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I. INTRODUCTION

In the fall of 1973, the Robert Manning Strozier Library of Florida
State University (Tallahassee) acquired a collection of twenty-six
fragments of papyrus with Greek text. The seller was a private
collector in Holland, from whom information was received that the
papyri had been the property of her family since early in this century.
A note with the texts stated that they came from mummy cartonnage
found at Abusir el-Melek, which is well-known as the origin of
the Ptolemaic Herakleopolite documents of BGU VIII and the Alexan-
drian documents of the Augustan period published in BGU IV. Two
of the fragments form part of the same document, and it is possible
that two others join each other. The texts range from complete
documents to very small fragments which cannot yield any sense.

The papyri are all, so far as can be seen, of one type, orders
to a banker to pay a sum to a third person. They follow, in the
main, a well-defined formula, the contents and significance of which
are discussed below. Although the physical condition of many of
them is now poor, it can be seen that all were written on fairly
small pieces (the maximum size is 14.5 x 10.2 cm., and most are
smaller than 10 x 10 cm.), neatly cut in rectangles of varying
proportions from pieces of papyrus of which the other side had
already been used. A number of papyri thus have writing on their
backs, but in no case is this writing later than that of the order
for payment, and in no case can enough be read to yield meaning.
On the cut papyrus, then, the text of the order was written, generally

! Parts T and III are by Bagnall, IV by Bogaert, and II a joint undertaking:
but we have both contributed to the other’s sections. Bagnall wishes to record here
his thanks to Charles E. Miller, Director of Libraries at Florida State University,
for authorizing the acquisition of the papyri; to the many past and present members
of the staff of the library who have helped with practical matters, particularly to
Cynthia Wise and Joan Morris; and to his former colleagues in the Department of
Classics at Florida State University for their support and encouragement.
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in lines of even length, with a considerable amount of margin left
on all or most of the sides.

II. PROVENANCE AND DATE

The papyri come from mummy cartonnage at Abusir el-Melek.
The position of this site, near the boundary of the Arsinoite and
Herakleopolite Nomes, and not far from the Nile, made it possible
for waste paper from more than one locality to be brought there
for use as cartonnage. The Berlin collection contains both Hera-
kleopolite texts and Alexandrian ones, the former Ptolemaic, the
latter Augustan. BGU VI 1216 is also cartonnage, and on internal
evidence is assigned to the Memphite Nome. It is clear that one
can envisage everything downriver as a possible source, and nothing
would prevent material from still further nomes from being imported.
There is, however, little reason to assume that these texts, which
are not Augustan (see below), come from a distance, and one need
not look farther than the Herakleopolite Nome in the absence of
a compelling reason. The fact that the papyri of late Ptolemaic date
(the date also, we will contend, of the Florida papyri) from Abusir
el-Melek come from this nome further strengthens the attribution.

The date is not immediately apparent, but there are several lines
of argument. (1) The dates of years 30, 31, 32 and 33 limit us,
within the period permitted by palaeography, to the following reigns
and years: Ptolemy VI Philometor, 152/1-149/8; Ptolemy VIII
Euergetes II, 141/0-138/7; Ptolemy IX Soter II, 88/7-85/4; and
Augustus, 1 B.C./1 A.D.-A.D. 3/4. (2) Augustus is very unlikely
for two reasons : (a) the dates have no title for the ruler, a characteristic
of Ptolemaic dating and not of Roman, where from the start Kaicapoc
is almost mandatory after £tovg?; and (b) with one or two exceptions
the sums paid are all stated in copper currency. Now Augustus
maintained a Ptolemaic-style copper currency for some years after
he got control of Egypt in 30 B.C., but minting of this currency
appears to have stopped before 10 B.C., and there is only one
reference in the texts after 4 B.C. to this copper currency. A system

> Of the orders for payment cited in n. 36 below, all that are complete at the
bottom have the name of the emperor.



ORDERS FOR PAYMENT FROM A BANKER’S ARCHIVE 81

modelled on Attic currency replaced the Ptolemaic one®. An archive
of texts of years 30-33 must, then, belong to a period before Augustus.

(3) The banking context seems, equally, to exclude the second
century B.C. reigns from consideration. The commentary below makes
it clear (a) that the formula of the texts has its affinities with
documents of the first century B.C. and the Roman period, and it
is quite different from that in use earlier in the Ptolemaic period;
(b) the development of private banks is not securely attested before
the first century B.C.; and (c) the institution of the check, with
which our texts are to be connected, is not found in the previously
known evidence before the Roman period.

(4) The cartonnage from Abusir el-Melek in the Berlin collection
comes from the reigns of Ptolemy Auletes, Cleopatra VII, and
Augustus, except for one piece from 99 B.C.*. This fact suggests
a late Ptolemaic to Augustan context for the Florida papyri and
makes a second-century date unlikely.

(5) Palaeography is a difficult guide in this archive. All of the
hands are different, many entirely dissimilar, and our sample of
each hand is so small as to make analysis and comparison rather
insecure. Furthermore, some of the hands are not very practiced,
and few letters are distinctive. Certainly the traits visible are com-
patible with the date proposed; there are few published photographs
of papyri of the reign of Ptolemy IX restored, but several of those
available are significant for us. The group that includes P. Amh. 11 51,
P. Lond. 111 1208, 1209 and 883 (Atlas III, plates 10-12), which
all fall between 97 and 88 B.C., has considerable affinities with
our 2, 3, and 5. The somewhat earlier P. Lond. III 882 (Atlas III,
pl. 7), of 101 B.C., has similarities to our 7 and 10. The Florida
papyri seem to us to have, by contrast, few points of contact with
the (scarce) papyri of the Augustan period of which photographs
are available.

In summary, palaecography and provenance both point to a date
in the first half of the first century, while formula excludes an earlier

* See L.C. West and A.C. JOHNSON, Currency in Roman and Byzantine Egypt,
Princeton 1944, p. 17ff. for the evidence and discussion. PSI X 1099 is the last
private text (5 B.C.) to mention payment in copper drachmas; the isolated document
WO 1545 (A.D. 10), a tax receipt, seems an aberration.

4 See BGU VIII, p. 1; BGU VII 1735 is the text from the reign of Ptolemy
Alexander.
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date and currency and dating phrase eliminate a later one. Only
the reign of Ptolemy IX Soter II can thus be considered. We know
that the first months of that king’s restored reign in the fall of 88 were
busy ones, while his brother Ptolemy X Alexander was still in Egypt
and recognized in some areas®. Since our earliest text comes from
Phamenoth (March-April 87), there is no chronological problem.

III. TexTs

1.

Inv. 11 5.5 x 4.7 13 March-11 April 87 B.C.

This order is unusual in lacking a second statement (totalling) of
the amount; it gives only what is usually the second element, the
amount in figures.

‘EAreoxfic ITpo(tépye) tpomelitnt
xa(ipew) - ypn(pdticov)
Ocopile 1pq
4 L A Oap(evad) [..]
1. ‘EXkeoxAfig is not in the onomastica, but its formation is not
remarkable.
4. Fibers are missing where the date would be found.

«Helleokles to Protarchos, banker, greeting. Pay to Theophilos
dr. 190. Year 30, Phamenoth --».

2. (Plate II)

Inv. 12 109 x 6.4 25 May or 24 June 87 B.C.
Zooryévng Ipo(tapyo) tpa(relity) xolipev) - dog
Avov(voi®) tetpaxo(ciag) pu/vp. L A Ha( ) 8

1. Ao instead of the-usual ypnudticov may also occur in 4.2.
2. The omission of any designation of metal or denomination is
unusual, but 12 has such an occurrence.

«Sosigenes to Protarchos, banker, greeting. Give to Dionysios four
hundred 40, that is, 440. Year 30, Pa( ) 14».

