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SYNTAXIS AND LAOGRAPHIA

The question whether there was, or there was not, a poll-tax
in Ptolemaic Egypt has been frequently discussed in the papyrolo-
gical literature; though as yet the question is far from being set-
tled. In 1899 Wilcken expressed the opinion that there was no
poll-tax in Ptolemaic Egypt, the laographia being an innovation of
Augustus *. Three documents of the lst century B. C. published
in the Tebtynis Papyri made him change his mind. The Tebtynis
documents (P. Tebt. 103 = W. Chr. 288; P. Tebt. 121, ib. 189)
mentioned laographia; and though the editors rightly observed
that the word was not used there as a technical term for poll-
tax, but in its original meaning of census, the purpose of this cen-
sus was believed to be the exaction of a certain poll-tax called
syntaxis (P. Tebt. 103 and 189). Wilcken found a confirmation
of the existence of this poll-tax under the Ptolemies in a docu-
ment of the 11th year of Augustus’ reign (P. Grenf. I 45 = W.
Chr. 200) where a dnuboioc yewpyds describes himself as tehév odv-
Ta&w: according to Wilcken, this peasant was still using the Pto-
lemaic term for poll-tax (syntaxis) instead of the new one (laogra-
phia). Another document of the 3rd century B. C. (P. Petr. III
59b = W. Chr. 66), mentioning the payment of a certain tax by
the inhabitants of a village, with the exception of the priests,
served for Wilcken as further evidence of the existence of the poll-
tax, even under the first Ptolemies, though in this case the term
syntaxis did not occur in the document. After the publication of
Wilcken’s Grundziige und Chrestomathie (1912) further new do-
cuments, apparently strengthening his new opinion, were published.
The syntaxis was found in additional Ptolemaic documents (see
infra); it was stated that the poll-tax in Arsinoites in the Roman
period was called cuvtd&ipuov, a term closely resembling civrafic;
and — a proof which seemed decisive — some documents of the
Roman period were discovered using the term oixi) chvrafic instead

! Wilcken, Griechische Ostraka aus Aegypten und Nubien, 1 230 {f.
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of Axoypagia % So it is likely that now the majority of scholars
inclines towards the acceptance of the existence under the Pto-
lemies of a poll-tax called syntaxis, at any rate in the last century
of their rule, though there are still some scholars who do not share
this opinion, or who accept it with some reserve.

A second question closely connected with the first bears upon
the intention of Roman government when it imposed the poll-
tax on Egypt. Was the payment of the poll-tax a mark of
degradation? Was it the intention of Augustus to treat Egyptians
as a conquered race, and was the poll-tax introduced in order
to demonstrate and to emphasize this aim? Wilcken thought
so, and it is worth noting that on this question he did not
change his mind 3. Claire Préaux in her edition of P. Wlbr.
Brookl.* stressed the national character of the rule of the last
Ptolemies. According to her, the Egyptians were, in the eyes of
the Romans, merely a conquered people; so Rome imposed on
the Egyptians the poll-tax, which is a mark of subjugation,
a measure that could by no means be inaugurated by the Ptolemies.
Later, under the impression of the review of her previous work
by Sir Harold Bell (JEA 23, 135 ff.), Miss Préaux modified her
opinion®. Sir Harold Bell, one of our best authorities in papyro-
logical questions, is now the strongest adherent of the ‘new view’,
denying any intention on the part of the Romans to use the poll-
tax as a mark of servitude or degradation. I shall deal below in
detail with the views of this eminent scholar, and I confine myself
for the moment to the remark, that even he did not always hold
his present opinion, and it is perhaps worth while remembering
some phrases written by him in 1922 (the spacings are mine): the
Greeks were exempt from that mark of subjection, the poll-tax...

* Compare PSI 902 with P. Tebt. 384; add P. Mich. V 241, 1.35; 346(b), 1.5;
855, 1.6,

3 In 1912 in his Grundziige, p. 58, he wrote: the Egyptians waren jetzt (i. e. after
the establishment of the laographia under Augustus) als peregrini dediticii, als
die Pariah-klasse, gebrandmarkt. Cf. now. Taubenschlag, The Law of Greco-
Roman Egypt in the Light of the Papyri, 1T 22; 35.

4 CL. Préaux, Les Ostraca grecs du Musée de Brooklyn, 1935, 28 ff. Cf. the
review of the book by O. Guéraud in Chron. d’Egypte 10, 390.

5 L’Economie royale des Lagides, 1939, p. 381 n. 1: Mais il me semble, a pré-
sent, que 'existence d’un impét de capitation n’implique pas nécessairement ’oppres-
sion de U'indigéne... -
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The native Egyptians, on the other hand, were treated frankly
as a conquered race, paid the full poll-tax etc... (JEA 8 p. 148) 8.

I confess that arguments put forward by the adherents of the
‘new view’ do not convince me. In my opinion the previous view
of Wilcken, as well as of Claire Préaux and of Sir Harold Bell
himself, was right, and there were not sufficient grounds to change
it. Besides, a detailed investigation of the question may reveal
that the difference between the ‘old’ and the ‘new’ views are not
so strong as they seem to be. Perhaps the whole question was
complicated because some other problems — like that of the de-
diticii, or of the Constitutio Antoniniana — were combined with
it, so that certain results obtained from the discussion of these
items were applied as a matter of course to the laographia of Au-
gustus. Thus the aim of the present article will be to reconsider
the whole question with the elimination of all such problems as
are not directly connected with it.

What is syntaxis?

The term is used in various senses, that of a ‘tax’, or ‘impost’,
being the most usual. It is essential for us to emphasize that syn-
taxis was never used in the strict sense of a tributum, but had al-
ways a milder meaning, that of contribution, assessment, mem-
bers’ subscription, and so on?. In Ptolemaic Egypt the syntaxis
had various different meanings. The allowance paid by the go-
vernment to the priests was designated by this term, and we may
assume, perhaps, that a tax imposed by the government on the
population in order to cover the expense of this allowance, was
also called syntaxis®. The payment of a clvrafic Tév mopduidwy

¢ The new view of Sir Harold Bell is formulated by him in his article The
Const. Anton. and the Egyptian poll-tax, JRS 37, 1947, 17 ff., and most recently
in his latest book Egypt from Alexander the Great to the Arab conquest, 1948, 68 ff.
See also the interesting controversy between him and A. Segré in JEA 28, 1942,
39 ff. (Bell), 30, 1944, 69 ff. (Segré), ibid. 72 ff. (Bell).

7 When the Athenians founded their Second Naval League (378/7 B. C.) the
payments of the members of the League were euphemistically called sovtégec,
to avoid the less pleasant word ¢ipoc used in the 5th century. Alexander, too,
was anxious to call taxes, imposed by him on the population of Asia Minor,
sovtaec (OGIS 1).

8 Such taxes are attested for Roman times, cf. Wallace, Taxation in Egypt,
29, 241; Johnson, Roman Egypt, 640 n. 2. We have no direct evidence for the



182 JOURNAL OF PAPYROLOGY

or mopduidy, i. e. of a ferry-tax, is attested by a series of receipts
dating from the end of the second century B. C.? In P. Tebt. 840
dated 114 B. C. the impost of a ‘quarter upon millers’ (tetdom TV
orrorcor@y) is called syntaxis'0. It seems that a tax imposed on the
importation of pigs into a village was, too, called syntaxis!t. We
have, thus, a number of instances, attesting the use of the term
syntaxts for payments of various imposts. Now we have a number
of other instances where syntaxis is used with no further defini-
tion, and in all these we may wonder what special tax was meant.
Three of them (P. Tebt. 103, 189, and W. Chr. 200) have been
mentioned above. In addition we must bring forward seven re-
ceipts for the payment of syntaxis dated 1st century B. C. —
Ist century A.D.1% In all these documents does the word syntaxis
have the meaning of a poll-tax? The argument in favour of this
view is obviously based on the fact that in two documents
(P. Tebt. 103 and 189) the imposition of syntaxis was preceded by
a census, lxoypapio. A census, one is inclined to argue, comprises
the whole population of a community (village, town, and so
on), and a tax imposed on the whole population is a poll-tax. Yet,
this deduction cannot be sound, since an obligation to pay a cer-
tain tax, imposed on all members of a community, is still not
a strong enough reason for calling the tax a poll-tax. Thus we
are forced to consider the fundamental question of our inquiry:
what is the strict definition of a poll-tax?

I start with some definitions taken from the standard works on
social sciences:

The distinguishing feature of a true poll-tax is that every person
subject to it pays the same amount regardless of his income, property,

Ptolemaic period, but it is likely that the government put upon the population
its obligation to support the clergy. Cf. for the allowance of the priests in general
Cl. Préaux, L’Economie Royale, 49 ff., 480 ff.; Petropulos, Pap. Soc. Arch.
Athen. 1939, No. 51; Otto, Priester und Kultus, 1 366 ff.

¢ BGU VI 1399—1402; OE 9. All receipts are from Edfu.

