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TEN CONSULAR DATES
In the course of preparing a list of attestations of consulates in the papyri of the
period 284 -641, we have had occasion to examine a number of anomclies.]) In this
article we discuss ten such difficulties of reading or dating and offer our resolution of

each.

1. P.Athen. 34

The editor of this report of a physician did not give a transcription of, nor comment
on, the last line of the text. Such reports universally have a date at the end,z) and
at the date indicated by the hand (Il1-1Vp, according to the editor), one would find
either a date by regnal years or, in the fourth century, by a consulate. Examining the
photograph (pl. XIl1), we find that no regnal formula can be read. The writing of this
line is smaller (though not by a different hand) than the rest of the document, and we
calculate that about as much of this line is lost as is preserved, thus allowing us ca
20-25 letters. On the basis of the plate, we propose the following reading:

Bratefac Ovolnaniou 'Pou]tl)fvou (nat) CP)\(ovfou) Et')dt::BCo? npirog

The consuls are those of 347. The titles diverge from those attested elsewhere in that
Rufinus is not styled praefectus praetorio, and that neither man seems to be styled vir
clarissimus, & )\upnpé'ra‘rog.s But as there are in fact traces below this line, we may
suppose that the date continued, giving at least the month and day, and in all likeli-
hood preceding that, Tdv Aapmpotérwv. It is not uncommon for the papyri to alternate
between giving AaumpSraroc with each consul and giving it in the plural after the
puir.4) For the lack of an article before nduirog, <f. P.Princ.ll 81.3 (A.D.344).

1) This list will appear in our Chronological Systems of Byzantine Egypt, forthcoming
in Studia Amstelodamensia. For a further consular problem with significant implications
for the Fasti, see our forthcoming article in Mnemosyne 31 (1978).

2) wee for this class of documents the literature cited in P.Oxy.XLV 3245 introd.

3) For the consulate see P.Oxy.IX 1190.15; XLIII 3146.1; P.Ant.1 31.13; and P.
Cair.Preis.39.22,

4) Compare, e.g. from A.D.372, P.Vindob.Sijp.13.1 and P.Lips.85.1.
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2. P.Lond. HI 1113 (p.lvii descr.)

Seventy years after its description, this text is still the only reference in the papyri
to the consuls of 367. It therefore seemed to us worthwhile to check the exact reading.
In a visit to London in May, 1977, Bagnall read the date as follows:s)

[etd Iiv dmatelav dPhaouiou Aoumminivou wdulilroc

{'mrfy.tﬁg Te nai mednfic Suvdpewg nat dPraouiov

[ ca8: vacat? 1 ’I‘?@fvou Tév AaumpoTdTav.
It is remarkable that the scribe gives Fl.Lupicinus the titles of comes equitum et pedi-
tum. He is otherwise recorded as having been magister equitum in the east from 364 -
367.6) His colleague, Fl.lovinus, was magister equitum in the west. He apparently has
no title in the consular formula here other than vir c|arissimus.7 It is not certain if

there was writing at the start of line 3, where any ink is now completely effaced. No

other names are recorded for lovinus which one could restore.

3.P.Lips.13

The loan of money recorded on this papyrus is to bear interest starting from the next
month, Hathyr, of the current 8th indiction; the present month is therefore Phaophi, and
line 21 indeed gives a date of Phaophi 25 = 22/23.x. The editors restore the consular date
as follows: [Metd Thv Ymatlefav OblahevTiviavold] Adyodorou nat dDaviou]

[OdérevToc] Adyoilorou].
On the basis of this reading, they date the papyrus to A.D.366, for Valentinianus and
Valens were consuls together in 365. The editors remark (lines 1-2n.) on the anomaly
of an 8th indiction's (364/5) being spoken of as still current in 366, but their confidence
in the reading, particularly of the phi in line 1, leads them to reject the testimony of

8)

the indiction.

5) We wish to record our thanks to T.S.Pattie of the British Library for his cordial
help on this visit.

6) A.H.M.Jones, J.R.Martindale, and J.Morris, Prosopography of the Later Roman
Empire | (Cambridge 1971) 520-521, Lupicinus 6.

7) Ibid., 462-463, lovinus 6.

8) The volume properly has only one editor, Mitteis, but it is clear that in P.Lips.
13 the final reading of these lines was that of Wilcken.
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This restoration and dating arouse suspicion on several grounds. (1) ltis very
rare for the indiction to disagree with a consular date by more than one year, and most
such instances in fact move in the other direction, i.e. the indiction is too high.

