8-9. For the restoration and interpretation of nep | ] 871 tan e&axol] — ~— — see discussion above. The name Exakon is
attested with genitive in -wvog (or -@voQ): e.g. P.Cair.Zen. 111 59417.21 [restored] (254 or 252-246 B.C.), 59527.5
(middle 11 B.C.); P.Kéln IV 187.10 (Herakleopolis, 146 B.C.); P.Tebt. 1111 739. 3,9, L1, 13, I5 (Tebtynis, 145 B.C.),
11.2910.2 (162 B.C.), I11.2 1006.13 (latc I B.C.); -wvtog (or -@vtog): e.g. P.Dion 15.14 [restored] (Akorios, 109 B.C.);
P.Giss.Univ. 1 7.3 (Euhemeria; Il B.C.); P.Kdln V 2222, 4 (¢f. 223.3: Herakleopolite, after 145 B.C.); -6vtog (or
-ovtog): e.g. BGU XIV 2441.149, 171; 2443.23; 2444.92; 2449.117 (Herakleopolite, I B.C.); P.Cair.Zen. 111 59442.6,
13 (Il B.C.); P.Dion 14.16 (Akorios, 110 B.C.), 15.14 (Akorios, 109 B.C.) [restored]. We suggest above the possibility
of restoring "E&axdl[v1 (i.e. for 'E&akdvt), since "E&dxol[vtt would give a word that does not break at the syllable.

10-11. The victims of the paralogeia are the subject of S0vwvtan. The sense of 10-11 seems to be “so that in remaining
together at their jobs they may be able to pay what is due to the crown;” we might restore npog taig xoBel[oTopévag
ypeloug (at their appointed tasks) or npog taig ko' £l[kdotnv kdunv xpeiong (at their tasks, village by village) vel sim.
For teAely t]o xaBfikovt’ elg 10 Bacilikdy see P.Tebt.15.170-174 (118 B.C.). Cf. also P.Tebr. 111.2 961.5-9 (150/139
B.C.): af&wd odv | o€ ov]vidEan ypdya kotastioal toblg aitiovg (7)1 ént of, 8lnwg SraddPng repi adtdv pico-
roviilpag(?), 8b]vepon 8¢ 1& xabfkovia [eig 10 Bactiikov na]padodvar.

P.Duk. inv. 602 4x6cm. 23 October 138 B.C.

http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/papyrus/records/602.html Herakleopolite

This small scrap of papyrus contains a memoranduin from Atis to an unanamed recipient. The hand is
neat and squared, similar to that of inv. 598. A second hand has scrawled what appears to be the date
above the body of the text. Atis alerts the recipient that Euphranor the stratégos passed through Tekmi
on the 25" of Thoth. We know from the docket on the verso that the memorandum had been received
and logged by the 27", The verso, published here for the first time, confirms the reading of the editio
princeps at r.2.

Text

Announced R. L. B. Morris, Pap. Congr. XVII 3.918. R. Morris and J. Oates, “An Official Report,” BASP 22 (1985)
243-247 (with photo p. 247); G. Schwendner, “P.Duke Inv. G. 1974.5 again: A Ghost Namc and a New Date,” ZPE 72
(1988) 275276 (lines 1-5) [SB XVIII 13304].

Cf. D. Hagedorn, “Bemerkungen zu Urkunden,” ZPE 68 (1987) 81-86, at 84-85.



Four Duke Papyri concerning Pesouris, Basilikos Grammateus 185

recto
5 e Lyend ]
™D moap’ Atitog kepoypappotéeg Téku
xad BuyvBwud. 1Rt ke 100 Qb
4 10D Ay L napeyévero Edopavop
i66T10¢ Tolg mpdtolg piloig kol
opotnyoe mepi Hpav iy elg
Téxut dyov ued’ Eovtod Tovg

8 petaxBéviog eig Idmo ppovpoic.
verso
- [L Ay] ©b0 xT Atitog. Té(kpr).
2 [repi] 1fig pemyuévng

[ppov]pag elg Mama eig Téxpu,

recto 2. Mopd Mvog Schwendner. 3. le}yemﬁe Hagedorn; xe ©&v08 Schwendner, 4. 100 L Hagedorn: tod Ay L

Schwendner. 8. Read petoyBévrog, verso 1. tepapyrus.