10 P. Tebt. 840: dnéyw mapi sod ¥y csovrabw tod Meyziop tod d (Erovg). Cf. ibid.
995, 996.

11 P, Giss. bibl. 2. Here Miss Préaux interprets shytafic as ‘‘convention”. But
in the phrase dven sovidbews zal i eidspéyne cvvydpmsews, ‘‘convention” cor-
responds to svvydpnstc, and it is not likely that the author of the papyrus would
use two different words for the same purpose.

12 0. Mich. IT 709—-714,736. It is likely that some more receipts, e. g. 0. Mich. 704
and 754, deal with the same tax, though the term syntaxis is not mentioned there.
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other taxes payable or services received from the state (Enc. of Social
Sciences, s. v. Poll-tax).

Kopfsteuer waren Vorliufer der heutigen allgemeinen Einkommen-
steuer. Sie wurden von jedem steuerpflichtigen Kopf mit dem glei-
chen Betrag erhoben... Sie wirken ausserordentlich ungerecht, da sie
weder das Einkommen, noch das Vermdgen, noch die Erwerbsfihig-
keit u. s. w. beriicksichtigen. (A. Jessen, Finanzen und Steuern
1929 p. 123).

Roheste und unvollkommenste Art der Personalsteuer, welche die
Individuen ohne Unterschied und ohne Riicksicht auf die gréssere
oder geringere Leistungsfihigkeit gleichmdssig trifft. Sie wurde na-
mentlich unterworfenen Vélkerschaften auferlegt und steht iiberhaupt
im engen Zusammenhang mit Unfreiheit (Brockhaus, Konversa-
tions-Lexicon, s. v. Kopfsteuer).

These definitions, though based on evidence from modern times,
are valid for ancient history as well. We may add to them some
features taken from the Roman laographia, or the Arabic djizya
(both these taxes being regarded as poll-taxes par excelience),
which in some measure will enlarge, though without changing,
the scope of the definitions. We can sum up the results as follows:

1) A poll-tax is imposed on every member of a community.

2) Everyone pays the same rate.

3) It is a personal tax with no reference to the income, occupa-
tion, or profession, of the tax-payer.

4) It is a tax of a general, not of a local character, and its effect
is not limited to a definite time. It is imposed not as an
equivalent for a certain service provided by the government,
and not in order to maintain a certain institution. It is just
what it says — a tax paid by everyone — and nothing more.

It is obvious that not every tax paid by the whole community
is a poll-tax. Wallace, in his ‘excellent survey of the taxes in Ro-
man Egypt!3, distinguishes rightly between the poll-tax (cap. VIII)
and various capitation taxes (cap. IX) like ywpatindy, puiaxitindy,
Bodaveutindy, ete. These assessments were also imposed on the
entire population of a village, or a district, but nevertheless they
cannot be classified as poll-taxes since they were always levied
with a special aim, e. g. to serve as remuneration for a certain
service or for the maintenance of some social institution. They were,

18 Wallace, Taxation in Egypt from Augustus to Diocletian, 1938.
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therefore, imposed upon a certain place only, or for a short time,
or in order to force people to fulfil an obligation or to cover a parti-
cular expenditure (e. g. peplopoc avdptavrog, Peplopoc oxoméwy, and
so on). Such was the character of capitation taxes in Roman Egypt;
yet there are many instances from Ptolemaic Egypt as well, attest-
ing the payment of certain capitation taxes imposed on the entire
population of a village. Such a tax, nevertheless, could never be
mistaken for a poll-tax . Even in cases when a capitation tax is
frankly called tributum capitis, or &muxepdhouov, there is no evi-
dence to justify its being regarded as just a poll-tax 5.

1“4 P, Gurob 27 (3rd cent. B. C.) is an account according to villages: the name of
a village is given, then the total number of persons (sipoze), which is separated into
the number of males and the number of females: the males are estimated at 4 obols,
the females at 1} each. Two similar documents are known, one in P. Petr. I11, 93,
the other in P. Lille I, 10... In the Lille papyrus the rate is different, 1 dr. for a male
and 3 obols for a female; but the Petrie papyrus is a very close parallel... The name
of the tax is not given, but a supplementary column gives an account of gvloxtti-
#by Epyastnpiwy, i. e. an impost for the maintaining of jailers; so it is likely that
in the previous columns the same tax was meant. — W. Chr. 55 (= P. Petr. I
Introd., p. 43) bears witness that in the village of Psenyris in the 3rd cent. B. C.
a tax of half a drachma was levied from everyone belonging to the Jewish and
the Hellenic communities (mapa t@v “lovdaiwy zal tév ‘Elfvwy érdston shpartoc).
The tax was levied cic to drodiy(c)ea ¢ »wpmc, i. e. seemingly for the mainte-
nance of granaries. — P. Tebt. 880 (2nd cent. B. C.) is a list of persons from the
village of Bepeveric Oespogipoc paying the dhizd; the list is drawn up zat’ évdpo
wotl ot Edvoc. — Other instances may be brought forward, but those mentioned
are sufficient to prove that various capitation taxes were imposed on the rural
population by the Ptolemaic government, no one of them being a poll-tax.

15 On the Roman tributum capitis cf. E. H. Stevenson, Roman Provincial
Administration, 1949, 151: tributum capitis — was not, in spite of its name, a poll-
tax, but a charge on forms of property other than land; for Stevenson, only the
Egyptian laographia was a poll-tax in its proper sense (ibid., n. 2); cf. CAH X 196.
See also Abbott and Johnson, Provincial Administration, 119: This impost
(i. e. tributum capitis) seems to have taken a variety of forms... In some cases it was
a simple poll-tax, in others, a license paid by pedlars, shopkeepers, and men engaged
in other trades, and in still others, an income or property tax. — The rizepdhatoy
is attested for the time of Diadochi by Ps.-Arist. Oikon. II 1, 4, but it is identi-
fied here with trade-tax ((muxepdhatdy te nal yetpwyéfioy mposayopeopdyn); it is,
therefore, a special capitation tax, not a poll-tax. In Roman Egypt irwrepdhatoy
is used in various senses: It is frequently synonymous with haoypagic, poll-tax
(e. g. BGU 833, 28), and it is found as a substitute for ycpwvitioy, trade-tax
(0. Theb., pp. 153—4). It may refer also to other distributed charges. P. Oxy. XII,
1438 lists as ‘*‘of the Zimuregiiia of certain fugitives” the defaulted payments of
Geapogohirey, Eabpaypio Bvwy, ywpoatiesy, and others, and WO 151 affords a clear
instance of a payment brip pepispod émirzoahion dvdpiavtoc..(P. Mich. VI No. 383).
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Now we must turn to the discussion of documents which have
furnished matter for the suggestion that the poll-tax was in exist-
ence in Ptolemaic Egypt. I shall discuss them one by one.

1) W. Chr. 66 = P. Petr. III 59 (b) p. 174. A fragment of
a papyrus of 3rd century B. C. containing the end of a list of per-
sons subjected to the payment of a tax. The total number of males
paying the tax is 2108 (copato Epoevixa 'Ben). Further, some tens
of priests are mentioned belonging to t&v pn tedodvrwv. Smyly,
and after him Wilcken, interpreted this papyrus as evidence of
priests being exempted from the poll-tax. Yet why should the tax
referred to in this papyrus be just a poll-tax? The large number
of persons subjected to this tax cannot serve as an argument in
favour of this suggestion: P. Gurob 27 has on its recto the num-
ber of 1377 males and 1242 females, and on its verso the total
number of 8795 males and 8253 females resident .in nine districts,
and nevertheless, as we have seen above (note 14), the tax there
in question is, probably, guiwatindy Epyastnpiwy, or something like
that, and not a poll-tax. The exemption of the clergy from paying
the tax may, perhaps, be explained by the supposition that the
tax in question was levied just on behalf of the priests .

At any rate, the fact alone, that a certain number of priests in
a certain village was exempt from the payment of a certain tax,
is not sufficient evidence in favour of the suggestion that this tax
was a poll-tax.

2) P. Tebt. 189. The papyrus is dated early first century B. C.
It contains a census-return of persons paying two taxes. The papy-
rus runs as follows: "Eroug xaf....Jv daoyp(apia) Gcoyo(vidog) tév
te[ternubrov Thy obvta[Ew x]al To{v} émoTatin(ov) &v Té [..(Erel)....
We do not know what émisratixév means; it was perhaps a tax
intended to cover the expenses of the office of the émotdmng Ty
puraxitéyv 7. It was, at any rate, not a poll-tax. Why should the

16 Tt is worth noting that in P. Petr. IIT 93, which, according to Smyly, is
a very close parallel to P. Gurob 27, the gohazitar were exempt from the tax; and,
as we have seen, this tax was probably levied on behalf of the gvhoxitar. It is
quite logical that persons, on whose behalf a certain tax was levied, were them-
selves exempt from the obligation to pay it. I would call to mind the suggestion
referred to above (note 8), that the expenses connected with the allowance granted
to priests by the government were covered by a tax called syntaxis (as the
allowance itself was called). The priests were certainly exempt from the payment
of such a tax.

