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VI.—Transportation in Augustan Egypt

ETHYLE R. WOLFE

BROOKLYN COLLEGE

Among the papyri acquired by the New York University
Library in 1923, there is an Augustan document, interesting in
itself, but especially significant for the larger issues it raises in
regard to transportation in Roman Egypt.! P. NYU Inv. No.
XVIII 47 is a petition for recovery of damages addressed to the
chief of police by the employer of a donkey-driver who was engaged
in transportation on the imperial estate of Livia and Germanicus
in the Fayum. As a supplement to our fragmentary knowledge of
private enterprise and of transportation facilities on imperial
estates, this document involves two problems of ancient transporta-
tion: 1) the place of the private operator in transportation and 2)
the meaning of two important transport-terms — ¢éperpor and
ovphaTkov.? ;

In December, 4 A.D., the petitioner Callistratus had hired a
donkey-driver on a one-year contract. After the employee had
served only a portion of his term, it was discovered that he had
committed a theft, neglected the animals in his care, and caused the
death of one donkey. The text at this point is broken, but it
seems to indicate that a report of the death had been registered
with the chief of police. The petitioner alleges that, although the
driver had returned the rest of the animals in September, he had
failed to return their equipment. This breach of contract and the
forced idleness of the animals precipitated the present petition in
which the plaintiff is requesting legal action to secure compensation

1 These papyri are part of a cooperative purchase from Egyptian dealers arranged
by the late Professor Francis W. Kelsey, in which New York University joined Co-
lumbia, Michigan, and the British Museum. Since the documents of this group were
dispersed among the members of the syndicate, it is reasonable to assume that papyri
belonging to the same archives are to be found in the collections of the different pur-
chasers. The fair number of documents with Augustan dates listed in the original
i nventory record may indicate an Augustan archive to which the present petition may
be assigned.

2 A full analysis of these two problems and a reexamination of other related docu-
ments in the light of the NYU petition is reserved for special consideration in the
Commentary (see below page 89).
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for the dead donkey, for the time lost by the other donkeys through
lack of equipment, and for the equipment itself.

The date of this document can be determined with relative
exactness. It appears likely that the proceedings between the two
men were technically encompassed in two petitions, one immediately
following the death of the donkey, and the present petition. This
petition, though not dated, was submitted sometime between the
recovery of the animals in September and the termination of the
contract in December, 5 A.D.

The papyrus, complete in breadth and height, was originally
folded four times, as is evidenced by the evenly-spaced creases
which are still visible. Breaks in the text occur along these creases
with the largest lacunae on the central fold. The intricate style of
the semi-cursive script, which consists of short, relatively thick
strokes in black ink, and the flourishes at the foot of the text lend
a decorative effect. All indications point to the studied hand of
a professional scribe.

P. NYU Inv. No. XVIII 47

Fayvum 26 X 7.2 cm. 5 A.D.

'Avrelfiady [emi]orar[n dul(akiraw)
mlap]a Kar\g[rpd]rov 700 K[ahhe-
glr]pérov [10 mpoelordr[os
[..]mm[. . oboilas ABias [kai
5 Teppav[ikod Kaligapos. 7[&

Xotax Tob [dtehn]\vboTos
NS (¢érous) [Kaigapols mpogeiln[pa
Il + 10 Jvios dvpAdrny
[kat wpoararyy (?) 71w dvikiw

10 [kryvaw pov. Tobrlois 8¢ dua TH[s
[Bepeias Tapauletvar uéxpe
70D Xou[ax 7ol Ne (érovs) Kaloapos
{w}kal &[7]eN[e]v [o)ivravra
daa kabike. dynhary 6 [oln-

1§ pawbuevos auvyvols fiv.
76v 7€ Xeu[@dlva Tod NS (érous)
Kalgapos avar[plagels kal
Oepeiav Tapapeivas (]
apapmacas & TAY pop[éE]Tpwy
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20 7a Vwokelueva dvyhatika,
ToD KaA@s éxovTos kaTa-
yvols. 76 uév wpdrov éfa-
ueAnoas TV dvwy KaTn-
ofeviikact kal Tpavparicas

25 éamo[NdNexev] 8vo[v] ulov] &Eiov
apy(vpiov) (Spaxuav) [+£18
ov o] 12 v [k]ai elgla-
yayoly =+ 11 Jrarny

éred. ... .. 8lvov wpome-

30 mrol....... Jrov 8¢ kara-
yvo.[......].s T Noumd. pov
krlvn ... . JrakTac ére amo
Owi[6 unos] Tob Ae (érovs)
Kaioaplos . ...]v pov adxrovs

35 7pe[ts(?) .. un walpadobs ot
T& dpyaela 7[®y dvwy kal
¢k Tob TowovT[ov] of dvoL wov dpyol
kafecTnragt. 60 émididw-

40 ui gou 70 Umo[ulvnua Srws
dopalioauer|os] Tov évkalob-
uevov éfamolalreilys ép’ ods
kabBfker kal éw’ [aliT@v éravay-
kag0f érel[olal pow TV TOD

45  Svov Teyunw [klai Tas TG
Svwy dp7ylas kal ToUs gdkkovs
kal Tas ocayads kal T4 apyaleta
iro [ .. .]Jruxetv ov wpoo-
nKeL.

50 eir[Uxe

App. Crit. 19. Pap. ¢op[.]mpw* 37. dpyaheta (cf. 47)

TRANSLATION

To Antibiades, chief of police, from Callistratus, son of Callistratus, the
superintendent of . . . estate of Livia and Germanicus Caesar. In
Choiak of the past thirty-fourth year of Caesar, I hired Pe , son of

. ., as donkey-driver and overseer (?) of my donkeys. The afore-
mentioned agreed to remain in charge of them through the summer until
Choiak of the thirty-fifth year of Caesar and to fulfill all the other
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duties customarily required of a donkey-driver. After he had been
provided with board (?) throughout the winter of the thirty-fourth year
of Caesar and had served during the summer, he stole from the freight-
collections the donkey-driver-reserve, disregarding the right course. In
the first place, since he completely neglected the donkeys, they became
sick, and injuring a donkey of mine worth . . . drachmas, he killed it.
. . . [And bringing him before the chief of police submitted that the
donkey had fallen headlong (?)] but disregarding this (?) . . . the rest
of my animals . . . ever since the month of Thoth of the thirty-fifth
year of Caesar . . . my three (?) sacks and neither has he given back to
me the saddle-bags nor the rest of the harness of the donkeys, and as a
result of this my donkeys have been idle. Wherefore I present the peti-
tion to you in order that, having arrested the defendant, you may remand
him to the proper officials, and he be compelled by them to reimburse me
for the cost of the donkey, for the time lost by the donkeys, and for the
sacks, saddle-bags, and harness, or else suffer the penalties he deserves.
Farewell

NoTES?