Year 33 Thoth .... From Atis, kémogrammateus of Tekmi and Bichinthdyth. On the 28™ of Thoth of the
33" year Euphrandr, equal in honor to the first friends and stratégos, arrived around the eighth hour at
Tekmi, leading with him the troops that had been transferred to Papa.

verso: Year 33 Thoth 27. (From) Atis. Tekmi. Concerning the garrison transferred to Papa, at(?) Tekmi.

Notes

1. If the date was logged on receipt we should restore [x(]}, as at v. 1.

2. The reading on the verso, which is perfectly clear, confirms Atitog here. This appears to be the genitive of Atig The
name seems to occur elsewhere only at O.Mich. 351.2 (Karanis, III/1V A.D.), there "Atig (nom.).

3. BupvBwub is attested elsewhere only at BGU VIII 1771.16 (Herakleopolite, 62 B.C.): cf. Falivene, Am.Stud. Pap.
XXXVII 59.

4. The year, Ay, first read by Schwendner (from Morris and Oates. pl. on p. 247), is confirmed on autopsy. The lambda is
all but missing; the bottom tip of the right stroke and nothing more is barely visible. The downward stroke cannot have
come from a kappa; the year cannot have been ky. Euergetes’ first year, on restoration to the throne, was reckoned his
25" If the document were dated to Philometor’s 23" year (159/8) it would produce the sole occurrence of the aulic title
“equal in honor to the first friends” from before the reign of Euergetes II (see above). The horizontal stroke of the
gamma breaks and is connected to L by a downward-dipping stroke.

8. On Herakleopolite garrisons see the introduction to P.Phrur. Diosk. (forthcoming).

v.3. The receipt docket reiterates el Téxpt from the recto (5-6). There eig goes with mopeyéveto (3), “arrived at.” Here it is
clumsy but accurate.

P.Duk. inv. 605r 30.5 x 20.7 cm. 9 May 137 B.C.
http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/papyrus/records/605r.html Herakleopolite
The papyrus consists of six joined fragments. The recto contains 13 well preserved lines, written against
the fibers with generous interlinear spacing. The scribe often extends letters at line-ends with a
horizontal flourish (e.g. 4, 5, 6, and 10). The hand and layout are highly presentable, and stand in
marked contrast to the sometimes weak grammar: the text begins with a dangling accusative, émiAa-
Bovealg] 1obg ... pu[Alaxitag (3—4), which is followed by a finite verb, &[v]nxOn (4); the text gives
Nfigov (4) where grammar demands a dative, and an infinitive that construes only by extreme ellipsis,
[raporaflelv (9).

Above the body of the text a second hand (that of Pesouris?) has added a memorandum urging that
correspondence be sent to the archiphylakités and the epistatés of police. The verso seems to contain
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drafts of such documents, and refers (605v.5) to the letter sent to Pesouris by Phanésis, i.e. to the
document on the recto. Thus, we can establish that the text on what we have called the recto was written
first, in spite of the fact that its script runs against the fibers.

Text: Recto
T2 yp(byov) 16 n(1otdTny) TV e(VAAKLTAV) Kol 101 dpyie(vhoaxitny dgapa LAy [] 1
Cvae 7]
Pavfioig kopoypappatev|c] Opovavsipeng kol w@v cuykvpov[cdv keudly
. Mecobpet xaiperv- thit s 100 év{ea)tdrog [ulnvog {unvog) émafovialc] Tovg &v [t]fit

4 'Pédavog Nfjoov eu[AJoxitag ‘Qpimva tdv éx tig abtiic yepydv, dv]Axdn elils
"HpaxAéovg médv dg ént Kopavov tov éniotdmy tdv euAakitdv: ke petd tlaldro
tHt ovtiit hpépou Enéfarov "AyalBi]vog xoi diAdupwv kd[AAot nopd [?Aovusio]y
100 dpyrevArox(i]tov eig thy adthy KONV MO10OHEVOL T pacPpayio[uov Tiic]