17 For érwtanzéy cf. Cl. Préaux, L’Economie Royale, 385, 404.
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syntaxis be one? The same census (Axoypogie) was intended to fix
the number of persons subjected to both taxes. It was emphasized
above that in Ptolemaic Egypt the syntaxis had many and various
meanings. We do not know what this special syntaxis of Theogonis
was, but its connection with &msratixéy suggests that it too was
merely a local capitation tax, levied, perhaps, in order to
cover some extraordinary expense, or to collect sums necessary
for the allowance made to the priests .

3) The same may be said of P. Tebt 103 (= W. Chr. 288), a list
of persons paying the syntaxis in the same village Theogonis. The
list opens with the words: ("Etovc) xa ©&vd Aaoypagpia Oczoyo(vidoc)
%ot &vdpa tehob[vr]wv cbvralw. Here olvrafic is mentioned alone,
without émistatixév; yet it is obvious that in both cases the syn-
taxis has the same meaning, since both documents were drawn
up in the same village, about the same time. As to the words »ot’
&vdpa, they must not be interpreted as referring to a poll-tax: it
is a usual formula in many lists of persons, and we have seen
(note 14) that in P. Tebt. 880 these words are used for people pay-
ing the cAucn.

18 The papyrus mentions 272 persons paying the two taxes, among them 263
paying at the rate of 900 copper dr., 8 persons at the reduced rate of 750 dr.,
and one person paying 500 dr. These rates for cbvzafic, according to Wallace
(American Jour. Philol. 59 p. 434), are singularly like the poll-tax of the Roman
period in Lower Egypt, which was assessed to two rates; a privileged class paid at
a lower rate. Yet the likeness is confined to the mere fact that there were persons
who paid a certain tax at a reduced rate; the percentage of the reduction is
quite different (in the Roman period in Arsinoites it was 509, here it was about
179;). Wallace, further, supposes that the 900 copper dr. (approximately equi-
valent to 2 or 3 silver dr.) represented not an annual, but a monthly, rate; he of-
fers evidence from the payment of cuytéfiyov in the Roman period, which, too,
was paid at monthly rates (p. 436 f.). Yet the question of annual or monthly ra-
tes is a rather complicated one. The receipts mention generally the amount
paid on account of a tax for a certain year, but they do not tell us whether this
amount is the entire sum due for that year, or a monthly rate, or, perhaps, one
of two, or four payments due during the year. The iovdaioy téhespa in Edfu, for
example, was paid sometimes once a year (9 dr. 2 ob. including the drapyal),
sometimes in two instalments, nearly equal, and sometimes in amounts having
no connection at all with the annual sum to be paid (cf., e. g., OE 58, 114, 159,
161, 265, 284, and others). As to syntaxis, the ostracon O. Mich. IT 710 shows 3
receipts dated the same month, and O. Mich. 754 (see above, note 12) has even
6 receipts. So I prefer not to draw any conclusions from the mode of payments
as to the identification of cvvtéEipov with the tax in P. Tebt. 189.
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4) P. Grenf. I 45 = W. Chr. 200. The papyrus is dated 19 B. C.
It contains an dmoypaug?n of a dnuboroc yewpydc describing himself
as teh@v oOvralw. According to Wilcken, the dmoypag? here is not
the Roman census, since the latter was not yet in use, but the
continuation of Ptolemaic fiscal institution; the syntaxis, conse-
quently, is not the Reman laographia, but the Ptolemaic poll-
tax still used under Augustus. Yet, according to Wallace (Ta-
xation, 96 ff.), there is reason to believe that the Roman census
held every 14 years was introduced in the 6th year of Augustus,
i. e. 24/3 B. C., and since the earliest extant receipt for the pay-
ment of laographia is dated 22/21 B. C. (O. Strassb. 38, cf. Wal-
lace, Taxation, p. 116), there are sufficient grounds for accepting
his theory. The years of the census, then, run as follows: 24/3 B. C.,
10/9 B. C., A.D. 5/6, A.D. 19/20 2. The year 19 B. C. is, at any
rate, not that of a census. The payment of the syntaxis in this
year may be explained in one of two ways — either as a continua-
tion of a Ptolemaic tax (and in this case it would be a simple capi-
tation tax of local significance, as usual in the Ptolemaic period),
or as identical with the Roman laographia *°. This latter case must
be considered seriously, since the identification of the laographia
with the syntaxis served as a strong argument in favour of the
assumption that the poll-tax was already in existence under the
Ptolemies?'. Now, there is no doubt that the laographia was some-
times called syntaxis, or more precisely Axixny odvrafic; but it
does not necessarily follow that a poll-tax, called syntaxis, was
a Ptolemaic institution. We may put forward another explanation.
Let us ask the simple question: what was the original name
of the Roman poll-tax, imposed on Egypt by Augustus? It was,
at any rate, not laographia. Laographia means ‘the numbering of
the people’, and no government could originally use this term for
a tax. It is obvious that the rniame laographia was attached to the
poll-tax by the population itself: the census, when introduced for

1 From A. D. 20 onwards the fourteen years’ cycle for the census is attested
till A. D. 258 (Wallace, Taxation, 98).

% These two — and only two — possibilities remain even if we do not accept
the suggestion of Wallace and follow that of Wilcken: the laographia at any
rate was levied from 22/21 B. C. onwards, whether the fourteen years’ cycle for
the census was already in existence, or not, and two different poll-taxes could
not have been levied at the same time.

21 Cf. e. g. Heichelheim, Gnomon 10, 1934, 395 ff.
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the first time in 24/3 B. C., was so closely associated in the minds
of the people with the tax to be paid after it, that the tax itself
was widely called ‘the numbering of the people’. The new name
was so commonly accepted, that the government itself finally
adopted it as an official term for the poll-tax 22. Yet what was
the original name of laographia? In Latin the wusual tributum ca-
pitis was probably adopted; in Greek many different terms could
be used, such as @bépoc, pepiopbe, téhog, Térespa, ovvtabic, and also
the special name for capitation-tax, émixepdhov. Yet téAeoua and
ueptopdc did not occur in the Ptolemaic Egypt at all, émixeqpdiiov
was very seldom used (see infra), pépoc and téhoc, on the contrary,
too often used, so that an endless -number of various taxes were
all called gépor and tékn. It would have caused great embarassment
for the officials had the government used one of these names for
the poll-tax 2. The term syntaxis offered the best solution, and
so it was adopted, perhaps with the supplement Axixy — to dis-
tinguish between syntaxis as poll-tax and some other imposts
called ocuvtdéecic as well. No wonder, then, that we find the terms
Aaixd) oVvtaéie and cuvtdZinov used for this tax. And so, as it seems,
we obtained the important result that the use of the term syntaxis
in Roman times cannot serve as an argument for the existence of
a poll-tax under the Ptolemies. As to W. Chr. 200, I should prefer
"to identify the syntaxis here mentioned with the Roman laographia,
though the year 19 B. C. is not the year of the census: we may
easily suppose that the first census (24/3 B. C.) could not at once
take in the entire Egyptian population, so that individual persons
continued to deliver their dmoypugai during the following years.
5) The receipts for syntaxis in O. Mich. 709—714, 736 (see above,
note 12), ranged from the years 4 to 28 of an unnamed reign. The
editor supplied the receipts with somewhat vague chronological

2 Cf. Wallace, Taxation, 116. A similar adoption of a popular name instead
of an official one is attested also for the ‘“Jewish tax” in Egypt. The tax was
officially called ttp¥) 3nvapiov Sbo °lovdaiwy (so, at any rate, until the 8th year
of Domitian); yet the popular name was iovdaioy téhespa, which was, of course,
much simpler. From the 12th year of Domitian, the popular name replaced the
official and supplanted it completely.

% The numerous ¢igor and téky, in use under the Ptolemies, continued their
existence throughout the Roman period. Collate the long lists of these taxes in
Cl. Préaux, L’Economie Royale, 594 and 595, with the corresponding lists in
Wallace, Taxation, 509 and 511, g
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designations: I cent. B. C., I cent. B. C. /I cent. A.D., late I cent.
B. C./ early I cent. A. D. The last designation is the most precise,
and, if it is true that all these receipts belong to one reign, there
can be little doubt that the reign of Augustus is meant 2. Yet the
syntaxis here mentioned can hardly be the laographia, since it was
exacted from the 4th, and even from the 2nd (O. Mich. 704, cf.
note 12) year of the reign, i. e. when the laographia was not yet in
existence. The sums referred to in the receipts are quite different
from those paid for laographia, and the mode of payment (some-
times made three and more times in a month, cf. Nos. 704, 710, 754)
is also not that of laographia. So it seems that during the reign of
Augustus some Ptolemaic capitation tax was still levied in Faytm
villages. Yet I would restrain myself from drawing definite con-
clusions, as long as the chronology of the receipts remains uncer-
tain, and till there is sufficient proof that all the receipts belong
to one reign.

6) In P. Tebt. 701, 1. 186, dated 235 B. C., a tax &muxepdhiov
is mentioned. As far as I know, it is the only reference to &mixeqd-
Awov in the Ptolemaic period. It has already been stressed above
(note 15) that the term does not necessarily signify a poll-tax, but
may have a wider sense of a capitation tax in general. In the papy-
rus it is named together with a series of local imposts, like amo
OVGY, iepdv gbpov, évowxiwy, ete., and, in all probability bears the
same local character 25,

We have gone over all the documents put forward by modern
scholars as evidence of the existence of the poll-tax in Ptolemaic
Egypt, and we can now sum up the results of our investigation.
There is no source proving the scholars’ thesis in a direct way.