1. 'Avrefiadp="AvrB4dy. For the tmararys pvhakirav see Wilcken,
APF 3 (1906) 233, Gr. 413, and Lavigne, ‘“‘Epistates van het Dorp”
(Studia Hellenistica I111) 20 ff. Other documents which attest the activity
of the chief of police as the official largely responsible for law and order
in the nome, at least until 42 A.D., are the series of petitions from Euhe-
meria (PRyl. 2.124-152); PLond. 2.354, page 164, 3.895 and 1218, pp.
130-131; PTeb. 2.476; PPrincet. 2.23.

3-4. The extensive damage to the text at this point gives rise to a
problem which is crucial to the interpretation of the whole piece (see
Commentary A below, p. 89). The letters tau and eta seem certain,
and the nu is highly probable. The number of letters before the tau
is doubtful, anywhere from one to three. Perhaps the best restoration
paleographically is mwpoelor@ros] [k]rgv[@v oboilas AiBlas k7A., but this
reading would yield a title which appears to be unique to the present
document. Another objection to this restoration may arise from the
absence of the definite article before odoias, which, though rare, does find
a parallel in PRyl. 2.140 (36 A.D.): mapd Adviovs . . . yewpy[od] yewp-
yobvros 8¢ pov kal obolas 'Avrwvias Apoloov. However, since mpoestds
generally occurs in the papyri as the title belonging to the superintendents
of imperial estates, it may be safer to restore a phrase equivalent in
meaning to the more common formulae, e.g., T-vwv (or 76v) Tis [obolas
7lfis ABias [kal To0] k7N, (cf. BGU 1.181.4).

4-5. The Empress Livia and her grandson Germanicus are known
to have owned estates in the Fayum (cf. Wilcken APF 1 [1901] 154).
Rostovtzeff in Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire (Oxford
1926) 267 (henceforth abbreviated Soc. Ec. Hist.) cites an estate jointly
or successively owned by Livia and Germanicus, and still another very

3 The editor is indebted to the TAPA readers for their helpful criticisms and
suggestions.
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large one owned by Germanicus alone. Another definite reference to a
joint estate, other than the present one, occurs in PLond. 2.445 (14-15
A.D.). Here a vewpyoés twwy &agpdv 'TovAias ZeBactiis kai Tepuavikod
Kaioapos addresses a petition to the chief of police of the Arsinoite nome.
The appearance of the same estate in the petitions from Euhemeria
must be accepted with caution, for the editors based their identification
of the estate 'TovAias ZeBactis (PRyl. 2.126) with Tepuavikiavy (PRyl.
2.134) on an earlier assumption of Rostovtzeff (Studien Zur Geschichte
Des Riémischen Kolonates [APF, Beiheft I, Leipzig and Berlin 1910]
121-122). If the hypothesis was correct, the fact that the tenant farmer
in PLond. 2.445 came from the village Bacchias in the Heracleides meris
and the petitioners in the Ryland papyri were from Euhemeria in the
Themistes meris points to a location of the estate in the Arsinoite nome.
This would be in accord with Rostovtzeff’s thesis (Kolonat 127, 129)
that the ousiae were complexes of fundi which were spread over different
merides, but there is no reason to suppose that the estate of Livia and
Germanicus did not form a topographical unit.

Rostovtzeff’s evidence on the distribution of the imperial ousiae has
been augmented by the group of petitions from Euhemeria (PRyl. 2.124~
152), which shows the importance of these estates in the life of the region
during the early decades of the first century of our era. For ousiae in
general, see Rostovtzeff Kolonat 119-129 and Soc. Ec. Hist. 573.

6-7. The contract began immediately after the flood season (roughly
August 1 to November 30) in Choiak, the first month of winter, 4 A.D.
Cf. note to 16-18 below.

8. IIe[=4=10]rios: the name and patronymic of the donkey-driver.

9. The restoration of mpoorarny is in keeping with the original terms
of the contract, presumably recounted in lines 11-14 (see note below).
Another possibility is ériueletofar, but the verb wpoohauBavw does not
seem to be used with the infinitive.

9-10. With mpooTéryy 74w dvik@v kTyvéw pov cf. PRyl. 2.183, a receipt
for hay issued in 16 A.D. by 'Avxopivées ‘Hpakheldov wpoorarns idiwy bvwy
"Amol\wriov 100 'ANetdvdpo(v) émomovdacTod, whom the editors designate
“superintendent of the private-donkeys of Apollonius, son of Alexander,
transport-master.”” PRyl. 2.183A is another receipt of the same type
sent to the same person about one month later by Ilrolenatos Aewvidov
mpoaTéTys dvyhaciov vwy 'AmoAwriov 7ot 'ANetavd(pov), the superinten-
dent of the driving-stable of asses of Apollonius, son of Alexander. If
the restoration of mpoorarny in the NYU petition is correct, then the
status of the employee donkey-driver is analogous to the subordinates of
Apollonius; Callistratus, who engaged the driver and apparently collected
¢operpa (line 19) for transport jobs, may as overseer of the estate have
been concerned with private transport, although it is not unlikely that
he shared in the transport of government taxes as well, and his position
may have been similar to that of Apollonius, except that the latter in an
official capacity as supervisor of state-transport probably operated on a
much larger scale.

76w dvkdwv krdv (9-10) occurs in BGU 3.912.24.
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11-14. The terminology of these lines suggests a paramone contract,
for which see Westermann’s “Paramone” (JJurPap 2.127 ff.). The
unlimited scope of the duties éx[7]eA[e]iv [o]ivrarTa 8oa kabBike. bymhdTy —
cited in lines 13—-14 presumably as a prescription of the original contract
—is in accord with the general-service requirements considered by
Westermann to be essential to the paramone as a labor contract. How-
ever, H. C. Youtie has since demonstrated that such general-service
requirements are not limited to paramone contracts, but are also found
in the work contract (locatio operarum) without loan, the apprentice
contract, etc. (Cf. “The Heidelberg Festival Papyrus,” Studies in
Roman Econ. and Soc. History in Honor of A. C. Joknson [Princeton 1951]
205.) Furthermore, since nothing in the present petition indicates a
service contract with loan, it must be assumed that we are dealing with
the case of an ordinary work contract.

