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Five Problematic Fourth-Century Pieces

1. O. Stras. 475

As published in 1923 by Paul Viereck, O.Stras. 475 was the sole
representative of his "Einzelformular IV, 9." In the light of later
publications of fourth-century ostraka, it presents two notable
peculiarities.

"Epétpnoev diov onodufov]

Ovetpavdg €ig mholov Wuwtikgy

Kéwrog Makapiov émd * Avtaiov (sc. torewc)
4 unep kavdvog t/ wdwktiovog

&ptov éptéfog téooapag uovac.

Avp(hA1og) Yéug 6 ipok(eipevoc) E€E8wka T

&noxnv, wg T(pdkettar).

3 read Koivtou

The mention of idiov onodu[ov] in line 1 is most surprising, since
the formula (cf., e.g., O.Leid. 340, 343) calls for the name of the payer
(and subject of éuétpnoev) at this point. Moreover, ofoopov
essentially disappears from the papyri after the late third century (P.Oxy.
XXXVI 2797), except for one mention in a price declaration of ca 326
(P.Oxy. L1V 3761). This declaration shows that it is unlikely that the
disappearance can be accounted for by supposing that sesame was called
by some other word in the fourth century; it therefore seems that sesame
virtually vanished from documented cultivation in Egypt. In line 2,
Viereck had taken Ovetpavdg as a proper name, but P. J. Sijpesteijn
quite properly pointed out that this is instead a description of the payer,
as it commonly is in the papyri, not a name (ZPE 17 [1975] 255, cf. BL
7.294). This too leads one to suppose that a proper name should have
stood between €uétpnoev and the start of line 2.

Study of the originall shows that the reading 1t is very doubtful, and

10n 13-14 March 1989. It is a pleasure to thank Jean Gascou for his hospitality
during my visit to Strasbourg and for discussing this ostrakon with me. My study of the
two following papyri was also made possible by the same visit and by photographs kindly
supplied by Professor Gascou subsequently. I am indebted to Klaas Worp for helpful
comments throughout the article.
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it is not clear that the faint traces after cnc (read as o by Viereck) are
to be taken as letters at all. The only clear reading, thus, is ouene, and
since a name is needed, Mouofig is a natural guess in a text of the late
fourth or early fifth century. In fact, a mu can, though somewhat faintly,
be made out, and I therefore read MouoTic.

Almost as remarkable is &ptov in line 5. The overwhelmingly most
common commodity measured in artabas, loaded onto ships, recorded in
receipts of this period, and ending (in the genitive) in -Tou is, of course,
oftog, wheat.2 Though the writing here is faded, it is not &ptov; when
wet it can be read with some confidence as gftou. This text thus
emerges as a receipt issued to the veteran Mouses (i.e., Moses) for four
artabas of wheat.

Viereck commented about line 6, "0 npok(eipevog) ist hinzugefiigt,
ohne daB Aurelius Psais vorher genannt ist. Sein Name hétte natiirlich
zu Anfang der Urkunde stehen konnen." His name certainly did not
stand at the start of the text, nor would this formula permit it. Since the
reading seems sound, most likely the writer, accustomed to the use of 6
npokeipevog in documentary formulas in which the collector’s name is
given at the start, forgot that this was not the case here.

2. Loan of Money (P.Stras. VII 694)

Damaged on all sides except the bottom, this document is anything
but easy to read. The editor, F. Voelckel-Scherding, expressed
puzzlement at several features. The reader’s attention is seized by two
curiosities, the mention of a slave in line 5 (and, according to the editor,
in line 3 as well), and an inconsistent restoration of the units of money in
lines 7-8. The text that follows resolves some of the difficulties but
cannot claim to have eliminated all of them.