(2 ) The restoration supposes a much larger restoration at the left in these lines (11
letters in line 1, 9 in line 2) than in the other lines, where only 1-3 letters are lost.
The editors were conscious of this difficulty and remarked, “Die beiden ersten Zeilen,
bei denen etwas mehr fehlt als bei den Ubrigen, mussen weiter nach links ausgeruckt
gewesen sein, als die nachfolgenden." We have examined a good photograph of the
papyrus,9 and the left margin is broken evenly all along the side, and the number of
missing letters must have been the same (2 - 3) all the way along, except for lines 4 -
8, where a small strip of papyrus projects to the left with one or two letters on it.lo)
This meons that one would have to assume a very large projection in line 1 to accommo-
date the editors' restoration. A restoration of 3 letters would be expected.

(3) The form of the imperial titles restored is very odd. The one secure example of a
papyrus giving the titulature for the consuls of the year 365, SB Il 6612.2

(22 October 365) reads: Umatefag Tdv Seomotiv fudv OdakevTiviavol nal Obéhev-
toc atwviwv Abyolotwv. The phrase Tév deoworiv fuGv is almost never omitted from
the consular titulature of living monarchs. Further, one does not expect to find Flavius
with Valens alone; if it occurs at all (as in P.Lips.33 ii.1), it should come before
both; and normally with emperors it is not found at all.

(4 ) The document was written by a scribe named Philosarapis. This scribe also occurs
in other Leipzig papyri, namely P.Lips. 17 (377) and 28 (381), signing in a manner
similar to that here. It is a priori probable that P.Lips. 13 also falls around the same
time as his other two texts.”)

It seems to us reasonable, therefore, to seek a solution which takes all of these
objections into account. This can only be the dating of the papyrus in October, 379,
at which time an 8th indiction was current. The consuls of 379, D.Magnus Ausonius

and Q. Clodius Hermogenianus Olybrius, are manifestly not present in P.Lips. 13, for the

9) For this we thank R.Jdger of the University Library in Leipzig.
10) In line 8, print [dvlaynatav.

11) This connection, we find, also struck J.Schwartz; Philosarapis also appears in
P.Strash.246, a fragment now lacking any date, and Schwartz wondered "si le P.Llips.
13 pouvait étre daté de 379 p.C."
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reading of Augustus in line 1 is certain. Moreover, no texts have yet been published
with these consuls. In fact, no texts from the year 379 with any consulate have been
published. The consuls of 378, however, are attested, for example in BGU Xl 2339.1,
where they have the form Tdv Seomotdv fudv Ovéhevtog 73 ¢” nal OlakevTiviavod
78 B 7év aluviuv Adyolorwv.
P.Lips. 13 does not at first sight accommodate quite this formula. Two remarks are
in order before we go further. First, the papyrus is not complete at the top; no top
edge is preserved, and it is quite possible that line 1 of the preserved section is not the
original first line. Secondly, the photograph does not quite support the editors' text at
all points. A diplomatic transcription of what we can read is as follows:
[...]stovog[ ca 10 ]avyoum'ouno:.[ca 7 1
[...Jov.o.[ call 1]
1. We see no trace of the supposedly certain phi here; Mitteis read only nalt in the
"Erstdruck”, no.6, but Wilcken thought he saw a phi.
2. The third letter is very probably tau, as it is formed in the same way as the tau
of a¥tfic in line 6. Mitteis read auTo in the "Erstdruck". The last letter before the
lacuna is represented by scattered traces, and we are not absolutely certain what is ink.
Arguments can be made for either upsilon or kappa. There may be some ink after the
letter in question, depending on its identification.
On the basis of this transcription and the known phraseology of other documents of
the period, we offer the following reconstruction:
Metd Tiv dmarefav vév Seomotdv fudv]
[Ob8\evroc Adyolotou 18 ¢” nal Odahev-]
[rwletavol [véou alwviov] Adyolotou nat [.......]
4 [...Jov.o.[ ™ B°1 vacat
This restoration provides a regular line length and relies, so far as it goes, on regular
phraseology. But the titles of the junior Augustus are a problem; that he was called ald-
viog and Valens not is a minor problem; if necessary, the word could be added to Va-
lens' titles ond those redistributed slightly over lines 1-2. That each emperor is sepa-
rately called Augustus is also not a problem, though it is more common earlier in the
fourth century, in the time of the sons of Constantine. But how are we to fill the re-