8 "ABaBixiog oixiog év At 0 npoyeypoppévos ‘Qplav [koteyévero] kai MMfete]oo[Dxog 1iv]
Baolikdv yewpydv [t]av [tlig od(t]ils dlvev [t]fic hueltéplag ylvd{ung i mapaiafBleiv
tvag tév tlap’] H{pdlv. Eotiv 88 t[d ko' &v d]v &[n1}88[w]kev [ — —— /T o — Je
xfive tap[mpo]v ™ a ™ npookep[éA]ona B[ In[ Japov] ———«———]

12 mo(iyfoovtelg tov napalogpoyiopov nlapeyévio[vito eic ‘HpaxAéovg no[Alilv. Eypayd oot

onag eidfi[1c.] Epp[woo] L Aly @alp[uotbr is.]

Readings restored from P.Duk. inv. 599 underlined. 4. read Nfowt. 6. corr. from entfaiov?: ¢f. émPoidv P.Duk. inv.
599.7. 12. Cf naf.)payé[v]ovito e(ic?) "H(pa)k(Aéovg) nd(Aiv) P.Duk. inv. 605v.16-17.

(m.1)

Write to the epistatés of the police and the archiphylakités, so that (7) .... Year 33....

Phanésis, kdmogrammateus of Thmoinausiris and the adjacent villages, to Pesouris, greetings. On the
16" of the current month, the guards in Rodonos Nésos, having seized Horion, one of the farmers from
the same village, he was sent to Herakleopolis in order (to appear?) before Komanos, the epistatés of
the police. After this, on the same day, Agathinos and Philammon and others, from [Dionysios?], archi-
phylakités, set upon the same village, (and) putting a seal on the house of Ababikis, in which the
aforementioned Horidn was staying, as well as Petesouchos, one of the royal farmers from the same
(village), without our permission, or (our permission) to bring along some of our men. There follows the
list (of items) that ... submitted ...: 1 pickled goose, 2 pillows. ... having made a seal, they went to
Herakleopolis. I have written to you so that you may know. Farewell. Year 33, Pharmouthi 16.

Notes

1. Though badly worn, the first line appears to be an intra-office memorandum of the type “imperative + purpose clause +
date.” common in the Ptolemaic period (P.Enteux. passim). xoi w@t dpyrp(viaxity) is difficult to read, but epistatai
and archiphylakitai are routinely addressed together and in this ‘order, with or without other addressees: e.g. P.Lond. V11
2188.142 (Philadelphia, 148 B.C.); P.Mich. XV 688.1-2 (Soknopaiou Nésos, [/l B.C.). Moreover, the verso appears to
contain a draft addressed to Dionysios the archiphylakités, which also mentions Komanos the epistatés of the police.
The note to write to the epistatés and arehiphylakités appears to have been carried out, at Jeast in draft, on 605v. The
purpose of the command is obscure, as we are unable satisfactorily to construe the verb after g (or possibly érwg): apa
..... Or should we understand something like yp&yov ... &g téx1o1a?

2. Three rough contemporarics shared Phanésis’ name and office, but in different villages: kémogrammateus of Koitai
(P.Tebt. 111.1 734.1-2, 21-22 [141-139 B.C.}), of Philadelphia (S8 1V 7351.1-2 [after 200/176 B.C.]), of Theognis (SB
XV 13618.3 [187 B.C.]).

3. For the day of the month, we read 1, though n (so that the date would be | May 137) is perhaps possible. The same
ambiguity appears at P.Duk. inv. 605v.6 and P.Duk. inv. 599.3 and 12.

4. None of the approximate contemporaries named Horidn can be identified firmly with this one.

5. Komanos cannot be identified securely with any contemporaries so named.

6. These two agents of the archiphylakités, Agathinos and Philammon, do not seem to correspond to any attested con-
temporaries of the same name. The reading x@[A[douis far from certain. Crasis of ko before o is not infrequent in the
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papyri: Mayser, Gram. L1 137; for xdAha see SB XVIII 13226.11 (Hawara, I B.C.). [Atovvaio]v: P.Duk. inv. 605v,
apparently addressed to Dionysios, in describing these same events refers to Agathinos and Phitammén as n[a]pa cod
(8); this suggests that Dionysios might be restored here.

