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The Greek papyrus presented here is a memorandum for a judicial hearing before a
Roman official in the province of Tudaea or Arabia in the reign of Hadrian, after the
emperor’s visit to the region in 129/130 CE and before the outbreak of the Bar Kokhba
revolt in 132.' The document also contains an informal record of the hearing in question.
The trial concerns the prosecution of a number of individuals, including a certain Gadalias
and Saulos, who are accused of forging documents relating to the sale and manumission
of slaves in order to circumvent the imperial fiscus. The identity of the prosecutors
remains unknown, but they seem likely to have been functionaries of the Roman
imperial administration. The text also mentions an informer who denounced the

This article is the product of fruitful teamwork. Hannah Cotton identified the papyrus as
a Greek document wrongly labelled as Nabataean. Recognizing its unique nature and significance,
Cotton asked Fritz Mitthof to participate in its edition in 2014. Anna Dolganov and Avner Ecker
joined the editorial team in 2018. Mitthof and Dolganov examined the original in Jerusalem in
2017 and in 2019, respectively. In collaboration with Dolganov, the conservators of the Dead Sea
Scrolls Laboratory executed important restoration work on the papyrus, revealing text that was
previously invisible. In 2019 the editorial team met for a workshop at the University of Vienna.
Mitthof contributed a large part of the transcription (esp. 17-72) in its initial phase (2014-2018).
Significant progress was made after 2018 when Dolganov joined the team (esp. 28-53 and 73—
133). Many thanks are due to a number of scholars for their contributions at an earlier stage:
Angelos Chaniotis, Werner Eck, Rudolf Haensch, Dieter Hagedorn®, Klaus Maresch, Amphi-
lochios Papathomas and Uri Yiftach. Further thanks to the technical staff of the Dead Sea Scrolls
Laboratory for their help in restoring the papyrus and producing high-resolution digital images.
Finally, thanks are due to Dennis Kehoe and the anonymous reviewers of Tyche for their feedback
on the final manuscript. In honor of Hannah Cotton’s discovery, we suggest that this papyrus be
cited as P.Cotton. All dates in this article are CE unless otherwise noted.

' On the date of the revolt’s outbreak (probably in the late summer or fall of 132) and its
conclusion by late 135 or early 136 see Eck 1999a; Eck and Foerster 1999; Eshel 2003, 101-105;
id. 2006, 111; Eck 2007, 132—133; Eck, Holder and Pangerl 2010, 198; Horbury 2014, 283-287;
Weikert 2016, 318; Eshel and Zissu 2020, 108—111. See also the new coin finds discussed in Bar-
Nathan and Bijovsky 2018. See further section III 1.
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defendants to the Roman authorities. This document offers a unique glimpse of local
civic institutions and the workings of Roman provincial administration and jurisdiction
in the Near East. It also sheds light on the elusive question of slave trade and ownership
among Jews. At the same time, the papyrus provides insight into a cultural and intel-
lectual environment in which Roman law, Greek rhetoric, and Jewish life meet. We
present an editio princeps with a translation and commentary, while acknowledging
that the study of this document is far from exhausted.
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I. Find Context and Rediscovery

P.Cotton is a Greek papyrus kept in the Dead Sea Scrolls Unit of the Israel Antiquities
Authority (IAA), located in the Isracl Museum in Jerusalem. It has until recently remained
unidentified. In 1995, Cotton, Cockle, and Millar described it as one of “a group of (six)
Nabataean papyri said to come from Nahal Se’elim, but likely in fact to come from
Nahal Hever, and which may well belong to the Babatha Archive”. In Emanuel Tov’s
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2009 list of papyri from the Judaean desert, the papyrus appeared as XHev/Se Nab. 6
(olim “Wadi Habra’) inv. no. 860.2

In 2014, Hannah Cotton was asked to examine the state of publication of the papyri
stored in the IAA Dead Sea Scrolls Conservation Laboratory. She discovered that no. 6
of XHev/Se Nab. was not written in Nabatacan (as described in the catalogue) nor
connected with any known dossiers of documents from the Judaean desert, such as the
archives of Babatha and Salome Komaise or the Bar Kokhba letters.? The first five of
this group of documents (XHev/Se Nab.) were indeed written in Nabataean.* However,
the sixth, presented and discussed here, is a Greek papyrus more than 133 lines long,
which makes it the longest Greek document ever to be found in the Judaean desert. It
may already have been discovered in the 1950s in one of the caves of Nahal Hever
before the excavations of 1960—1961 brought to light the aforementioned papyrological
dossiers (among other artefacts), but no further information could be traced regarding
its exact provenance.

II. Type of Document

Since the beginning of P.Cotton has been lost, its genre must be established from
the surviving text, which begins in medias res. The text consists of two parts, distinct
in both paleography and textual layout (see further section VI):

Part I: Memorandum for a trial (1-72)

The extant portion of the first part of P.Cotton is subdivided into eleven sections
marked by a hanging indent into the left margin, each of which constitutes a self-
contained textual unit. Three of the sections contain responses to anticipated points
made by unnamed opponents (e.g. &av Aéyntay, 31; éav ... Tig Aéyn, 60 = “if it be said”,
“if someone should say”), which are formulated as instructions for an individual in the
singular (e.g. 518d&e1g 81, 32; $peic b1, 40; 811 8¢ ... mapacthoelc, 45-46 = “you will
argue that”, “you will say that”, “you will establish that”, etc.). At one point, the
instructions even resemble the stage-management of a theatrical production: av
Myouev 86&opev dokely dmopelv Tpdg T duvacte[iav] = “if we report on this, we will
give the impression that we believe we are helpless against his great power” (27). The
formulaic phrases at the beginning of each response (éav Aéyntar or &dv g Aéyn)
combined with the second-person future (épeic, S18dEeic, nopactioelg) provide an
important clue to the genre of the text. These verbal forms are rare in papyri, with &pgig
and 818d&g1g otherwise occurring only in private letters. However, the plural §poduev
and the alternative forms Aéyeiq and AéEeig appear in a number of documents from
Roman Egypt that may be invoked as suggestive parallels for P.Cotton:

