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The first edition of the papyrus discussed below appeared in a publication
whose readership is not primarily papyrological.' It contains much of
value, but some problematic readings affect the reconstruction and overall
understanding of the text. I present a revised edition, based on the photo-
graph that accompanies the ed. pr.

This is a fragment of an account of payments of capitation taxes from
the Arsinoite nome, assigned to the late second or early third century. Six
men would have been listed in the original document (1-4, the extant
part), followed by the sums paid for Aaoypagia, arin, yépvpa, and vikn
(5-9). After an entry of obscure import (10), there is a total for Aaoypapio
that implies twelve annual payments (11). These taxes appear in the same
order in P.Petaus 42 (184—6) and SB XXII 15822 (3" c.); cf. also P.K&ln
I1 95 (2"/3™ c.), which substitutes mopOuefov for yepdpog, and SB XVI
12834 (2"/3™ c.). The rates are the usual ones, with small variations.

The second payment of Aaoypaeia reflects the standard Arsinoite rate
of 40 drachmas, with 2 drachmas 3 obols for surcharges (rpocdiaypapd-
ueva) and 2 obols 3 chalci for the scribal fee (cvppoAikdv), or with mpoo-
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Staypapdueva = ¥ haoypoapia and cvpforikdy = ¥ npocsdiaypapdueva.’
The first payment of Aaoypapio may suggest a slightly different rate for
the two additional charges, as we will see.

The other three taxes are smaller imposts for which no cupfolicév was
paid.’ The dlikn in the Fayum was assessed at 4 obols, with extra charges
of 4 chalci (2 + 2). At this rate, six men would have paid 4 dr. 3 ob.; here
we have 4 dr. + 1'% ob., since only the npocdiaypapdpeva were included
(see below, 6 n.).

The less well-known yépupa was assessed at 2 ob. 2 ch. in P.Stras. V
419 (134/5), at 22 ob. in SB XVI 12816.68 (179), and at 2}z ob. + 2 ch. as
surcharge in P.Petaus 42 (184-6) and SB XVI 12834.12 (2"/3" c.). The
last rate probably underlies the cumulative payment of 2 dr. 4 ob. here,
with %5 ob. rounded down.*

The Arsinoite rate of the vikn was 1 dr. 1 ob., of which % ob. represents
surcharges. Our account conforms to this picture.

The combined payments for mpoodioypagdueva and ocvufoiikdv
amount to 18 dr. 4% ob. (1. 9), of which 5! ob. are Tpocdiaypa@dueve. on
the three smaller taxes (1. 6-8). The extra charges on the Aooypagpia are
only partly extant (I. 5); for the account to balance, they should total 17 dr.
5 ob., but the expected sum, also suggested by 1. 11, is 17 dr. 3 ob. There
is a difference of 2 obols, arguably a very small sum;’ see further 5 n.

The first editor thought that the text was written by the same hand as
SB XVI 12834 and perhaps P.K&ln II 95 (p. 270). This does not hold for
the latter, but there are close affinities with the former, which uses the
same abbreviations and symbols. Apart from the writing of np(ocdaypa-
@opeva) pointed out by the editor, we may note the the abbreviation of
o(vupolikdv), the variant representation of (yivovtar) (see below, 9 n.),
and the addition of a dot under the obol symbol. I am not entirely sure that
this is the work of one and the same scribe, but it certainly comes from the
same scribal milieu.’

2 Cf. J.C. Shelton, ‘The Extra Charges on Poll-Tax in Roman Egypt’, CE 51 (1976)
178-84, at 182; A. Gara, Prosdiagraphomena e circolazione monetaria (1976) 143, 145.
V.B. Schuman, ‘The "Rate" of the Prosdiagraphomena’, BASP 16 (1979) 125-30, offers a
somewhat different view.

* supPorikéy was paid for Ghuc in SB XVI 12834, but not for iep( ) yee( ) and vixn.

*(20b.6¢ch.)x6=120b.36 ch.=4dr.4 ob. 4 ch. (=% ob.).

* It may be a mere coincidence that we obtain 2 obols if we add the unrecorded payment
of cvpPorikdv for Ghikn (1% ob.) to the missing % ob. in the yépvpa payments.

In view of other connections, it would not be surprising that a papyrus formerly in
Wessely’s private collection is related to one in Vienna (SB XVI 12834 = SPP XX 49r +
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P.Prag. inv. III 95b 11.3 (w) x 14 (h) cm Second/third century
to [ e9 1.1

2 "Ovwooeplg andtop pntpog

3 Aowg dmdtop untp[og

4 (ylvovtor) dvdpec s [

5  Aaoyp(aeiag) (dpayual) op mp(ocdiaypagopévmv) (dpoyual) t

[o(vpPorkod) (Spayu.) = (—®Borov)]

6  alkAc (dpayual) 8 Tp(ocdiaypapopévmv) (OBoroc) [(MuimBéiiov)
(yivovtar) (3paxad) 3 (6Bordq)] (AriwBEhiov)

7 yee(bpog) (Spayuai) B (tprdporov) mp(ocdioypapouéveov) (OPorog)
[(ytvovtar)] (Spayuai) B (tetpdPorov)

8  vikfg (dpoyual) s (tpidPorov) mp(ocdioypapouévov) (Tpidporov)
(ylvovtan) (dpayual) C

9 (ytvovtar) (Spoypoi) ovy mp(oodiaypaopévav) Kol o(vuporikod)
(Spoypai) in (tetpdPforov) (NpwpPérov) (yivovtar) (Spayuai) coa.
(terpdPolrov) (MuwPériov)

10 J.w( ). Gr)B

11 Aooyp(apiag) (Spayuai) v Tp(ocdioypagouévav) (Spoyuot) A
o(vpPoricod) (Spaypal) € (yivovtar) (Spayual) ele

4 _ 5 hooypsfeup sic 6 s&p=I[ s3] T yeo” P/ p=[_1sBf
8 viknecsc/ p/ s 9 _scvypxoicswmfo|scoafy 10 ]V LP
11 Xlooypssvmpihcse s @i

(2ff.) Onnophris, fatherless, mother ...