8. Ababikis: Cf. P.Duk. inv. 605v.9 and 599.8. The name occurs only once elsewhere in the second century B.C., at P.Tebr.
I11.2 1040.Fr2.8 (early I B.C.): ®&f1c 'ABafixiog. The name appears in the third century B.C. at P.Perr, 111 59C.Fr1.23
(Gurob), and twice in the Roman period: P.Oxy.Census 327 (A.D. 91/27) and O.Deiss. 14.2 (Arsinoite, 5 B.C.).
[kateyévero]: or perhaps [rapeyéverol]; ¢f. n. on inv. 605v.9.

9. dvev 1iig hpetépag young: BGU VI 1252.18-19 (Arsinoite, 11 B.C.); P.Tebr. II1.1 793.x.19-20 (183 B.C.); UPZ 11
215.6 (Thebes, 130 B.C.). Also P.Miinch. IIL1 62.10 (?, I1 B.C.): &vev tfig Mevekpdtov yvdung: SB III 7188.42
(Arsinoite, 154 B.C.): dvev 1fig 10v pep[ioBwx]dtov yvdune.

10. &otwv 8¢ 10 ke’ Ev: for variations on the phrase, employed to introduce lists, see P.Dion. 10.19 (Hermopolis Magna,
109 B.C.), P.Tebr. 1 47.34 (113 B.C.), IV 1096.27 (113 B.C.), and SB XVIII 13839.17 (Mouchis, 220/19 B.C.), all of
which append lists of stolen goods. It would be attractive to understand the sense of the second half of the line as, “there
follows a list of the things that Horidn stole.” But 8e8{w]kev is quite legible, and no verb meaning “steal” would appear
to fit those traces, so that we should perhaps understand something different: “there follows a list of the things that X
handed over to me:” é[m1}38[w]xev [ Name npbg €u)é? ¢f. PSI TV 325.4 (Philadelphia, 261/0 B.C.): 8i8ote npdg huds.
_There scems to be space for three letters between & and 3e8[w]xev, but the papyrus is fragmentary at this location so
that accurate measurement of distance between letters is difficult.

11. Grammar requircs a subject for n[apsyév]o[v]to at the end of the line. At inv. 605v.16-17, a report to Dionysios the
archiphylakités, guhax(lton?) ol (?) nocpon oo are reported as having gone to Herakleopolis. Phanésis was a kémo-
gmmmamus and so probably did not send guards but perhaps the sense, if not the precise text, is 01 n[ocp ] & audv (of.
nap’ Gudv, inv. 599.10 with note) [&vBpamor?].

P.Duk. inv. 605v on/after 9 May 137 B.C.
http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/papyrus/records/605v.html Herakleopolite
The verso contains 23 (perhaps 24) very poorly preserved lines. The text is written inverse to that of the
recto, with the fibers, and in a different hand. The writing becomes cramped near the bottom of the
papyrus. A generous left margin (ca 4 cm.) contains stray marginal notations (lines 1-3, 9, and 15).
Interlinear spacing varies considerably; some lines (e.g. 8, [3, and [4) deviate widely from the
horizontal, undulating across the sheet. The hand is rapid and cursive; the scribe makes frequent use of
abbreviation and interlinear insertion and correction. These characteristics combine to suggest that the
text was a draft.

Traces in the first four lines of the verso are too damaged to construe. Lines 5-19 contain a memo-
randum to Dionysios the archiphylakités. The author, apparently Pesouris, recounts the matters reported
to him by Phanésis and appears to give instructions concerning the arrest and impending trial of the
perpetrators. The two features of the memorandum, report and instructions, appear to be interwoven,
with the result that restoration of the text from the corresponding sections of inv. 605r and 599 is not
simple; the draft paraphrases, and even modifies, but does not quote verbatim. Lines 20-23 seem to
contain a draft of a separate memorandum to Komanos, the epistatés of police. The battered text seems
also to refer to the impending trial. Composition of these two drafts was urged at 605r.1, apparently an
internal reminder.

Text: Verso
- ( o | lo mA o [
[ I evoor smo[ ]poo[ Inp v o
{ T ol T L elohaxitovtav [ 7] ] ewo[ ].
Cre I SO I SN A ..
4 traces?

