Metepigraphé: Ptolemaic
and Roman Policies on the
Alienation of Allotment Land*

URI YIFTACH

In a recent contribution, I argued that in the Ptolemaic period there existed
a clear distinction between types of legal acts recorded by different scribes.
Leases and labor contracts were generally drawn up in the format of the dou-
ble document, while hereditary dispositions and documents recording land
and slave sales were drafted by the agoranomos, who also registered the act
of conveyance in his files, thus allowing the state to gain cognizance of the
ownership of these assets and ensure that the conveyance tax was collect-
ed.! In the Roman period, the state continued to take an interest in monitor-
ing land conveyances, but the way in which it achieved this end was differ-
ent: by the first century CE property rights were recorded in the bibliothéké
enktésedn, and the right to landed property could be undisputedly conveyed
only upon verification by the bibliophylakes that there were no conflicting

* This paper was composed in connection with the project Synopsis: Data Processing and State
Management in Roman Egypt, conducted in collaboration with Professor Andrea Jordens of the
University of Heidelberg. The databank synallagma, on which it relies, has been hosted by the
Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Faculty of Humanities. I thank Willy Clarysse, Nicola Reggiani and
especially David Ratzan for their readings and extremely useful notes.

' YIFTACH, Regionalism (forthcoming).
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rights to the same object.> The act of sale was then recorded in the biblio-
théké, thus securing, in theory at least, a complete picture of property rights
over the most valuable assets in the province. Yet unlike the agoranomoi, the
bibliophylakes did not themselves compose deeds of sale. They only certified
and recorded acts of conveyance drafted by others, including the scribes of
the grapheion. In the Roman period, therefore, anyone who wanted to convey
landed property did not have to turn for that purpose to the agoranomos, but
could have the necessary documents drawn up at the grapheion as well. Al-
though this is by no means a rule without exceptions, the agoranomoi were
primarily active in the nome capitals,® while grapheia were located, in the
Arsinoités at least, in all major villages. As a consequence, the office entrusted
with the documentation of land sales was more easily accessible than before
and the costs (at least the indirect costs of the production of the document)
went down. We cannot be sure that this, i.e., increasing access and lowering
costs, were the conscious aims of the Roman administration or the incentive
for the founding of the bibliothéké enktésedn,but we may assume that promot-
ing economic activity in general was, in particular because this is stated to be
the case in the edict of governor of Egypt M. Mettius Rufus (89 CE), the only
contemporary source that discusses the incentives for the maintenance of the
“acquisitions archive”.*

This brings us to the topic of the present discussion. Even if we accept the
view that the Romans founded the archive in order to promote economic ac-
tivity, it remains to be asked whether this was the sole, or even a key incentive,
that guided Roman policies on land acquisition in the province of Egypt (or

2 As most directly expressed by the formula applied for the temporary registration of the

conveyance, if the title of the vendor cannot be established through the archive’s files. Cf., e.g.,
P.Hamb. 1 16.18-23 = Sel.Pap. 11 325 = Jur.Pap. 65 (209 CE, Ptolemais Euergetis) [BL XII 82]:
10 ¢mdidw gig 1O TV magdOeowv yevésOou © dxorolBwg O maeedépey dvtyddm Tod
XONUOTLONOD.2 OmdTAY YAQ TNV ATTOYQAPT)V 0UTOD TTOLMMOL, AT0dEEW Mg VITAQ? ' el nal £0TL
210000V NdevL ®paToUHevoV €l O¢ dpaveln £Tépw ** mEoofxov 1] mporateoyNuéVoy did Tod
Bpropuraxreiov, p » €oecbal umodlov €x Thode Thg mapadéoews. WOLFF 1978, 240-241;
YIFTACH-FIRANKO 2010, 298.

* WOLFF 1978, 13, 15. But the agoranomoi frequently outsourced some of their traditional tasks

to the benefit of other functionaries, located in major villages [P.Koln V 219, 209 or 192 BCE,
Theadelphia], established branches in other locations, [as was commonly the case with Herakleopolite
documentation of CPR 1. E.g. CPR161.3-4,219/20/21], or discharged their tasks through periodical
visits in other villages: cf. P.Harr. 1 138 (92 CE, Oxyrhynchos) [BL VIII 148; IX 101/102]. Cf.
MESSERI SAVORELLI 1980, 206-242.

4 P.Oxy. 1l 237.8.27-36 = Sel.Pap. 11 219 = Jur.Pap. 59 (after 27.6.186 CE, Oxyrhynchos) [BL
VIII 233/234; in particular, (vo. ol ouvalldooovteg un xot’ dyvowov évedoeboviol (read
€vededmVTaL).
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elsewhere) more generally.® After all, literary and documentary sources pro-
vide an abundance of data on the land policies of different ancient states, and
not always, it seems, is facilitating conveyance a key goal. Sometimes quite
the opposite is the case, and it should be asked to what extent Roman Egypt
was really different.®

Land conveyances from Roman Egypt frequently report the administrative
status of the land, e.g., temple land, public land, polis land and others. Among
the administrative statuses mentioned in these documents, by far most com-
mon is that of the catoecic land (#xAfjQ0g noToLrindg or norownixt) yi)). This
is the case in 123 of the 181 documents recording the sale of land in the first
three centuries of Roman rule in which the administrative status of the land
can be established with certainty.” For this reason, we cannot study the Ro-
man policy on land conveyances without taking into account special rules and
regulations relating to this particular category of land.

In the Ptolemaic period, a ®Afjpog natowmindg was a plot of land allotted
to a ®ATowrog, a term conceived in the late third century BCE to designate
military settlers.® The land allotted to these settlers was meant to secure their
livelihood while dispersing them across the kingdom as a strategically located
military force, permanently available to the king. In the earliest stage, repre-
sented by the documentation of the third and early second centuries BCE, the
holders of catoecic land were essentially allowed a usufruct, e.g., they could
assign the land to others by lease,’ and to bequeath it to their sons, whose title
to the plot was already registered in their father’s lifetime.'” On the other hand,
the right to alienate the land did not evolve before the (late?) second century
BCE.!" It was only in the century of Ptolemaic rule, that catoecic land had
become fully conveyable.

5 Quite a few papers have been dedicated in recent years to the bibliothéké enkteseon. Ct., e.g.,

JORDENS 2010; LE ROUXEL (forthcoming), respectively, the private-legal context of the creation of
the institution and the economic of its foundation.

¢ Note, in particular, in the case of the Greek and Roman city-state, the restrictions on the purchase
of land by non-citizens. Cf., e.g., BUSOLT 1920, 152-153; KASER 1971, 402.

7 Data according to Synallagma, Greek Contract in Context.

8 COHEN 1991,42; OERTEL 1921, 16. In the administrative language of the late Ptolemaic period, as
borne out by the documentation of the Menches archive, part of the wider category of the holders of
winoovyw yi). Cf.,e.g., P.Tebt. 160 col. 2 (117 BCE, Kerkeosiris) [BL XI 271]. CRAWFORD 1971,
58-77; REGGIANI (forthcoming); VERHOOGT 1997, 110-111.