5 See the remarks of A.E. SAMUEL, Cd’E 40 (1965), p. 376-400, esp. p. 382-385.
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3. (Plate III)

Inv. 2 10.1 x 7.5 8 May 86 B.C.
IMtolepaiog ‘Eoticiov
[pwtapym tpa(nelitm)
xoipew) - xpn(paticov) "Enitevgr
4 yo(ikol) < mevroxoociog
/0. o Dappotbr kT

On the back are the right ends of some six lines of writing,
of which I can make little; they appear to be part of an account.

«Ptolemaios son of Hestieios to Protarchos, banker, greeting. Pay
to Epiteuxis five hundred copper dr., that is, 500. Year 31, Phar-
mouthi 27 ».

4. (Plate IV)

Inv. 4 7.6 x 5.8 87/6 B.C.
Much of the ink on the left side of this papyrus is lost, and
the surface as a whole in this area is much lightened in color.
daviag ITtoM(epaiov) [Mpo(tapyw) Tpa(relity) xo(ipev) -
80¢ .[....] xa(rxod) tpioy(thiag) XA
[TyA. L A ...,
3. The date may be TP 1, but much of the ink is lost and

another month would be possible; the date would be 29 January
86 B.C.

«Phanias son of Ptolemaios to Protarchos, banker, greeting. Give
to --- three thousand 630 copper (dr.), that is, 3630. Year 31...».

5. (Plate II)

Inv. 14 6.4 x 6.4 30 September 86 B.C.
"ATEANEG .......
Hpotapyw tpo(nelitn) ya(ipewv) - ypn(paticov)
*AleEa(vopw) v( ) elg Omb teTpo-
4 xooiag A /ya(Akod) vA.
LAR Omb 1T

1. The payer’s name is followed by what in other texts represents
vi, then by a y and ¢, each with a wavy line over it. Some faint and
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blurred marks follow. The ¢, a, and ¢ of the name "AncAAdc are
clear, and "AnoAl®dviog is excluded.

3. v’ : perhaps v(edtepog).
«Apellas... to Protarchos, banker, greeting. Pay to Alexandros...

for Thoth, four hundred 30, that is, 430 (dr.) of copper. Year 32,
Thoth 17 ».

6.

Inv. 23 48 x 6.9 6 October 86 B.C.
"Amoild(viog) Tpa(tapyw) tpalrelitn)
xe(ipew) - xpn(pdticov) Awpiove
Y orkod Sioy(hiag) @
4 / Bo
L AB ®ab ky
3. It looks as if Apollonios first wrote B (as numeral), then decided
to write the number out and wrote a delta over the beia.

«Apollonios to Protarchos, banker, greeting. Pay to Dorion two
thousand 800 copper (drachmas), that is, 2800. Year 32, Thoth 23 ».

7. (Plate V)

Inv. 8 14.5 x 10.1 13 October 86 B.C.
This complete text has an irregular appearance because an extraneous
piece of another papyrus, with slight traces of writing, has not been
removed from the bottom of this originally neatly-cut order for
payment (dimensions 13.7 x 7), which it overlies.
Eipnvaiog IIpo(tapxw) tpa(relity) yo(ipewv)-
xpn(paticov) Zapamiove tin
napd Oéwvog ya(rkod) K téocapag / o.
L AR Gob A
1. This is the only example in the archive of a payment to be made
to an agent.

«Eirenaios to Protarchos, banker, greeting. Pay to Sarapion the agent
of Theon four copper talents, that is, 4. Year 32, Thoth 30».
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8.

Inv. 10 56 x 7.1 31 December 85 B.C.
“Inmar(og) [....]. ( ) 6. ()
xa(ipewv) - xpn(pdticov) [....]. "Ap-
16T0TEMOVG) Y oh(kob) dpayp(dg)
4 £xato(v) gikoot / xg()u(of))z-plc
L AB Xoia(x) 10
1. The one puzzle of this text is the total lack of the word banker,

and in its place a word manifestly beginning with delta, the significance
of which we do not know.

«Hippalos to ..., greeting. Pay to -- son of Aristoteles one hundred
twenty copper drachmas, that is, 120 copper dr. Year 32, Choiak 19 ».

9.

Inv. 7 10 x 6.3 2 January 85 B.C.
Most of the first two lines is lost to a series of parallel vertical
holes, and what remains of the text is quite blurred and faint.

x(aikoD) K1 /... téA(ovTa) ....
4 L AB Xoiax Xa
3. We seem here to have a fuller writing out after the summation
mark : the letters before t@A(avta) must have been ygAx(oli), though
this cannot now be verified. The last word seems to have begun
with a delta, hence probably déxa.

10. (Plate IIT)

Inv. 1 11.7 x 5.3 26 May 85 B.C.
Enpewvipog Ipotapy(w) tpa(relity) ya(ipewv): yxpn(pdticov)
Anpmrpiot xa(rkob) dpay(uag) wE / xa(hkob) JyE.

L AR Hax(@v) i
1. Erpeoviptog does not occur in any of the onomastica, but all
of the letters except the omega appear certain.

«Epreonimos to Protarchos, banker, greeting. Pay to Demetrios

760 copper drachmas, that is, copper dr. 760. Year 32, Pachon 16».
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11.

Inv. 6 10.6 x 6.3 86/5 B.C.

Many of the fibers across which this text was written are lost,
and every line has holes of varying size. Abrasion of the ink,
added to these losses, makes much of this text unreadable. There
are slight ink traces on the back.

Inno ..... “Iépa(xog) ITpwtdpy(®w) Tpo(nelitn)
xa(ipew) - xpn(paticov)

X
4/ xya(Axod) K e ........ [.-]c
LAB .. [---]

1. There are traces of 4-5 letters after Inmo, but they are so small,
undistinctive, and damaged that they are compatible with many
names (e.g. ‘Innodapog, ‘Innduayoc, etc.).

2. These readings are all likely, but the letters are so damaged
as to render everything in the line uncertain.

3. Why this seemingly superfluous y, occupying a line by itself,
occurs here we do not know; perhaps it is a numerical writing of
the amount of drachmas.

4. dpay(pig) £€axo[oialg is possible, though one would be surprised
to find it written out here (15 is the only other apparent example
in this archive).

12. (Plate IV)

Inv. 5 6.3 x 8.2 27 September 85 B.C.

This complete text is written on a piece of papyrus which after
its top 3.1 cm. at a width of 6.3 is neatly cut in to a width of
only 4.6 cm. for the remainder of its length. The cut is evidently
ancient, and the writing is also indented after the first line in order
to preserve a margin. Perhaps the piece was cut from a previous
document which had an irregular right margin on the side used
for our text. The back has very faint traces of ink.

Btov @...( ) Ipo(tapye) tpla(retity)]

xa(ipew) - xpn(paticov) ... mt
dioxih(iag) / “B. L Ay Oa(0) g
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1. The ink of the patronymic has largely disappeared from the
surface. Only tiny traces of the last two letters remain.

2. Perhaps Aoywt, but the first letters are blurred and some fibers
are damaged.

«Theon son of Ph... to Protarchos, banker, greeting. Pay to ...o0s
two thousand, that is, 2000. Year 33, Thoth 15».

13. (Plate VI)

21 December 85 B.C.
Inv. 13 + 21 10.2 x 10.2 10 February-11 March 84 B.C.

The extremely poor physical condition of this papyrus deprives
us of a connected text for the one piece in this archive which was
apparently not entirely of the same usual formula. Only the left edge
of the top two lines survives, while the third line is almost entirely
gone. Inv. 13 preserves the start of line 4 and parts of the last
S lines, all of which are severely damaged by the loss of vertical
fibers and the presence of holes. The text appears to have consisted
of a standard order in lines 1-4, followed by a non-formulaic letter
about silver drachmas. Since the date of the first letter (if correctly
read) is later than that of the second, we presume that the second
is an appended copy of the earlier letter.
Kaotop I[plo(tapye) [tpanelitn]
xa(ipew) - xpn(udrticov) .. [ca. 15]
........ [ca. 15]
4 L Ay [Me]yeip [date]
....... [....]..... [ca. 5]
tprakociog [..]..te [..]..ou
pog &ug [].... [.] Awon]]

8 o [ L) okewpévag
dpyvpiov /. L ky Xotax t.