2 The reign of Ptolemy IX Lathyros is too early a one to be considered as
possible, and the reigns of Ptolemy XII Auletes, the last Cleopatra, and Tibe-
rius do not reach the 28th year.

% T would not, therefore, cite P. Tebt. 701 as a document possibly proving
the existence of a poll-tax in Ptolemaic Egypt and so explaining the capitation
tax exacted from the population of Jerusalem by Antiochos III, immediately
following his conquest of Palestine in 198 B. C. (cf. Bickermann, Instit. des Sé-
leucid., 111). In his edict, Antiochos III exempts the gerusia and the priests of
Jerusalem Gv drip tic regokic tehodot, as well as from the crown — and the
salt-tax (Jos. ant. 12, 142). We do not know whether these taxes were taken
over by Antiochos from the previous taxes imposed on Jews by the Ptolemaic
government, or were an innovation of his. Possibly the taxes were introduced to
cover the expenses of the war and all were of ephemeral character.
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The whole theory is based on an interpretation of some documents
also capable of other and different interpretations. The Ptolemaic
census (laographia) does not necessarily aim at the imposition of
a poll-tax: a simple capitation tax, the émortatixév, was also im-
posed as a result of a laographia. The syntaxis has various meanings;
it was used especially for capitation taxes; there is nothing to prove
that the syntaxis in P. Tebt. 103 and 188 has precisely the meaning
of a poll-tax. The official name of the Roman poll-tax, popu-
larly called laographia, was, in all probability, syntaxis, or haixi)
odvtakig; that explains why this term (or cuvtd&ipov) is often used
instead of laographia; the Romans selected this name for poll-tax,
not because it was the name of the Ptolemaic poll-tax, but because
it was the most convenient for their purpose. The &mxspdhioy,
mentioned only once in the Ptolemaic times, is commonly used
for capitation tax in general and ought not to be interpreted as
a poll-tax.

The best argument against the existence of a poll-tax under the
Ptolemies is the complete lack of receipts attesting its payment.
An argumentum ex silentio is, of course, not convincing; but when
the silence is maintained for some two hundred years, weighty
reasons must be put forward to account for it. Wallace wrote in
1938: There are more receipts for payment of hxoypupio extant than
for any other tax paid in money (Taxation, p. 116), and new docu-
ments, like the Ostraka from Edfu, have still further increased
their number. Why so many receipts in the Roman period and none
at all in the Ptolemaic? Was Ptolemaic Egypt a less bureaucratic
country than the Roman? No wonder that the scholars themselves
(such as the editors of P. Tebt. I and Wilcken), who admitted
the existence of the poll-tax under the Ptolemies, felt uneasy and
modified their own theory by means of some phrases restricting
the sense considerably 26. Wallace is the only scholar who has
tried to elaborate a detailed theory in favour of the view that
the poll-tax was introduced into Egypt by Ptolemy IV Philopator,
but, as far as I know, his theory has met with considerable doubt,

26 P, Tebt. I p. 447: But that some form of poll-tax had been introduced by the
first century B. C. is very likely. Wilcken, Chr. 288 : aber der Text zeigt doch, dass
es eine kopfsteuerartig auferlegte Abgabe mit Namen cbytakic gegeben hat.
We can argue, that some form of a poll-tax, which is only kopfsteuerartig, is
not a poll-tax in the strict sense of the word and may as well be interpreted as
a simple capitation tax. ”
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and, indeed, cannot be accepted as an expression of the common
view 27. So we are thrown back upon the previous view of these
scholars who denied the existence of the poll-tax in Ptolemaic
Egypt and regarded the introduction of the laographia as a great
innovation of Augustus.

We have now to consider the question of the character of Ro-
man laographia.

II

Laographia is the name of the poll-tax imposed on Egypt by Au-
gustus and levied during the whole first and second century A. D.
It was imposed on every male in Egypt from his 14th to his 60th
or 62nd year. Certain classes (Romans, citizens of Greek cities,
a limited number of priests and officials, and, perhaps, the descend-
ants of Ptolemaic xdrtoixor) were exempt from its payment. The
metropolites, i. e. inhabitants of the district capitals, paid the lao-
graphia at a reduced rate. The rates of laographia varied accord-
ing to region: 16 drachmae pro capite in some parts of Upper Egypt
and at least 40 dr. (44 including some additional imposts) in the
Faytm. Throughout the whole of Egypt, with the exception of
Faytm, it was called Axoypagpie. In the Faytim it was known as

27 Wallace, Census and Poll-tax in Ptolemaic Egypt, Amer. Jour. Phil. 59,
1938, 418 ff. Wallace himself owns that strict arguments in favour of the existence
of a Ptolemaic poll-tax are lacking (p. 418 n. 2), and he sees the purpose of his
article in showing the probability (the spacings are mine) of the introduction of
both poll-tax and fourteen years census-period under Ptolemy IV Philopator (419).
Indeed, he did collect some evidence in favour of the possibility of the intro-
duction of census and poll-tax in the year 220/19 B. C. Yet I do not see why the
same arguments (need of money, political and military difficulties on the eve of an
expensive war, and so on) should lack validity on many other occasions during the
long period of the Ptolemies’ rule. Wallace tries to explain the lack of receipts
for the payments of poll-tax by the suggestion that the Ptolemaic government
did not issue receipts in order to save outlays on papyrus and to keep the offi-
cials free for other services (430 f.). Yet the Romans, afterwards, were faced with
the same problem, and nevertheless the difficulty of issuing receipts did not
frighten them. Besides, the receipts in Upper Egypt were always written not on
papyrus, but on potsherds (431 n. 51); why could the same procedure not have
been adopted for Lower Egypt as well? Wallace states that no receipts were
issued by the Ptolemaic government for any capitation tax. I cannot discuss
this question in detail, but it is worth noting that many lists of capitation taxes
are preserved from the Ptolemaic period (cf. above, note 14), whereas no lists
of payers of the poll-tax are known to us. Thus we may say that no argument
put forward by Wallace is weighty enough to support his theory.
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ouvtabipov; incidentally the terms Aaixy obvrafic and Emixepdiov
are used as well 28,

As we have already seen, Wilcken and other supporters of the
‘old view’ regarded the laographia as a mark of degradation, or
enslavement, of the native Egyptian population, whereas the ad-
herents of the ‘new view’, and especially Sir Harold Bell, refute
this significance of the tax. We have to reexamine this problem.

Speaking above about the character of the poll-tax in general
I stressed its formal features only and deliberately avoided quest-
ioning whether some special intentions were connected with
its imposition. Now I would emphasize that among many and
various forms adopted by the poll-tax during the history of man-
kind, two are especially characteristic of it: 1) the poll-tax is impos-
ed on a conquered population as a mark of its subjugation;
2) it is imposed on a class, socially the lowest, in a country as
a mark of its inferiority. As a typical example of the first kind
of poll-tax one may cite the djizya, imposed by the Arabs on inha-
bitants of those conquered countries unwilling to accept the faith
of Islam; instances from English and Russian history may illus-
trate the second kind 2°. This humiliating character of the poll-
tax is not a chance one, but results logically from its very nature.
We have seen above that a poll-tax, as differing from other capi-
tation taxes, was imposed on a person not with the purpose of co-
vering some special expense, or of maintaining some institution
of social significance, but for only one reason, that the person in
question belonged to a certain community liable to the payment

28 See for the laographia Wallace, Taxation, 116 ff., and Johnson, Roman
Egypt, 531 ff. — Cf. also Wilcken, Ostraka, 230 ff.; Chr. d’Egypte 12, 1937,
259 ff.; Laum in Pauly-Wiss. R. E., s. v. haoypagio (23, 732 ff.); Heichelheim,
Gnomon 10, 1934, 395 ff. The articles of Sir Harold Bell are referred to above,
in note 6.

2% Djizya, the poll-tax, must be distinguished from Kharadj, the land-tax,
though in the beginnings of Islamic rule this separation had not yet been made.
It is important to note that embracing Islam freed a man from the djizya (a mark
of inferiority), though it did not free him from kharadj (a simple financial obli-
gation to the state). See Enzyklopdidie des Islam, s. v. Djizya and Kharadj. — In
England the imposition of a poll-tax caused the well-known revolt of Wat Tyler
(1381), cf. Trevelyan, English Social History, 14. — For the Russian podushnaja
podat in the reign of Peter the Great cf. Kluchevsky, Russian History, v. IV,
cap. 65 (in Russian).



SYNTAXIS AND LAOGRAPHIA 193

of the poll-tax. But why should a community pay a poll-tax?
Of course, in a democratic society a poll-tax may be imposed by
a free decision of its citizens, like the modern income-tax. But it
is not the history of the last hundred years with which we are now
concerned. During the whole ancient and mediaeval history a poll-
tax was generally imposed in quite arbitrary way by a conqueror
on a conquered people, or by a despotic government on a terror-
ised population. The aims of the imposition of the poll-tax are
obvious: a subjugated, or socially degraded, population had to
serve as an everlasting source of income for the conqueror, or the
despotic government. A special act of kindness on the part of the
authorities is needed to exempt a person, or a group of persons,
from this invidious and expensive obligation.