 Cf. a short but useful account by BINGEN 1978.
10 Cf., in particular, SCHEUBLE-REITER 2012, 143-158.
1" KIESSLING 1938; KUNKEL 1928,292-294,300; OERTEL 1921, 19-20; RUPPRECHT 1984, 384-385.
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Yet even in the late Ptolemaic period, the conveyance of catoecic land was
subject to various procedures that do not seem to have been required in the case
of other types of land. Initially, at least, catoecic land could be conveyed only if
the holder, or his representatives, could show that the holder was unable to dis-
charge his duties, which in the first century BCE were primarily the payment of
the state-revenues, the basilika. Such declarations of incapacity or insolvency
had to be verified by an official called 6 mOg Tf) oLVVTAEEL TOV HOTOMWV
imméwv.'? In addition, the land had to be conveyed to a person who was himself
a katoikos,” a fact which was verified at the hippikon logistérion, an archive
likely overseen by the £€moTaTNG ROl YOAUUATEVS TOV RATOXMV LTTTEWV.*
The agoranomos was also involved in the legal act, but the document he com-
posed, frequently taking the forma of an oath, was meant to introduce sanctions
against the former holder, should he ever challenge the possession of the new
one."” The agoranomic document thus reports the act of conveyance as a fait
accompli, giving account of the procedure by which it was accomplished: the
change of the name of the holder at the hippikon logistérion on account of an

appeal, addressed to “those in charge of the katalochismos™ .'°

12 Cf., in particular, BGU VIII 1734.11-14 (80-83 BCE) [BL VIII 47; XII 20]: OméQ MV %ol
tuyydver Ttodépo m[dedm]xvia Agyimt Tt T[Og ThL cVVTGEEL TOV ®OTOMWV ITTEWV
Dropvnual, | St ol moevijvertal £TeQd Te ROl TOV ToD 6pdavoDd matéQa TeTEAEL[TINHEVAL
unde [deduvvioBan ™v YAy &l w) ehaocdvov] | afav]tedds éxdogiov wodovobal, G )
dLarmo«w ey gig T Tob xAfe[o]v Plact]hxrd [- ca.35 -] | [- ca.11 -] petemypodn) xai ToQddElELs
véyovev T PhoEévimi] T[®V] mo[oyeyoaupévav doovodv. On the position of O mEOg Ti)
ouvtdEel cf., in particular, ARMONI 2012, 199-204; GERACI 1981. Cf. also KIESSLING 1938, 221;
KUNKEL 1928, 289, 291; RUPPRECHT 1984, 379. SCHEUBLE-REITER 2012, 213-224.

3 BINGEN 1983, 9-10; KIESSLING 1938, 223; KUNKEL 1928, 294; SCHEUBLE-REITER 2012, 163.

4 Cf., in particular, P.Tebt. T 32.13-20 = W.Chr. 448 (after 26.6-25.7.145 BCE) [BL VIII 489;
XI 270], a letter issued by the two elected heads of the politeuma of the Cretans, who is in charge
of the syntaxis, of the admission of the new member into the status group of the katoikoi, and
his assignment to their politeuma by Apollodoros, the epistatés and grammateus of the catoe-
cic cavalrymen. [E®oog] xal A [{]y vitog ITayrd ter yoilpewv. émefi] moo [otétalx tow O
nuav | “#[tovg] ratolrnovg inmeig épo. [ . Jto v, Jod[-ca.l7-]1" [éx]éotaixné pou
AmolOdmEog [Th]v modt[w]v dthwv, [0 élm[oT]d g, | ' [#ol] YooupaTeds TOV ®aTolinmy
imréov 4o ToOV rureywonpévolv] 17 1oL tohtebpatt Tdv Kontdv avdodv ¢ AcxAnmdadny |
8 [Trolepaiov Maxedova Tdv #natd pepido Epodwv &’ ML éxel #Aij[oov] | ' mepl Kepneooiowy
[tiig] TTolépmvog pegidog (Goovedv) %d. xohdg obv mowhoelig] | * xoatayweloag %ol
[Aapalv adTov v T e im(maeyion) Tdv (Exatovtagotomv) xal T[] | 2 AoAhoddomt
moo[oave]vé[ylrag. bmotetdy, [alw ev 0¢ xall] TV eixdva av[tod] | Zxal ToD viod TO dvoua.
That Apollodoros was in charge of admitting the new member into the catoecic class is not explicitly
said, but seems probable.

5 So also KUNKEL 1928, 299: “Im Hintergrund steht dabei die Befiirchtung, der durch die
Verfiigung in seinem Recht Betroffene kénne mangels eines ausdriicklichen Verzichts trotz der
Verfiigung noch Funktionen des beriihrenden Rechtes geltend machen”. Compare also RUPPRECHT
1984, 370 n. 48; SCHEUBLE-REITER 2012, 164-165.

1 So in the formulary of the Oxyrhynchite parachéréseis.Cf.,e.g., P.Oxy. XLIX 3482 .4-6 (74 BCE,
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With the Roman occupation, both the restriction on the person of the as-
signee and on the causes of the conveyance, were lifted. A short prosopography
of vendors and purchasers of catoecic lands shows that at the latest by the end
of the first century CE everyone could acquire and possess it,'” and nowhere do
we ever hear again that the vendor had to account for the reasons that induced
him to alienate it. Also, the sale document of catoecic land now merged with
and became identical to that of regular land sale, with the exception that the act
of sale is called maoywENOLS and not mEAOLS, and the consideration termed
TOQOYWENTXOV.' At the same time, even though the mechanisms that called
forth intricate control mechanism had ceased to exist under the Romans, the
procedure connected with the conveyance of the catoecic land endured. Actu-
ally, in a sense the process had become even more complex.'

In the Roman period the conveyance of catoecic land could be set in mo-
tion by the composition of a preliminary document through a grapheion or an
agoranomeion; this document recorded the present or future act of the con-
veyance (parachorésis).® The second stage, that of the metepigraphé, is still

Oxyrhynchos) [BL VIII 271] :ax0°Lo00mg Toig O[] TV TO immundt XeloLiOVTImV (ROVOUNUEVOLG
ad’ ov 6 Otwv dédwnev Vmopviuatog Evdaipovt ¢ Tt mpog watahoyiopoic. No reference
to the katalochismoi in the formulary of the parachoréseis from the Herakleopolite nome. Cf.,
e.g., BGU VIII 1733.4-6 (80-30 BCE) [BL XI 28; XII 20 and 21]: [6pohoyel Pihwv] Avxnov
[Maxed]av Tdv ratoirmv inmé[w]y Awov[v]oinw Awovu[oliov Maxedove v ° [r]ato[ix]mv
inméwv e[vdo]xrel[v Tl yeyovuig T@ Atovuoip [0]wit Tob immroDd Aoyiotnolov petemfi]®
[Yloadf, v magoaxex[donxev] avtdl ¢md Tod x[Mjgov. KUNKEL 1928, 286-287, 297-299;
RUPPRECHT 1984 375; SCHEUBLE-REITER 2012, 169.