Aaus, fatherless, mother ...

Total 6 men.

Poll-tax 240 dr., surcharges 16(?) dr., receipt fees ... dr. ... ob.

Salt-tax 4 dr., surcharges 1% ob., total 4 dr. 1% ob.

Bridge-tax 2 dr. 3 ob., surcharges 1 ob., total 2 dr. 4 ob.

Pig-tax 6 dr. 3 ob., surcharges 3 ob., total 7 dr.

Total 253 dr., surcharges and receipt fees 18 dr. 4% ob., total 271 dr.
4Y ob.

... 2 years (7)
Poll-tax 480 dr., surcharges 30 dr., receipt fees 5 dr., total 515 dr.

62r, earlier PERF 263 and 276), but this may be merely chance: the Vienna papyrus was
acquired in the 1880s, while Wessely bought his papyri in 1904 (see P.Prag. I, p. 3).
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3 Aovc: Aong ed. pr. ITaovg (TM Nam 7953) is a common name in
the Fayum, but this form is new.

5 1 [. Ed. pr. read 1s before the lacuna, and left the line unrestored. 1s
is indeed the more natural interpretation of the writing, but 1€ = 15 dr. is
expected, and receives support from the figures in 1. 11. If the sum paid
for mpoodiaypapdueva was 16 dr., we would have to assume that 1 dr. 5
ob. was paid for cupfoiiév, to bring the total of extra charges to 17 dr. 5
ob. (see above, introd.). This would imply a lower rate for cvppoiikdv
than usual (1 ob. per 1 dr. of rpocdiaypagdpeva; for 16 dr., it would be 2
dr. 4 ob.). On the other hand, if we read 1g, these 17 dr. 5 ob. could have
been split as 15 dr. + 2 dr. 5 ob., 15 dr. 1 ob. + 2 dr. 4 ob., or 15 dr. 1% ob.
+ 2 dr. 3! ob.; the totals for cupfoikdv will be high, though admittedly
these are very small sums. In view of these uncertainties, I have not
restored the text in full.

6 The first editor offered no supplements for the lacuna but noted (p.
267) that something was visible above the end of 1. 7. This last trace must
be the lower part of the symbol for nuwpBéiov. It does not have the right
form for the obol sign, which would have been written if coppoiucdv had
been paid. There also seems to be no room to restore a payment of
ovuPorKoy.

7 yee(bpog): mardickwv) ed. pr. I have resolved the form required by
grammar, though only ye@vpng and yepupdv are attested when the word is
written out in full. It is preceded by iep( ) in SB XVI 12834. This was
apparently a ‘tax for the maintenance of bridges’ (P.Ryl. II 225.51 n.); see
further P.Heid. X 451.12 n., pp. 406-10.

[(ytvovtar)]. Not restored in ed. pr., but the supplement is obvious.

8 6 dr. 3 ob. + 3 ob. = 7 dr. Even without this entry, it would have
been clear that the taxes were calculated on the basis of the 6-obol
drachma.

9 zp(ocduaypapopévev) kol c(vuporkod): mp. o(???)s” ed. pr. For
this combination of the two charges, cf. P.Lond. III 1170.7 and 8 (c. 144),
SB XVI 12816.75 (179), BGU 11 471.10 (186/7), etc. The abbreviation of
ovpPorikdv here is similar to those in P.Lond. III 1170 and SB XVI
12834, with a long oblique riser added above sigma. In a different context,
one could think of resolving (§ktng); the rate of the cvppoiikdv was in
fact ” of the mpocdiaypapdpeva, but I doubt this was the writer’s inten-
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tion. It may be worth noting that (§ktng) was initially read in BGU IX
1891.459, later corrected to o(vpfoiucod) (BL III 25); the abbreviation is
slightly different, with a semi-horizontal written over sigma.

(MuoBérov) (bis): (dtyarkov) (bis) ed. pr.

(ytvovtan) is a long, almost vertical stroke, whereas in 1. 8 and 11 a
long oblique or semi-horizontal stroke is used. The same variation in the
form of this symbol is in evidence in SB XVI 12834.

10 ] w( ) (¢t ) B: (yiv.) mp(00d.) ad (yiv.) B (yiv.) 1 ed. pr. (the last
(yiv.) belongs to the line below, and t is the foot of the (yivovtai) abbrevia-
tion from the line above). F. Reiter has offered a tentative though ingeni-
ous interpretation of this line, according to which the papyrus may record
payments from six men who had paid their taxes separately from the rest
of their community, perhaps after their return from anachoresis. “As the
payment in 1. 11 is not preceded by other names, I suppose it is related to
the same group. In this case, the amount might involve two (probably pre-
ceding) tax years, for which the obligations have not yet been fulfilled,
and T would try to read Agim(etar) dMAa) (§tn) B or, less probably, Aei-
n(ovtar) am(0) (§t®v) B.” The line could have been set out in relation to
the lines above and below, as a subtitle.

11 (Spayp.) vt mp(06d.) (dpayu.) A o(vuPorikod) (Spaxu.) € (dpoxu.)
w.(???) mp(00d.) (Spayp.) As (dpayu.) ot ed. pr. The reading of € is not
easy (s would also be acceptable), but the arithmetic makes it appear ines-
capable. Cf. the problem with 1s/ie in 1. 5.