1. Hardly a trace of the rho is visible, but what we take to be
omega sits above the rho’s putative position as one might expect.
The line will have been somewhat shorter than most even if Tparelitn
was written fully.

4. The L sign, very faint, is in the left margin.

9. The numeral looks like ).
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14.

Inv. 9 7 x 9.8
This order is written on the upper half of its papyrus. Horizontal
holes indicate that the piece was folded twice in antiquity. The surface
is much damaged and most of the text is at best uncertain.
Awovioog ... [.]. "Anorli(ovie) tpa(relity)
xpn(paticov) M. []..........
nep ap...... [, ]......
4 /[ xou(AkoD)A L. LA T
1. There is no indication of loss of surface here, and the text
goes almost to the right margin; there seems thus to be no room
for the usual yaipeiv.
3. Probably bmép dpy(upiov) ya(rxob) [tahavila £mjd, but this
cannot be ascertained.

15.

Inv. 16 5.7 x 49
Perhaps a third of this text is lost at the right, and blurring,
fading, and holes add to the problem.

IIp....... [--]
[Anjorro(viw) tpa(relitg) yla(ipew) - ypn(pdticov) -]
[....] teA(avra) Tpig p.. [- -]
4 / apy(vpiov) taMavra) tpig pf- - -]
L[~ -]

3-4. This seems like an extraordinarily large amount for one of
these orders, but we do not see what other reading is possible.

5. There is a considerable blank space to the right of the L sign,
which suggests that the missing numerals and month date were
(as often) below the level of the year sign. But the papyrus is cut
cleanly just below the sign, as if that was the original lower edge.

16. (Plate VII)

Inv. 3 8 x 10.2

The bottom of this papyrus, including part of the last line, has
been lost in a very irregular tear.
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‘Hpaxieidng "Hrodo(pov)
... [Ipotap(xw) ‘Hpa(xreidov) tpa(relitn)
xa(ipewv) - ypn(uaticov) ..... ! .
4 ya(ikod) £ tproii(iag) é&,qxoq{qg
/2 Tyl L. .. ] =
1. The reading of the patronymic requires the assumption that

the first stroke of the pi coincides largely with the final descending
stroke of the eza.

2. The banker’s patronymic can hardly be anything else, but this
is the only appearance of it in the archive. Its brevity indicates that
the name abbreviated is the commonest with this beginning.

3. The ink of the payee’s name is mostly lost. The first letter
starts with a tall vertical stroke, perhaps iota.

« Herakleides son of Epiodoros ... to Protarchos son of Herakleides,
banker, greeting. Pay to --- three thousand six hundred copper dr.,
that is, [3600] dr. Year -- ...».

17.

Inv. 15 7.1 x 6.1
Almost a third of this text is lost at the right.
------ ‘Eppa( ) Mpotapy[o tpa(relity) xa(ipew) - xpn(pdrticov)
....... yra(hxod) draxooiag / [xa(Akod) o. Date]

1. The ink is very blurred. The first name may end in wp. Patronymic
perhaps “Eppw(voc)?

18.

Inv. 20 ) 8.7 x 6.8
This is apparently a fragment of a typical order.
[ca. 4]. ITpoTa(pYw) Tp-
[anelleity yaipe[iv]
1. The loss may be longer if line 2 was indented.
2. This is the only example of iotacism in the archive.

19.

Inv. 19 1) 69 x 0.7
(2) 1 x 09

Both fragments have traces of writing, but only (1) yields any text.
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"AmoAMbviog ... tpa(nelity)

The hand is very similar to that of 20, and it may be that this
is the first line of that text. With both papyri cleanly cut, and so
little of either preserved, no join is more than possible, but there
is no obstacle in the physical characteristics of the two pieces to a join.

20.

Inv. 18 42 x 1.6
This text is complete at left. See 19.

xaipewv - xp[n(udticov) - -
L Ay ®op[poton --]

21.

Inv. 17 29 x 6.7

This fragment appears to have the beginnings of four lines with
a left margin. The lines seem to start with diagonal marks (SW to NE).

22,

Inv. 22 43 x 3
Parts of three lines; no significance can be attached to the writing.

23.

Inv. 24 3 x 5.2
Parts of four lines; we are not confident of any interpretation.
In line 4, perhaps £]&akociag ¥[.

24.

Inv. 25 74 x 13.6

Two lines of writing in the lower and narrower part of a rather
large, otherwise blank fragment, with some traces of writing on the
back.

1Z M [

J-uvyonre]
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1. Perhaps (8paypai) M = dr. 60,000 (though amounts like this
are generally given in talents).

2. The letters are except for upsilon and perhaps gamma quite
certain, but we do not see their sense.

IV. COMMENTARY

1. Payers and payees

The names of these persons are tabulated on p. 92, along with
other information from the papyri. It does not appear that any of
them appears more than once in the archive. Their names are all
Greek, and they include some uncommon names like Sosigenes,
Hestieios, Hippalos, and Helleokles as well as some of the more
common Greek names in Ptolemaic Egypt, like Herakleides, Apol-
lonios, Theon, and Dionysios. The total absence of Egyptian names,
which are common enough in banking documents, is remarkable,
though we do not see what conclusion is to be drawn from the
fact. The patronymic of the payer is sometimes given (3, 4, 5, 87,
9, 11, 12, 14, 157, 16, 17), while the only probable patronymic of
a payee is in 8, though in one case (7) the information is given
that the payee is an agent, and in S an abbreviation probably
indicating «the younger » is found. Abbreviation of names is common
enough, both for payers (4, 6, 8, 11, 12, 16, 17) and for payees
(2, 5, 8, 11). The brevity of indication of names is of some importance
for banking procedure, as is explained below.

2. The Bankers

All but two of the documents in which the name of the banker
is preserved are addressed to Protarchos, whose name is usually
abbreviated. His patronymic, Hera(kleides), appears in 16. His dated
texts range from year 30, Phamenoth, to year 33, Mecheir. The
other banker, an Apollonios, appears in 14 and 15, neither of which,
regrettably, preserves a complete date. The first of them seems to
have the start of a date to year 30+, and since little of Soter’s
thirtieth year preceded the earliest of Protarchos’ texts, it is likely
that Apollonios followed Protarchos (unless, of course, they were
in business at the same time).
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Neither of these bankers was previously known, and we know
little of their status. It seems likely that they were private bankers,
given their extensive roster of private clients (it is impossible to
suppose that these brief orders come from government officials, in a
time when government documents become ever more verbose)®. The
bankers’ names are given in full in only two texts (3 and 5),
something which is very rare in orders for payments to banks and
can be used as an indication of the nature of the texts”.

3. The Amounts

Most of the texts either specify copper (3-11, 14, 16, 17) or are
for amounts which certainly are in copper (1, 2, 12). Only 13 is
definitely for silver (15 may also be, but there are difficulties in
the text). The copper amounts range from 120 drachmas to 10 talents.
The sums are usually given twice, once in words and once in figures,
but almost every possible variation on this occurs, even its reverse
(see notes and commentary to 1, 2, 9, and 11 for various possibilities).

As these orders, uniquely (see below), omit all mention of the
reason for the payments, there is naturally no information to be
had from them about price levels, and we do not know for what
the payments were made. The copper amounts are not large, in
general : 120 copper drachmas is only about 1/4 drachma (silver)
in late Ptolemaic times, and only a few payments are over one
talent (= 12 silver drachmas), with the highest ten talents (c. 120 silver
drachmas). These payments are thus for the most part of rather
a humble order, showing that these payment-orders were used for
payments of even the smallest sizes.

4, The Formulas of Ptolemaic Orders for Payment®
To the oldest type belong the double documents®. Six of them

¢ See below, p. 96.