maining space? It is conceivable that the remainder of line 3 was blank, as also the
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start of line 4, though it does not seem very probable. The contemporary documents
provide no phrase beyond Augustus which could be restored here. We can suggest two
possibilities, both of which would be unique for this period. (1) Read Afrro».t[pé'ropOQ].
The difficulty here is twofold, that this title does not appear in titulature between the
early fourth century and the reign of Anosfosius,]z) and that the traces before the lacu-
na, after what would be a kappa, are not likely to be compatible with rho.n)
(2) Read [rob &Sehgu|80ol] abrob. This restoration fills the space (as AldtonpaTopog
does not), expresses correctly the relationship of Valentinianus Il to Valens, and is not
an anachronism. It encounters, however, two objections also: that the phrase is other-
wise unattested (but cf. in ZPE 23 [1977] 218 the phrase lpatiavol Tol émipavesTdrov
viol Tol Seondrou fudv Oldakevtiviavod Adyolorou); and that if one reads adToU one
must dismiss several traces on the photograph as not being ink. From the photograph we
cannot exclude either of these hypotheses and prefer in consequence fo include neither
in the text.

The exact date of P.Lips.13 is 23.x.379 (379/380 being a leap year).

4. SPP XX 114

According to the editor, this text is dated to the consulate of Honorius VIl and
Theodosius 1il, or 409. One is troubled, however, by the unexplained blank of the
entire left half of line 2 and the apparent word ending which suggests a word between
Ady(odorou) and 16 v Still worse, we find in Aegyptus 12 (1932) 375 that Zereteli,
rereading the original papyrus, read the indiction number in line 2 as 15. But we have
seen on a photograph that the iota is absent; hence it is 5. Neither 15 nor 5 suits the
editor's consular date, for 409 is the end of indiction 7 and the start of 8. If we
assume that we must be in a year which saw either the end or the start of a 5th in-
diction, that one of the consuls was a Theodosius and that the other was serving for
the third time, we are forced to the consulate of 420, with Theodosius for the 9th time
and Fl. Constantius for the 3rd. Now the year of the consulate is itself excluded, since

it was divided between the 3rd and 4th indictions. And since the consuls of 421 appear

12) We find the term still in P.Lond.lil 1291 (p.Ixxi; cf. p.336), in 329 (cf. P.Oxy.
X 1265.16; 336 A.D.), but it is exceptional even then. The first example of its rein-
troduction known to us is P.Lond.lll 992, in 507.

13) We have considered possible restorations for consulates in the sixth century (cf.
preceding note), but in our opinion the handwriting cannot belong to this period, and in any
case we have found no suitable consular formula, and Philosarapis puts a later date out of court.
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in a postconsular formula in August, 422 (SPP XX 118), and our text is dated to Meso-

re 1 (?), or 25 July, a date in 422 is unlikely. The year thus must be 421. The 5th

indiction began in this year. We suggest that the text of lines 1-2 of this papyrus be

read and restored as follows:

Metd Tiv bratelav Tob Seondrouv fudlv OeoSosiov Tob alwviov Ady(oborou)

fré 8” nal dA(auiov) Kwvoravriov Tob Aapmp(otarov) matlp(wniov) 8 y~, Megopi} a
.i\.)S(u.wrfovog) e &v ’A)\eE(cNSpefq).

For the formula of this year cf. e.g. P.Oxy.VIIl 1134 and Pap.Lugd.Bat.XIll 8 and
14)
13.

5. P. Haun.lnv.3181Y

The editors correctly dated this papyrus to 439, as it has a postconsular formula of
Theodosius XVI and Fl. Faustus. But they were unable to make out the end of the first
line, where the scribe has not written the date correctly. On the plate we read the
consular date as follows:

Metd v dmariav Tév Seomotdv fudv OeoSociov 18 t¢c” nat dad {rov}o-

Tou <Tol> AapmpotdTwy (lege Aapmpotdrou)

In all likelihood, the scribe has washed out something after Theodosius' numeral, but

the precise order in which he made the other corrections is not clear to us.

6. P.Mil.1 64

According to the editor, this text is dated to the consulate of FI. Anatolius, Choiak
10, and spedks of the current ninth indiction in line 9. On this basis, the date must be
6.xii.440, and it is to 440 that the editor dates it. But he remarks, "Non & da esclu-
dere la possibilita che la data fosse espressa con la formula postconsolare.” When one
considers that there are 10 letters restored in line 1 compared to 18 in 3, 19 in 4, and
so forth, one suspects that a postconsular formula, which would occupy 17 letters, is

indeed to be restored. Furthermore, one can see clearly on Tavola XXV that the reading

14) It is curious to note that Wessely apparently mentioned this text years before
he published it, in MPER V, p.100 bottom, as PER No.4119, and there he dates it to
420, identifying the consuls as Theodosius (no numeral) and Constans (sic) lll. For some
reason this citation was not reprinted in SB | 5159ff. along with its neighbors.