For a similar agreement in which the work was to be general oversight
of a herd of pigs, cf. E. P. Wegener, Some Oxford Papyri, No. 10, pp. 38—
48, line 19: mowdv wavra éoa kabnke 74 Béokwe.

One item in the NYU petition is foreign to the usual formula and
causes considerable difficulty. The common construction is the joining
of the infinitive mapauévery with the participle, e.g., BGU 4.1126.9-10:
Tapauevely . . . émrelodoar kTA. Here mapapeivar (line 11) . . . w kal
éktenelv (13) is clear enough in meaning, but syntactically presents a
problem. It may be that the peculiar omega at the beginning of line 13
is to be construed as a temporal dative (i.e., ® for & &: cf. Mayser 2.2
page 296.98c), and the kai in conjunction with the infinitive ékrelety
may represent the accessory function of the usual participle. Thus the
hired-man would be reported to have agreed (guryvois #v) to remain in
service (mapauetvar) through the summer until Choiak, in which period
(&) he agreed also (kai) to perform (ékTeletv) all the other duties cus-
tomarily required of a donkey-driver. However, since no parallel for
the adverbial use of simple @ can be cited, it may be preferable to read
<&p'> @ or {w}, cancelling omega as a blunder.

The more normal construction is found in POxy. 14.1647.13 ff.; émi
Xxpovov érn Téoaapa &md Tov TOBL &’ & Opéw kai ipatellv THY walda kal
wapefeafar admiy . . . ékTeloboav wavra kTA. (for a period of four years
for which period, etc.). Note the occurrence of éxTehelv as in the NYU
papyrus, in place of the usual mwoielv or émireelv.

11. The lacuna has been restored on the analogy of line 18.

12. It is clear that the contract was to run for a year.

15. Such periphrastic forms as guryvods fv are not uncommon in
vulgar Greek. (With ovryvols = avyyvols cf. 13. glvravra = obumravra
and 41. &kalobuevov = &ykalobuevov.)

16-18. The rush season for transportation in Egypt was in the
summer, since the harvest of different crops occurred intermittently
throughout the summer period (Schnebel Die Landwirtschaft im Hellenis-
tischen Aegypten I [Munich 1925] 162-167). At that time the volume of
transport was at its greatest, as donkey-drivers were busy carting grain
to the threshing floors (cf. PCol. 2, page 104) and to the granaries, public
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or private, in addition to their regular runs. Yet there must have been
some hauling of produce in the winter, since, according to Schnebel
(147-149), the cultivation of crops fell into three periods, winter culture,
summer culture, and Nile or late-summer culture. Moreover, the third
and fourth century ostraca from Karanis show that donkey caravans
were active all winter long transporting tribute from the village granaries
to the Nile boats (cf. Ostr. Oslo., Ostr. Mich., and TAPA 81 [1950] 100).
In the case of the NYU petition, the fact that the driver was hired at
the beginning of the winter during the slow season presents no problem,
since the original terms of his contract (13—-14) imply that his duties
included general care of the animals, and if the restoration of mwposrarny
in line 9 is correct, he was hired as overseer of the animals to be in com-
plete charge of Callistratus’ business, a position which would entail
winter service as well.

In line 17 the meaning of avarpagels raises a question. The sense
which would be natural here — ‘‘provide with food allowances”” — is not
attested in the very few references listed by Preisigke, where the special
meaning of ‘“‘rear a child” is regarded as the only usage. Yet the analogy
dvatpoph = Lebensunterhalt (Preisigke) supports the meaning adopted
here. (Cf. rpépew kal tuarifew [‘‘feed and clothe’’] in paramone contracts:
POxy. 14.1647 cited above; BGU 6.1647.14; PFouad 1.37.) The pe-
titioner Callistratus, in view of the alleged negligence of the employee
(see lines 22-25 below), may retrospectively be seeking to emphasize
the ingratitude of the driver by referring to his receipt of ‘‘support and
rations” during the slow winter season, and in dvarpageis may imply
that he did not earn his keep. However, because of the problems raised
by this reading, it has been suggested that dva <o >Tpageis sc. wepi Tovs
bvous be read.

18. For the restoration of #v, cf. the periphrastic ovryvovs fv at the
end of line 15. If the restoration is not correct, then the sentence con-
sists of coordinate participles with d¢apracas carrying the force of a
main verb.

18-20. It may be inferred from the sequence in which the events are
recorded that the theft occurred during the summer service and was dis-
covered at the end of the season (roughly July 31) at least before Thoth
(cf. line 33). It should be noted, however, that the petitioner is not
requesting indemnification for the theft (44-48), and perhaps the donkey-
driver's withdrawal of the éwpharikéd should not be labelled ‘‘theft.”
The papyrus is sufficiently and perhaps most easily explained if the story
is reconstructed as follows: Callistratus had a troop of donkeys for which
he hired a driver in Choiak. The employee exercised complete control
over the donkeys, took them out on business trips, and collected the
charges (¢éperpa). The papyrus does not tell us whether the driver
drew regular wages, but the whole document is perhaps best understood
if it is assumed that he was hired by Callistratus on a commission basis.
In any case, it seems that a percentage of these charges or a specified
amount was fixed (Omokelueva 20) for the driver’s fees (ovpharikd). Re-
maining with the donkeys through the winter and the summer, the driver
then departed, taking with him the onélatika. Since Callistratus does
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not demand that these be recovered (see 44—48) but nevertheless leaves
no doubt that the driver’s appropriation of them was illegal, it may be
inferred that the contract which governed the relations of Callistratus
and his driver specified that the division of the phoretra was to be made
at the conclusion of the period covered by the contract and with the
joint approval of the two. If the driver was entitled to the onélatika
as his own earnings, then Callistratus knew that they were not recover-
able at law, and his allusion to the driver’s violation of the agreement
by his premature withdrawal of the onélatika was made only to strengthen
his present accusation.

However, another interpretation is possible, if it is assumed that the
driver was hired to supervise a transportation business which employed
a number of drivers. In that case, the defendant may have stolen the
salaries of the drivers under his jurisdiction, and it may be that the
charge was previously punished by the authorities of the estate or the
government.