7 So in P. Brem. 46 ’Enaya(Bw) and BASP 8 (1971), p. 13 Awpin(vt) “Hpd(tog),
but in these two cases only the ending is abbreviated. See below, p. 101, for the
character of the Florida texts.

% In the following pages we give a brief survey of the formulas of orders for
payment in order to provide a context for the Florida papyri. A fuller survey of
all these documents will appear in Bogaert’s forthcoming work on banks in Hellenistic
and Roman Egypt, announced in R. BOGAERT, Banques et Banquiers dans les cités
grecques, Leiden 1968, p. 30.

® See E. SEIDL, Ptolemdische Rechtsgeschichte, Glickstadt-Hamburg 1962, p. 59-61
with bibliography.
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have been preserved : three addressed to a banker '°, two to Zenon
and one to a certain Theopompos''. Each document contains two
orders for payment, written one above the other, which are wholly
identical '* or present minor differences, the upper text being shorter.
Between the two texts there is left a space of a few centimeters.
The upper text was rolled up and sealed.

The opening formula is 6 deiva t® 8eivi yaipewv '*. The title
of the bankers Artemidoros and Nikanor is not mentioned in the opening
formula but is known from other documents. The key-word for the
payment in the orders to the bank is dwaypayov'#; in the other
ones, 36¢ and ovvtafov ypnuoticar are used. Then follow the
payees, the object of the payment'®, the sum(s), the closing formula
Eppwoo and the date, if preserved.

These double payment documents were probably in use only for
some decades in the middle of the third century B.C., as was the
case with the double receipts, the cOpBora SmAd &6@payiopéva 6.

Along with the double order for payment existed the single type,
which remained the normal formula in the next centuries. The elements
are the same as in the double documents, as may be seen from
the following order :

Zhvov TAPTEdm pmL YoipELY.
Awdypayov Atodopon

Ypappatel Oymviov Tob

Papevobd yorkod (dpaypds) e
E]ppwoo. (Etoug) A[.] Dapevad x 7.

This is the basic formula current in the first two centuries of the
Ptolemaic period, but there is a change in the key-word. Adypayov

10 P Cair. Zen. 11 59277 (251 B.C.); V 59825 (252), both addressed to the banker
Artemidoros; P. Hamb. 11 172 (246) to the banker Nikanor.

'V P. Col. Zen. 36 (254); P. Cair. Zen. IV 59592; P. Mich. Zen. 37 (2547).

12 So P. Col. Zen. 36 and P. Cair. Zen. V 59825.

'3 On this formula see Br. OLssON, Papyrusbriefe aus der frithesten Riomerzeit,
Uppsala 1925, p. 2-5.

4 On this key-word see Cl. PREAUX, Cd’E 33 (1958), p. 253.

'> The mention of the object is essential in the orders for payment to banks and
is an inheritance of the banking techniques of classical Greece. This mention is evidence
for the obligation existing between payer and payee. See Cl. PREAUX, Cd’E 33 (1958),
p. 252.

16 See the list given by F. BILABEL, Aegyptus 6 (1925), p. 105.

'7 P. Col. Zen. 45 (ca. 255-251). Artemidoros is the well-known banker from
Philadelphia; see Pros. Ptol. 1164, where P. Cair. Zen. II 59277, V 59825 and
P. Col. Zen. 45 are omitted, as the banker’s title is not mentioned in these texts.
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is attested only to ca. 240 B.C.'%; from 249 B.C. onwards, the
imperative Y prnpatiocov becomes the most usual key-word in Ptolemaic
and Roman times in orders for payments to bankers, institutions
and private persons!®. In the same period 80¢ is also used?°.
The meaning of the three terms Sidypawov, ypnuaticov and 806g
seems to be the same, « pay out in cash», because P. Hamb. 11 173
uses dtaypayov and ypnudticov to refer to the same payment, and
in P. Hib. 167 86¢ and y pnjpudticov are similarly used. Some documents
of the Roman period, bearing in a broypaen the receipt of the payee,
prove also that payment was made in cash, not by transfer from
one account to another 2*.

The practice of writing the sums in the orders twice, once in full
and once in figures, does not occur in the oldest documents. In the
double orders this was not necessary, because, in case of dispute
about the sum, the upper text could be opened; but in the single
orders before 230 B.C. the double writing of the amounts is also
absent. The amounts are given in figures alone?? or in full?3.
As far as we can see, the oldest order for payment to a banker
in which the amount is given twice, in figures and in full, is SB 11l
6278, from 230 B.C. Afterwards this practice becomes usual, as it
is also today, as a measure against misunderstanding of the figures
or against falsification. The sums are usually given in copper money,
but sometimes they are calculated on a silver basis; then, for the
payment in copper, an agio is added 2%,

The object of the payment, which is never lacking, can be given

18 So in BGU X 1919 (246/5), P. Hamb. 11 173 (241) and 174 (c. 240).

19 See for the Ptolemaic period the following orders addressed to bankers: P. Col.
Zen. 57.6 (249); P. Hamb. 11 173.3 (241); 179.1 (241); BGU X 1923.1 (224-221);
P. Stras. 103-107 passim (194/3, all addressed to the banker Hermias : Pros. Ptol. 1198);
P. Teb. 111 917.7 (1347); UPZ 11 198.7, 13, 15 (133); 205.7 (133); 206.5; 207.4; 208.4
(these three texts, all from 130, are addressed to the banker Herakleides); P. Oxy. IV
710.1 (111); P. Grenf. 11 23 = W. Chrest. 159.4, 23 (108, to the banker Demetrios);
BGU VIII 1749.16; 1751.6 (64/3, to the banker Phanes: Pros. Prol. 1281).

20 P Grad. 5.1 = SB II1 6278.1 (230/29); P. Hib. 1 67.2 (228); 68.2 (same date,
these three orders addressed to the banker Kleitarchos, Pros. Ptol. 1242, where these
texts are omitted; cf. above, n. 17).

2L See the texts cited below, n. 63, and also the commentary to P. Col. Zen. 57
(p. 153).

22 P Cair. Zen. 11 59277; V 59825; P. Hib. 1 68; in P. Hib. 1 67 (= W. Chrest.
306), the amounts are given in figures, but the total is written in full by a second hand.

23 P. Hamb. 11 172 and 173; BGU X 1919.

24 p Cair. Zen. V 59825; P. Hib. 1 67 and 68; P. Stras. 103.
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in full in the text of the order and can be very complex, especially
when there are different beneficiaries of the payment?23; sometimes
the order refers to a separate document which gives the object of
the payment 2, but frequently a copy of the document on the basis
of which the payment was made is written under the order 2”.

In addition to these essential elements of a Ptolemaic order for
payment, some other clauses are found in some of these documents.
Sometimes the account from which the payment is to be made is
mentioned *® or the banker is asked to make a receipt, cOpporov 2°.
In the second and first centuries B.C. we frequently find the clause
xai oopporov kai dvtichpBorov motficul mpodg adtov d¢ kabrke 3°.

Some orders are signed by the payer 3!, and payments by officials
are subscribed together with the Pacilikog ypapporedc 32, but none
of the Ptolemaic orders has in the dmoypapn a receipt written by
the payee. Such receipts (cOpfola and eventually avticOppodra) were
written on separate documents. For the first century B.C. we possess
only four copies of orders for payment, but they are very interesting

25 See for instance P. Cair. Zen. V 59825; P. Hib. 1 67 and 68; P. Stras. 105.

*6 P. Col. Zen. 57.6: xotd ¢ émotoipéva; BGU X 1923.2: kot Ty EMGTOAN Y ;
P. Stras. 104.2 : xataxolovdioag toig Emotaiuévorg. The documents mentioned are
not preserved.

37 P. Stras. 103.1-3 (mention of the copy) and lines 13-20 (text of the copy);
UPZ 11 200.4-18 (summary of the document), lines 22-23 (copy, but the text is broken
off); see also UPZ 11 202, 205-208.