15) Univ. of Copenhagen, Cahiers de I'Institut du Moyen-Age Grec et Latin 6
(Copenhagen 1971), ed. Adam Bulow-Jacobsen and Sten Ebbesen.
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évatne in line 9 is not possible. We read, in fact, 8[eIvdrng on the photograph, and
Professor Orsolina Montevecchi has been so kind as to confirm this reading on the ori-

ginal for us. The date is therefore a year later, 6.xii.441.

7. SB V 8264

The editors present the text of lines 1-2 of this papyrus as follows:

[T “Ynareialg dhoouliov MlaEipou Tofi]

D\aumpotéTou, ¢ap]p?[i')9]!. }[., ivIs(irri)olvog) B/
They dated it to 523. The difficulty arises, however, that Pharmouthi of indiction 2 fell
in 524. Furthermore, the restoration of line 1 amounts to 8 letters, counting the cross,
while that of line 2 comes to 14 letters, as do the restorations of succeeding lines,
within a small margin of variance. It is therefore a priori likely that in fact we are
dealing with a postconsular date, and that the papyrus is to be placed in 524. Professor
Hombert kindly examined the papyrus for us, and Bagnall subsequently studied it with
him. We think it safe to say that there is no objection to the restoration of a postcon-
sulate, since the only letter in line 1 before the name of the consul can as well be a
nu as a sigma in this hand, and the edge of the papyrus is straight. We read, there-

fore, [Metd Tijv Omareialv wr>\.]6)

8. SB VIII 9773

According to its editor's text and restorations, this document is one of only two
papyri with consular dates by the consuls of 405. His text reads as follows:
[ X X X Baoireiag Tob]
fHlpalv 8ecnérlov dhalouiov ‘Ovlwpiov
0 alwviou Adyoborou ral AlbTonpédropols]
4 é"ro_ti[g uJa Slmaretag] ®Daovliov ITiixwvog]
Tol [5’\)]805016[10}2 ®atiplt punvdel t Tiilsl
evTuxolg TeTdplrne vISun(riwvog) nrA.
This text must arouse suspicion, for it would offer an example of dating by regnal years

1
under Honorius, when in fact no dates by regnal years are known after 385" " and

16) The only alternative means of avoiding the conflict is to read a different month
in line 2; but Professor Hombert and Bagnall are agreed that this is not possible.

17) See the remarks of P.J.Sijpesteijn and K.A.Worp, p.239-243 on the few
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before the publication of Justinian's Novella 47 in A.D.537. In addition, it suggests
that Stilicho's colleague in 405, Fl. Anthemius, was ignored in the papyrus, whereas we
know that he appears with Stilicho in SB VIl 9931.'®) Finally, 2véoEsraroc is not

9)

that the word pnvdg is superfluous and in fact undesirable between the month name and

otherwise attested before 446 as an epithet for a consul,] and one may observe also
the day.

On the other hand, after 566 the consular date is never again in the papyri given
by the consulate of a commoner, who can be styled év6oEétatog. As the earlier
period is excluded by the fact that consular dates and regnal formulas are not blended
in this way, we are limited to the period 537 - 566. Indiction 4 falls in this period in
540 (we are in Phaophi, thus in the first julian year of an indiction, e.g. of
540/1) and 555. The sequence of letters in line 3, wovori, suggests that we have the
consul of 540, Fl. lustinus, and since the text evidently does not have a postconsular
phrase or a numeral ofter the name of the consul, it is not likely that p.c. Basilii 14
(555) is the year in question.

On the basis of these deductions, we requested a photograph from Vienna; once
again we have to thank H.Harrauer and M.Fackelmann for responding to our re-
quest. On this photograph we read the following:

T Blaouhe {ac Tob Berotdrou nal eboeBeordrou]
ﬁ[p&')]v SeanéTou dAalouiov *lovoT v tlavod
Tob alwviov Adyoldrou nlal Adrlonpéropolc]
4 Eroulc 18 Sfmaretac] $Davioly *lovar {voul
100 [Ev]Soorédlroly PadelL elndslh il .

e0TUYOUC TeTdpTng iv18iInriovoc] &v [f Hp]gv.t(kéoug)zo)
4 U pap.

The papyrus is thus datable to 540, in the 14th regnal year of Justinian (which be-

documents of the later fourth century where regnal years appear.
18) See ZPE 5 (1970) 86 for the correction of the consulate in this text.

19) BGU XII 2141 is the first example; and after that there is not another instance
until 492, in SB VI 9152,

20) In line 8 also one must read ‘Hpan(Aéouc).
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gan on 1.iv), in the 4th indiction, and in the consulate of Fl. lustinus. The date

is 17 October.