2When artabas of (loaves of) bread are at stake, virtually every appearance of &ptos,
in fact, uses the genitive plural, §ptwy. The only exception known to me is actually the
preceding text in the same volume, O.Stras. 474, not at all of the same formula. Jean
Gascou has checked the original and reads this ostrakon as follows: ®afipic Kofepe |
&prov dptéf(ag) Bo | Xowk B 3[. .Jpotne | oeonpimpay, pointing out that Fopjudrng is
no doubt to be restored in line 3.
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Traces
[cooot. 1[. . MJoAtevou[évw
[..... J.toy[. . Ju thg k[

4 [...... | P KwA€w[

[...... Juwv Tiv SolAn[v :
[Bux xep]og keparaiov pel. . . &pyupiov TePaotoi]
[vopic]uatog taddutwy [éBSoufkovtal

8 (€€, (Téhavta)] oc, €’ & Té pe Tab[ta Té Té-]
[Aavté oot amokatacthoew [Evtodg Tol)
[elo6]vtog unuog Bwd th[g eloovong]
[. . . .ng] ivdiktiovog dvun[epBétwg kai &uev]

12 [méon]g avtAoyiog, ywo[uévng oot tHig]
[npé€lews éx Te Enob kal éx T[@v Uop-]
[x6vtw]v pot mdvtwy kaBém(ep €k dikng. kipiov]
[t ypapuplatiov amrobv ypa[pev kol Enep(wtndeic)

wHoA(6ynoa).]
16 [Abpio]g ' AréEaud[pog Eypada - - - ]
[(QH)...... Jplwvog [ - - - éoxov]

[tag Snvalpiwv pupi[dog - - - xai &mo-]
[Bow we] mp[d]kettal.

1 Probably the date or the end of the date.

2 Restored in the dative (ed.) on the assumption that this title goes
with the name of the lender.

3 Restored by ed. as tfig kt[ntikfig SovAng, but given the very
uncertain character of these opening lines, that seems gratuitous.

4 t]iig aUthig ed., but this reading is very doubtful. I cannot read
KOUNG.

5 I do not know what can be restored here; Njuv yields an unlikely
word order.

6 uo[vov ed., but epsilon seems clear; and povoc is usually placed
close to and modifying the unit of account (talents, here). The
restoration seems a bit long; perhaps one or more words were
abbreviated.

7-8 toAdvtwy [ékkaibexa | yi(vovtat) dpy(uplov) (8p.)] ¢ ed, an
obvious contradiction. The amount is in fact clearly 76 and not 16. It is
possible, however, that in fact the amount was some larger amount like
176, 276, etc.

10 The restoration at the beginning of the line is due to Klaas Worp.
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11 Probably either mpwtng, tpitng, 6ydong, or évérng, given the
space available.

16 The line probably ended with something like t6 o@puo.

17-19 The signature of the borrower; it is curious that the amount is
stated in talents above and in myriads of denarii here, but the readings
seem clear enough.

It remains difficult to imagine any reconstruction of the opening
lines suitable for a loan, yet hard to interpret lines 6-14 as anything
except a loan. It is conceivable that more is lost than either the editor or
I suppose; that we have only the lower half of the text, for example. One
could then think of the slave as security for the loan, and put the
introductory formulas much earlier. Why the slave is not then
mentioned again, however, would be difficult to say.

3. An Account of Flax and Tow (SB VI 9024)

The first column of this account was published by F.M. Heichelheim
in JEA 29 (1943) 78-79 from a transcript of P. Collomp; brief extracts
had already been published at the beginning of the century.3
Heichelheim was interested in it for economic reasons. As he put it, "our
text is of numismatic interest. A Segré has recently doubted my assertion
that the expressions dpaxun 'Attikt and dnvépiov in many Egyptian
documents of the time from Diocletian to Constantine the Great mean
the new silver coin issued by these Emperors, and that vooupiov, in the
same texts, means as a rule the imperial gold coin. Ll 7 and 20 of our
papyrus, according to which the dnvéplov was equal to no less than one
talent of debased Egyptian drachms and the voUuptov at least to S and
probably to 25 talents, give additional proof that Segré’s interpretation
cannot be accepted.”

Segreé was, of course, right to be skeptical of Heichelheim’s
assertions; the denarius or Attic drachma was an accounting unit in the
Egypt of Diocletian and Constantine, not a coin, and the nummus or
nummion was certainly not the solidus.4 But the difficult text on which

3In C. Kalbfleisch, Papyri Argentoratenses Graecae, Progr. Rostock, Semestre
Aestivum (1901) 8 and pl. iv. It is kept in the papyrus collection of the Bibliothéque
Nationale et Universitaire in Strasbourg, where I was able to examine it in March, 1989.