*® P. Hamb. 11 172.4-5: Sugfypayov] / and tiig mpo[coSjov 1ob puAakitikob] KTA:
[73.1: &dypayov £k tob £uod Aoyov; 174.2 and 175.3, &k 10D Hetatapévou Adyov
(see about this last clause R. BOGAERT, Banques et Banquiers, p. 56); P. Col. Zen. 57.1-6
SJEar iy Omokepévny Sla/ypaenyv kai EpPake elg oV Amoriwvi/ov AOyov, Afippa
apy(vpiov)/xar(xod) / &nd tovTov/ypnpdticov kth; P. Hib. 1 67.2 and 68.2: 8o¢ Gmo
TRV MATOVIOV.

2 P. Hamb. 11 172.13 (246); P. Hib. 1 67.16-17; 68.9-11; P. Stras. 103.10-11;
104.15-16; 105.9; UPZ 11 198.11; 200.21; 202 fa.11; 203 IL.22; 205.10; 207.8; 208.8.

39 P. Teb. TI 917.10-11 (134?); UPZ 11 206.11 (in plural); P. Grenf. 11 23.6-7;
BGU VIII 1749.9; 1751.11 (in plural). ZouBodov is the receipt from the payee to
the payer (see e.g. P. Hamb. 11 170, esp. lines 17-18); &viicOuBolov is the receipt
from the payee to the banker (see the dvticOpBora in UPZ II 210-214 and 227-229,
probably all from 134 B.C., which seems to be the oldest date for an &vricopBohrov).
These receipts are used also for payments in kind (see for instance BGU VIII index
S.V. avtiovpuforov).

3! P. Hamb. 11 1733 (must have been written by the payer, not by a scribe of
the bank as the editor supposes); P. Hib. I 67.28-35; P. Stras. 103.21-23; 104.18-21;
105.13; UPZ 11 198.13-14; P. Grenf. 11 23.23 (= W. Chrest. 159.23).

32 UPZ 11 198.15-17; P. Grenf. 11 23.24.
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for the Florida papyri, because in the opening formula, even when
it is not completely given in the copy, the title of the banker is
mentioned 33, which is never the case in the orders of the two
previous centuries**. Three of these copies of orders come from
Abusir el-Melek, in fact.

The Greek term for orders for payment in the Ptolemaic period
is ypnuatiopde s,

5. The Order for Payment in the Roman Period

Twenty-three banking documents of this sort are known to us,
nineteen of which belong to the first and second centuries of our
era 3%, two to the third 37, one to the fourth and one to the fifth-sixth

33 P. Teb. 1 168: Awddpmt tpa(nelitnt); we thank the Bancroft Library, University
of California, for providing us with a good photograph of this papyrus written on
the verso of P. Teb. 1 61, but only described in P. Teb. 1, p. 183. This document
dates from the last years of the second century, as the same verso contains P. Teb. I 119
from 105-101 B.C.; BGU VIII 1749.16; 1793.2; in 1751.2, the title is given in line 2,
but not in line 5. In these copies, the date and the closing formula #ppwco have
been omitted.

34 See above, p. 94. But the title of the banker is indicated in the opening formula
of some avticopfora: UPZ 11 212.2; 213 11.2; 214.3; 227.3; 228.2, all addressed
to Awoyévng tpanelitng (Pros. Ptol. 1177); and naturally in many other documents
such as letters, receipts, etc.

35 See for instance UPZ 11 202 1 verso; 203 II verso; BGU VIII 1751.3 and the
restoration of 1749.2. In R. BOGAERT, Banques et Banquiers, p. 57, which deals with
banking outside Egypt, the traditional view is followed that in the papyri the order
for payment addressed to a banker was called dwaypagt). P. DREWES, Die Bankdiagraphe
in den grdko-dgyptischen Papyri, Diss. Freiburg-im-Breisgau 1970, p. 3-11 = JJurPap 18
(1974), p. 96-103, pointed out rightly that this view is wrong. Awaypag® is either an
order to the bank only to receive money (P. Mich. Zen. 9; P. Col. Zen. 57), or is
mostly a document drawn up by the bank; and that is also the meaning of Sioypugn
in the inscriptions and the literary texts as shown by BOGAERT, loc. cit. None of
the orders for payment cited in this article is called Saxypae?n. Xpnpatiousdg is also
used for orders for payment to other persons than bankers (see e.g. UPZ 11 207.12;
208.2; P. Grenf. 11 23.2, 10) and for payments in kind (e.g. BGU VIII 1741.12;
1749.5,8; 1752.2).

3¢ P. Oxy. XXXVI 2772 (A.D. 10-11: Greek order written in Latin alphabet);
BASP 8 (1971), p. 13 (A.D. 18); Archiv 5 (1913), p. 382, P. Hawara 68 (early Ip);
P. Stras. 541 (69-79); P. Fay. 100 = Sel. Pap. 1 177 (99); BGU IV 1063 (100);
P. Stras. 524 (102/3); BGU X12122 (108); P. Brem. 46 (110); 47 (118);.P. Meyer 6 (125);
Stud. Pal. XXI1 3 (1Ip); 4 1I (137/8) and III (same period); Archiv 5 (1913), p. 381,
P. Hawara 44 (early IIp); BGU VII 1564 (138); JJurPap 16-17 (1971), p. 69 (140);
BGU 1T 813 = Archiv 2 (1903), p. 96-103 (Ilp); BGU 1 156 = W. Chrest. 175 (201).

37 P Oxy. XII 1500 (229); BGU IV 1064 (277/8; see about this text Fr. PREISIGKE,
Girowesen im griechischen Aegypten, Strassburg 1910, repr. Hildesheim 1971, p. 204).
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centuries *”. This survey gives a clear proof of the sharply declining
activity of the banks in the third century and later 3°.

The formula of these orders for payment presents many differences
with the Ptolemaic type. The opening formula now always mentions
the title of the banker. In most texts the formula is 6 Sciva @ deivi
tpanelity xaipew. The two oldest orders of this period have instead
of tpanelitng the synonym xo:vBiotiic *°. In P. Brem. 46, tpanelitng
is paraphrased by &ovtt tAv p[.].n( ) tpanelav*!. From the third
century A.D. onwards, shorter formulas without yaipewv occur 42,
but also a longer one?*®. Although the formulas without xaipewy
occur in all sorts of business letters from the third century B.C.
onwards **, they are not used in the orders for payment before the
third century A.D.45.

Xpnpaticov (xpnpoticate) is the usual term for «pay», just as
in the Ptolemaic period*6. Only five exceptions are known to us.
The oldest Roman order has the imperative ménoov which is very
rarely used with the meaning «pay»*’. Adg occurs twice*®, and

38 P. Oxy. 11 1499 (309); P. Vindob. Sijp. 22 (V/VIp).

3% See R. BOGAERT, Bangues et Banquiers, p. 31-33, and Ancient Society 4 (1973),
p- 269.

4 P.Oxy. XXXVI2772and BASP8 (1971), p. 13 on korAvPioti, see R. BOGAERT,
Banques et Banquiers, p. 46-7.

4! Perhaps &xovti tiv p[nltpon(ohtixiiv) tpanclav: see WILCKEN in P. Brem.,
p- 109. The paraphrase £yovteg tyv tpanelav occurs in the second century A.D. in
Sparta (IG V 1. 18 B. 14; cf. R. BOGAERT, Banques et Banquiers, p. 100).

42 P. Oxy. X11 1500 : "Ax\MAd tpomet ity ; P. Vindob. Sijp. 22 : *O\bpmiog Nepeorav®d
Tpanel(ity). For the omission of yaipewv in the receipts from the second century
onwards see WILCKEN, WO I, p. 84-5.

*3 P. Oxy. XII 1499 : mapa tod mputavéwg "Amorlovio tparelity xaipewv. See
on this formula (which does not appear before the third century A.D.), F.X.J. EXLER,
The Form of the Ancient Greek Letter, A Study in Greek Epistolography, Diss.
Washington 1923, p. 60 and 67.