9. P.Vindob.Gr.lInv.259482"

The editor presents as follows the text of lines 1-2 of this papyrus, which he
dates to A.D.,571:

[t Metd Tiv Omarelav ®Naoviov ’|9[u]?vaou ToU &vSofordrou f-:'[‘rou]s 's'wrou
[ £B8S1un méumtng lvduntiovog.,

Line 8 provides the further information that indiction 6 is about to begin, pre-
sumably in the following year, for this document is a lease of land for the crops
of that indiction. As an indiction 6 began in 572, the indiction accords properly
with the editor's date. There is, however, the difficulty that the emperor Justin is
never referred to in a consular dating as simply Fl. lustinus; he consistently has a com-
plicated and long formula of which the following is a simple version: Bacileiag nal
Smaretac ToU Seondrou Hudv ®A. ’lovorivou Tod aluviou Adyolorou, Etoug - -. And
the epithet &v8oEétatog is never used of a reigning emperor, only of a private person.
We are thus prohibited from dating this papyrus to 571.

The only possible alternative is 541, which was indeed the year after the consulate
of Fl. lustinus (compare previous document).zz) And the simple titulature of the Vienna
papyrus coincides exactly with that used for lustinus in 540. One may naturally object
that the mention of a "sixth year" in the formula is an obstacle. But on the photograph
printed as Plate Il in the edition, we read the end of line 1 instead as OG0
e.[.].., providing the month and removing a sixth year. We cannot say with con-

fidence what followed Thoth, but presumably there was a date written out.

10. CPLat.147

The consular date in line 2 of this fragment is printed as follows:

Jum XXXHII post c(onsulatum) Basili bis anno XXI

21) TAAANTA 6 (1975) 52,

22) The one curious feature about a postconsular date in September, 541 by Fl.
lustinus is that the consulate of Fl. Basilius was evidently already known in Egypt in
January, as we learn from P.Cair.Masp.ll 67126.36 and P.Lond.V 1719.1 But SPP XX

Y

(2
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To this text R. Cavenaile gives the date A.D.548, evidently on the basis of the as-
sumption that the year 21 mentioned is the regnal year of Justinian, which ended in
548. This dating, however, ignores the figure XXXIlI, leaving it without expla-
nation, and does not indicate why we should find the word bis in the formula. On the

plate published by C.Wessely in SPP XIV, Tafel Xll, we read the following:
1 an(no) XXXIill: pos(t) c(onsulatum) Basili ....( ) anno XXI.

The year 34 is to be taken as the regnal year of Justinian, running from 1.iv.560 to
31.1ii.561; the 21st year of the postconsular era of Basilius can be 561 or 562, and

is certainly 561 here.23) We may therefore date this document with confidence to the

first three months of 56].24)
Columbia University Roger S. Bagnall
University of Amsterdam K. A. Worp

136.4, if correctly read, offers an example in February-March of a postconsular date
by Fl. lustinus.

23) During the period after 541, we find two ways of reckoning consular and post-
consular years in the papyri. One of these treats the year after the consulate as p.c.l;
the other calls it year 2 of the consulate. In practice, “consulate" and “after the con-
sulate" are interchanged, and we thus find two numbers in use for a given year. For
the workings of this system, see the remarks of E.Stein in Mélanges Bidez (Bruxelles
1934) 869-878 and 887-894. In Cd'E 28 (1953) 373, we find under L 3 the suggestion
of 562 as a date for this text, evidently based on the consulate but not the regnal years,

24) We do not know what the few letters after Basilius' name are; there is an
abbreviation stroke after them, so that bis is not possible. Possibly the letters after the
first are iu plus abbreviation, i.e. iu(nioris), as Basilius is styled in Latin formulas,
cf. J.-O. Tjuder, Die nichtliterarischen Lateinischen Papyri ltaliens aus der Zeit 445-
700 (Lund 1955) 521 s.v. Konsuln. The u, however, is rather dubious, and one is still
left without an explanation of what precedes. It does not seem possible to read v(iri)
c(larissimi) at any point.