Atovuotor aplxe(viaxitmy - 8’ g Enepyev [Entotorii]g ®lalviioig k(wpoy)yplapnateds) g 'Podw-
vog Nnoov a[veviv]extou

i Un(vog) Pap(uotd) dvaxBéviog 'Qpimlvog] [100] (7) &x tfig xadtung) [ 1 vewpyol Lrd tév
[a]v66t

[eulhoxttdv éndt) Kopovdy tov éruotdany) 1@y p(uiaxiedv?), uetadd énmopayevopévous "Aya-
Bivov xai

D11 dppove todg nlalpd ot mopogepayicacon [ 1 &veu 1@y EAR av?]
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1€ xad [etesody[o]v tdv
9 v "ABofikiog oikiay 8rov xatoyev]éoBon (?) 16v ‘Qpiova Swopracbor
v dnoyeypoppévovk [ pm)Bevoyvoelv.tve [ ]
eig ouvEdplov kot Tt mpog v [€loopévny énioke(yy) Slacec's.q(pr']lcapsv Lol
12 Kopavidt. kai ob 8¢ xadig (o0v) no[1noer] tov broyeypoppéviov) do(pa};f. [ ]oca [ ]

L N , , ,
Expt EnLyviroeng kol g Tid[v] StevyunBévi(ev) droxatactdoewns [ ] epoviicat
14 um mapépyog k(al?) {81 \8¢/ 1obg mept 1oV "Ayabivov petamepydpevog npdg Enut
TEpLTOV A 3 Vo, TPOG ENE
gavtols yap obrw k[, . J0oti Srafariovia, i
npdg THY ExGotay Sieboyoriv ( dot’ Gv SiaPdiroviat Eovtoig olitw
' Te Kail
16 d(10)hexB(@o1?) brd  Tegobpet [ tov] Gvev Tilg 100 K(wpoy)yplappeténg) yvoufg
el dpordlvlon: ! YYVEV TNS 1OV !
TOPUCPPAYICLOV
10 £(ig?) "H(pa)x(Aéovg) 1;9,()»1'\))
( mo(yhoavtes puhok{iton?) o1 (?) mopt 90D, {ovv?) ko’ (I)v O K(wpoy)yp(appotel) drodeik-
VOPEV(wVY) S}npn@qeq}.
SnAodtat (0dv) Kot map [ ][] e []ealé€tmpyvo [ 1

20 Kopavdt én(1otdtm).(.[ﬁ.)d(.ilcl.f(i).v.).té)v..._ mo(M ot [ ]
npog T ésopé(vny) Sreloryo(yiv) kei Snogtl 1 [ 1
81 vmpo'c’ mpoc & aya oppad]

SRR A RO A R A

®
6. x, x corrected from x. 9. read SinpnacBou? cf. S}npn@qeq} 17. 11, sr;lcncs papyrus. 14. x papyrus. 16. 7§€XQ papyrus;

TMegobpe in large leuers; read lecodpiog?; no papyrus.  16-17. Read nof{.}peyé[v]ovito. 21. eSop® papyrus; S1e€ay®
papyrus.

To Dionysios, archiphylakités. Through the letter that Phanésis, kémogrammareus of Rodénos Nésos,
sent it has been reported that on the 16" of the month of Pharmouthi, Horidn, a farmer from the village,
having been brought up before Komanos, the epistatés of the police by the guards there, meanwhile,
your men Agathinos and Philammon, who were present, without the [others?], put a seal on the house of
Ababikis, where both Horién and Petesouchos were, <and?> seized from(?) the aforementioned ... to
know something. [Wherefore?] so that ... to court concerning these matters for the upcoming inquiry,
we have clarified the matter to Komanos.

[12] Wherefore please, detaining the aforementioned man (i.e., H6ridn) until the hearing, see carefully
to the restoration of the seized property; and (?) having transferred those with Agathinos ... for the
hearing of each, for thus, as they are at variance with each other, (even so) they may be examined by ...
Pesouris ... and without the permission of the kdmogrammateus, having made a seal, your guards went
to Herakleopolis. ... thercfore, according to the things reported to the kémogrammateus as having been
seized (7). Wherefore, it is clear even ... from the decision (?) ...