4These matters are treated in my Currency and Inflation in Fourth Century Egypt
(BASP Suppl. 5, Atlanta 1985) 9-18.
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Heichelheim founded his views remains unsatisfactory in its published
form. In fact, however, the evidence for Heichelheim’s assertions can be
removed by a rereading of the papyrus. That some problems remain is
not surprising. In addition, I offer a transcript of the badly damaged
second column, which clearly dealt with similar matter. There are also
parts of a third column, too scanty for me to find any coherent text in
them.

The onomastics suggest the Hermopolite Nome, which is a
reasonable provenance for a Strasbourg papyrus. I suppose that the date
is early fourth century, but the payments listed are not prices of standard
commodities or wages for identifiable periods, and I have not found any
way of fixing the date more precisely.

Column i

Adyoc A[fupatog [ovoialg Bnoodapov.
aip[otivt]a &no [BIn[codm]pou Awo[k]a-
Adyng Oépata []. .[. . Ja o, [ue-]

4 ta T[6] dmevex[0évta eig Thv [ovoi-]
av Bn[oo]dwpov §é[uot]a €S/, ta 8¢ Aot n[d]
€v €ulol] dépata [Pn, w]g Tob évog [5¢-]
Mateg puav yliav fjpov, tal. ] [. ]

8 10 (abto) pyad p[u]C. [€x] Toltwy 8éd[w-]
ka €ig v oikiow 7} yeolxw pvai
op kol ¢€ dnoAtoewg ToD yeou-
X0u Wote Béwvt Ok iy

12 Tol émitponov oimuw A(iTpat) ke, ol p<v>ai g,
(yivovtan) ToB AMpertog pvod pul.
v’ ol dvmAdBn<ooav> puafi mtn, Aowne
nop’ €uol oimma pvad [v]0. tolutwvy

16 GUmA®BN &mo Thg T (fc) oty
Popetpov Toig kTt Umép Bvwv o€
g ol €vog bvou (8p.) o, (yivovtaw) (téhavta) B

(Spooxat) T,

M1o00U extwiée ta oifn]nia wg Tob

20 kevdnuopiou €vog (téhavtov) o, (téhavta) B

(Bpoxuag) T

11 6pdporiy 12,15 oumniov 14 Aownad 19 éxtwégon
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Account of the revenue of the estate of Besodoros. Owing from
Besodoros, 98 . . . bundles of flax, in addition to the 5 % bundles
delivered to the estate of Besodoros, the remainder with me 98 bundles;
at a rate of one and a half mnas per bundle [making a total of] 147 mnas.

From these I gave to the house, to the landlady, 72 mnas, and from
the discharge of the landlord as to Theon the officialis of the procurator,
25 1bs. of tow, equalling 16 mnas; total for the revenue, 147 mnas.

From which were expended 88 mnas, balance with me 59 mnas of
tow. Of these was expended from their value transport charge, for the
beasts, for 75 donkeys at the rate of 200 dr. each, 2 T. 3000 dr.; and for
wages for cleaning the tow, at a rate of 1 T. per hundred weight, 2 T.
3000 dr. ‘

The basic outline of this statement is as follows: 2-6, a statement of
the starting balance of 98 bundles of flax after the delivery of 5 ¥ to the
ousia; 6-8, reckoning that the 98 bundles made 147 mnas at a rate of
1.5:1; 8-13, a record that the writer gave 72 mnas of this to the house of
the landlord and apparently 25 litrai/16 mnas to an officialis, followed by
a restatement of the 147 mnas. There follows (14-15) a notation of the
expenditure apparently of 88 (the 72 and 16 mentioned above), leaving a
remainder of 59. Some of this (we do not learn how much) was sold to
provide a total of 5 talents to pay for transportation charges (75 donkeys
at 200 dr. each) and cleaning of the tow (250 Ibs. at 1 T. per 100 1bs.).
Since 75 donkeys can carry 1,500 Ibs. or so, clearly the transportation is
not simply that of the flax or tow. There appears to be no way of
computing how much tow was sold to pay these 5 T. of expenses,
although that information may have figured in a lost part of the very
fragmentary column ii.