17" KUNKEL 1928, 290, 295; OERTEL 1921, 20-21; TOMSIN 1964, 81-85. Whether all restrictions
were immediately lifted at the very beginning of the Roman period, as seems to be argued by
KUNKEL 1928, 295, requires further investigation, in particular since as late as the mid first century
CE, assignors of catoecic land still record their own status as Maxedoveg TV natoixwv (cf., e.g.
P.Mich.V 273.1,46 CE, Tebtynis). But as there is no reference in these documents to the status of the
assignee, adding the said title may be socially rather than legally motivated. Another peculiarity of
parachoréseis of the Augustan period, the occurrence of women both as co-assignors [cf.,e.g., BGU
IV 1129 = C.Pap Jud. 11 145 (13 BCE, Alexandria) [BL VIII 41]] and as assignees [cf. in particular
P.Dubl. 3 = P.Oxy. 11 366 descr. (14/5 CE, Oxyrhynchos)], probably goes back to the Ptolemaic
period. Cf. BINGEN 1983, 5-6, especially MULLLER 1961, 186-192 and cautiously SCHEUBLE-REITER
2012, 171-178.

8 ROWLANDSON 1996, 43-48; RUPPRECHT 1984, 370.
19 KUNKEL 1928, 302-303.

2 This seems to be the case where, in the clause recording the metepigraphé, its performance is

formulated as a future action [P.Mich. 11 121.2.9.2-3 = SB 111 7260 = C.P.Gr.1 17 (42 CE, Tebtynis)
[BL VIII 211; IX 158; X 122; X1II 119]; 259.12-13 (33 CE, Tebtynis); 267/8.7-8 (41/2 CE); 273.5-6
and PSI VIII 906 (45-46 CE); P.Narm. 2006.6 (107-108?, Theadelphia or Narmouthis); P.Oxy. 11
273.19-24 = M.Chr. 221 (95 CE, Oxyrhynchos). Perhaps also in BGU 1V 1129.24-26 = C.Pap .Jud. 11
145 (13 BCE-Alexandria) [BL VIII 41]], and, in particular, if the report of the administrators of the
katalochismoi to the agoranomoi (infra n. 2) mentions the foregoing composition of the document by
the agoranomoi themselves, as seems to be the case in five of the texts that came down to us [P.Laur.
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said, in the formulary of Oxyrhynchite documents to be discharged at the hip-
pikon logistérion “on account of an appeal served to the administrators of the
katalochismoi” (ol mQOG Tolg ®otahoyLopois). We should, however, take the
reference to the logistérion in early Roman documents as likely reflecting a
now outdated fomula, which went back to the Ptolemaic period. From other
material related to such sales, we can see in the early Roman period that the
metepigraphé was discharged, exclusively it seems, by “the administrators
of the katalochismoi”?' who reported their undertaking, in the case of the
Oxyrhynchités, to the agoranomos.?* The agoranomos then drew up an ad-
ditional document upon this notification, finalizing the conveyance of title to
the alienated land to the buyer.? In the case of the Arsinoités, the report of the
administrators of the katalochismoi was forwarded to a previously unrecorded
official, termed ovvtaxtinog,** who presumably took record of the act and

IV 153 (138-161 CE) [BL IX 121]; P.Oxy.145 (95 CE) [BL VIII 230]; II 342 = BENAISSA 2009, #5,
p. 166 (both ca. 100 CE); 346 = BENAISSA 2009, #3, p. 163-165 (100 CE); 347 = BENAISSA 2009, #2,
p. 161-163 (ca. 95-100 CE); L 3556 = P.Oxy.1 175 descr. (ca. 100 CE)]. Pace RUPPRECHT 1984, 377.

2l Following KUNKEL 1928, 303, who saw in the xotaloyiopol, “inhaberfolien, in denen die
Katoeken einer jeder Truppe mit ihrem Landbesitz aufgefiihrt waren”, we assume that their activity
focused on the change of the holders’ names in their files. Cf. also MULLER 1961, 190-192;
OERTEL 1921, 5; SCHEUBLE-REITER 2012, 213-215.

2 P.Laur.IV 153 (138-161 CE) [BL IX 121]; P.Oxy.145 (95 CE) [BL VIII 230]; 46 (100 CE) [BL
VIII 231]; 47 = P.Lond. 111 750 descr. (83-88 CE) [BL VIII 231; XI 141f.]; I1 341 = BENAISSA 2009,
#4,p. 164-165; 342 = BENAISSA 2009, #5, p. 166 (both ca. 100 CE); 344 = BENAISSA 2009, #6, p.
167-168 (Late I CE); 345 = BENAISSA 2009, #1, p. 160-161 (ca. 88 CE); 346 = BENAISSA 2009, #3,
p. 163-165 (100 CE); 347 = BENAISSA 2009, #2, p. 161-163 (ca . 95-100 CE); 348 = BENAISSA 2009,
#7,p. 169-170 (late I CE); L 3556 = P.Oxy. I 175 descr. (ca. 100 CE); P.Oxy. Descr.3 = P.Oxy. 1
165 descr. = SB XXII 15351 (81 CE); 6 = P.Oxy. 1 174 descr. = SB XXII 15354 (88 CE) [BL XI 237,
XII231]. Cf., in general, BENAISSA 2009, 158-160.

3 PSI X 1118.2-4 (25/6 CE) [BL VIII 406]: mopaxeymon(xévar) avtdl drolh(o0bwe) Tolg
@rovoun(pévor) [dLd T]dv &% Tod immxod ad’ ob Emdédwxev 6 Hobmdn(c) v[mo]uwhuat(o]g
ZAvove TOL TEOG Tolg ®aTaAOYIOMOlS. P.Mich. XVIII 784 + PSI TV 320 (18 CE) [BL IX 313; XI
244]; PNYU I 15 (68 CE); 16 (I' BCE-ICE); P.Oxy. I1I 504 (II* CE) [BL VIII 236; X 139]; P.Ryl.
11 159 (31/2 CE) [BL VIII 294; IX 228; XII 168]; PSI VIII 897 (1) [BL VIII 403; IX 318; XII 253];
897 (2) [BL XII 253] (both 93 CE); X 1118 (25/6 CE); SB XX 14336 = P.Oxy. I1I 633 descr. (91-2
or 107-8 CE).