[20] To Komanos, epistatés of the police... for the upcoming inquiry, and so that....

Notes

1-3. The tattered first three lines appear to form a document (perhaps a later annotation) distinct from the text beginning
“Arovusian” (5). They are distinguished by a marginal parenthesis at the left, perhaps marked for deletion.

5. ap(xt)g(vhaxitm?): Prohable, given the reading in 605r.7. Only the alpha is clearly visible.

6.  Three characters seem to have been cancelled after ‘Qpiw[vog]. but perhaps they have been badly smudged.

7. petafu: Here apparently in place of pera tadta; cf. 599.7 (restored) and 605r.5. For a similar usage, see UPZ 1
50.13-15 (162/1 B.C.); also Mayser, Gram. 11.2 532-533. emnopoyevopévoug: The initial epsifonis especially difficult
to read. C

8. AtP.Duk. inv. 599.8 (c]bv GA%o1g) and 605r.6 (x&[A]Aoy we read that Agathinos and Philammén had the assistance of
“others” in scaling Ababikis™ house. Here the scribe seems to write that they sealed the house without the other men:
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&vev 1idv &AM wv?]. The reading is not absolutely clear, but it seems impossible to read petd in place of &vev. Was the
scribe correcting a mistake in the report filed with Pesouris, or was this contradiction simply an error?

9. Or perhaps nap[ayev]éaOor. P.Duk. inv. 599.9 and 605r.8 (restored) seem to employ koteyéveto to describe Horion
and Petesouchos’ presence in the house of Ababikis. Here, the scribe writes drov in place of év fit (cf. inv. 605r.8). The
traces after Gnov clearly indicate an infinitive (-Bot), perhaps attracted to the mood by indirect discourse.

10. Restore dv oipon oe pn)0év dyvoely (the antecedent of v being the preceding report)? For the phrase see Chr. Wilck.
166.ii.11 (Arsinoite, 218 B.C.): olpot yop undt o[t &yJvoeiy, 8t ...

10~11. Restore iva [odv Epywviai] | eig ouvédplov vel sim.? Cf. P.Tor.Choach. 11bis.i.21-22 (Thebes, 119 B.C.):
[E]pxscem eig 10 | [o]uvédprov. For npog tiv [¢]oouévnv énioke(ywv) cf. P.Amh. 11 35.37-39 (Soknopaiou Nésos, [32
B.C.): npdg thv éoopélvnv Apiv mpog tov Iletesodyov wov Aeo@viy | katdotaoiy; SB V 7609.18-19 (Herakleopolite,
47 B.C.): mpog v écopévny Sidlkpioty; SB X 10254.14 (Euhemcria” 145-116 B.C.): 1& mpdg thv xatdotacty
&Kaluouaw Also P.Fouad 16.8 (Oxyrhynchos, 68 B.C.): npog thyv &[n]iokeyiv; P.Tebt. 1112, 895.96 (ca 175 B.C.):
TPOg TV Eniokeyiy.

12. The traces do not appear to accommodate dogaiicasBat, but might indicate dogaii{[oplevogor aogola[dplevo.
The verb sometimes appears in petitions to law enforcement officials, refcn'ing to detention of individuals: e.g. P.Hels. |
2.22-25 (Arsinoite, ca 195-192 B.C.): ¢&1d ovvtagon | dopolicasBot tov (lemva kol 1ovg | e’ abtod péxpt tod
EniyvecBivat | th kot sps P.Tebt. 111.1 798.24-27 (Il B.C.): &&id obv I oy paivnton dopalicdpuevog (read:
doporcocha) toug | oltiovg uéypt 10D eig xowvov cuviédpiov EAOeiy.

13-14: Cf. P.Tebt. 1111 703.99 (ca 210 B.C.): [puh nolpépyng epd[vui]ie; UPZ 1 110.185-186 (Memphis, 164 B.C.):
npovoleioBe un malplépywng.

15. For the basic formula, npog thv nepi tovtwv diekaywyny, see P.Amh. 11 35.41 (Soknopaiou Nésos, 132 B.C.) and
P.Tebt. 111.1 739.10 (145 B.C.). Variants: P.Tebt. 1 14.6-7, 15-16 (114 B.C.); P.Ryl. 11 65.9-10 (Oxyrhynchos?, 67
B.C.7); P.Anag. p. 88a.FrB.I (Magdola, III B.C.?).