P.ERL. 52 B Recto: A REEDITION

One of the more interesting, and neglected, texts for the history of the beginning
of the fifteen-year indiction cycles is P.Erl.52, an account of various commodities
disbursed for official purposes. The first edition presents numerous difficulties, and the
preservation of parts of the fext is poor. We have been led by our study of the in-
diction system]) to examine P.Erl.52 more closely on the basis of photographs kindly
obtained by Professor J.Herrmann. From these we present a revised text and translation
of the best-preserved part of the papyrus, B Recto, and a list of some corrections to

the text of other parts of the pc:pyrus.2

Column 1
23 wulpéloc [ 1 Ai(rpar) f).(\.;g
24 oUTwe
25 pn(vi) Malwy [KlopvnAiy Mdpou elc TlevtIopav amd ™ tvEun(rovog) Ai(tpar) ¢lc]

26 oun(al) elc Tiv wpd a” Kah(avédv) Matuv dmatefag Oborousiavod nal 'AvviavoD

27 Tév AopmpoTaTwv M(rpar) /Amps

28 oltug

29 u” lvBun(riovog) w(apd) Kopvniiy Mapou A(rpai) vun

30 MhoyoBesiou in” tvdun(tlovog) w(apd) TMadTe Tyoramijrog nat wot(vewvolg)

31 mowuéor wndung TriTewg A (rpdi) via c}p(oiwg)
32 MoyoBeotou Z” ivBun(riovog) A(rpar) /Ang

33 oUtug

34 w(apd) ’loxupiwve Kagiavol At(rpar) v

35 m(apd) Negdtn AtoouSpou nal wowv(wvoic) Ai(rpai) xmg  y(fvovrat) al m(ponei-

HEVaL)

1) The results of this study will be embodied in our forthcoming Chronological
Systems of Byzantine Egypt, in Studia Amstelodamensia.

2) It should be pointed out that A and B join exactly.
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36 npLOig  (3pvéBar) I ¥ o
37 otTug
38 a” tv8un(riovoc)

39 &iabbrarg éni Témav Odakevrivey nal Mpny (&pTdBar) ok B 7
40 oUTwC

41w lvBun(tiovog) (dpr.) prcl g tvSun(tiovog) (dpT.) pb d FC.;
42 $moSéwtarg ToU vopol elc Tdc Emi 'r61.r(uv) ).(gemffag (&pr.) nZL
43 oUTwC

4 ™ lv8un(riovog) (dpt.) 8 ¢ 1Z” lvSun(tiovoc) (dpt.) wn Y™

45 elg 88 Tevripav &md g~ lvSun(tiovog) (dpt.) v y(ivovrar) al w(poweipevatr)

46 yi(vovrai) peraB... (dpt.) Tn d Wo

47 hour(al) (&pr.) Tg?[r)]‘
Column 1l

48 obrlu¢]

49 w” lvdun(riovog) (&qpTéBatr) [ N

50 8” vSun(tiovog) (dpTéBar) 1 )./”

51 un” lv8un(riovog) (&pTéBai) pn L 4

52 (g~ Ev&t.n(‘rfovog) (&pTéBar) pmd wo

53 y(tvovtar) al w(pone{pevar)

54 &ydpou A(Tpdv) (uupLédeg) ta /@g .

55 oUTWC

56 elc MaEipiavémor(iv) ).\5(-rpc7:v) (pup.) n /@8
57 olTwg

58 Kriotn Kompijrog y(ivovrar) ol w(pone{pevatr)
59 ’lavovapiy &wd Ai(rpav) (uup.) 8 petd

60 tdc olicag a” lv8un(tiovog) Au(tpdv) (uup.) B HE al

/
61 Nouw(al) Au(vpdv) (pup.) ¢ /E/?\p

62 oltug
63 wn” Wvdwn(riovog) <Ail(rpair)> | Ae u]:' tv8un(riovog)
64 A(rpiv) (pup.) € /Zup

65 Taount( ) &nd ’Elepavrtivne
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66 &nd un” vSun(riovog) &md Au(vpdv) (uup.) B” perd Tég

67 olicac a’ tvéun(riovoc) ).\[L]('rpﬁv) (pup.) a wvg at

68 Noiw(at) Ai(rpatr) @eps

69 Wevaviix@ vauriipw /

70 and Au(rpav) (uup.) B ,E perd vdg olioag

71 a” iv8un(riovoc) Ai(Tpag) /g(p al Moum(atl) Ae(rp.) (pup.) a /Hcp y(tvovrai) al
?(ponefpavm)

72 houn{at) AoyoB(estou) 1n” tvSun(tiovog) m(apd) Gmodéntarg

73 ToU vouoU Ai(tpdv) (uup.) v o
35 Uncertain if papyrus has nowv, wnou or nowvw( )] 52 pnB: pex v

23. Possibly, as in 36, nothing was written in this line befween npéwg and the
amount. '

25. The editor did not understand pn' = pn(vi), and he therefore rejected his own
correct suggestion of Matw(v).

31. There is a line under the end of moipéot and the start of wdung.

35. For y(ivovrai) al w(poneipevar) see H.C.Youtie, Scriptiunculae | (Amsterdam
1973) 54 with other references. The editor (35n.) suggested this resolution but rejected
it, evidently not understanding its use at the end of an account where the total is
given at the top and then analyzed.