These general considerations may be of some service in the
elucidation of the character of the Egyptian laographia; but a far
greater importance must be attached to the special character of
the poll-tax in the Roman Empire. The opinion of scholars was
given above (note 15) declaring that the Roman tributum capitis
was not a poll-tax in the strict sense of the word, being generally
a charge on forms of property other than land. Yet in one sense the
tributum capitis was surely a poll-tax, and that is just the sense
with which we are now concerned. Cicero, speaking on wvectigal
from Spain and Carthago, emphasizes that it was imposed on these
countries quasi victoriae praemium ac poena belli (II Verr 3, 12);
he calls the Roman provinces praedia populi Romani (II Verr.
2, 7). If such was the opinion of Cicero, usually anxious to show
his sympathies with the people of the provinces, there can be little
doubt what was the official view adopted by the government of the
Roman Republic. The abuses of individual Roman officials treating
the provincials frankly as conquered peoples are sufficiently well
known to be reported here once again. The administration of the
Principate abolished some of these abuses; yet the system itself
remained fundamentally unchanged. The conquered peoples had
to pay the tributum in its double aspect: as tributum soli and tri-
butum capitis. Augustus introduced into the provinces the census
aiming at the precise fixation of the area of land liable to taxation,
and of the exact number of persons to pay the poll-tax. There
are instances attesting the stubborn opposition of the provincial
population to the census, sometimes breaking out into open
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mutiny 0. As to the tributum capitis it was paid not only in Egypt,
but in the provinces Africa, Cilicia, Syria, and Britannia; this list
could, perhaps, be lengthened had we the exact knowledge of the
fiscal obligations of every Roman province3!. Even if tributum
capitis may not have been a poll-tax in the strict sense of the
word, it was always a mark of distinction between the free
Roman citizens and the subjugated population of the provinces,
and it was never considered otherwise either on the part of the
conquerors or on that of the conquered.

We are now better prepared to discuss the problems of the
Egyptian laographia. 1 have already pointed out that we have no
evidence of a poll-tax under the Ptolemies. We may add now that
the imposition of a poll-tax would not fit into the general trend
of the domestic policy of the last Ptolemies. We should rather
admit the possibility that the first representatives of the dynasty
could have imposed the poll-tax: Egypt was, after all, a dopixtnroc
Y7, and why should a conqueror not draw all possible advantages
resulting from the very fact of the conquest? Yet, actually, we
have no instances proving this supposition, and so it may be put
aside. As to the last Ptolemies, it would be, of course, an exag-
geration should we proclaim them as national representatives of
the native population. But there is little doubt that their dome-
stic policy, from Euergetes II on, was not hostile to the Egyptians,
and in various cases even favoured them?32. So it can hardly be

30 In Judaea, the census was the cause of numerous revolts, and led to the
organization of a revolutionary faction of the Jews, the Zealots (Jos., ant. 18, 1 ff.)
In Gallia, continuatio tributorum under Tiberius led to the rising of Sacrovir in
A. D. 21 (Tac. ann. 3, 40). In A. D. 36, a part of the Cilician population fled to
the mountains, quia nostrum in modum deferre census, pati tributa, adigebatur
(Tac. ann. 6, 41). On the census of Augustus in general see Abbottand Johnson,
Municipal Administration, 120; CAH X 193. :

31 Africa (Carthago): App. Lib. 20, 135; Cilicia: Cic. ad Ait. 5, 16, 2; Syria:
Ulpian, Dig. 50, 15, 3; Syria and Cilicia: App. Syr. 8,50; Britannia: Dio Cass.
62, 3,.3.

3 On the principal features in the internal politics of Euergetes II see Cl. Pré-
aux, Actes du 5e Congrés, 345 ff.; W. Otto, Zur Gesch. d. Niederganges des Pto-
lomderreiches, Abh. Bayr. Ak., N. F., Heft 17, 1938. The strengthening of the
native elements under Euergetes II is beyond doubt, whether it was a deliberate
policy of the king’s, or a result of a natural process (cf. Bevan, Hist. of Egypt,
323, who accepts the latter point of view). The favours accorded to Egyptians by
the last Ptolemies comprise the nominations of Egyptians for high offices, and,
especially, the granting of privileges to the Egyptian priesthood. Cf. Cl. Préaux,
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assumed that just these kings introduced the poll-tax. In the eyes
of the Romans, on the contrary, the imposition of the poll-tax on
a new province naturally followed the conquest. Egypt especially
was destined to pay the tax. First, the province was victoriae prae-
mium in its truest sense, and the richest territory held by Rome
till then. Secondly, the population had long been accustomed to
paying high imposts. Egypt, says Sir Harold Bell, was, indeed,
no more than a demesne added to the Empire by Augustus and admi-
nistered for the good of the Roman people **. Who had to pay the
imposts due from this demesne? The whole population of Egypt,
Greek and Egyptians alike, were conquered by Augustus; yet he
amnestied the inhabitants of Alexandria (Dio Cassius 51, 16, 3)
and we may suggest that the same act of benevolence was shown
by him to Naucratis and Ptolemais. We shall see below that some
other groups of the Egyptian population were treated mildly by
the conqueror; these exceptions, however, only stress the funda-
mental fact, that the Egyptian people, as a whole, was regarded
as a conquered nation 3!, The official name of this nation in Ptole-
maic documents was Axol; Sir Harold rightly emphasizes that this
term was used in a sense equivalent to our word natives *°. The
Ptolemies called census — Axoypugix, ‘the numbering of the Axol’;
the same term, as we have seen, was adopted by Augustus for the
first Roman census in Egypt and subsequently for the poll-tax
itself. Thus the very name of the poll-tax in Roman Egypt
reminds us that it was imposed on the Axol, i. e. on the
native population. Now, who was reckoned among the native
population, and who was not? Bickermann rightly observed that
the differentiation of the inhabitants of Egypt as ‘Greeks’ and
‘Egyptians’ ceased in Roman times: the entire population of
Egypt, except the citizens of Greek cities and some minor groups

L’Economie Royale, 480 ff.; Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic Hist. of the
Hellen. World II 882 ff.

8 CAH X 314; cf. Bell, Egypt from Alexander etc., 76 (Egypt was a cow to be
milked for the benefit of Rome).

¥ Dio Cass. 51, 17,4: Alyortog piv obrwg 8ovhdd.

% Bell, Egypt from Alexander etc. 43. The use of the term in the sense of native

population is attested from the 3rd century B. C. on: *Amolldvtog toic &y ‘Hyaustedde
haots yaipery (P. Cairo Zen. 59203 from 254 B. C.). Cf. P. Tebt. 701, 1.74; 80:

toig haoig toic &y Tbpwy nmpmt.
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in the ydpa, turned into ‘Egyptians’ %6. Sir Harold Bell took this
view as a basis for his opinion that the payment of laographia was
not a mark of degradation®’: among the persons liable to laographia
were the inhabitants of pyrpomédeic, who were officially reckoned
among the Egyptians, but who, as a matter of fact, were men of
Greek education. It could not be the intention of the Roman Go-
vernment to put on such persons a mark of degradation. And, in
fact, they did not pay the full amount of the laographia, but paid
it at a reduced rate. The intention is clear: it was to emphasize the
superiority of Hellenic culture, to make a distinction between an urban
and Hellenized élite and the man of the peasantry 8. I entirely agree
with Sir Harold as to the intention of the Roman Government; yet
it should be emphasized that. this distinction between Greek and
Egyptian elements, juridically envisaged, was not simply identical
with the distinction between the urban, that is to say the helle-
nized, population, and the rural one. The Jews of Alexandria,
though an urban population and very largely hellenized, did pay
the laographia, whereas the fathers of the citizens of Antinoopolis,
though certainly villagers, did not pay it (W. Chr. 28). We must
search for a clear juridical distinction between ‘Greek’ and ‘Egyp-
tian’. There can be little doubt that in the eyes of the Romans
citizens of Greek cities only were reckoned among the
‘Greeks’ in all provinces of mixed population. Their approach to
the problem was quite sound: after three hundred years of Greek
domination in the East everyone could speak' Greek, so that this
fact alone was not sufficient to entitle Syrians, Jews, Egyptians,
and so on, to be regarded as Greeks and to be granted all those
privileges which were granted by Romans to true Hellenes. More
than this: even Greeks themselves could be acknowledged as such
only if they could prove their pure Greek origin 2°. Only citizens

3% Bickermann, Arch. f. Pap. 8, 216 ff.; 9, 24 ff. Cf. Taubenschlag, The
Law of Greco-Roman Egypt II 19.

37 Sir Harold frequently cites the above mentioned article by Bickermann,
as, for ex., in CAH X 298, or in Egypt from Alexander ete. 70. Bickermann’s
book on the Edict of Caracalla and P. Giss. 40 serves also as a basis for the ‘“new
view” adopted by Sir Harold (JRS 37, 18).