The restoration of mpooraryy in line 9 is given further justification
by the fact that the driver was in a position to lay his hands on a portion
of the collected freight-charges. The driver must have been given com-
plete charge of Callistratus’ transportation business, and in this capacity
either held the collected phoretra or deposited them in a bank. The
latter alternative would explain how the driver could conveniently have
withdrawn his share and left the rest in safe-keeping for Callistratus.
In the case of the transport of government grain, PCol. 2.1R4 shows
that the payments were often made to the drivers in kind and could be
converted into money at a fixed rate. For a general discussion of
popérpwr and dvmharikad see Commentary B below, p. 95.

21-22. kararyvobs: cf. note to lines 30-31 below.

22-24. Eauelfoas . . . karnofevikaoi: note the ungrammatical shift
of subject, a carelessness characteristic of vulgar Greek.

25-26. Unfortunately, the amount at which the donkey was valued is
not preserved. In the year 7 A.p. (BGU 1.189), the price of a donkey
was 72 drachmas. Cf. price lists in A. C. Johnson, Roman Egypt,
Economic Survey of Ancient Rome 11 (1936) 230-231.

27-30. The text, too mutilated to allow an exact reconstruction of
the situation, may refer to a legal proceeding which attended the death
of the donkey. The following restoration is therefore illustrative and
is offered with much difiidence:

Tov [ymharny E\aBolv (?) [klal elga-
Yayolv els Tov Ema|raTyy

éredleta Tov Blvov wpome-

TrwlkéTa

An alternative reading is émédette, with either the epistates or the driver
understood as subject (cf. 22-24 for the writer’s tendency to shift the
subject).

Another suggestion worth considering is that the driver had lost a
donkey on one of his trips and, when bringing in a load (elcayayaw),
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made a declaration to Callistratus (émédetée) that the donkey had collapsed
(mwpomewTwkévar) on the road.

29-30. wpomwemrwkévar occurs in PTeb. 1.66.76 and 78, where certain
pastures are described as useless for grazing because the animals had been
admitted prematurely. Although the editors of PTeb. have not trans-
lated the word, the meaning ‘‘rush in before’ suits their interpretation
of the passage. Perhaps this sense may be applied here as ‘‘rushed too
fast,” but the more literal interpretation of wpowinrrew as ‘“fall forward”
suits the context as well, especially in view of Tpavuaricas, line 24 above.

30-31. The meaning ‘“‘to disregard” for karayvyvookew is assumed
with some caution; it is based on the analogy of the writer’s previous
usage (lines 21-22: 700 kal@s €xovros karayvols) which, though not the
usual one, is supported by Preisigke’s rendering geringschitzen (Wirter-
buch der griech. Papyrusurkunden: P Magd. 42.4 = PEnteux. 83; PLond.
2.401.22 = Mitteis Chrest. 18). Certainly the noun kardayvwaots (P Flor.
313.5; POxy. 1.140.17 = Wilcken Chrest. 438) in the sense Pflichtver-
nachlissigung shows the extension of meaning adopted here. If this
interpretation is correct, and if 6¢ marks the transition to a new sentence
(30-34), then two restorations are possible:

1. adrod 6é karayvovros (perhaps followed by 8Aws, which has been
suggested by a reader).

2. ToUTov 8¢ karayvols, perhaps followed by kai dols, with a finite
verb appearing later in the sentence.

If, however, karayvyvaokew is to be understood in its more common
legal sense (‘‘charge with guilt” or ‘“‘judge guilty”’), and if adrob dé
karayvods concluded the previous sentence (27-30), then the meaning is:
he (sc. the epistates) or I submitted that the donkey had fallen, but
charged him with the guilt. In view of the insufficient context, the final
interpretation must be left open.

30-35. The exact sense of these lines is obscured by bad breaks in
the center of the papyrus, but the context makes it clear that the animals
were recovered in Thoth (August, 5 A.D.) before the original contract
expired, probably as a result of the breach caused by the death of the
donkey. The month of Thoth falls after the rush season, but there was
evidently still some post-harvest hauling to do, in view of the petitioner’s
complaint of the loss of time caused by the lack of equipment (cf. lines
38 and 46).

In line with alternative 2 (see previous note), the following restora-
tion has been suggested:

Tob]Tov 8¢ KaTa-
yvol[s kai deelis Ta Nord pov
krlvn arfA]Aakral éru awod
Owd[ unvos] Tod Ne (érovs)
Kaioaplos NaBw]y pov oékkovs
Tpe[Ts kal uy mwa]padols uot
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46. The exact period of unemployment is not specified, but the
redress being sought may have run from September to the end of the
contract in December or until the date of the petition.

48. The lacuna may hold two or four letters. Since the compounds
of Tuxety, [émr]ruxety and [év]Tuxely, raise grave doubts, perhaps the lacuna
contained another particle closely allied with #roc.

COMMENTARY

A. The evidence for the private operator in transportation.

A study of the case of the petitioner in this papyrus is of interest
both for our understanding of transportation facilities on imperial
estates and for our meagre knowledge of private enterprise in Roman
Egypt.

1. Limited as our knowledge of the admainistration of estates is,
there is evidence that estate-managers often engaged in private economic
enterprises. The exact title of Callistratus is difficult to recover,
for the text is broken at the crucial point (see note to text, lines
3-4). If we limit ourselves to a restoration which adds nothing to
the obvious sense of the passage, Tob mpoesT@T6s Twwy Tis obotas kTA.,
Callistratus was the proestos of the estate of Livia and Germanicus,
a term regularly used of the superintendents of individual ousiae,
imperial and private (cf. PRyl. 2.145.2 pote).*

Moreover, if his testimony is taken at face value, Callistratus
was the owner of transport-animals (31-32: 76 Nourd pov krivn; 38:
ol évo. pov; etc.), employed a donkey-driver (8: éwpharqw; 20:
omharikd),® and was engaged in commercial transportation (note
the allusion to freight-collections in line 19: ¢opérpwr). Abbott

4 The reading mpoelor@r(os] [k]rnv[&v, though paleographically sound, is suspect
because it is unattested. As a colorless participle of wpotsrérar (‘“‘to be in charge of”’),
mpoeaTds could refer to any kind of supervision (cf. PHamb. 1.35 introd. page 151)
and in this context would mean ‘‘man in charge of the beasts of burden on the estate,’’
etc. Examples of other uses of the word are: PCol. 2.1R4 col. 10.10: wpoesr@res
vavkMipwy 'Apawolrov; BGU 8.11, 3: tols wpoesTdor T&v vopapxk[@v &doxoNquérwy],
1028.8: wpoeaTws xahkéwy, 1028.25: wpoesTds kNetdorowdv; POxy. 12.1450.24: wpoeotdres
A kal émpehobuevor TGy épywy. These references, all of the second and third century
A.D.,, show that mwpoeards, in the first century apparently the special title of estate-
agents, was later a title applied widely to high functionaries of professional guilds.
In accord with the historic changes and economic reorganization of these centuries,
the proestos of the ousia seems to have been superseded by the ¢povriarss, the manager
of the large domains of patrimonial and imperial lands which had come into the hands
of the great landowners. (Cf. references to the correspondence of Heroninus [PFlor.
2.118-277] p. 90.)