2 aip[eto]y Collomp; but the active participle is normal in receipts
of this period for amounts owing to be paid from someone and can agree
with dépata. :

3-5 Evidently a note of some amount not included in the basic
receipts total of this accounting.

4 anevex[uévn)c Heichelheim, apparently reporting Collomp.

7 Heichelheim’s text, which justified his assertions about the
nummion, was pva [a. ‘O]u[o(lov) ? voup]uifo]u ta [(téravta) K]e.
Instead, we learn that the dema weighed 1.5 minas. At the end of this
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line the restored text should indicate that what follows is the result of the
computation: perhaps t& [éwta éni], though it is a bit long.

12 Heichelheim offers no explanation of what he (or Collomp)
thought A(itpat) ke, &[p]uai ic meant. The equivalence is interesting
and difficult. Ancient measures varied widely, but the common
equivalence of mna : litra in Roman Egypt is 1 mna = 1.04167 litra (cf.
D. Rathbone, ZPE 53 [1983] 267), but here the ratio seems to be 1 :
1.5625.

16-18 Heichelheim prints a lacuna in 18 after the sigma, but nothing
is lost: 75 donkeys times 200 dr. each is 15,000 dr., or 2 T. 3000 dr.

17 xth<ve>ot Heichelheim; but kThot is standard in the Roman
period, cf. F. Gignac, Grammar 11 67.

19 Heichelheim prints éxtiwéée<w >, but presumably this is
actually meant for éxtwé€a, this commonplace interchange being also
found in 14 Aowné.

19-20 The centenarius thus disposes of Heichelheim’s denarius
worth a talent. The tow being cleaned weighed 250 pounds.

Column ii

There are vague traces here and there to the right of where I show
the beginning of the lacuna.

anu.]
Tl
nop.[

24 xaf
Wy
Tod€.[
onoaf

28 T(Rg) [
T(opa) ToU yeolxou [
THG pidig uud[g] . . [
TOU Afupatog [

32 duodmpuatog Opoiwg [
picBou fodv . [
pov kai To éxu[pov
T yeolxwt v.[

36 T ) dywoipoy [
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€ig t0 yuuvéojov
Tyu( ) BAANG n[
nioBou kaBapioew|g

40 ued’ og éoxov. |
(Opaxuag) ' A, ta Ao [

4. Sale of a Pottery-Works (PSI IV 300)

This interesting document of 324 has been corrected in various
respects over the more than seven decades since its publication. In a
number of ways it is peculiar, with a formulary not much like sales of
property and almost reminiscent of loans. The opportunity to study the
original’ allows me to propose a few more improvements, and I offer a
text incorporating these with those proposed by others. The most
important novelty is a new reading of line 2, where information about the
military unit of the purchaser of the works is given.

[toig éoopévoig Undrolg To tétoaptolv] Moaxwv vy.
[ - 15 - JwOing tpitng "AloTolupiwv Suke[y]é-

[vicév...... 0V "'O&Jupuyxitou vouol
4 [Abpiog. .. .. 0 kai 'T]aidwpog €k maTpog Zapoaniwvog
Tou H..[

[ - 15 - Bloui(eutig) Thg AauTpds ' AvTIvoéwv TOAEWS

[oporoy® - 8 - ]kata Thy éuQutiv iB1oypadov oyo-

[Aoylav nenpoaxévon ool] kal Topakexwpnkévat &ro Tol
viv

8 [eig TOV el xpdvov T]o Umdpxov pot kepapLiov

TOAOKATpOV” €V KN X . .

[-10. tob. njéyou ol abrob 'O&upuyxitou ovy toig
To\

[kepogiov xpnotnpioig] kai vfikovow, kabag i vuvi
Sudbeoic :

[éni Taig olicawg yertvilaig Te kai tonoBeoioug, Tyum(g]