38. This line was apparently added between the lines as a supplement to §.a86-
Taic in the next line.

46. The editor's petaBoleT has no sense in this place. We expect a form, pro-
bably passive, of petaBd\w, cf. line 7 of A Recto.

47. The editor places Moun(af) in the preceding line, but this gives no sense, as
the figure in 47 is in fact the balance, while 46 is the fotal of the figures above. The
word is not really quite aligned with either line.

48. It is possible that the papyrus is virtually complete at top and that no text
is lost (also in Column I). In this case it would be likely that lines 49ff. give a
breakdown of line 47. But mutilation of the amounts makes it impossible to be certain.

54. The editor failed to recognize /\ as the sign for myriads, but transcribed it as

pi throughout, leading to grave problems in understanding the arithmetic.
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58. There is a marginal stroke next to this line.

72.  )oyoBéciov, absent from LSJ and WB, is cited by WB Supplement from this
papyrus and from P.Oxy.XVII 2187.9, where the editor translates it "audit of the
accounts". Daris, Spoglio, adds PSI VIl 767.49.

Translation
Column |

Meat 2,651 Ibs.

As follows:
In the month of May, to Cornelius son of Moros, to Tentyra, from the 20th indiction 7[06] Ibs.
Balance on Ante | Kal.May in the consulate of Volusianus and Annianus the most illustrious

1,945 lbs.
As follows:
20th indiction, with Cornelius son of Moros 448 |bs.
From the audit of the 18th indiction, with Paos son of Pchotapes and associates,
shepherds of the village of Ptytis 411 Ibs.
Likewise, from the audit of the 17th indiction 1,086 lbs.
As follows:
With Ischyrion son of Kasianos 400 Ibs.
With Nephotes son of Dioskoros and associates 686 Ibs.
The preceding sums agree.
Barley 707 1/3 1/12 art.

As follows:
To the local diadotai of the Ist indiction, Valentinus and Marcus 230 2/3 1/8 art.
As follows:

20th indiction 186 1/2 art.
17th indiction 44 1/4 1/24 art.
To the hypodektai of the nome, for local provisions 27 1/2 art.
As follows:
20th indiction 9 1/6 art.
17th indiction ‘ 18 1/3 art.
To Tentyra from the 17th indiction 50 art.
The preceding sums agree.
Total transferred (?) 308 1/4 1/24 art.
Balance 399 01/81 art.
Column 11
As follows:
20th indiction [.130 1/6 art.
19th indiction 10 1/3 art.
18th indiction 48 1/2 1/4 art.
17th indiction 189 1/24 art.
The preceding sums agree.
Chaff 119,2[..1 lbs.

As follows:
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To Maximianopolis 89,[..14 Ilbs.
As follows:
To Ktistes son of Kopres The preceding sums agree.
To lanuarius, from 90,000 lbs. after the sums from the 1st indiction, 28,060 lbs.,
the balance 65,940 Ibs. [sic]
As follows:
20th indiction 4,500 Ibs.
18th indiction 57,440 lbs.
To Pasmet( ) from Elephantine, from the 18th indiction, from 20,000 lbs., after the
amount from the 1st indiction, 10,856 lbs., balance 9,144 Ibs.
To Psenpnechthis the naukleros, from 25,000 Ibs., after the amount from the Ist in-
diction, 6,500 lbs., balance 18,500 Ibs. The preceding sums agree.
Balance from the audit of the 18th indiction with the hypodektai of the nome, 30,200 Ibs.
A brief explanation of the addition may be useful in the case of doubtful points.
Lines 23-35, meat: the basic sum is line 25 + line 27 = line 23 (706 + 1945 =
2,651). The figure of 1,945 is reckoned as follows: lines 34 + 35 = line 32 (400 +
686 = 1,086); lines 32 + 29 + 31 = line 27 (1,086 + 448 + 411 = 1,945).
Lines 36-47, barley: the basic sum is 47 + 46 = 36 (399 1/8 + 308 1/4 1/24 =
707 1/3 1/12). Line 46 is reached by adding lines 39, 42 and 45 (230 2/3 1/8 +
27 1/2 + 50 = 308 1/4 1/24). Line 39 is the addition of two sums in line 41, and
line 42 is the addition of two sums in line 44. |
Lines 54-73, chaff: some figures are lost, making a complete reconciliation im-
possible. Lines 60 + 61 must = 59, but the scribe incorrectly wrote an epsilon instead
of alpha in the thousands' place in line 61; that alpha was right is shown by adding
63 to 64 (4,500 + 57,440). Perhaps alpha was misread as epsilon from an account on
which the figures originally stood. Line 66 less line 67 = line 68. Line 70 less line
71 = line 71 (18,500). Lines 61, 68 and 71 add up to 89,584, evidently what should
have stood in line 56 (we cannot say if it actually did). Line 54 minus line 56 =
line 73, but uncertainty in the last digits in lines 54 and 56 makes the exact sum
(and the accuracy of the reckoning) uncertain.
This account has numerous points of interest. Here we are concerned with only one,
the mentions of indictions. There are mentions of the 17th, 18th, 19th, 20th, and 1st
indictions. The first four of these are certainly, since we have a clear date by consuls