% The petition is concerned with only one driver, but Callistratus may have em-
ployed more. See note to lines 18-20 above.
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and Johnson (Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire
[Princeton 1926] 18), describing the economic organization of
large estates,® state that the business affairs of an estate were in the
charge of a conductor who was responsible for the management of
the entire estate, and that part of the land in an estate could be
leased by the conductor himself and worked directly by him or
leased to tenants. (Note the wealthy conductor of the saltus
Burunitanus [CIL 8.10570].) Is it not possible that Callistratus,
as manager of an imperial estate, had himself leased a transporta-
tion concession on the estate, and that the animals, sacks, and other
equipment were his own property? If this hypothesis is true, it
is of significance for the validity of Johnson’s supposition [op. cit.
above, note to 25-26(406)] that considerable trade was carried
on by private owners of donkeys as well as public drivers, and that
private transportation companies leased concessions and operated
under government supervision. Moreover, if the large estates
transacted the grain business en gros, as Rostovtzeff (Kolonat 128)
maintained, it seems a fair enough inference that Callistratus as
manager of the estate had some interest in this enterprise.
However, there is one apparently valid objection to such an
interpretation, viz., that of évo. wov in the present context is am-
biguous and thus the animals may have been the property of the
estate. The assumption of Oertel (Die Liturgie [Leipzig 1917] 116
note) that the large estates possessed their own animals is perfectly
plausible, but, since it was based on the evidence of a single estate
(PFlor. 2.155 and 271), it deserves reexamination. In one of
several letters dealing with transportation written in the third
century A.D., Alypius, the owner of an estate, requested Heroninus,
his manager (¢povriois), to send ra mwapd gou kTHVY weTd TGV TaKKWY
(“‘the animals you have along with the sacks”). Although there is
no a priori objection to Oertel’s view, the evidence itself is not con-
clusive enough to prove that the animals were owned by the estate.
In another document of the same series (P Flor. 2.226), the problem
of ownership is raised more articulately. In a letter to Heroninus,
Alypius makes two apparently contradictory references in regard
to the ownership of the animals: mepi r@v krqvév gov (‘‘concerning
your animals’’) and e #» oa 7a kriwn (““if the animals were yours”).

¢ Although this information is based on inscriptions derived almost completely
from Africa, Abbott and Johnson (page 16) observe that the same system probably
prevailed in other parts of the empire.
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The editors were troubled by this and offered the equally ambiguous
interpretation that by x7#vy the writer meant krquara. 1 do not
believe that the loose use of gov in reference to the manager should
cause difficulty, since the supervision of the whole estate including
transportation facilities undoubtedly fell within the province of
the ¢povriorhs. On the other hand, there is nothing here which
indicates that the animals belonged to the manager or to the
estate.

In this direction two other documents of the same archive may
prove instructive. PFlor. 2.126 is addressed to Hpax\q~ emt k7,
and a doubtful reading in 246* ascribes the same title to Monimus.
PRyl. 2.236.18, which also belongs to the Heroninus correspondence,
proves the genuine title to be érwryvirys. It is perhaps natural to
assume (as Oertel did in the case of PFlor. 2.155) that these men
were employed by the owners of the estate to supervise estate-
owned animals. But the context does not exclude the possibility
that these men possessed their own animals and leased transporta-
tion concessions on Alypius’ estate from Heroninus, who as general
manager was responsible for all concessionaires under his super-
vision. Perhaps this theory may be adduced in explanation of the
troublesome € fv oca Ta krhvy (226, see above) as pointing to the
fact that the animals belonged to private concessionaires known as

¢rwrprirar.” In any case, the analogy of these references should

be accepted with caution, since the archives of Heroninus may be
too late to afford valid evidence for the Augustan period, when
private enterprise of the small operator was encouraged.® Accord-
ing to Rostovtzeff (Soc. Ec. Hist. 299), all traders and transporters,
great and small, in the country were concessionaires of the state,

7So too the oot in 155 may be explained. According to Amundsen (Ostr. Oslo.),
the position of the ¢povrioTys is not yet adequately understood.

In PRyl. 2.236.18, the term &émwrnriTys is translated ‘‘driver.”” There is, however,
nothing in the context to prove that the émwkrnrirns was only a driver, nor does it
indicate whether he was in charge of his own or of estate animals. The letter refers
to the delivery of some timber for the magistrate’s house to Zosimos érwrnreirys.

8 For the change in the policy of the Roman administration toward free trade
and toward private estates, see Rostovtzeff Soc. Ec. Hist. 159, 269-70, 536, and passim.
Cf. Wallace's remark about the results of the economic decline in the third century:
(Taxation in Egypt from Augustus to Diocletian [Princeton 1938] 95) “‘just as the domain
land began to pass into the large private estates, so animals which had belonged to the
government became the property of the great landholders.” Cf. also Amundsen’s
reference (Ostr. Oslo.) to the change in the transportation system from the small-scale
private enterprise of the second century to the liturgized system of the third.
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and most of them were Greek. (Note the name of the petitioner:
Callistratus son of Callistratus.)

As far as the NYU document is concerned, there is no doubt
that a transportation business was being operated on the estate
and that Callistratus, the manager, was personally involved with
recovering damages for a dead animal, missing equipment, and for
the loss of operation-time. Although the possibility that Calli-
stratus may have been representing the interests of the estate is
not to be completely discounted, nevertheless, from the whole
tenor and personal tone of the plea and from a literal reading of
the petitioner’s statements, it is likely that the manager was him-
self engaged in transport and was seeking to recover damages for
himself.