#* BGU1328 col. 1 (after 138/9 CE); BGU VII 1565 (169 CE-Philadelphia); P.Fam.Tebt. 25 (129
CE); P.Grenf. 1142 = P.Lond. 111 700 descriptum (86 CE) [BL VIII 142]; PIFAO 139 (early II CE);
P.Mich. V1364 (179 CE); SPP XXII 44 (124 CE) [BL VIII 482]. Perhaps issued by the same board is
the yoadn) roataroyopdy of BGU 111 866 (Il CE). At a later stage, roughly from the last quarter of
the second century onward, the report to the syntaktikos is replaced by a confirmation by the collector
of the conveyance-tax (OnUooLOVNG TéAOVG ®aTALOYLONMV) toward the purchaser of the payment
of the tax. Cf. P.Diog. 37 = P.Harr.177 = SB XVI 12643 (after 3.10.202-203 CE) [BL X 64]; P.Gen.
III 145 (206 CE); P.Hamb.1 84 (182-192 CE) [BL VIII 146]; P.Tebt. 11 357 = WChr 372 (197 CE-
Tebtynis); SB XVI 12641 (181 CE, Soknopaiou Nésos) [by inheritance]; XXII 15387 (Il CE); 15848
(ca.212-215 CE-Karanis) [BL X1 241]; SPP XXII 50 (204 CE, Soknopaiou Nésos) [BL VIII 482]. In
the third century CE, the same confirmation is issued by a special board within the city council. Cf.
BGU VII 1588 (222 CE-Philadelphia); P.Gen.IV 165 = SB XX 14978 (230 CE-Ptolemais Euergetis).
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notified the local public scribes of the conveyance of title.”® In the Arsinoités
too, the procedure was sometimes followed by an additional deed, finalizing
the conveyance.?

How can we explain, then, this continuity of the special treatment of ca-
toecic land from the Ptolemaic to the Roman periods after its original raison
d’étre, the institution of the katoikia, had ceased to exist? The continued exist-
ence of the control mechanism revolving around the conveyance of catoecic
land could be accounted for by administrative conservatism. Old institutions
and mechanisms die hard. Yet I do not think that this is the case with the
conveyance of catoecic land. In the Roman period, there were different of-
fices in charge of the katalochismoi of different regions.?” In the case of one
of these, the office in charge of the katalochismoi of the Arsinoite nome, we
are fortunate to possess a text of the tariff (yvopwv) of the office (P.land. VII
137, Theadelphia (?)), which contains a list of fees and taxes and surcharges
to be paid by the purchasers of, or successors to, catoecic land. The text of the
papyrus was composed after 118 CE, and is palacographically dated to the
early second century CE.?® The rates the gnémén reports may thus be taken
as representative of the period down to the beginning of the inflation of the
late 160s CE. The text is vertically intact, but horizontally a bit less than one
third of the original text, i.e. some 10 letters of an average line length of ca. 35
characters, is missing. The text contains some abbreviations, whose resolution

2 CF. CANDUCCI, 1990, 221, generally assuming continuity with the Ptolemaic syntaxis. See also
GERACI 1981, 276.

% This is certainly the case when the instruments (oixovopiaw) produced through the xotahoylopot
are stated to be valid: CPR1170.12 (103-117 CE) [BL X1 57]; P.Fam.Tebt.23.11-12 = P.Hamb.1 62
(123 CE-Tebtynis); P.Lond. 11 141.8-9 (88 CE-Ptolemais Euergetis); SB X VIII 13764.14-15 (148-161
CE) [BL X 305; X 222]. This is also probably the case where the verb denoting the metepigraphé is
in the perfect tense: BGU 111 906.17-18 (ca. 34-35); IV 1048.8 (100/1 or 110/1 CE); X1 2050.16 (106
CE); P.Coll.Youtie 1 19.14-15 (44 CE-Ptolemais Euergetis, an agoranomic instrument); P.Mich. V
262.8-10 (34/5 or 35/6 CE) [BL XII 121]; P.Ross.Georg. 11 14.7-8 (81-96 CE); SPP XX 50.13-14
(after 168/9 CE) [BL VIII; X 270]. P.Mich. V 338 (45 CE) and P.Mich. X1 621 (37 CE, both from
Tebtynis) record the scribe’s immunity from claims on account of a deed of conveyance, since the
purchaser has already performed the metepigraphé. The formulation does not give an undisputable
indication the deed of conveyance was itself composed before or after that act.

2 The sphere of competence of those in charge of the katalochismoi vary: some are in charge
of just one nome (P.Flor. 192, 84 CE Hermopolis: [BL XI 79; XII 70]), or even one meris within
the Arsinoite nome (PIFAO 1 39, II° CE), while in other cases they are said to be in charge of one
specified nome, and additional unspecified ones (BGU VII 1565, 169 CE, Philadelphia: Arsinoités
and other nomes; P.Laur.1V 153, 138-161 CE, Oxyrhynchités [BL IX 121]: Oxyrhynchités and other
nomes). Finally, in some cases there is just one board in charge of Egypt, meaning, in all probability
the entire Egyptian chora as opposed to Alexandria (P.Grenf. 11 42 = P.Lond. 111 700 descr., 86 CE
[BL VIII 142]). As the present papyrus [1l. 26-27] shows, their bureau was located in the city of
Alexandria. Cf. OERTEL 1921, 24.

#  P.land. VIII, p. 276-277.
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as proposed by the editor and following readers seems generally safe, and is
followed below.”

§1. [avtiyoadpov] yvdpovog ra[tloloy[tJoudv Agou(voitov) | 2 [xatotnixil]g wai Tiig
ovop[€]vng (read dvouuévng) €x dnumaoiov (read dnuociov), | 3 [Goeevog raltoixou
VIEQ EXAOTNG AOo1E(MC) oLTtr(fg) (dpayual) O, | * [devdonfg] (doayual) 1, Onielog
®OToi®ov Ve | ° [Exdotng dplove(ng) ortn(ic) (dooyuoal) 1, devoouxilg (dQay o)
1c. 1 §2. ¢ [ratowrir]fic moMT(WC) ®TwUéEVOL péYOL mevtaet(iag) | 7 [Th)g devtéloag VmEQ
ExAGoT(MG) AoE(MG) ortixiic (doayal) 1, | 8 [devdouxriic] (doayual) 15, ONhdV dpoing
ovtrd|g | 2 [Endiot(ng) aoleMe)] (doayual) tg, de«v>dourig (doaypal) AP. | §3.1. 10
[TV 08¢ T(7)]énvarv dmoyeyoopuuévoy xai | [ Tvav® toig matedot did Thv
BPMw(v) 1 12 [t (?) nata]loyiopudv aoévav pev | ¥ [ortndv €]10adpdv éxdotg
aovNg (doaypai) B, I [devdourns] (doayual) 8, Onhdv opoiwg T@v IS . ]
vov ortr@v Edadmv | 10 [éxdotng alJoovong (doayuai) g, devdowris opfoi(wg)]
17 [(Soapon) 1f. §3.2. almoyoadpdv TV uap! éviyleyoau[uév(wv)] | ¥ [dooévav
plgv ortm@v €dapmv Exdaot(ng) apoteme) | [(doayuan) O, devdourilg (doay o)
1N, MAOV Oopolng TOV | 2 [un évyeylooubévoy ottn(®dv) Edadpdv éxdotng] | 2!
[Goolong] (dpayual) f3, devdouxis (doorual) xd. | §4. 2 [VroOxIng Ve £xAoT(Ng)
ao0(Mg) ortr(fig) (doayun) a, | 2 [devdou]fs (doayual) B, §5. Mioewg Vo0 ung
| 2* [ormndg] (doayun) o, devdouris (doayuai) B. §6.1 dmoyoadp(@v) | ¥ [éxdotou
o]vouat(og) dpeévav (doaypal) B, Onieid(v) (doayual) d.1% §6.2 [magaym(onoewv(?))
ylonuatiow(od) Tod avomeviwpévoy (read dvamepmopévou) | ¥ [¢E AleE]avdolog
Enaotou ovopotog | 2 [(dpaypat) B, .. Jrog Onhe>ag Thg mapayogovuévn(c) (read
TAQUYWEOVUEVN(C)) | ¥ [éxdoTou] ovopatog (doayual) O. §6.3. yonuatiom(@v)
éxdot(ov) | 3 [ovopatog] (doayuai) ff, §6.4 dyoddov (tetpmPorov), §6.5
opoay[i]dog (doayun) o, 13 §6.6 [ . . vy TdVv amo yijg g[ilg Aoyov 132 [
ErdGotov OvopoTt(og) (dpaypal) .