SFor which (as with the following piece, PST IX 1073) I am indebted to Manfredo
Manfredi’s kind invitation to Florence, to Gabriella Messeri’s provision of photographs,
and Rosario Pintaudi’s help at the Biblioteca Laurenziana, where I saw the papyri on 25
May 1989.
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The.Rog
12 [(dAMoug cupnepwvinuévne épyupiov oefacto[D]
vopio-
[matog tadédvtwy Slekanévte, (yivetar) (Téravta) e/,
anep dnéaxqy
[Topa o0l éx TApoug, Thv 8¢ oporoyiav Tobtny
rofvaxiv]
[€€edounv oot nipdg doldpéhiav, Befoaiov kol Kuplav
Q[Voav]
16 [ - 15 - Jav yevouévmy naparyeva|
[ - 15 - Ja{.}€wo.puot TOG orrod kepapiov [
[ - 15 - ]....10ug dvoBdow oot kaB[nep Elox[ov] . .
[ - 13 - 810] ano Tol Vv kupietew oe tob a[Utob]
OAOKAT)-
20 [pou kepapiou kai dunkdlutwy Tolte ndvtwy, €i 8¢ Tic
éneleloe-
[Tt oG o€ TovTov] Xépw, éué dnoothow toltov
TIpoXpipa
[0 TO €pé émod tob V] oot TpakKexwpnKkévat to ofU]tod
OAOKAN-
[pov kepopiiov, kol énelpwtnbeig dpordynoa.
24 [Avpfrog. . ... 0 kJoi "IoiB[wpog 6 mpoyeypap]uévog
€080k to[1]g 1fpo-]
[yeypoppévorg, kod] anéox[ov Thlv Tiuhv dg np[ok]ettat.

[ b

1 For the restoration of the consular formula, see BASP 17 (1980)
16.

2 The editor read JAw t Thg tpitng 'Aloto ?upilwv &Ang, adding in
square brackets and with a question mark a pi over the iota to allow the
interpretation in(net). There may in fact be a diaeresis over that iota,
but nothing more, and the lambda of {Ang seems secure. About the
restoration of the name of the unit the editor commented that
"Actlpwv or *Aoctolpwy would be expected instead, which is true; the
fact that Asturia was the name of the region may have led to this
formation. Fink, RMR 53 b.22n., says that the Ala IIT Asturum was never
in Egypt, but that goes beyond our evidence. We know in fact nothing
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about the history of the unit, attested in CIL XI 3007 from Viterbo.6
Cichorius, in RE 2.2 (1897) 1231, says "Dass von einer a. III Asturum
sonst nichts bekannt ist, erweckt keinerlei Bedenken, da die A. im Orient
gestanden haben kann." It is also not obvious what other known unit can
be meant here, and Swaxeyuévng, "stationed," shows that active duty is
meant. Since the papyrus comes from the spring of 324, just before
Licinius’ final confrontation with Constantine, movements of troops
would hardly be surprising. The letter before omega after the break at
the start of the line seems not to be lambda, as the editor read, but
probably either kappa or chi. This should represent a rank in the unit,
which I have not been able to identify; but it is possible that the rank was
omitted and this is the end of a second name.”

5 The editor shows a sinusoidal curve with a line through it at the
end of this line, but that is probably just the end of the sigma of moAewg
crossed by a descender from the end of line 4.

6 €pot [a]Uthv ed., but there is not room for so many letters. The
writer may have written é€uoU and then turned it into an adjective; it is
possible that correction to €éuoutnv was intended.

8 amavta is possible instead of aei; length of restoration seems to
reach 19 letters in some lines. On potteries, see H. Cockle, JEA 71
(1981) 87-97 (texts now P.Oxy. L 3595-3597).

9 The recognition of nj&you is due to Grenfell, PSI V, p.IX (BL
1.395).

10 The editor restored aitoU where I have given kepapiiov, but that
seems awkward.

11 The restoration is Grenfell’s (cf. line 9), but I have omitted the
&otiv (?), taken over from the editor, which would make the length
excessive. .

12-13 For the reading of the amount of money, see Bagnall,
Currency and Inflation in Fourth Century Egypt (BASP Suppl. 5, Atlanta
1985) 71 n.28.

14-15 The restorations were doubted by A. Ehrhardt, ZSS 51 (1931)
149-50 (BL 2.2.138), on the grounds that no sale of a plot of land from
third-century Oxyrhynchos (there were 15 published when he wrote) had

6There is no indication that the unit was there, however. The inscription actually
reads Astorum, but the same is true in CIL II1 10507.