2. That private transportation enterprise existed in Roman Egypt
and prevailed especially in the Augustan era is accepted as an his-
torical fact; but the search for supporting evidence has involved much
controversy, and the identification of private transporters in the papyri
has led to a succession of views. The widely discussed Fayum
ostraca (Ostr. Fay. 24-40) were once hailed as the keystone to our
knowledge of large land-transport operators. Preisigke, in a
detailed study of this group of receipts and of Ostr. Fay. Jouguet
18 (APF 3 [1906]), concluded that they were issued by Spediteure,
land-transporters, named in the receipts, and among them was one
Swdikys wowuhy whose identity has long been the object of divergent
interpretation.® He held that Sodices not only employed drivers
to serve with his own animals, but also used some public and
community troops, and that the frequent listing of the owner’s
name only, without the driver’s, indicated that the actual re-
sponsibility for the freight resided with the owner. Oertel (0p. cit.
[above page 90] 116) also recognized the possibility of a Grossunter-
nehmer for land-transport in Zwdikys mowdy, and Rostovtzeff (Soc.
Ec. Hist. 624 note 44) ventured the same suggestion. This view of

9 The recurrent formula which has caused so much difficulty may be illustrated

by # 24 of the Fayum series:

Ono(avpot) Oeaderg(elas)

yern(uérwy) € (érovs) 8id kTYY&OY unTpPOTdNEWS

Swdikns wowuny id. "Auuwriov dypk(érov)

aéx(xot) &
See also Amundsen Ostr. Mich. 1.67-81 and Ostr. Skeat 1 (Youtie, TAPA 81 [1950]
101),
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the Fayum ostraca has now been discarded in favor of a much
simpler interpretation. In his cogent analysis of transportation
receipts (Ostr. Oslo.), Amundsen maintained that these receipts
were issued by officials in charge of the thesauroi and that profes-
sional transporters are nowhere indicated in the texts; that, in fact,
the men who had been identified as transporters are in several cases
known to be cultivators of land, e.g., Zwdikys mowudv; and that the
receipts were issued to them by officials for the transportation of
their fiscal contributions.

Another document which may be of interest here is a receipt
for payment of ¢operpov eis IlamveBrivw 8o Dihwvos(PTeb. 2.365).
Preisigke (Girowesen im Griechischen Aegypten [Strassburg 1910] 83)
identified Papnebtunis as an operator of a grosseres Fuhrgeschift,
through whom the tax-collector had arranged to have the grain-
taxes delivered, and Philo as the representative of Papnebtunis
(probably one of his drivers). This hypothesis should perhaps be
studied side by side with PRyl. 2.183 (cited above in note to lines
9-10), for it recalls the émomovdasrds Apollonius, apparently an
official transport-master who was himself an owner of transport
troops (cf. 18w dvo). The Tebtunis interpretation, if it is at all
pertinent, suggests that the activity of private transporters ex-
tended in some cases to state as well as private contracts. (Cf.
also PLond. 1.131R col. 14.)

In connection with private transportation, Ostr. Skeat 2 (TAPA
81 [1950] 102) is of considerable interest. Youtie, commenting on
an order addressed to the secretary of a donkey-drivers’ guild, ob-
serves that the text conforms to a Fayum type found in Ostr. Fay.
14-17 and Ostr. Mey. 81, all written in the time of Augustus and
Tiberius. Since each of these orders designates a private granary,
presumably as the place of delivery, Youtie holds that these orders
are much more likely to concern deliveries made by drivers in the
regular course of private business than in the transportation of
government grain.

3. The evidence seems to point to a distinct separation between
land and water transport. Any attempt to maintain the existence
of land-transporters involves the allied problem of the general
organization of overland transport. The traditional conception
assigned the control of all transport, both land and water, to the
naucleroi. Oertel, who (as previously mentioned) had admitted
the possible existence of large-scale land-transporters in such men



94 Ethyle R. Wolfe [1952

as Zwbdikns wouny, was nevertheless led by the strong hold of the
conventional theory (which had prevailed since Meyer’s discussion
of PHamb. 1.17) to concede that such land-transporters might still
have been under the supervision of naucleroi. Following the
general tendency, Rostovtzeff in APF 3 (“Kornerhebung und
-transport im griechisch-rémischen Agypten’ 1906) 223 even went
so far as to interpret the Fayum ostraca as receipts made out by
ovpharar in the name of their vatkAnpor, but later (Soc. Ec. Hist. 624
note 44) retracted this in favor of the view that contracts for land
transport were given not to naucleroi, but to independent land-
transporters, among whom he placed Sodices (see above, page 92).
Amundsen, who has clearly rejected this identification of Sodices,
nevertheless also inclines toward the belief that land and water
transport were separated.

The most conclusive evidence for the complete separation of
land and water transport has come from the Columbia papyri
published by Westermann and Keyes (PCol. 2.1R4). The excellent
commentary of the editors sets forth a definitive account of the
data which had previously led to the theory that the naucleroi
controlled the transport of government grain. The Columbia
receipts show a direct and immediate relationship between the
donkey-drivers and the government officials who paid them for
the transport work. The editors see ‘“‘no place for a transport
entrepreneur such as the vaix\ppo. standing between the state and
the land-transporters.””'® The lists of donkey-drivers in PCol.
2.1R5 indicate that the transport privilege was distributed fairly
equally between those with public animals and those with private.!

The Columbia papyri establish the direct contact of the donkey-
drivers with the state authorities, but there seems to be no reason
for ruling out the existence of land-transport concessionaires who

10 Emphatic approval of the position taken by Westermann and Keyes is given by
J. Schwartz (‘Le Nil et le ravitaillement de Rome,” Bull. Inst. fran¢. d'arch. orient. 47
[Cairo 1948] 191, esp. note 1). In a new interpretation of BGU 607 (JEA 15 [1929]
160-163), Clinton Keyes disputed Oertel’s assumption that Didymus was a naucleros
whose contract included land transport with the concomitant employment of camel-
drivers. On the basis of P. Col. Inv. No. I 7 (col. 3) he interpreted the document as a
loan of money made by some person named Didymus to two camel-drivers on the
security of wages due them. Kalén in his introduction to PBerl. Leihg. 1.2 R (page 84)
suggested the same interpretation, apparently independently of Keyes.

11 The editors, noting that all the private donkeys seem to have come from villages
of the Themistes division and the public from Polemon division, have raised the
question of the significance of the distribution. It will be observed that the ousia
on which Callistratus operated was partially located in the Themistes division.
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hired drivers to operate their routes and whose function was anal-
ogous to that of the naucleroi in water transportation. Can it be
that the petitioner of the NYU papyrus, in addition to his duties
as the manager of an imperial estate, privately operated a land-
transport business (on however small a scale) in which he employed
the services of donkey-drivers and furnished them with pack-
animals to transact the deliveries?!