16. d(t)hexB(dot 7): Srehéyw usually denotes examination of a document for or at a trial: e.g. P.Erasm. 11.33-35 (Oxy-
rhyncha, '148/7 B.C.): onwg Srohégavteg vty (ie. Thy Evievéiy) eig katdotaoty kal avokaiesdlpevol tév te
‘Hpaxeldnv kol ‘Qpilova Si1[d O]eoddpov 109 1hg | kNG émostdtov npostdéwotv [a]otol.... Here, if the admit-
tedly difficult reading is correct, the scribe seems to suggest that people, the men with Agathinos (14), are to be
examined. Pesouris or a subordinate most likely wrote the draft. The presence of the basilikos grammateus’ name here
suggests the latter, as Pesouris would presumably have written bn6 pov. But the traces before qum’)ps} could con-
ceivably accommodate pov.

17. The line must begin with ronoav preceded by parenthesis, not eno(l)ncav compare ( TGvtwv at 19. gviak(iton?) ot
(7) mopax oo is far from legible. If we have correctly resolved (0bv?) then some verb, perhaps an abbreviated i impera-
tive, should occupy the two spaces between god and (o0v?).

19. The mark that preceded ndvtwv also appears at the start of 17 and at 15 before @a1’. At 15 it appears to indicate a
portion of text superseded by the text inserted above. Its meaning here and at 17 is not so transparent.

20. It is not clear whether text ever occupied the right half of the papyrus, which is almost completely effaced. It appears
that a draft of a memorandum to Komanos, the epistatés of the police, began here. Cf. inv. 605r.1: yp(dwov) @ én(l—
GTA T 1AV Q(LACKITOV) KoL 7L upxl(p (vAhokitn). The traces after p(vhoxitdv) are difficult to read. The restoration
v "Hp( axiéovc) mo(Aet) ‘would fit the space as well as the sense. The reading is difficult, however. For a similar
abbrcviation for nohg, see P.Polit.fud. 18.13 (Herakleopolite, 142 B.C.) with note on p. 144 and pl. 25b; also P.Hels.
1.4 (Herakleopolite, 163 B.C.) with pl. 5.

P.Duk. inv. 599 18 x 23 cm. 9 May 137 B.C.

http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/papyrus/records/599.html Herakleopolite

The recto of this papyrus contains 12 lines of text, written against the fibers by an able and practiced
hand. The left side is broken; perhaps one third of the text is missing. The scribe occasionally extends
letters at line-ends into the right margin (e.g. 5, 7, and 8). As with P.Duk. inv. 605r the text is attractive-
ly presented. Letter shapes and sizes are uniform. On the verso, three to four lines of text have been
smudged and blurred, such that they cannot be deciphered.

The forwarded document is a close copy of inv. 605r, which Phanésis sent to Pesouris.

Text
T ["Appevetg Meocovper (7) xoipev: ig véypagplev Huiv Olalviioig kopoypaupuotedg
[Opo]rvor-
[olpeag tod Tépav (?) éntotoAiig 10 dviiy]pagov brotetdyapev Snag eidfjig.
[ vac ] Eppwoo (¥10vc) Ay Papuod[B)i ic.
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4 [Paviioig kwpoypaunatevs Ouowonsipelng kai 1@V [o]uyKLpoVoEY KOGV "Appevel

xoipew:
[tfiL1g 10D éveostdrog unvog émhoBévinlv tav €[x] tig kopfic puiaxitdv ‘Qpiova tdv &k
hg

[ad1fig kopfig yewpydv, aviyxbn eig Hpalkhéovg méAv G éni Kopovov tov Eriotdamy tdv
[puAoxitdy - kod petd todtoe i avth uépor €]rmiBaiav elg v odthv xopfv "Ayabivog
8 [xoi Pr1dppwy ot mopd Atovusiov (?) olbv dAloig motodpevo[] mapocepayiouoy ilc]

_ "ABaBixiog
[oixiog év 71 b mpoyeypaupévoc ‘Qpinv korey)é[v]eto kal Metecodyoc v Pocidikdy
YeEWwpPYDV
[tdv tic avtiig dvev Thc] huetépag yvoufic i rapaiafely tivag Ty mop” Gudy.
[EoTiv 88 10 ke’ Ev cvov_émi@m@' 1 te yfixo tapuympov M o mposke@diona B
12 [—— 3 1L Ay doppodb ic.