38 Bell, Egypt from Alexander etc., 71.

39 The contempt of the Romans for descendants of Greeks, who did not main-
tain the purity of their race, is clearly emphasized in the well-known sentence
put by Livius (38, 17) into the mouth of the Roman consul Cn. Manlius: Mace-
dones... in Syros, Parthos, Aegyptios degenerarunt.
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of Greek méheic could be regarded as true Hellenes: the avoidance
of connubium between them and the ‘natives’ protected them,
more or less, from the overwhelming influence of the Orient %°.
Thus, in the eyes of the Roman Government in Egypt, only citi-
zens of Alexandria, Naucratis, and Ptolemais, could be reckoned
among true Greeks; the metropolites, being a mixed population,
were not Greeks and were therefore liable to laographia. Yet strict
juridical laws are not always observed, especially when the histo-
rical situation calls for some innovation: we may add, too, that
the Roman Emperor was always free to decide whether certain
persons, or-groups of persons, had to be subjected to strict obli-
gations, or could be exempt from them. The Roman Government
needed the help of mixed Hellenic-Egyptian population of the
metropolis: this was the element best fitted to carry out the
tasks of local administration. So a privilege was granted them:
though they were not exempt from the laographia (and, conse-
quently, remained ‘Egyptian’), their financial burden was lightened
and they paid the poll-tax at a reduced rate ..

This rather long digression has shown us that the Roman period
inaugurated a sharp distinction between two principal groups of
the Egyptian population, a distinction resulting essentially from
the common Roman policy in the Eastern provinces, further ag-
gravated by the special conditions in Egypt, where the village
people had endured some thousands of years of servitude 2. The

4 The prohibition of connubium with the Egyptians is attested in a direct way
for Naucratis only, see W. Chr. 27. If the assertion in P. Oxy. 2177, that the laws
of Alexandria were modelled upon the laws of Athens, is true, the Alexandrians,
too, had no connubium with other people, since a law of Pericles defined an Athe-
nian citizen as of citizens’ origin on both sides. Cf. also the Gnomon of the Idios
Logos, §§ 13, 38, 46, 47.

41 The metropolites in Arsinoites paid 20 dr. instead of 40, or 44, of the cvyti-
Ewpov; in other districts of Egypt the payments of the metropolites were 12, and
even 8 dr. See Wallace, Taxation, 121 ff.

4 The Roman policy in Eastern provinces was based on the classification of
the inhabitants into two distinct groups, that of the Hellenized urban population
and that of the villagers faithful to their ancient Oriental culture. The men of
the first group were granted many privileges by the Romans (Hellenization, for
instance, was a prerequisite for obtaining Roman citizenship), whereas the rural
population was treated as ‘‘barbarians”. The same distinction may be applied
to the Romanized and rural population of the Western provinces. See on this
question Rostovtzeff, Social and Economic History of the Roman Empire, 6,
178 £., 236 ff., 245, 298 ff., 331 ff.; especially on Egypt 257 f., 265, 273. Cf. CAH
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one group of the inhabitants was recognised ethnically as Hel-
lenes and juridically as free people (= citizens of méAerc), whereas
the other groups was considered ethnically as Egyptians and juri-
dically as a conquered people. The formal mark of distinction for
men of the first group was their education in a Greek gymnasium,
and especially their service as ephebi; the mark for persons of the
second group was their payment of laographia. It would be, per-
haps, an exaggeration to say with Wilcken, that the Egyptians
were a pariah class, but it is true that the laographia was a special
mark of this class. Consequently, it was a mark of degradation,
and that in both senses connected with a poll-tax: it marked the
Egyptians as a conquered people, and the rural population, the
Aaol, as a subjugated social class of low standing. This conclusion
results logically from the very fact, that the whole population of
Egypt was roughly divided into two separate groups, one having
all the privileges and the other carrying out all the duties; one
being rich, powerful, and educated, the other poor, powerless, and
ignorant of the officially acknowledged world civilization. Now we
have to see if we can adduce special instances in proof of this %3,

XT 491, 497 ff., 513 ff., 573, 587 ff., 620 f. On Rome’s policy of maintaining Helt
lenism and of strengthening the city-states, which were its home, against the threa-
of the ‘barbarians’ see ibid. 615, cf. 555 and 670. Hellenism was at that time syno-
nymous with culture (ibid. p. 622).

4 Before we turn to the discussion of special facts, some additional notes of
general character must be given. According to Bell (JRS 37, 19), the payment of
laographia was not a sign of inferiority imposed on a conquered people, but rather,
a normal feature in the financial system of Roman Egypt, taken over by Augustus
from the Ptolemies but remodelled by him, with a grant of exemption to certain classes
which he wished to distinguish from the general mass. In other words the difference
is properly expressed not by saying that subjection to poll-tax was imposed as a mark
of inferiority but rather that exemption from it was granted as a special privilege.
I doubt if we can regard this argument as convincing. Were we able to state, what
the “normal” situation of the Egyptians ought to have been, we could easily
distinguish between a *‘privileged” and an ‘“‘inferior” status of different classes.
But we have only two groups of population, one of a higher and the other of a
lower standing, and if the higher is ¢privileged”, the lower is ‘“degraded”, and
vice versa. An example from modern times may, perhaps, throw some light on
the problem. In Russia, before 1917, Jews were compelled to live in certain di-
stricts only (to say nothing of many other restrictions); yet some groups of Jews
(such as rich merchants, graduates of the Universities, descendants of soldiers
from the time of Nicholas I) were allowed to take up domicile outside ¢“the pale”.
They were, of course, privileged; does this mean that the state of all other Jews
was normal? Another example may be taken from ancient history. Were the
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One instance is the well-known ‘Bourf-papyrus’ (PSI 1160). The
spokesman of the Alexandrians writes to Augustus: the [BouA of
Alexandria will take care tva pu# v T@v peA\évrov Tveg Axoypapicdor
Toig xat’ &tog épNPoig cuveyypapouevor émi THv dnuosiav Tpd [melav]

mpbcodoy haccdot. This sentence attests the existence of two cat-
egories of the population in Alexandria, whose marks of distinction
were, on the one hand, gymnasium education (here, more precisely,
the service as ephebi), and on the other the laographia. Now, who
are the persons who evade by illegal means the payment of lao-
graphia? The spokesman of the Alexandrians continues: xol 70
wlophetrevpa TV 'AreEavdpeiwv, .[.].p.... Omdpyov, &dpemror 3ol
avaywyor yeyoviteg dvdpwmol pordveect. Thus the spokesman of Ale-
xandria tries to defend the stainless* community of Alexandrian
citizens against the intrusion of wuneducated and ill-bred people,
i. e. against persons without the usual Greek gymmnasium educa-
tion. There can be little doubt that Egyptians and Jews are meant?3,

Helots in Sparta in a normal state because the higher class of the native popu-
lation, the mepiotzot, were privileged? It is obvious that the privileged state of
a minority does not necessarily mean that the whole people lives under normal
conditions, unless we regard servitude as the usual status of a man. — Discus-
sing the problem of laographia Sir Harold frequently emphasizes that it was the
rural population only which was subjected to it; see especially JEA 23, 135,
where he cites an edict of Diocletian imposing poll-tax on every &ypotzoc. An edict
of so late a time (when the laographia had long since been abolished) cannot serve
as evidence on the question with which we are concerned. Yet even if such an
edict were extant from the early Roman period it would hardly prove anything:
the villagers formed so overwhelming a part of the Egyptian population, that
the terms “Egyptians” and ‘‘villagers” were almost synonymous. Yet we must
not confound the legal side of the question with the social. The status of Egypt
was based on a conquest, not on a social revolution; therefore the status of the
whole nation was juridically binding, not the situation of one class or another. —
I said that citizens of Greek milcic were exempt from poll-tax. So they were,
so far as I know, throughout Roman Empire, the payment of the poll-tax not
being compatible with the status of free citizen. Of course, I am speaking of poll-
tax only: the civitates stipendiariae paid various taxes, and even liberae civitates
were not exempt from them, unless they were immunes as well, See Abbott and
Johnson, 39 ff.

4 The editors restore [dvn]p[atoy] drégyov.

% An Egyptian inscribing his son as ephebos was heavily fined; cf. Gnomon
of the Idios Logos, § 44. Jews were forbidden by Claudius to participate in the
games presided over by gymnasiarchs and kosmets (P. Lond. 1912 = SP 212,
1. 92/3); yet such games were an integral part of the education of a youth in the
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We are aware of the profound contempt felt by the Alexandrians,
citizens not paying the laographia, for the ill-bred masses who
had to pay it.