B. The evidence for the meaning of the technical terms ¢bperpov and
ovphaTikov.

The word ¢ébperpov is common enough in the papyri as a freight
term, but there is still some doubt as to its precise meaning. On
the other hand, the references to évpharwér have been very rare
and too incomplete to allow definition. Since both terms are met
in the NYU papyrus in a context which adds a bit to our knowledge
of their meaning, reexamination of the evidence now yields a clearer
understanding of their nature.

1. Uses of the word ¢dperpov.

That the term referred specifically to land freightage seems clear
from POxy. 3.522, where a distinction is drawn between it and
vavrikév (water freightage).’® That it covered all phases of the
overland transport of taxes paid in grain is revealed by the different
terms recovered from papyri for specialized types of transport-
charges. Welearn from PBerl. Lethg. 1R1.16 of ¢opérpwyr dpayuarnyias
(charges for hauling the sheaves of grain from farm to threshing-
floor) and cakknyias (charges for carting the sacks of threshed grain
to the granaries); a third type has been identified in PLond. 2.295

12 Note that Otto Kriiger, in his instructive commentary to a contract for private
transport (PRoss. Georg. 2.18), similarly recognized the need for an intermediary in
water transport between the sender and the shipcaptains. He considered the con-
signors to be Grossspediteure whom he equated with vaikA\npo.. However, he found
the question complicated by the fact that in col. VI the recipients were the kvBeprijrac
themselves and in col. XXII another person is mentioned along with the xvBepviTys.
Oertel has suggested that the kubernétai were captains who worked under naukléroi
(cf. PLond. 2.599), but was troubled by the occurrence of naukléroi who piloted their
own ships (POxy. 3.522) and by the appearance of the two groups as one (PGiss. 1.11).
It would seem to me that the naukléroi were shipowners who in some cases piloted their
own ships; if, however, they engaged in large-scale operations, the naukléroi would
enlist subsidiary kubernétai to pilot either ships of their own or those of the naukléros.
Perhaps a similar arrangement existed for land transport, wherein men like Callistratus
operated land-transport firms and employed donkey-drivers to execute the labor.

13 Westermann and Keyes (PCol. 2, page 106) recognized the distinction in their
division of freightage expenditures into ¢éperpov and vailow.
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as the charge for karaywyf (carting from the granary to the har-
bor)."

However, the form in which it appears most frequently is with-
out a qualifying adjective as the fee paid to the drivers of pack
animals, both public and private. Yet, there is reason to believe
that ancient terminology drew a distinction between the public and
private aspects of transport. The use of dquégios by the granary
scribe in PLond. 2.314 refers only to the former, and Kalén (PBerl.
Leihg. 1.5 page 117) has differentiated between ¢éherpa évwy and
¢poNerpa vopapxelas in PST 31 (16ff.) as charges for private and state
transport respectively. Thus in the literature already published,
doperpov is a general term representing the cost of transporting grain
(threshed or unthreshed), by animals on land, in operations either
public or private.

2. The distinction between ¢operpor and dvnAarikov.

The real key to a definitive understanding of phoretron may now
be offered by the NYU petition which reveals a distinctive relation-
ship between it and a word sometimes associated with it, onélatikon.
In previous citations of the latter word, the editors have generally
assumed that its meaning was clear. But examination of the
passages reveals a striking fact — all but one rest upon editors’
expansion of an abbreviated form.'® Only in PLonrd. 2.314 does
the word occur in full: a tenant agrees to pay 76 dvyharikév ¢poperpov
to the village thesaurus.’® The literal translation of the phrase —
the donkey-driver’s fee —is no doubt its true meaning. From
this, however, nothing about the inherent nature of the phoretron

14 The camel-driver in PLond. 2.295 acknowledges receipt of: ¢éperpa #is karfifa
Iwd iblwy kauhwy amo TAV Tis uepldos Onaavpdy els Tovs dmodederyuévous Spuovs. This
has been classified as karaywyh by Rostovtzeff APF 3.203. Surely, as far as the form
of delivery is concerned, this belongs to the category of cakknyia, but caxknyia and
karaywyn were apparently treated as separate processes with the former specialized
to the stage of delivery from threshing-floor to granary and the latter from granary to
harbor. Cf. Kalén PBerl. Leihg. 1, page 57 and PCol. 2, page 132 for discussions of
KaTaywyn.

15 In PBour. 42.9 and 169, ovy’ is resolved as évmharwkdv pdperpov because of the
close association with dpayuarnyia. Cf. PPrincet. 2.42.5a where om)\’ is resolved as
bvnhéowy, with Kase’s note that it was evidently a local variant of ¢dperpor as in
PBour.; observe, however, that éwmharwér, not évmhacwov, was the reading given in
PBour.

16 Vitelli suggested that the ¢péherpa Svwy of PSI 31, discussed above, may be
equivalent to ¢péherpa dvnharika, the charge of transit to the village thesaurus (cf.
PLond. 2.314) ; the contrasting ¢péNerpa vouapxeias he identified as the cost of transport
to the thesaurus of the nome.
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is gleaned except the implication that there were other kinds of
phoretra. Our first clue toward taking our definition a step further
is provided by the NYU document. Here onélatikon is neither an
equivalent of phoretron nor a mere descriptive adjective, but a
distinct entity. A donkey-driver, employed by the petitioner, is
charged with stealing 7a Umokeiueva dvnharke & T&v gopérpwr. What
was this onélatikon which was included in the phoretron, and what
else did phoretron comprise?

In the unfortunate absence of information on private transporta-
tion, we are forced to explore the meagre data available on state
transportation fees. Wallace (Taxation 42) has asserted that the
proceeds of the phoretra charged by the state for the transport of
taxes in grain were used to pay the wages of the granary employees,
the hire of the drivers for overland transport, and the cost of lading
at the port. On the evidence of PTeb. 2.520, Kalén believed that
the phoretron probably absorbed the charge for oiroperpwév (cf.
Wallace’s ‘‘wages of granary employees’’). The suggestions of
Wallace and Kalén find an analogy in POxy. 4.740, where the
listing ¢oper’ dvm\’ kal giToloyikod kal oirouerpikod shows a close re-
lationship between these fees. Although there is really a definite
distinction between these different fees, the word phoretron may
have been used as a generic term for a composite charge consisting
of v\’ (driver’s fee),'” girohoywér (clerical fee of granary scribe),!®
and oiroperpukdy (fee for weighing and measuring grain).!®* Accord-
ingly, 76 évmharikdv ¢poperpov of PLond. 2.314 (see above, page 96)
may be understood as one specific phoretron, sc. the donkey-driver’s
fee — the only charge the tenant farmer agreed to bear in the
transportation of his state taxes.