§1. A copy of the tariff of the register of grants of catoecic land relating to the Arsinoite
nome, regarding catoecic land and that purchased from the state. In the case of a male
holder of catoecic land, for each aroura of grain land 4 dr. and for orchard land 8 dr.; in the
case of a female holder of catoecic land, for each aroura of grain land 8 drachms, and for
orchard land 16 dr.

§2. In the case of catoecic land, if someone purchases (a land of this category) for the first
time and up to the second quinquennium (i.e., after he made the first purchase), for each
aroura of grain land 8 dr., and for orchard land 16 dr., and in the case of females in the case
of grain land for each aroura 16 dr. and for orchard land 32 dr.

§3.1. And for the children, after they have been registered and recorded (?) alongside their
fathers in the reports of the register of holders of catoecic land, in the case of males and of
grain land, for each aroura 2 dr., and for orchard land 4 dr. and in the same manner in the
case of females who were recorded (scil. alongside their fathers), in the case of grain land
for each aroura 6 dr., and for orchard land 12 dr.

29

The text was discussed by D. CURSCHMANN in the editio priceps as well as by KIESSLING 1937,

98-101; KIESSLING 1938, 225-229.

30

31

[apanepé]lvmv ? Pland. VII 283.
BL 3.88
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§3.2. For registration of those who have not been previously recorded, in the case of males
and of grain land, for each aroura 4 dr., and for orchard land 8 dr., and for females who have
not been registered and for grain land, for each aroura 12 dr., and for orchard land 24 dr.
§4. For (catoecic land placed as) mortgage, for each aroura of grain land 1 dr., and for that
of orchard land 2 dr.,

§5 and for the release of the mortgage, in the case of grain land 1 dr., and in that of orchard
land 2 dr.

§6.1 And for the registration, per person, in the case of males 2 dr., in that of females 4 dr.
§6.2 For each cession instrument that is sent out of Alexandria, 2 dr. per person, and in the
same manner, if the assignee is a female, 4 dr. per person. §6.3. For the instruments 12 dr.
per person,

§6.4 and if the cession is not recorded in writing, 4 obols,

§6.5 and for the seal 1 drachm.

§6.6 And for .... who are aboard, on account of [ - - ] 4 dr. per person.

So much is clear: the text relates to charges on the conveyance of allotment
land, and in the first paragraph, if we follow the editors, the transformation of
land held by the state into the status of catoecic land by virtue of its purchase
by a ndtowrog.*? The text deals at least down to line 25 with payments that are
per aroura, i.e., proportional to the size of the alienated land. Within this part
of the text, we identify four sections, differing from each other in the identity
of the purchaser and the nature of the title acquired. The first clause deals with
the purchase of catoecic land, or land in state possession, by a xétowrog, both
male and a female. The term »dtowrog has various usages in early Roman
administrative language: it may denote, in the Arsinoite context, a member of
the group of “6475 Greeks (residing) in the Arsinoite nome” (x&TOL®OGC TOV
év 1d Agowoelty EAMvarv vel sim.),” as well as, at least in the terminol-
ogy of tax reports from the meris, all those who are not dnpodotot yeweyoi.**
Here, however, we should follow the editor’s plausible supposition that the
term simply denotes any owner of catoecic land.*

Under this interpretation, the text deals in the first regulation (§1) with a
nATOLKOG, i.e. present owner of catoecic land, who extends his holdings by
purchasing an additional share (see chart 1 below). The second (§2) focuses

2 So the editor, P.Jand. VII, p. 281; KIESSLING 1938, 225-226, and, ARMONI 2012, 192-195;
ToMSIN 1964, 86-87.Cf.,e.g., BGU VIII 1772 (61/0 or 57/6 BCE, Hérakleopolités) [BL VIII 48; X
21]. This is, however, not the only possible interpretation, as the text could also relate to the sale of
catoecic land that was confiscated by the state, as is the case in BGU 11 422 (139/40 CE, Arsinoités)
[BL VIII 26; IX 20].

3 Cf., in general, CANDUCCI 1990.

#*  Cf., e.g., P.Petaus 60 (185 CE, Syrdon Kémé) and OERTEL 1921, 22. The said usage is studied
in YIFTACH-FIRANKO, Status Designations.

3 Pland. VIIL, p. 282 : “Wer aber Katokenland kauft, wird damit selbst Katoke; denn am Boden
haften die Privilegien dieses Standes”; CANDUCCI 1990, 221. Pace OERTEL 1921, 24-25.
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on the acquisition of allotment land by someone who has not owned catoecic
land in the past. The third (§3) with the acquisition of catoecic land by inher-
itance, limiting itself, so it seems, to succession to a person’s allotment land
by his children.*® It seems that children who were to succeed to their parent’s
allotment land had to be reported in advance, as the second sub-section (§3.2)
deals with the payments due for this report (dmoyoadm), if they have not
been previously registered.’” The first subsection (§3.1) deals with charges
levied from the children, presumably when they acquired the land, but after
they have already been reported (dmoyeyooappuévov) and recorded in their
father’s file. The fourth section (§4 and §5) sets out the charges in the case that
catoecic land is mortgaged (Vto01|xn), and in the case that it is released from
mortgage. The following section (§6.1) deals with a fixed price to be paid with
the submission of a report (dwoypad). Is this the same report as mentioned
in lines §3.2? We do not know, but see below. Finally, lines 26-30 set out the
fees to be paid for the paperwork of the office: lines 29-30 (§6.3) set out fees
for the composition of the conveyance certificate (yonuotiopog) and the seal;
lines 26-29 (§6.2) probably deal with the costs of sending the relevant paper-
work from Alexandria, while two further regulations, §6.4 and §6.5 set out the
costs of the office’s activity if no certificate is produced and that relating to the
sealing of the certificate.