44 See F.X.J. EXLER, op. cit. (n. 43), p. 56, 58-9, 64.

% Exception is to be made for avtiypoga, which can give an abridged form of
the formula : see P. Teb. 1 168; BGU VIII 1749 and 1751.

46 See above, p. 95.

47 P. Oxy. XXXVI 2772; cf. P. Fay. 87.3 (155): &noinoev &mi t(fv) Titov

®A(aoviov) Edtuy(idov) tpan(efav) Eddaipwv Sapamiovoc kth. As the first text is
written in the Latin alphabet, and as in both texts Romans are involved, it is possible
that nowelv in those two documents is the translation of the Latin verb facere, which
frequently means «pay» in juridical documents : see Thes. Ling. Lat. s.v facere, col. 94
for the evidence, and A. BERGER, Encyclopedic Dictionary of Roman Law, Philadelphia
1953, s.v. facere and facere posse for the bibliography.
48 P. Oxy. XII 1499 and 1500; for the Ptolemaic texts see n. 20, above.
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Kaldg morfoelg petaBailov once*®, and from the fourth century
onwards we find mapacyot, which is then very common in all sorts
of orders for payment3°, '

The next element of the formula is the name of the payee, followed
in all texts but one®' by the object of the payment, just as in the
Ptolemaic formulas®?. An order can refer to a document on the
basis of which the payment is made >3, but we have no orders followed
by a copy of this document, as was frequently the case in Ptolemaic
times 3%

Then follows the amount of the payment written in figures and
in full as is usual since about 230 B.C.%%. A major difference with
the Ptolemaic orders is that now all the sums are given in silver
money except in one case : the latest text concerns a payment in gold *°.
The texts end normally with the date, including the imperial names.

The Roman orders show another striking difference with the
Ptolemaic ones in that there is never a closing formula. The Ptolemaic
orders, except the dvtiypaga of the first century B.C., are always closed
by the term £ppwco. Although the formula ¥ppwoo remains in use
for letters throughout the Roman period, it is absolutely absent
from the orders for payment >7.

In some Roman orders for payment there are also special clauses.
Three documents are orders for future repayments of loans. The
formula is ypnudticov &ni tfig tpraxadog, followed by the name

4% BGU 1V 1064.3; petaParretv can signify «pay by transfer», but it is also used
for payments in cash (Fr. PREISIGKE, Girowesen, p. 204-5 and 237) and that is probably
the case in our text (see below, p. 100).

50 P. Vindob. Sijp. 22.2.

31 P. Oxy. XXXVI 2772; this exception is easy to understand because the payee
is the same person as the payer. There is only a transfer from the account of the
payer to his own account in another bank. Customers of two different banks are
already attested in fourth-century Athens; see R. BOGAERT, Banques et Banquiers, p. 73.

52 See above, p. 95-96; an example of a detailed survey of the object of payment
is BGU VII 1564,

33 So BGU X1 2122.7: xatd ovvybpnoyvl; Stud. Pal. XXII 3.4; 4 11.5; 4 1IL.S:
Katd diaypagtv. See on this last clause P. DREWES, Bankdiagraphe, p. 50 = JJurPap 18
(1974), p. 132.

54 See above, p. 96.

35 See above, p. 95. Exceptions are BGU VII 1564, which gives the amount in
figures only, and P. Meyer 6, where the sum is given twice in full.

56 P. Vindob. Sijp. 22.3 : ypicOUL VOULGRATIA SEKATEVTE.

57 For the use of this formula see F.X.J. EXLER, Greek Letters, p. 69-71; H. Kos-
KENNIEMI, Studien zur Idee und Phraseologie des griechischen Briefes bis 400 (Annales
Academiae Scientiarum Fennicae Ser. B 102.2), Helsinki 1956, p. 151, 168. Cf. also
WILCKEN, WO 1, p. 61, 85 for the use of £ppwoo in the receipts.
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of the month of the current or the next year. The times are short :
13 days, and about six months 8.

The deposit from which the payment is to be made is mentioned
only once in the Roman orders*®°, and we have also one instance
of a request to the banker to make a receipt for the payment °.

In BGU IV 1064 occurs the clause xai pn adtdv katooyiic,
«do not keep him waiting», which is an exhortation to the banker
to execute the order quickly. This clause is also attested in other
orders from the Ptolemaic period onwards 1.

Only one order is signed by the payer®?, but seven have in a
second hand the bmoypagti of the payee, in which he acknowledges
that he has received the money®3. Such Ornoypagpai do not occur
in the Ptolemaic orders.

Three orders have been cancelled by crossing lines (x1ac0sic), which
is a common practice in cancelling contracts in the papyri 4.

In the Roman period an order for payment to a bank is called
gniotaiua ®® or ¢mbfkn °°. Xpnuotioude, the usual term for such
a document in Ptolemaic times, is no longer attested with this meaning.

8 BGU IV 1063.2-4; X1 2122.3-5; P. Meyer 6.14-15. Such orders are not preserved
from the Ptolemaic period.

% P. Fay. 100.14-16; the clause runs as follows: &g £xig pov &v / Béuatt dpyvpiov
dpaypag £gaxooifag] / (dpaypai) x. The totality of the deposit is paid out. See for
such payments in classical Greece R. BOGAERT, Banques et Banquiers, p. 333-4.

8% P. Stras. 541.9; the term used for receipt is not copBoArov, as in the Ptolemaic
texts, but droy®.

¢! See P. Lille 18.8 (Euergetes or Philopator): order for payment in kind; O. Stras.
510.4-5 (I1I/11a), for the text see below, n. 86; P. Fay. 109.11 (early Ip).

% P. Oxy. XII 1499 : the formula contains ceonp(ciopar) followed by the amount.

%% The usual key-word is aveipnuat: P. Fay. 100.18-29; P. Brem. 46.13-15; 47.14-21
(averpNpeba); P. Stras. 524.15-17. In BASP 8 (1971), p. 13, lines 5-6, the key-word
is &3eEapnv and the sum was immediately transferred (pete@éunv) to the banker
Onesikrates. In JJurPap 16-17 (1971), p. 69, line 19 and in BGU XI 2122.20-24,
the brmoypag? is badly damaged. We think that in the last document the droypugq
is not the signature of the payer but the receipt of the payee. The editor, H. Maehler
(p. 210) considers both interpretations as possible, but the evidence seems to favor
the second.

¢ Archiv 5 (1913), p. 381, no. 44; BGU XI 2122 plate VI; BASP 8 (1971), p. 12;
for this practice see R. TAUBENSCHLAG, The Law of Greco-Roman Egypt in the Light
of the Papyri, Warsaw 1955, p. 420 n. 4.

65 P. Meyer 6.13, 24, 34; BGU VII 1564.1.

¢ BGU IV 1064.11; see also PSI VIII 890.23. In many other texts given by
PREISIGKE, Wérterbuch, s.v. ¢mbfxy, this word means order for payment, but no
banks are mentioned in the context.
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Preisigke is incorrect in asserting that such an order was called
a draocTohikov ©7,

6. The Formula of the Florida Papyri

These orders for payment present important differences from those
examined so far in this article, the most striking feature being their
extreme conciseness and the use of many abbreviations. The opening
formula is that of late Ptolemaic and Roman times, and the key-words
are the usual imperatives ypnuaticov and 86, but the object for
the payment is missing °8, and that is unique in the orders to bankers.
The closing formula is entirely lacking as is usual in the Roman
texts. None of these papyri contains the mention of a deposit or
a special clause or a signature or a receipt or an address written
on the verso. In 5 the clause cic ®®B seems to refer to a monthly
payment 6°. When the name of the payee is preserved, no patronymic
or profession is usually given, as in most other orders, but 8 may
have contained a patronymic and 7 has the indication that the payee
is the agent of another.

These documents present similarities to the orders for payment
in kind addressed to the citolOyol. These officials administered
the Onoavpoi, where private persons could deposit grain and could
by the means of written orders to the citoAdyog make payments
from their deposit. The functions of the citoldyog and the tpamne-
Citne are much alike, which is shown clearly by some documents ’°.