"I take this opportunity to record that in P.Vindob.Inv. G 25840, published in BASP
20 (1983) 4, line 15, J. Gascou reads €\ (ng) in place of ein(6vtog ?).
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any mention of the delivery of the document to the purchaser. This
appears still to be true, even for the fourth century, but one must admit
that many phrases in this sale lack good parallels in other sales, and I
cannot see any alternative to this restoration or something very close to
it. Ehrhardt had suggested that one should find "lingere Ausfithrungen
liber vorangegangene Kreditgeschiifte," citing P.Oxy. XIV 1634, 1701 and
IX 1208, but the remains here are simply incompatible with any such
restoration. Moreover, phrases like kupiav kal Befaiov oloav (or the
neuter thereof) are always connected with statements about the writing
or delivery of the document for the recipient’s protection. Most such
instances are fifth and sixth century in date, but SB X 10568 offers a late
fourth-century example. The word order here, however, is the reverse of
that found elsewhere. The phrase apparently does not occur in other
Oxyrhynchite documents, suggesting that this one was actually written in
Antinoopolis, even if preserved in Oxyrhynchos.

16-17 I have not been able to find any interpretation of these lines
which might allow restoration.

18 I cannot find any use of dvaddow which makes sense here; it
normally refers to the return of something, such as a deposit, a receipt, a
token, a copy of a document, a pledge.

21-22 The editor’s restorations in these lines also were doubted by
Ehrhardt, rightly I think. In 20-21, the editor read €nelevoea|[Bat
PovAeton ? Toltovu xJépw, to which one may object that the syllabic
division is wrong and the formula unknown; the sigma at the end of line
20 also seems to me doubtful. In 22, the editor’s Talg époutol Samdualc
?, €£7]6v oot k). encountered Ehrhardt’s cogent objections (p.150) that
one could not have a perfect infinitive dependent on &€6v and that
"vielmehr muss die Begriindung fiir die uf éneAetoeoBui-Garantie in
dem napokexwpnkévat gefunden und die Zeile in diesem Sinne erginzt
werden." The letter at the left edge seems in fact rather to be an upsilon,
and the editor’s restoration is in any case too long; I suppose like
Ehrhardt that the clause provides a reason for the undertaking to repel
claimants. I have not been able to find a good parallel to the phrasing
here, but it expresses what seems required. .
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5. An Unwanted Tremissis (PSI IX 1073)

The standard work of L.C. West and A.C. Johnson, Currency in
Roman and Byzantine Egypt (Princeton 1944) says "the gold piece
weighing a third of a solidus is not uncommon in the papyri and
payments in the third of the gold piece are frequent. The tpyufoiov is
mentioned expressly in a few cases (Preisigke, Worterbuch, s.v.)" (p.134).
No documentation is offered, nor any chronological indications.

Consultation of WB III 354 shows a dozen papyri mentioning the
Tpynotov, all from the sixth century or later. A search in the Duke
Data Bank of Documentary Papyri and the WB Suppl. turns up again
mainly references from the sixth century or later, but there is one
instance dated to the Sth or 6th century (PSI XIV 1426.3) and one dated
to the 4th-5th, P.Alex. 40.2. These are both private letters without a date,
and both seem to me sixth century in character. There is certainly
nothing to argue for an earlier date than the late fifth century.8 It is,
therefore, somewhat troubling to find in PSI IX 1073.4 an apparent
reference in 389 to Tpwv tpys(toiwv).? The writer says, nopoxou Unep
Ti(ufig) olvokpéovu thg kTHoewg puptddog pidg kai Eeotdv
éntokioxAiwv éxatov, akorolBuwg @ yevopévw Adyw napa Ao
ponB(ob), peta Ta énta BV éoxag mitTdkiov Topd ol kupiov pou
natpog, Kai Tpwv Tpiy(toiwv) koudoBévtwy dii popag Mapoly, T&
Aowna Xpuool voplopdti teooepakovte€ dipvpov. A visit to Florence
offered the chance to examine the text, and in fact the problematic word
is nothing more than tpitou. The writer therefore instructs the boethos
Parakleios as follows: "Furnish, for the price of seventeen thousand one
hundred (sextarii) of oinokreon for the ktesis, in accordance with the
previous account from Didymos the boethos, beyond the seven (solidi)
for which you got a receipt from my lord father, and the three and a third
deducted for transportation by Pamoun, the balance, forty-six and two-
thirds solidi of gold."