in line 4 of 30 April 314, the indictions of 308/9 through 311/2. The usage of such

numbers was demonstrated by Kase,S) who remarked that these numbers erc:l the regnal

3) P.Princ.Roll, pp.26-27.
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years of Galerius, the senior emperor at the time. We reserve a discussion of the pro-
blems concerning this style of reckoning to our forthcoming monograph.

The 1st indiction is the most recent, evidently (lines 38, 39, 60, 70, 71), and its
harvest has already taken place. The entire account mentions only one expenditure after
this date, in May (line 25), and we think it is a fair deduction from the fact that the
last balance cited is that of 30 April that the account itself was drawn up in or shortly
after May, 314. It is evident that indiction 1 in this context can be only the 1st in-
diction of the cycle of 312, i.e. 312/3. It is natural enough that indiction 2, 313/4,
is not mentioned, for its harvest fell in 314 itself; the taxes would not begin to be
paid, and the revenues thus be used for expenditures, until shortly after the time to
which we assign this account, i.e. the harvest season of indiction 2 in 314. No mention
of an indiction 2 is thus to be expected.4)

The broader significance of the evidence of P.Erl. 52 will be treated in our mono-
graph on chronology. But it is important to point out that this is the only evidence
known so far mentioning indiction 1 of the first cycle in a document. From P.Erl. 52
we can therefore deduce that by spring, 314, the authorities in Egypt were using the
cycle of consecutively numbered indictions based on 312/3 = year 1, and that this
system was used with reference not only to the current year but with regard to the past
one. At all events, by May or June, 314, the cycle was in use with respect to the
time since 312.

The other columns of this papyrus might also benefit from a reedition; and indeed P.
Erl. 105 - 110, which clearly come from the same source and are closely related, could
also use work. The photographs are not sufficiently clear to permit this at present, and
recourse to the originals, not throughout well preserved, will be needed. For the pres-
ent, we give a list of corrections to the remainder of P.Erl. 52 which can be made from
the photographs. (X= Y means "for X read Y".)

P.Erl. 52 A Recto ‘

Line 3: Ixng yoo = L /Htp y(ivovrat) at u(pouefpevot)'
4: This line is heavily mutilated, but there seems space enough in the lacuna to

restore the name at least of the second consul: [natl TpéBoul

4) Cl.Préaux, Cd'E 18 (1943) 169 pointed out that this papyrus contained a clear
mention of the 1st indiction of 312/3, but her remarks have not been noticed by sub-
sequent scholars, so far as we have seen.
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5: Ai(rpat) my o = Au(rpav) (uup.) v o, cf. lines 54ff.

6: yat = y(ivovrair) al m(pone {pevat)

7: "Awnaviov ~ &vvwv Lroi

9: ]???(ov -+ )oyolBeciou

10: lvéuwlriovog] ....... xopn ~ wdunltiovog) [elg Td¢] ¢wt Témav xopn|-

[ytacl
19: 1.\oyou - 1. Aoyob(eciov)
P.Erl. 52 A Verso

Above the middle, one reads, in the same hand as B Verso, three lines:
Bopfigeug (cf. B Verso)
Taxdv

P.Erl. 52 B Verso

Line 78: Weverl[iuliog ~ Weveriuiog
80: ol Bu( ) -~ TéxB(w)
2 oCL" ~ (réhavTa) IS
82: (téhavtov) al em > (véravrtov) a (Spaxpal) Am
91: (réhavta) PEB ~ (réravta) B (Spaypai) B
93: "Alolifrog ~ *Atpiirog

The numerals in lines 80 and 81 refer, in our opinion, to pagi.

Columbia University Roger S.Bagnall
University of Amsterdam K.A.Worp