The following instances are taken from documents dealing with
Jewish affairs 4°. In a fragment of the Acts of Alexandrian Martyrs*?,
referring to the trial of the anti-Semites’ leader, Isidoros, before
Claudius, the Jewish king Agrippa is compelled to answer the
following imputation against Alexandrian Jews on the part of
Isidoros: ofix ciow *AN[eEavdpelot] duotomadeic, tpbmep 3¢ Alyvrr[iorg
éuotor. And Isidoros adds the question: olx ciow(v) Yoo Tolg 7OV
@épov teh[olor? The approach to the problem on the part of the
leader of the anti-Semites is quite clear: there is no difference
between Jews and Egyptians because both are liable to the pay-
ment of the poll-tax 48, There is no need to stress that a principal
of the gymnasium, who was at the same time an active leader of
the anti-Semites, had no feelings for Jews and Egyptians other
than hate and contempt; but it is important for us to emphasize

gymnasium. So it is clear, that the gymnasium education itself was prohibited
for Jews by Claudius.

4 It can easily be understood why documents concerning Jews provide us
with some valuable evidence in the matter of laographia. Jews were neither Greeks
nor Egyptians, and it was the duty of the Roman government to decide, whe-
ther they had or had not to pay laographia. The decision of Rome was that they
were not Greeks, and, therefore, the payment of the poll-tax was imposed upon
them as well. Yet the Alexandrian Jews, hellenized and of high standing as they
were, could not willingly accept a situation degrading them to the status of mere
fellahin. There resulted a stubborn struggle for civic rights in Alexandria, in
order to be freed from laographia, and this struggle is clearly apparent in the
documents and literary productions of the epoch. I shall deal with this question
in detail in my Corpus Papyrorum Judaicarum, now in preparation.

4 W. Uxkull-Gyllenband, Sitzb. Preuss. Ak. d. Wiss., Phil.-Hist. Klasse,
1930, XXVIII.

4 That ¢opoc here means poll-tax is obvious : Isidoros speaks of the tax imposed
on Egyptians, and that can mean only laographia. We may record, too, that the
Latin tributum capitis was sometimes translated in Greek as ghpoc tdv swpdrey
(Appian, Syr. 50). Cf. also Mc. 12, 14, Matt. 22, 17, and Luk. 20, 22, where »fyvsog
is used as a synonyme for ¢opoc. The answer of Agrippas is very elusive: he si-
mulates total ignorance of the intention of his opponent and asserts that the
authorities of... had imposed the taxes (9opovc) on the Egyptians, but no one had
imposed them on Jews. As if the question of taxation in general was debated
before Claudius, and not the special item concerning the tax paid by Jews and
Egyptians alike! We may wonder whether this answer was genuine, or rather
a clever invention on the part of the author of the Acts..
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that he demonstrates his feelings just by arguing that these two
peoples were distinguished from the Alexandrians, since both were
liable to the payment of the poll-tax. So it is clear that the poll-tax
was a mark of degradation — at any rate in the eyes of a Greek.

A very interesting document referring to the same problem of
citizenship and poll-tax is the Alexandrian papyrus BGU 1140
dated 5/4 B. C. A Jew, Helenos, son of Tryphon, approaches the
prefect with a petition, the exact purpose of which cannot be esta-
blished, since the papyrus is very badly preserved, but whose ge-
neral aim is more or less clear. Helenos was a son of a citizen of
Alexandria and had enjoyed the usual Greek education, probably
in a gymnasium; he surely regarded himself as a citizen, and ac-
cordingly styled himself in his petition as *Alsfavdpedc. Yet the
scribe who wrote the petition for him changed this term to ’Iov-
datog Tév amd Ahefavdpeiag: this last term signified that Helenos
was only an inhabitant of Alexandria, not a citizen. Further the
laographia is mentioned — at least three times in six lines. So
there can be little doubt what has happened to the unfortunate
Helenos: he considered himself a citizen of Alexandria, but sud-
denly it appeared that he was not, and therefore had to pay the
laographia. We are for the moment interested in only one passage
in the petition of Helenos: xwduvebw od wévov ¢ idiag marpidog
oreprvar dAhe xod.... (1. 6 ff.). The matpic of a Greek citizen is his
city. Helenos was sure that his mwatpic was Alexandria; now, when
he is subjected to the payment of the laographia, he loses his matpic.
To put it otherwise: he will be expelled from the social and cul-
tural environment, hitherto his usual society. To be swamped in
the crowd of &dpemror xal dvdywyor (to quote the author of the
Bouln-papyrus), or, even worse, to be reckoned among the Zévou
xol émhhudes (to quote the Roman prefect Flaccus), was not a very
attractive prospect for one who had seen better times. And once
again — it was the laographia that drew the sharp line of distinction
between the privileged and a commoner %°.

And now the last piece of evidence: the third book of Maccabees.
It is not my intention to discuss here the entire complex of pro-
blems connected with the chronology of the composition of IIT
Macc. In my opinion the book was definitely composed under

4 ] cannot give here a detailed justification of my interpretation of this papy-
rus; the reader will find it in the Corpus mentioned above.
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Augustus; but I cannot press on my readers a solution of a rather
complicated question, without giving sufficiently weighty rea-
sons 5. Fortunately the chronological problem is not of great im-
portance as regards the question at present under discussion, na-
mely — whether the laographia was, or was not, a mark of degra-
dation. According to the author of III Macc., the king, Ptolemy
IV Philopator, tried to compel Jews to follow the cult of Dionysos:
those who would not obey, were to be forced into laographia and
the condition of slavery (II 28: mdvrac 3t todg *Ioudaiovg cig Aaoypa-
ploy %ol olxetindy Swdeowy dydiver), but to those who were willing
to accept his order, he would grant Alexandrian citizenship (II 30:
TodToug isomohitag *AreEavdpelow civar). Here, once again, the sharp
distinction is made between the laographia on the one hand and
Alexandrian citizenship on the other. But by far more important
is the identification of laographia with the condition of
slavery. In the eyes of the Jewish author of 111 Macc. Alexandrian
citizenship is, of course, a privilege; but the payment of the lao-
graphia is not the normal condition of every man, but precisely
a form of servitude. The meaning‘of the passage is not changed
even if we interpret laographia not in its ‘Roman’ sense (as poll-
tax), but in its ‘Ptolemaic’ sense (as numbering of the people): the
picture given by the author of II1 Mace. to the amoypapyn of Jews
shows clearly that some very extraordinary census is meant, and
we cannot account for it other than for the purpose of imposing
a poll-tax >

These instances show us that the Alexandrian citizens on the
one hand, and Jews on the other, both considered the laographia
as a mark of subjugation and inferiority, and I do not know why
we should adopt a contrary view. This was, as a matter of fact,
the communis opinio of all scholars till a new opinion was adopted.
It is, perhaps, worth noting that this new view was based not on

% T discussed in detail the chronological problem of ITI Macc., as well as of its
composition, in my Hebrew article The Third Book of Maccabees as a historical
source of the time of Augustus, Zion, X 1 ff. It is my intention to deal with the
matter once again in English.

51 There were no taxes in Ptolemaic Egypt which could be identified with a
*‘condition of slavery”, and there could be only one tax, the imposition of which
was connected with the enrolment on the entire nation, as presupposed in
IIT Macc. Wallace, though ascribing the census to Ptolemy Philopator, is right
in his assertion that it was carried out in order to collect the poll-tax; see his
Census and Poll-tax in Ptolemaic Egypt, 437 n. 74,
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a careful investigation of the character of the laographia itself, but
on some considerations only indirectly bearing on the problem.
Sir Harold Bell, in his article in JRS 37, 17 ff., formulates the
principal arguments against the old view as follows: 1) the exist-
ence of poll-tax under the Ptolemies; 2) the payment of laographia
by the metropolites; 3) the payment of laographia by Egyptians
after 212, though then, in accordance with Constitutio Antoniniana,
they all became Roman citizens. The first two pdints have already
been discussed above; we now have to say some words about the
CA and the problem of dediticii closely connected with it 2.

The problem of the dediticii is rather complicated, yet, fortu-
nately, I am not obliged to discuss it here in details, since Sir Ha-
rold himself in his polemics against Segré (JEA 30, 73) formu-
lated the principal issue in a few words. There is, it is true, a pos-
sible ambiguity in the use of the word dediticius. If it is taken to
mean, as in Gaius 1, 14. *““hi qui quondam adversus populum Roma-
num armis susceptis pugnaverunt, deinde victi se dediderunt”, then
obviously the Egyptians were dediticii; but so were the Greeks, so
were all inhabitants of provinces which had been conquered by force
of arms. It is surely obvious that I was throughout using the word
in the sense postulated by Segré... for the period of the CA...,
namely .cives nullius certae civitatis”. Now it is clear that
for the time of Augustus the first meaning only, as formulated -
by Gaius, is valid. The fact that 250 years afterwards the term
was used in another sense has nothing to do with the political situ-
ation of Egypt under Augustus. Sir Harold objects that in this
sense the inhabitants of every province conquered by Romans,
including Greeks, were dediticii. This is true, but the Romans
could exert their rights as conquerors in full measure, or only in
part, or even forego them altogether. Their policy after the con-
quest, rather than the conquest itself, was essential for the status
of the conquered peoples. We have already seen that Alexandria,
conquered as it was just as Egypt, had its municipal freedom re-
stored by Augustus. It is well known that the general policy of