All in all, the text records as many as 27 rates: the lowest is one drachm,
the highest is 32. To study the impact of these charges on the motivation of a
potential purchaser or conveyee to acquire an allotment land, we first need to
have some idea of their proportion to the value of the land. We can gain some
preliminary view by taking into consideration acts of conveyance of catoecic
land which report both the consideration and the size of the land and the pay-
ment for that piece of land, where one is able to distinguish the precise cost of
the land (i.e, apart from that of other objects sometimes recorded in the same
sale document). The databank synallagma yields such documents, and the
picture they convey is that — and this is not very surprising — there was no fixed
rate for catoecic land: even in the same context, prices vary considerably.*®

% Whether the purchase relates to intestate or testamentary succession or both, is difficult to say.
37 For a possible early Ptolemais precedent, cf. SCHEUBLE-REITER 2012, 148-158.

¥ BGUII 543 (27 BCE, Aueris): 10 arourae : 800 drachms; CPR 1188 (106/7 CE, Arsinoités) [BL
VIII 99]: 3 : 1,000 dr.; P.Amh. 11 95 (109 CE. Hermopolis): 10 : 2,500 dr.; P.Amh. 11 96 (213 CE,
Hermopolis): 4 : 4,000 dr.; P.Fam.Tebt. 23 = P.Hamb.1 62 (123 CE, Tebtynis): 10.8125 : 1,000 dr.;
P.Flor. 111 380 = SB 14298 (203/4 CE, Hermopolis) [BL VIII 131]: 13.833 : 1,500 dr.; P.Mil.Vogl.1
26 (128 CE, Tebtynis) [BL VIII 220]: 38.75 ar. : 5 tal.; P.Narm. 2006 6 (107/8? CE, Theadelphia ?
or Narmouthis); P.Oxy. III 504 (II¢, Oxyrhynchos) [BL VIII 236; X 139]: 6.666 : 1,000 dr.; P.Oxy.
IV 794 descr. = L.Capponi, ZPE 155 (2006) 235-238 (85 CE, Oxyrhynchités) [BL VIII 238]: 10 1/48
: 500; P.Ross.Georg. 11 38 (II CE, unknown provenance): 1.25 ar. : 500 dr.; P.Ryl. 11 163 (140 CE,
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This is borne out, for example, by PSI VIII 897 pag. 1 [BL VIII 403; IX 318;
XII 253] and 2 [BL XII 253], both dating to 93 CE Oxyrhynchos. The first
document records the sale of five arouras of catoecic land for 1,200 drachms
(i.e. a rate of 240 drachms per aroura), while the second records just three
arourae, purchased for as many as 2,400 drachms (that is 800 drachms per
aroura). Surely the price of the land was influenced by multiple factors, which
are now beyond our reach. The best we may do for now, then, is to make the
following observation: the value of an aroura of catoecic land rarely drops
in the first three centuries CE below 200 drachms, which may be taken as a
baseline for our purposes.** What was the proportion between fees exacted by
those in charge of the katalochismos and this notional minimum, and what ef-
fect would this rate have on potential buyers of catoecic land? That is to say,
is there any way to determine if these rates were high enough to act as a break
on the conveyance of catoecic land?

The fees requested by the office in charge of the conveyance consisted of
several elements (cf. below, chart 1): there were some fixed rates that were
presumably paid by everyone, e.g., 12 drachms for the conveyance certificate
(xonuaTopdg), 1 drachm for the seal. In addition, if a person wished to have
the certificate sent out from Alexandria by the office (which must have been,
in the case of land in the Arsinoite nome, commonly the case), he would be
asked to pay 2 drachms in the case of a male, and 4 in the case of a female
assignee. The total surcharge would amount, then, to 15 drachms for men and
17 drachms for women, regardless of the value of the land. On top of this, a
complex rate system was set out, taking into consideration, in each of the sec-
tions above, the gender of the purchaser and the class of land. In all cases the
author of the tariff applies two sets of dichotomies, men vs. women, grain land
vs. orchard land.* This results, in each provision, in four different rates. In all
cases women would pay considerable more than men: twice or three times as
much; the rate for orchard land would be twice as high as that for grain land.

With the resulting system, a male purchaser who already owns a catoecic
land will pay a per-aroura amount of 4 drachms for grain land, and 8 drachms
for orchard land. If we take into account the surcharges for the office’s pa-

Hermopolités) [BL VIII 294; XII 168]: 1.625 : 480 dr.; PSI VIII 897 pag. 1 (93 CE, Oxyrhynchos)
[BL VIII 403; IX 318; XII 253]: 5 : 1,200 dr.; PSI VIII 897 pag. 2 (93 CE, Oxyrhynchos) [BL XII
253]: 3: 2,400 dr. ; SB VI 9618 (192 CE, Ptolemais Euergetis) [BL VIII 352]: 5.5 : 3,100 dr.; SB
XII 11229 (161-168 or 177-179 CE, Oxyrhynchos): 5 : 1,500 dr.; SPP XX 1 = CPR 11 (83/4 CE,
Ptolemais Euergetis) [BL VIII 460/461; XII 274]: 3 : 900 dr.; SPP XX 50 (after 168/9 CE, Aphrodité
Bereniké) [BL VIII 463; X 270]: 3.375 : 300 dr. Cf. also DREXHAGE 1991, 131.

¥ Cf.P.Yale 1l 137, 25.
40" For the latter dichotomy see in particular P.Yale 111 137 with introduction, p. 4, 20-30.
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perwork (15 drachms), the amount he pays for one aroura would be 19 and
23 drachms respectively, which would put his expenses roughly at around 10
per cent of the notional minimum (cf. below, chart 2). A woman of the same
status would pay 8 dr. per aroura for grain land, and 16 for orchard land. With
surcharges (17 dr. in her case), the total would be 25 and 33 drachms, which
amounts to 10-15 % of the notional minimum.

In the case of man who has not previously owned catoecic land the per aro-
ura rate would stand at 8 drachms for grain land and 16 for orchard land. With
the 15 drachms surcharges his expenses will amount to 23 and 31 drachms, re-
spectively. For a woman of the same status the per-aroura costs would amount
to 16 dr. for grain land and 32 for orchard land: with the 17 drachms surcharge
we would now stand at 33 and 49 drachms, respectively. In the last case, that
of a female new owner who buys orchard land, the conveyance costs would
make more than a quarter of the value of the land. This case, of course, is
hardly representative: most purchasers of catoecic land buy more than just one
aroura, and rarely is the per-aroura cost just 200 drachms.*!