Preisigke says that in the orders for payment to the citoloyot
no object is indicated’!. This practice could have influenced the
orders to bankers and might provide a parallel and partial explanation
for the absence of the object in the Florida texts. Preisigke’s statement
is, however, not entirely correct. We have examined the orders

67 Fr. PREISIGKE, Girowesen, p. 203. The orders for payment called diactorikév
(P. Oxy. 1 68.33 = Meyer, Jur. Pap. 47; P. Oxy. HI 533.4; BGU VII 1574.10, 22)
are not addressed to bankers but to private persons.

8 Tt is, however, possible that the object was mentioned in the damaged papyrus 13,
but such a mention is in any case atypical of this archive.

69 Cf. for instance the receipts BGU VI 1314 (gig Meyeip); 1315 (elg Xoiax);
1316 (gig TOPL).

70 See BGU VII 1749 and the commentary by W. KUNKEL in Archiv 8 (1927),
p. 1789; in BGU III 992 IL.1, a certain Lysimachos is at the same time citoAdyog
and tpanelitng. See also Fr. PREISIGKE, Girowesen, p. 3-6 and passim.

7t Fr. PREISIGKE, ibid., p. 204.
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addressed explicitly to ci1toAdyor in Ptolemaic and Roman times and
found that in the documents of the Ptolemaic age (they all belong
to the first century B.C.)7? and in those of the first century of
the Roman period, the object of the payment in kind is generally
cited 7. Only in the second century A.D., when a new formula for
those orders was introduced, was the object of the payment no longer
mentioned in the texts ’*. This formula cannot, therefore, have influ-
enced our documents.

As the Florida papyri contain the same items as a modern check,
one may suppose that they were checks and could circulate as a
means of payment; such an interpretation could explain the omission
of the mention of the object, information which is not needed in
checks. (Modern checks sometimes provide space for such information,
but this is a convenience to the depositor, not for the banker’s use).
Such a hypothesis, however, raises problems of its own and demands
of us a full discussion of the question of the existence of checks
in antiquity.

7. The Check in Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt

When the client of a bank wished to pay by a written order,
he could use this document in three ways: (a) he could send the
order to his banker. In this case the orders are generally closed
and sealed and bear on the verso the name of the banker 7>. Orders
with several payees were probably also sent to the banker’¢. The
recipient of the payment was told by the payer that he had to go to

7% P. Fay. 16; 18a and b (all 1a); SB V 8755-8756 (49-8 B.C.).

73 P. Lond. 11 256 (p. 95) (A.D. 12); Il 1213-1215 (p. 121) (A.D. 65/6); P. Oxy.
XVIIT 2185 (92); O. Bodl. 1704 (Ip) contains no object but gives the order to pay
out to the bearer of the ostrakon, presumably the drawer’s servant.

74 1In the new formula the key-word is Siaoterlov (Sracteirute) instead of pétpnoov
or 86¢, which were usual in the previous centuries. See P. Lips. 112 (123); 113 (127
or 128); 114-116 (133-4); 117 (143); P. Stras. 127 (136); Studia Papyrologica 12
(1973), p. 84, no. 2 (143/4); p.-85, no. 3 (147); p. 86, no. 4 (148); p. 87, no. 5 (158);
p. 88-89, no. 6 (166-7); P. Oxy. I 88 (179); IIl 516 (162); XXXI 2589-2590 (159);
XXXVIII 2863-2870 (from 123 to 176); etc.

75 P. Hamb. 11 173; 176 verso; UPZ 11 198; 202; 203 verso; P. Stras. 105 verso;
P. Grenf. 11 23 verso. The seal is mentioned in BGU IV 1064.18; this papyrus says
clearly (11-12) that it was sent to the banker: v 8¢ &€mbnknv tad/tnv povayhv
oo EEedounyv / ididypagpov. For the seal see also Fr. PREISIGKE, Girowesen, p. 128
and P. Stras. 11.

76 P. Cair. Zen. V 59825; P. Hib. 1 67; 68; P. Oxy. IV 710; XII 1499; BGU VI1
1564; VIII 1751; P. Brem. 47.
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the bank to get his money, or he was informed by the banker by
means of a credit note 77,

(b) The account customer could go to the bank accompanied by
the payee and present in person his order and the payee to the banker.
For this practice there is also evidence 8.

(c) The payer could also give the order, addressed to his banker,
directly to the payee, in which case we can call this document a check.

Preisigke pointed out that checks existed for payments in kind.
Some orders to the citoldyor have the vmoypagrn of the payee
with the mention &mfveyka: «I have produced (the document)» ’°.
A credit note from the citohdyor could be transferred to a second
beneficiary who in his turn could transfer the sum to a third one?®°.
These documents show that for payments in kind checks were used
and that credit-notes could circulate.

Did the same practice exist in the circulation of money? Preisigke
accepts that it did, but he has no reliable evidence to present®'.
In Bogaert’s study of banking outside Egypt it was demonstrated
that some ancient documents could be considered as checks, but
that the existence of a check-system in antiquity was not very probable,
because of the mistrust of such documents and the lack of a legal
basis for them 82.

In the last few decades several orders for payment have been
considered by their editors to be checks®?. Let us say at once that
none of them bears a Omoypaph saying that the payee himself
presented the document to the banker as it is attested for the orders
addressed to the oitoldyol. But there is at least one text which
proves irrefutably that an order for payment addressed to a bank
could be given in payment to the payee. P. Meyer 6.11-20 is the

77 See R. BOGAERT, Banques et Banquiers, p. 58; L. MITTEIS, Grundziige, p. 68.

78 Stud. Pal. XXII 3.5-7; 4 11.5-7; 4 1IL5-7; the formula is ypnuaticov xatd
Sraypapiv @ mapaytokd coi imi tiig dvestoong fipépag, followed by the name of
the payee. It is possible that the orders which were paid out on the same day as
their issue were presented by the payer to the banker in the presence of the payee:
see P. Fay. 100 and BASP 8 (1971), p. 13.

79 Fr. PREISIGKE, Girowesen, p. 128-130 on P. Oxy. 111 516 (A.D. 160); 620 (147).

80 P Oxy. XXXI 2591 (158-9).

8t Fr. PREISIGKE, Girowesen, p. 209-210.

82 R. BOGAERT, Banques et Banquiers, p. 338-41; checks were used in special
circumstances in Palestine in the Roman period; see p. 341, n. 6.

83 So P. Fay. 100; P. Meyer 6; P. Brem. 46 and 47; BGU 1V 1063; XI 2122;
the &m0k in P. Mich. 220.15-16 is called a check by the editor.
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copy of an order, dated 16 December A.D. 121, from a certain
Philippos to the banker Ptolemaios to pay out on 24 June A.D. 122 to
a certain Heron the sum of 248 drachmas. The sum is the repayment
of a short-term loan. The order was not executed when due, because
Philippos died in the meantime; three years later, on 12 January 125,
Heron, in order to safeguard his rights, made a request to the
strategos asking him to register at the dnpdciov the authentic order
of payment, an i516ypagov of Philippos, which was in his possession
and of which the authenticity had been certified. The copy of the
order is preceded by the words tob mpogipévou pot émiotdipotog
avtiypagov dmokertan. Thus the Zmictaipa has undoubtedly been
given in payment to Heron as a check. The reason for this practice
is very clear in this case. The order for future payment was for
Heron the only proof of the short-term loan he granted without
interest to Philippos, probably a friend of his. No contract has been
made, for otherwise Heron should have asked the strategos to register it.
Philippos had given a check without funds. In Heron’s request to
the strategos, there is not a single allusion to any legislation about
checks, which certainly did not exist. His request proves also the
risks inherent in checks as a means of payment.