The phoretron is thus a multiple charge when applied to public
taxes; it may be considered similarly in private business, although
the component elements would be different. Whether Callistratus

17 gopér (pov) évyh(ardv) is the text reading, but éwm(ariod) is equally probable.
In either case, the meaning is the same.

18 Grenfell and Hunt consider the giroloywkér a new term for the bakshish of the
sitologus. This is clearly the bookkeeper’s fee, apparently included by Wallace in his
general grouping of granary employees.

19 To these may be added the cakkopopikéy (cf. PGoodsp. 14.7 and PFlor. 75.22),
perhaps equivalent to Wallace’s “‘cost of lading,”” and other subsidiary charges. San
Nicolo (Aeg. Vereins. [Munich 1913] page 120, note 3) makes the interesting observa-
tion that the oakkogopikéy was the fee paid the cakkopdpot for carrying sacks and that
a corresponding tax was levied for this, the ¢éperpov aakknyias, which belonged to the
dnudoia Poperpa.
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of the NYU petition was engaged in transportation as a conces-
sionaire or as an agent for the imperial estate, the freight-fees
were naturally gauged to cover all overhead costs such as upkeep
of animals, wages of drivers, rental for lease of concession(?),2°
operator’s tax (?), and other related coverage. The phoretra,
whether collected from private patrons or from the state, were pre-
sumably turned over to the headquarters of transport on the estate
or perhaps deposited in a bank. Callistratus accuses the driver
of having removed 7d Umokelpeva dvpharwka from the accumulated col-
lections of phoretra.

The simplest interpretation is that the onélattka were the
portions of the phoretra which were due the driver as fees (see note
to lines 18-20 above). The attributive dmokeiueva suggests that it
was a reserve fund budgeted to this purpose.?* With this definition,
the restoration and interpretation of the abbreviations in PBour. 42
and PPrincet. 2.42 (see note 15) are possible. The évm\’ of both
papyri may be the substantive évpharwér — the donkey-driver’s
wage.

3. ovpaTwoy as a tax.

The term onélatikon appears elsewhere as the name of a tax on
donkey-transport. Since this interpretation is a too complex one
for the NYU document, only a brief summary of the evidence for
the use of the word in this technical sense will be presented here.
The matter does, however, merit further and more detailed study,
in view of the confusion prevalent in the identification of transport-
taxes in general and of the tax onélatikon in particular.

Frequent mention of privately-owned donkeys is found in the
papyri, but returns on donkeys and receipts for the tax on donkeys
are surprisingly scarce. Wallace (Taxation 93) has suggested that
the state dispensed with the taxation of the majority of transport-

20 Although no ¢épos krnvav (Wallace Taxation 78) is attested, such a lease may
have been involved here. For the ¢ébpos mhoiwy cf. Wilcken Ostr. 1.196; BGU 2.653:
'Avrwyiavijs obaias; Wallace 308.

21 ‘Prokeiueva, most trequently occurring as a substantive, has generally been
understood as a term for taxes assessed for the maintenance of public officials. Cf.
Martin, Les Epistrateges (Geneva 1911) 139 ff.; Wallace Taxation 333; Wilcken Gr.
215; BGU 1.337; PLond. 2.347. Biedermann (Aeg. Verwalt. [Berlin 1913] 20 note 4)
claims that it refers to the wages of officials and not to taxes. It will be noted that as
a substantive it is commonly associated with a noun in the dative, e.g., Umoke.™ émia”
(PLond. 2.347.11), and that it has the same underlying meaning adopted above for
the NYU papyrus — ear-marked for the epistrategos.
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animals to encourage private ownership, reserving the right to
requisition the private animals for government transport, when
needed. There was one type of tax on donkeys which seems to
have been paid by private owners who possessed the animals for
personal use.®? The réos ovn\’ (read by Wilcken, Ostr.684, as réos
ovmharéw), paid by a donkey-driver presumably as a professional
tax, is perhaps to be identified with the fee for a diploma exacted
from private owners who engaged in any kind of public transport.?
A third type of tax, attested for Thebes in Upper Egypt (Wilcken
Ostr. 392, 395: imép ovn\’), was paid by firms engaged in private trans-
port, and the different amounts of the levy (up to 150 dr. a year)
suggest that it was based on the number of donkeys employed (cf.
Wallace 206) or on the volume of the business. It is difficult to
understand why Wilcken resolved this abbreviation (Ostr. 392, 395)
as vmép ovphaoias, especially since elsewhere (1054) in reference to
the collectors of this same tax he has restored 7e\(avar) o\ (arikod)
rkal auaf(wod). It should be noted that Oertel (op. cit. [above page
90] 119) casually accepted the existence of a tax called évpharwkéy
in a reference to its frequent association with the tax auadw.2
Wilcken'’s hypothesis that these owners of donkeys kept the animals
for rent and paid a tax for this rental business is plausible, but a better
solution seems to be suggested by a remark which he dropped as
an afterthought (I page 273): ““Oder hielten sie sich Eseltreiber und
zahlten dafiir die Steuer?”” If Wilcken’s and Oertel’s resolutions
of the abbreviation are correct, a tax known as onélatikon was
levied on private persons like the Theban firms (and perhaps
Callistratus) for the right to operate a transportation business
through employee drivers, and it may be that the rate of the as-
sessment was based on the number of drivers employed.

22 Meyer (PHamb. 1.33) remarks that the uniform amount paid for each donkey
shows a fixed tax. According to Wallace, the three different names for imposts on
donkeys in the Oxyrhynchite, Arsinoite, and Hermopolite nomes represent the same
tax, which he prefers to regard as a license fee rather than a property tax.

2 Meyer and Wallace suggest the equation of the fixed tax on donkeys (cited
above) with the fee of 8 dr. paid for a diploma, but Johnson believes that the former
was paid by owners who kept animals for personal use, and that a diploma fee was
paid when they wished to hire out to others or to engage in public transport. In
Wilcken Ostr. 684, the sum of 2 dr. 1 ob. may represent a partial payment.

24 The association of this tax with the dwép auat’ (Wilcken Ostr. 392, 395, 1054)
troubled Wilcken, since the donkey is unknown as a draught animal in Egypt. He,
therefore, rightly insisted that the donkey-driver-tax and the wagon-tax be considered
as distinct. Why can we not assume that the firms engaged in both donkey-transport
and wagon deliveries with oxen?
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