For instance, in the case of PSI VIII 987 pag. 1, where five arouras are
purchased for 1,200 drachms, a male purchaser who never owned allotment
land in the past would pay a total of 55 drachms, or less than 5% of the value
of the land if it were grain land, and 95 drachms, or less than 8 % if it were or-
chard land. A woman of the same status would pay 97 drachms for grain land
(roughly 8%), and 177 for orchard land (less than 15%) (compare below, chart
3). In the case of PSI VIII 987 pag. 2, where three arouras of catoecic land are
purchased for 2,400 drachms, a man of the same status would pay 39 drachms
for grain land, and 63 for orchard; this would make just 1.6% and 2.6% re-
spectively of the value of the land. A woman would pay in the same case 65
drachms (5.3%) and 113 (9.4%), respectively. The price structure in the tariff
thus makes the purchase of larger pieces of land marginally more attractive;
since the fee is not connected with the price, it decreases proportionally as the
price of the total sale (or the value of the land) increases.

Let us now move to the children. The text of P.land. VII 137 mentions two
apographai. One, relating specifically to the children, specifies a fee per aro-
ura and draws the now familiar distinction first between males and females,
and then between grain and orchard land (§3.2, 1l. 17-21). For a male child,
the payment is 4 and 8 drachms, for grain and orchard land respectively, and

4 According to the synallagma data, among the 32 of the 64 conveyances of catoecic land from
the first three centuries CE, for which the size of the land is certain, in just 5 it is one aroura or less
and in 18 two or less. Conveyances of three or more arourae make 35 cases, while those five or
more as many as 26. The data listed in n. 39 is representative. Cf. further DREXHAGE 1991, 128-129,
without reference to the land categories.
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12 or 24 drachms, respectively, for a female child. According to our earlier
hypothesis, the purpose of this apographé was to register a child’s right to a
piece of allotment land, as a necessary prerequisite for its bequest after the
parent’s death, as recorded in lines 10-17 (§3.1).*? If this hypothesis is correct,
the above regulation imposes a heavy burden for the succession of daugh-
ters to land held by their fathers, 24 drachms making more than 10% of the
above-mentioned notional minimum value of 200 drachms. On top of this
we have to take into consideration the fee recorded in lines 24-25, a fixed fee
of 2 drachms for men and for women, for their apographé, regardless of the
amount of land registered. If the two apographai were performed simultane-
ously, for each person (which is by no means certain), the amount necessary
for the apographé of a daughter’s right to 1 aroura of grain land would rise
to as much as 16, and of orchard land to 28 drachms. If we assume that the
surcharges connected with the office’s operation were applied in this case as
well — 12 drachms for the certificate, 1 for the seal and 4 drachms in the case
of women for sending the report out of Alexandria —, the fee for registering
the daughter’s rights in her father’s lifetime would amount to as much as 33
drachms for grain land, and 45 drachms in the case of orchard land. To this
reckoning we should add the charges the children are made subject to upon
entering the property, i.e., 2 drachms per aroura for men for grain land, and
4 drachms for orchard land; 6 drachms for grain land and 12 for orchard land
in the case of women. With the above-mentioned surcharges for the office’s
activity (15 for men and 17 for women), the total payment for a women suc-
ceeding to an aroura of orchard land would stand at 29 drachms. Adding to
this amount the 45 drachms charged for the apographé, we would get to the
fantastic amount of 74 drachms, making 37 % of the notional minimal value
of 200 drachms.

Of course, we are not certain of the tenability of the above assumptions.
We are especially not sure that the apographai recorded in lines 17-21 (§3.1)
and in lines 24-25 (§5) were both necessary and not alternative, i.e., one had
to get one or the other. In fact, we could assume that the apographé in lines
17-21 (§3.1) took place only if the children wished to enter upon the estate
were not registered by their father following the procedure anticipated in lines
24-25 (§5). The qualifying participle pn éyyeyoaupévmv (11. 17 and 20) cer-
tainly may be taken to suggest this alternative hypothesis. This, in turn, would
mean a considerably lower rate, but still a surprisingly heavy tax on con-
veyance. Let us assume the registration of children in their parent’s lifetime

42 This supposition is supported by the participle dmwoyeyoouuévwy in line 11, especially if it takes
a conditional rendering. Pace KIESSLING 1938, 227-228.
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would entail no surcharges besides the costs of the apographé of lines 24-25
(§5) itself: i.e., 2 drachms for men and 4 drachms for women regardless of
the size of the parcel and the class of the land. In this case, a daughter who
wishes to inherit 1 aroura of orchard land from her father would have to pay 4
drachms for the apographé, and then, upon succession, 12 drachms per aroura
and 17 for the surcharges, relating to the compsition of the certificate by those
in charge of the katalochismos, its sealing and sending out of Alexandria. This
would make a considerably smaller amount than that reached in following the
foregoing hypothesis: just 35 drachms, or 17% of the notional minimum.

The point I wish to make in this discussion is the following: catoecic land
was the most significant type of private land in early Roman Egypt, but the
mechanism relating to its conveyance, and in particular the implications of
costs its conveyance has never, as far as [ know, been taken into consideration
by the students of the land tenure and policy in the early Roman period. As
we just saw, under certain circumstances the charges on its conveyance were
potentially quite heavy. It can be assumed that a charge of, say, 20% or more
would have played a crucial role in the decision of a potential purchaser to buy
the land, and in some cases, as that of women purchasing catoecic land used
for planting orchards, the fee likely exceeded that rate (cf. below, chart 2). To
this we should add the fees collected for the composition of the document at
the local scribal office (roughly, in the case of land conveyances, 10 dr.) and
the fees relating to registration of the new right at the bibliothéké enkteseon.*
The resulting figure, even on the lowest estimate, would reach the 50 drachm
mark: 25% of the notional minimum value of one aroura.

The regulations of P.Jand. VII 137 also illuminate certain policies: higher
fees were always collected for the conveyance of orchard land, that is orchards
of every kind, as opposed to grain land: this was a clear disincentive against
alienating the former. On top of this, men always paid less than women, and
current owners of catoecic land less than those who have not held this type of
land in the past. The aim was, in other words, to keep the allotment land in the
hands of a limited circle of persons, preferably men, who have already held such
land, and to create disincentives for those who are not members of this group,
i.e. women, who have not been holders of catoecic land to purchase that type
of land. At the same time, there was no attempt to create a caste. Once a per-
son purchased catoecic land, he would be considered, within five or ten years **

4 WOLFF 1978, 229 N. 30; YIFTACH-FIRANKO, Grammatikon (forthcoming).

4 The latter seems more likely, E. MAYSER, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemier-

zeit, I1.2 (Berlin-Leipzig 1934) 526.5ff, but pace CURSCHMANN, P.Iand. VII 138, 282.
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as a legal nGtowog him or herself, and could purchase further pieces of land
as any other “xndtowrog.”