52 The literature on CA and the problem of the dediticii is very abundant.
Bickermann, in his Das Edikt des Kaisers Caracalla in P. Giss. 40 (1926), was
the first to trace the principal lines of the problem. Cf. now Sherwin-White,
The Roman Citizenship, 1939, 216 ff.; Taubenschlag, The Law of Greco-Ro-
man Egypt, II 25 f., and the articles of Sir Harold Bell referred to above, note 6.
Cf. also note 54.
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Rome throughout the entire Hellenistic world was to grant to
Greeks (i. e. to citizens of Greek cities) their freedom, while leaving
the native inhabitans in a state of subjugation 53. Whether the
Egyptians under Augustus were really called dediticii, is a que-
stion of political nomenclature only and has, as such, but little
importance in the eyes of the historian; that they were a subju-
gated people is beyond doubt and was, as far as I know, never
called in questiod. So their payment of laographia was fully in
accordance with their political status, whether they were, or were
not, called officially dediticii. So far the question is quite clear;
when we turn to the time of the CA it becomes more complicated.
The recent interpretations of P. Giss. 40 seem to reveal that the
famous words ywpic tév dedertixiwy in the CA did not mean the non
admission of the dediticii to Roman citizenship, but only their
exclusion from some clause in the Edict, the sense of which cannot
be properly established, and it is now generally accepted that the
entire population of the Roman world, including Egypt, received
Roman citizenship 5%, If so, why did the Egyptians continue to pay

% The Romans frequently granted the inhabitants of conquered countries the
right to use their own laws (toic ®iowc vopors yo7sdar). Such a grant, as referring
to Greek cities, comprised the principles of freedom and autonomy, i. €. of muni-
cipal selfgovernment. This selfgovernment, under Rome’s patronage, restricted
as it was, was, nevertheless, regarded as “freedom™, and liberated the citizens
automatically from being numbered among the dediticii. See for such grants of
autonomy, e. g., Abbott and Johnson, Nos. 16, 19, 40; even the farcical pro-
clamation of freedom to the whole of Hellas on the part of Neron (ibid., n. 56)
may serve as an example (though the wording here, of course, is too exaggerated).
The process of urbanization, going hand in hand with the Hellenization of the
Eastern, and Romanization of the Western provinces, was in high degree fa-
voured by the Romans, and thus the principles of municipal freedom were spread
over the entire Hellenized and Romanized population of the Empire. The result
was that there were no dediticii inside the boundaries of the city-states, or muni-
cipia, with no reference to what was the status of the conquered city at the mo-
ment of the cenquest. The growth of the system of libertas, although based on the
military conquests of Rome, took place without any violation of formal rights. For
Rome was always entitled to make what stipulations she chose when dealing with
the dediticii (Sherwin-White, o. c., 156). The rural population only, which had
no civic rights, and no municipal “freedom”, could be reckoned among the de-
diticii. Cf. above, note 42.

54 T cannot here discuss the whole question of CA, necessarily connected with
various attempts at the restoration of the mutilated text of P. Giss. 40. Here
some articles on the question (in addition to the literature cited in note 52):
Schonbauer, Ztsch. Sav.-St., R. Abt., 51, 1931, 277 ff.; Wilhelm, Amer. Jour.
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the laographia? A Roman citizen, one may argue, cannot pay
a tax known as the mark of a pariah class; consequently, the lao-
graphia was not such a mark. This is, indeed, the conclusion of
Sir Harold Bell (JRS 37, p. 18). Yet we must again call to mind
the difference of the epochs and the consequent changes in the
use and interpretation of juridical terms. I do not touch the que-
stion of the new possible meaning of dediticii in the 3rd century:
this has no direct bearing on our problem. We now are concerned
with the conception of the Roman citizenship only. It makes a dif-
ference whether Roman citizenship was confined to a small num-
ber of inhabitants of Rome, or to the population of Italy, or to
the entire Roman Empire. Every stage in this political development
corresponds to a different conception of the rights connected with
Roman citizenship °°. It was once a matter of course, that a Ro-
man citizen had not to pay a poll-tax; but it was a matter of
course as well, that the Roman citizen should not manage his legal
affairs according to any law other than Roman. Yet in recent years
we have learned something about the last item. It is likely that
the majority of modern scholars inclines towards the thesis, that
CA did not abolish the local rights of the inhabitants of the Em-
pire, in spite of the fact that they all became Roman citizens?®,
What is valid in regard to Roman private law is so much the more
valid in regard to taxes paid by Romans, since this question was
not one of principle but merely a matter of fiscal necessity. It is
obvious that Caracalla would in any case certainly hesitate to sanction
a measure which would have the effect of seriously reducing the revenue
(Bell, L. ¢.). Dio Cassius (77, 9, 5) even suggested that the aim of
Caracalla was to increase the income of the fiscus by imposing on
the whole Empire a certain tax (vicesima hereditatum) which had

Arch. 38, 1934, 178 ff.; Wenger, Actes du 5° Congrés, 525; A. H. M. Jones,
JRS 26, 1936, 223 ff.: Stroux, Philologus 88, 1933, 272 ff.; Schubart, Aegyptus
20, 1940, 31 ff.

% See on the development of the Roman citizenship Sherwin-White, The
Roman Citizenship, 1939. The author emphasizes rightly the stability of Rome’s
juridical terminology: the institutions which Rome employs do not change their
names with the change in their meaning (p. 37). For the meaning of Roman citi-
zenship on the eve of CA see chapter X 206 ff.

% On the gradual development of double citizenship (i. e. of native country and
of Rome) see Sherwin-White, o. c. 134, 189, 213. As to the question, whether
the CA abolished the local rights, or not, see the literature referred to in n. 54,
and especially the article of Schubart’s.
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till then been exacted from Roman citizens only. So there is no
reason why Caracalla should abolish the laographia®. The Roman
citizenship, granted to everyeme, cecased to be a privilege, since
there cannot be a political status in which everyone is privileged.
In this sense we may say that the laographia, too, ceased to be
a mark of inferiority. But it is obvious that the new situation, cre-
ated by CA as a result of a long development, had no connection
with the legal status of the Egyptians at the time of their con-
quest by Augustus.

We may stop here. Only one further item should be added. In
my opinion the discrepancy between the old and the new view
is not so great as it seems to be. The adherents of the new view
themselves do not think that the Ptolemaic syntaxis was a poll-
tax in the strict sense of the term, and they commonly stress the
fact that the Roman laographia was at any rate by far stronger %.
They do not deny that the time of Augustus inaugurated a new
epoch in the methods of taxation of Egypt, and it is more a dif-
ference of degree than of principle when one says that the Ptolemaic
syntaxis was something like a poll-tax, or when one says, it
was merely a capitation tax. The new view appeared as a reaction
against the exaggerated opinion of the old school. Wilcken spoke
of the Egyptians as of a pariah-class, and it is obvious that this
term has no application either in Egypt or in any other province
of the Roman Empire. Had he used milder terms, as e. g. ‘degrad-
ation’, or ‘inferiority’, the reaction, perhaps, would not be so
sharp. It was an exaggeration, too, to describe the imposition of

57 Besides, I am not quite sure that the laographia did not cease after 212. Sir
Harold himself (JRS 37, 18) enumerates only few examples of its payment in
the 3rd century, and a number of them seems to be doubtful. As far as we can
see the payment of laographia in the 3rd century was exceptional rather than
common. Cf. Wallace, Taxation, 133 f.; Taubenschlag, The Law of Greco-
Roman Egypt, II 25 n. 44. Sir Harold, however, has shown (o. c.) that the pay-
ments of laographia had gradually diminished as early as during the 2nd century,
so that its nearly complete disappearance in the 3rd ought not to be considered
precisely as a consequence of CA; yet this view does not change the very fact
that the laographia almost vanished in the 3rd century. — The poll-tax was
again restored by Diocletian, this time as a special impost on the rural popula-
tion; cf. Abbott and Johnson, 130, 221; Etud. d. papyr. I1 4; Bell, JEA 23,
135. .

88 Cf. Wilcken, Grundziige, 58; Wallace, Taxation, 116; Johnson, Roman
FEgypt, 484; cf. above, note 26. g
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the laographia as a special measure intended to humiliate the
Egyptian population, as if the laographia, as such, created a new
political situation non existent from the very moment of the con-
quest. The imposition of laographia was not a cause of the degrad-
ation, but its result. Historically envisaged, the question of lao-
graphia is one of many connected with the problem of Koman
policy in the conquered countries, and especially with the Roman
attitude towards the native, non Hellenized, population of the
Eastern provinces. On this item an agreement can easily be reached.
The difference of treatment of Greeks and Egyptians by the Roman
government is too obvious a fact to be dismissed as insignificant,
and it makes little difference whether we stress the social and
cultural point, as Sir Harold does, or the juridical and ethnical,
as I have done. Practically both approaches are almost iden-
tical. When Sir Harold speaks of a favoured treatment for the Hel-
lenized population of the towns over the rural and native Egyptian
populace® and so emphasizes the fundamental distinction between
the Hellenized population and the Egyptian populace, as seen
through the eyes of the Romans, — he is expressing the very
idea I wished to put forward in this article.

[The Hebrew University, Jerusalem] V. Tcherikover

% Fgypt from Alexander etc., 4.