The basic formula of this check is exactly the same as the other
orders for payment of the Roman period. The object is given and
the check did not circulate as a means of payment. Heron’s request
shows us that this was a non-negotiable check. Therefore it is quite
possible that other orders among those we have discussed were used
as checks. That seems very possible for BGU IV 1063, which is also
an order for future repayment of a short-term loan without interest.
BGU X1 2122, another order for future repayment of a loan, is called
a bank-check by its editor (Maehler). This order is, however,
much more complex than the two previous ones. The loan bears
interest, a contract (cuvy®pnolg) has been made, and other debts
of the payer are mentioned in the texts. As the payee possesses
a contract of his loan it was certainly not necessary to give him
a check, but naturally this practice cannot be excluded in this case.
P. Brem. 46 and 47 were described as checks by Wilcken. That seems
to us possible for 46, but less for 47, because there are three different
payees and only one order 4.

84 See above, p. 102.
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It is beyond doubt that a payee could accept a check in payment
only when he knew the payer and trusted him; the payer might
be a member of the family, a friend, or an official. The banker,
naturally, knew the payer, who was his client, but he also had to
know the payee, whether he had to send him a credit-note or the
payee presented a non-negotiable check. The banker had to avoid
paying out to the wrong person. Most of the extant orders give only
the profession or the title of the payee or his patronymic or both.
A description of his person is never given. We must, therefore,
conclude that the banker knew the payee #°.

Further, when a payee presented a check to a bank, the banker
had to be sure that the check was not forged. In P. Meyer 6.25-28,
it is confirmed that the check was an iS1&ypagov. It is possible that
this was sufficient to the banker when he knew the hand of the client,
but in many cases orders were written by scribes, and as in the
Roman period most of these documents do not even bear a signature,
we must suppose that the banker was previously informed by the
payer of the name of the payee and of the amount of the check
which he had drawn upon the banker. P. Oxy. HI 533 (II/llIp),
although not addressed to a banker, gives evidence for such a practice.
A father writes to his sons that he has sent Swactolkd to the
vopixog IMaveydtg and he adds in his letter map’ ob xop[iClecOe
(perhaps kop[iclacOe) kai dote adtd (Spoxpdg) &3 (lines 6-7)°°.
These dtaoctohMkd may be considered as checks drawn by a father
on his sons, but the sons are informed of the name of the payee
and of the amount due to him. Wilcken has pointed out that, when
the check was used, two orders were written by the payer, one for
the banker and one for the payee, and he presumed that the adOev-
TikOv was sent to the banker and an dvtiypagov to the payee.
He deduced this from the fact that the documents which he considered

85 A description is given in Stud. Pal. XXII 4 IIL10-11 not of the payee but
of his guarantor.

86 Fr. PREISIGKE, Girowesen, p. 127, cannot explain lines 6-7, because he supposes
that Panechotes had to enter the Siactolkd to the Onooavpds, but as Panechotes
is to be paid in money, that seems improbable. O. Stras. 510 (I11/IIa) runs as follows:
@éov Bopovver xaipsy: [ 80¢ i mapd Nikdvdpov [ kopiCovti oot ta / ypapata
ya(hkoD) (Spaxpds) p xai // pf kotaoymig avtov. / (2nd.H.?) Eppwoo. If this
ostrakon has been given or sent to @apobdvig, and if the letter (ta ypaupata) given
to & mapd Nikdvpov was an order for payment of 100 drachmas, then we have
here very early evidence for the practice described in P. Oxy. III 533; but other
explanations of this text are possible.
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to be checks do not bear the closing formula &ppwoo written by
the payer’s hand®’. We have seen that in the Roman period the
closing formula in orders for payment to banks is always missing 88,
Wilcken’s argument is therefore not valid; and further, in P. Meyer 6,
which is undoubtedly a check, it is stated that the odOsvtikov
énictalpo was in the hands of the payee (lines 23-34). We agree
with Wilcken that two orders for payment were made when the
check was used ®°, but in our opinion the authentic, most complete
order, was given to the payee; it contained the object and sometimes
other clauses. A brief note containing the essential elements of the
énictalpa (payer, payee, amount, date) was sent or given to the
banker, in order that he should be able to check the ¢nictaipa.
As the formula of the Florida papyri is different from the formulas
of all the other orders for payment addressed to bankers, it is highly
improbable that these very brief documents were authentic orders
for payment given to the payee. But they can very well have been
abridged copies of issued checks, given to the banker for checking.

This hypothesis raises some difficulties. The Florida papyri are late
Ptolemaic, and we have no evidence for checks in Egypt in this
period; and secondly, as Wilcken pointed out, the extant checks
seem all to have been addressed to private banks 2°.

As to the second point, the general lack of checks may indeed be
explained by the fact that most banks of the Ptolemaic period were
royal banks or banks under the royal monopoly; but we know that
there were also private banks in existence at least in late Ptolemaic
times — precisely the period of the Florida papyri — as is proved
by the existence of an idwwtikn tpanela at Oxyrhynchus in 73 or
44 B.C.°'. The banker Edktoc in BGU VIII 1793 and the two
bankers of the Florida papyri, Protarchos and Apollonios, may very
well have been private bankers 22.

87 U. WILCKEN, P. Brem., p. 108.

88 See above, p. 99.

8 In BGU IV 1064.11, the payer writes to the banker tijv 8¢ dmbfxmv tadTny
povaxnv oot ££edopnv. The term povayn suggests that orders for payment could
be drawn up in duplicate.

20 U. WILCKEN, (see n. 87, above).

ot P. Oxy. XIV 1639.5; see Cl. PREAUX, L’Economie royale des Lagides, Bruxelles
1939, p. 296. According to her, P. Teb. 111 890 (Ila) seems to be a record of a private
bank.

°2 M. ROSTOVTZEFF, The Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic World,
Oxford 1941, p. 406, writes rather cautiously, « Nor is there evidence enough to show
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It is well-known that the banking system in Egypt underwent
some changes in the late Ptolemaic period®?. The rise of private
banking may perhaps explain the change in the opening formula
of the orders for payment and the appearance of checks. Into this
century of change the Florida papyri seem to fit rather well.

8. Conclusion

As the Florida papyri are isolated in the series of orders for
payment to bankers in Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt, an entirely
satisfactory explanation of them is somewhat a matter of conjecture.
The texts are important, as the series of about fifty extant orders
is increased in one increment by some 18 documents forming part
of an archive, probably of a private bank in the Herakleopolite Nome
in the years 87-84 B.C. Their formula seems to prove indirectly that
checks were used already in this period, and their number indicates
that the practice of the check was not exceptional. But ancient Greek
checks are not exactly comparable with modern ones. They were not
protected by law. Payer, payee and banker had therefore to take by
themselves all necessary measures to prevent forgery and wrong
payments. We must assume that in antiquity in general, and especially
in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt, where tparefol were very numerous,
banking was based much more on personal acquaintance than at
present®*, and this reduced considerably the risks of fraudulent
practices. For the same reason, we think, these ancient checks were
not negotiable 5. If the Florida papyri are, as we suggest, the copies
for the banker of orders given to the payees, we can hope that the
original orders may themselves in time be found for other checks
of this period, to complete the demonstration of the existence of

whether, alongside of the royal banks, there were private banks in Alexandria and
the rest of Egypt, that is to say, whether the banking business was completely or
only partially monopolized by the king. There is no reason to deny a priori the
existence of such private banks».

93 See Cl. PrEAUX, Economie royale, p. 296.

94 The personal ties between bankers and their clients are frequently mentioned
in Greek banking outside Egypt; see e.g. R. BOGAERT, Banques et Banquiers, p. 395-6.

95 In BASP 8 (1971), p. 13, one of the two payees signed a receipt under the
order, which has been cancelled by crossed lines, but he did not take up the money
in cash: he transferred it immediately to the account of the banker Onesikrates.
In this receipt, the key-word is not the usual Gveipnpar but £8efaunv (see above,
n. 63) and cf. above, p. 103.
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checks in the last century B.C., an important development in the
history of ancient banking.
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