81 may note similarly that the editor of P.Alex. 39 dated it to the 3rd/4th century,
when in fact it must belong to the 5th: Currency and Inflation 10. R. Rémondon, Cd’E 40
(1965) 175, thought P.Alex. 40 was no earlier than sixth century, in fact than late sixth
century.

9Why one would refer to three tremisses rather than one solidus, of course, is not
obvious.
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The total price, then, was 46 2/3 + 7 + 3 1/3, or 57 solidi, for 17,100
sextarii. The price was thus exactly one solidus per 300 sextarii. This is
the first price for oinokreon known to me. A brief recent discussion of
olvékpeov may be found in P.Neph. 45.18n., relying on H. Cadell’s
article in Akten XIII Kongr. 63,65. Cadell asserts that it is a composite
word similar to o1tékpiBog, referring to the “"ration quotidienne de
viande et de vin des soldats," not meat pickled in vinegar. She offers no
evidence or argument for this statement, which is accepted by B. Kramer
in the note to P.Neph. 45.18. There is no doubt that in the case of
otokpi8og the reference is to a total made up of separate amounts of
wheat and barley; cf. BGU XII 2147.13n. Wheat and barley were both
measured by the same artaba, so that a total for otokptBoc in artabas
could easily be given. With wine and meat, however, the normal
measures are different: meat is measured in pounds, Aitpat, while wine
appears in various measures of volume, perhaps the most common the
sextarius (§€otng), which is the measure also used for oivokpeov.10 It is
not obvious just how a unified figure would be produced. (The rarity of
oivékpeov, compared to numerous attestations of wine and meat
separately, even in a military context, also make this hypothesis difficult.)
Moreover, a figure for adaeratio for a combination of amounts of wine
and meat would be difficult to deal with unless one specified the exact
amounts of each, since their cost per unit of weight was considerably
different.11 The value now established for olvékpeov in PSI 1073, 300
sext. per sol., or 21,600 sext. per Ib. of gold, would yield about 11,578 kg.
per Ib. of gold, or far more than either wine or meat could be acquired
for that. It is true that the price may be lower than market, but the
difference should not be so large. In other words, oivokpeov would
appear to be worth a good deal less than either wine or meat.

There is in fact good reason to see oivékpeov as meaning some sort
of mixture: the existence of similar compounds. For example, oivoyopov
occurs in SB XVI 12246.10 and now also in Coptic (OINOKAPOC) in
CPR XII 25.11; munepdyapov and Exaudyapov also occur in the same

1%In addition to the texts cited by Kramer, one may add SB XIV 11574 and XVI
12663, in both of which amounts in sextarii are given (150 and 100).

Using the index figures from Currency and Inflation, 1 estimate that a pound of
gold (72 sol.) would purchase 3013 kg. of meat but only 2470 kg. of wine (assuming that
the wine weighed approximately the same amount per unit of volume as water).
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text (cf. p.34).12 These words, like olvopéAit and oivéawov, suggest to J.
Diethart!3 that we are dealing with some sort of combination of
substances, whatever exactly may have been meant culinarily. I see no
way of describing precisely the nature of the compound foodstuff with
present evidence, but it does seem to me that Diethart must be right on
the basic issue.

Columbia University Roger S. Bagnall

12Grenfell and Hunt, in a note to P.Grenf. I 99.3, suggested that the second element
in the word came from kepévvupy, and that the word meant "diluted or weak wine," like
oilvépiov. That suggestion would fit the low value attested here very well. Whether it is
linguistically acceptable is another matter, and there are no other such compounds with
-kpeov in Greek, while compounds of oivo- with another substance are attested.
Grenfell and Hunt’s suggestion, therefore, does not seem likely to be correct.

13"Materialien aus den Papyri zum byzantinischen Lexikographie,” Byzantina
Vindobonensia 18, ed. E. Trapp (Vienna 1988) 60 (on oivéyapov) and 63 (on

mnepdyapov).
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