The question remains, to what extent was the said policy effective, and it
is the good fortune of us papyrologists to be able to put the matter to the test
by looking at figures provided by the very documents recording the acts of
conveyance: i.e., deeds of land sale recording the sale of catoecic land. By
studying the identity of the purchaser we may examine to what extent the
group that was encouraged to buy catoecic land also did so in practice. We
are not able to study all the distinctions made in the tariff: land sales do not
mention if the purchaser held in the past another piece of catoecic land, nor
do they commonly indicate if the object of the deed is grain or orchard land.
But these deeds do naturally report the gender of the purchaser, and should
the provisions be effective, we would expect the number of male purchasers
to exceed by far that of women. The data is also large enough to make such a
quantification possible.

The results are a bit surprising. Among ninety-nine deeds of sale of catoecic
land from the first three centuries CE, in 57 cases the vendor is a man, and in
38 it is a woman. Among the purchasers the relation is 46:38. Women are in
the minority, but their number certainly does not fall beneath what would be
expected in view of the social position of women in general.” Moreover, in
some time-frames the relation tilts in the women’s favor: in nineteen second-
century deeds of sale the purchaser is a woman and in only seventeen it is a
man. Among the vendors, the relation is 21 women to 17 men. It seems, then,
that in the case of the only testable factor, the regulations of P.land. VII 137
did not manage to influence the practice, either because the said tariff was
never enforced,* or because the disincentive was not strong enough to influ-
ence the market.

4 T study the data in a paper called “Greek Law in Roman Times and Entrepreneurial Women in

Egypt” held at the 40" Conference of the Israel Society for the Promotion of Classical Studies, Bar-
Ilan, 15-16 June 2011.

4 Some indication of this is provided by receipts, issued by the farmers of the TéAog xataroyLoudv,
all dating to the late second and early third century CE. Cf. list supra n. 25. In both P.Diog. 37 and
P.Gen. I1I 145 the rate of the téhog petemyQadg seems to be 10 drachms per aroura, which is not
surprising due to the late date of the document, but the fact that in the former document the purchaser
is a man, and in the latter a women, seem to be conflicting with the regulations of P.land. VII 137.
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Chart 1, a Synopsis of the Charges by the Office of the Katalochismoi

STATUS OF PURCHASER GENDER GRAIN LAND | ORCHARD LAND
Male 4 dr. per ar. 8 dr. per ar.
§1 Current katoikos [11. 2-5].
Female 8 dr. per ar. 16 dr. per ar.
§2 New purchaser, or someone who | Male 8 dr. per ar. 16 dr. per ar.
made his first purchase within the last
ten (?) years [11. 5-9]. Female 16 dr. per ar. 32 dr. per ar.
§3.1 Bequeathal: registered children | Male 2 dr. per ar. 4 dr. per ar.
(1I. 10-17] Female 6 dr. per ar. 12 dr. per ar.
§3.2 Bequeathal: apographé of Male 4 dr. per ar. 8 dr. per ar.
non-registered children [11. 17-21] Female 12 dr. per ar. 24 dr. per ar.
§4 Hypothéké [11.22-23]. Both genders 1 dr. per ar. 2 dr. per ar.
§5 Discharge of hypothéké [11. 23-24] | Both genders 1 dr. per ar. 2 dr. per ar.
ADDITIONAL CHARGES GENDER FIXED AMOUNT
Male 2 dr.
§6.1 Apographé per person [l1. 24-25]
Female 4 dr.
§6.2 Sending the certificate out of Male 2dr.
Alexandria, per person [l1. 26-30] Female 4. dr.
§6.3 Composing the certificate [1. 30] | Both genders 12 dr.
. - 9
§6.4 Approval with no certificate (?) Both genders 4 obols
[1. 30]
§6.5 For the seal [1. 30] Both genders 1 dr.
§6.6 Not clear [11. 31-32]. Both genders 4 dr.
Chart 2. Charges per 1 aroura (1 aroura = 200 dr.)

STATUS OF PURCHASER GENDER GRAIN LAND ORCHARD LAND
Current katoikos Male 19 dr. (9.5%) 23 dr. (11.5%)
§1+8§6.235 Female 25dr. (125%) | 33dr.(16.5%)
New purchaser, or someone who |Male 23 dr. (11.5%) 31dr. (15.5%)
made his first purchase within the last

Female 33 dr. (16.5%) 49 dr. (24.5%)

ten (?) years. §2 + §6.2,3,5

148




Bequeathal: option 1 Male 38 dr. (19%) 44 dr. (22%)

(both apographai, twice surcharged)

§3.1,2 + §6.1 2bis 3bis,Sbis Female 56 dr. (28%) 74 dr. (37%)

Bequeathal: option 2 Male 21 dr. (10.5%) 27 dr. (13.5%)
(second apographé, one surcharge)

§3,12+86235 Female 35dr. (17.5%) 53 dr. (26.5%)
Bequeathal: option 3 Male 34 dr. (17%) 36 dr. (18%)

(first apographé, twice surcharged)

§3.1 + §6.1 2bis 3bis,Sbis Female 44 dr. (22%) 50 dr. (25%)

Hypothéké Male 16 dr. (8%) 17 dr. (8.5%)
§4+8§6.235 Female 18. dr. (9%) 19 dr. (9.5%)
Discharge of hypothéké Male 16 dr. (8%) 17 dr. (85%)
§4+§6.2.35 Female 18. dr. (9%) 19 dr. (9.5%)

Chart 3. Charges per five arouras (1 aroura = 200 dr.)

STATUS OF PURCHASER GENDER GRAIN LAND ORCHARD LAND
Current katoikos Male 35dr. (3.5%) 55 dr. (5.5%)
175+ §6.2.3.5 Female 47dr.(47%) | 97dr.(9.7%)
New purchaser, or someone who|Male 45 dr. (4.5%) 95 dr. (9.5%)
made his first purchase within the last
ten (?) years. §2% 5+ §6.23,5 Female 97 dr. (9.7%) 177 dr. (17.7%)
Bequeathal: option 1 Male 62 dr. (6.2%) 92 dr. (9.2%)
(both apographai, twice surcharged)

§3.1.2 *5 + $6.1 2bis 3bis,5bis Female 124 dr. (12.4%) | 218 dr. (21.8%)
Bequeathal: option 2 Male 45 dr. (4.5%) 75 dr. (7.5 %)
(second apographé, one surcharge)

§3.12%5+§6.235 Female 107 dr. (10.7%) | (197 dr. 19.7%)
Bequeathal: option 3 Male 42 dr. (4.2%) 52dr. (5.2 %)
(first apographé, twice surcharged)

§3.1%5 + §6.1 2bis 3bis,5bis Female 68 dr. (6.8 %) 98 dr. (9.8%)
Hypothéké Male 20 dr. (2%) 25 dr. (2.5%)
§4%5 4 §6.2.3.5 Female 22.dr.(22.%) | 27 dr.(2.7%)
Discharge of /’lypOll’léké Male 20 dr. (2%) 25 dr. (25%)
475+ §6.2.3.5 Female 22.dr.(22.%) | 27 dr.(2.7%)
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