Readmgs restored from P.Duk. inv. 605r underlined. 5. ¢f. inv. 605r.3-4 sv(sc)m)‘rog [ulnvoce {unvde) EmlaBov‘ra[Q] toug
.. puA[a]kitag. 7. read énéBahov?: tnéBadov inv. 605r.6. 9. Cf.inv. 605v.9 kat[ayev]éaBar. 10. read fudv. 11.Cf.
inv. 605r.10 s[m]ﬁsS[m]st[ cal2 Is, read yfiva: ynyxa papyrus.

Ammeneus to Pesouris(?) greetings. We have appended a copy of the letter that Phanésis, kémogram-
mateus of Thmoinausiris [of the Peran toparchy?], wrote to us so that you may know. Farewell. Year
33, Pharmouthi 16.

Phanésis, kémogrammateus of Thmoinausiris and the adjacent villages, to Ammeneus, greetings. On the
16" of the present month, with the police from the same village having seized Hérion, one of the royal
farmers from the same village, he (7) was sent to Herakleopolis so that (he might go?) before Komanos,
the epistatés of the police; and after this, on the same day, falling upon the same village, Agathinos and
Philammén, with others from Dionysios (?), archiphylakités, putting a seal on Ababikis’ house, in
which the aforementioned Horidn was staying, and Petesouchos, one of the royal farmers of those from
the same village ... without our permission, or (our permission) to take along some of our men. There
follows the list of what X (?) submitted...: 1 pickled goose, 2 pillows. ... Year 33, Pharmouthi 16.

Notes

1. Ammeneus’ identity is not known. Perhaps he was a ropogrammateus, so that the chain of letters proceeded up the
hierarchy: Phanésis the kdmogrammateus sent, in addition to the letter that he sent directly to Pesouris (inv. 605r), a
letter to Ammeneus the topogrammateus (see inv. 599.4-12); Ammencus forwarded the letter to Pesouris the basilikos
grammateus (inv. 599). This Ammeneus cannot be identified with confidence with an Amenneus who was basilikos
grammateus two decades later (P.Tebr. 1 12.3—4 [118 B.C.]43.21 [117 B.C.], and 40.2 [117 B.C.]) or an Amenneus who
may have been an agent of the dioikérés Eirénaios (P.Tebr. 128.1 [117 B.C.), with p. 110). The traces of ink after xwpo-
are nearly impossible to read.

1-2. Cf. P.Hels. 1 11.10-11, 14.7-8 (Herakleopolite, 163 B.C.): nepl xdpnv Ouotvavoipy 100 épav.

3. On the date, see 605r, note on line 3.

7. inv. 605r.5 also lacks a verb after ¢¢. Presumably ¢lmiBoiav agrees with "AyaBivog alone.

8. On restoring Dionysios see note on 605r.6. Here, nopd Aovusiov 100 apyrpviakitov (¢f. inv. 605r.6-7) is too long

for the space, but mapd Alovusiou seems short. Perhaps we should restore napé Atovusiov 100 dpyip(viakitov), vel
sim, as suggested by 605v.5.

9. Or perhaps ropeylé[v]eto: see on inv. 605v.9.

10. In 605r.9, there is no gap between avdtiig and &vev; here, up to ten letters have been lost. Perhaps Ammencus inserted
Kmuﬂg after abtic, but the remainder of the gap is uncertain. wop’ éuédv: The reading is absolutely clear (¢f. w[ap’]

f{u@d]v, inv. 605r.10). Such exchange of alpha and éta seems to be otherwise unattested.

11. Traces do not appear to accommodate npo]g eus Cf. note on inv. 605r.10. tapl)mpov The éra is cursive, unlike every
other éta in the text, looking rather like a one- hooped omega.

12. The lacuna will not accommodate restoration of the parallel section from 605r.11-13.
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