2 Tov 2009, 106.
On these dossiers, see Czajkowski 2017 with references to earlier literature.
4 For the publications of XHev/Se Nab. 1 and 2 see Tov 2009, 105-106. The less well
preserved XHev/Se Nab. 3, 4, and 5 remain unpublished.
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i. Draft speech and memorandum for a trial (P.Oxy. III 472, Oxyrhynchus,
130/131): This document contains a preparatory text for pleading a court case about a
property dispute that is known from another papyrus, a petition preserved in P.Oxy. III
486 (Oxyrhynchus, 131). The text comprised at least three columns, the third more
narrow than the rest, evidently seeking to maximize the remaining space on the papyrus.
The surviving text contains the conclusion of a draft speech (col. II 1-14) followed by
several sections beginning with éav Aéywou(v) that outline counterarguments against
anticipated points made by unnamed opponents. Since the adversary was a single
individual, the plural Aéywouv) implicitly refers to arguments expected from his
advocates in court. The plural eopev (31) suggests that, as in P.Cotton, at least two
legal practitioners were involved in pleading the case. Like P.Cotton, only the recto is
inscribed and the verso left blank.

ii. Draft speech and memorandum for a trial (P.Fouad 25, Arsinoite, ca. 144): This
fragmentary document contains a preparatory text for a court case concerning an
inheritance dispute among members of an Alexandrian family with landholdings in the
Arsinoite nome, known from other papyri.’ The papyrus is inscribed on both sides, with
the text subdivided into sections marked by a hanging indent into the left margin. The
text on the recto comprised at least three columns and appears to have laid out the facts
and circumstances of the case. This text was corrected by a second hand that rejects
certain points and suggests alternative formulations. The verso contains a highly
rhetorical draft speech that incorporates the information recounted on the recto (see e.g.
Tpépovcay ... kol patiovoav, recto col. Il 24-25; [1pelope kol ipwdtile Nuds, verso
col. I1 9). The phrase époduev §ti (verso col. 11 5) indicates that the draft speech was
followed by planned responses to arguments by the opposition. These responses, which
are subdivided into indented sections, mirror the format of P.Cotton.

iii. Appointment of a representative and instructions (P.Oxy. XIV 1642, Oxyrhyn-
chus, 289): This document contains a dated authorization (drocvotatikév) by a certain
Aurelius Demetrianos to Aurelius Didymos to act as his representative in court before
the governor (1-11), followed by detailed instructions regarding what he is supposed
to say during the hearing. The format bears a close resemblance to the first part of
P.Cotton: €0v 8¢ Aéyn ... AéEeic oUtwg | 811 = “if he should say ... you will say that” etc.
The text begins on the recto and continues on the verso.

iv. Draft speech and memorandum for a trial (SB XII 10989 = P.Princ. III 119,
unknown provenance, ca. 325): This is one of a number of fourth-century documents
commonly known as the “narratio” papyri, containing notes and preparatory texts of
orations for forensic pleaders (see the following entries). Col. II and III contain the text

5 For the dossier of the descendants of Zeuxis (Trismegistos Arch ID 659), see P.Fouad
inv. 126 (126), P.Fouad 22 (125), 23 (145), 24 (145), 25 (after 144), 41 (134), 51 (126), 55 (127-128)
and 64 (148) with the brief discussion of Elmaghrabi 2020. P.Fouad 25 has not, until now, been
identified as a lawyer’s memorandum for a court hearing. The entire dossier awaits a detailed
study.
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of a forensic speech, whereas col. I is a short and abbreviated memorandum of the
arguments being put forward. The oration itself is prefaced by a majuscule N struck
through with a vertical stroke resembling the letter 1,° followed by the phrase Aéyeic
Or(ép) = “you speak on behalf of” and the names of the litigants and their adversary
(col. IT 1-3). The NI( ) or IN( ) siglum followed by some variation of Aéyeig Om(ép)
marks the beginning of draft orations in all “narratio” papyri. In col. II, personal names
are superscribed for visibility, another characteristic feature of this group of documents.
The second-person singular Aéyeic (“you will say”) may indicate that the author of the
text was distinct from the orator delivering the speech; alternatively, it could be that the
author was writing his own speech and making notes to himself, as appears to be the
case in P.Panop. 31 and SB XIV 11717 (see below). In col. Il and IV, the text outlines
responses to anticipated statements by the adversary and others at the hearing. The first
argument (43—47) is prefaced by the phrase éav Aéyn ... §poduev &1, ete. Like P.Cotton,
only the recto is inscribed and the verso left blank.

v. Draft speech for a trial (M.Chr. 300 = P.Lips. I 41, Hermopolis, early 4™ cent.):
There is only one surviving column of text containing a draft speech prefaced by the
siglum NI( ) or IN( ) and Onép etc. Traces of writing on the broken left side of the
papyrus suggest that there was additional space for a memorandum or notes of the sort
attested in other “narratio” documents. Like P.Cotton, only the recto is inscribed and
the verso left blank (later to be reused for a grain account, P.Lips. I 101, Hermopolis,
ca. 300-325).

vi. Draft speech and memorandum for a trial (P.Panop. 31 = SB XII 11224, Panopolis, ca.
329): The righthand column contains a draft speech prefaced by the siglum NI( ) or IN( )
and Aéyeic vnép followed by the name of the client. Personal names are superscribed
throughout the text. The lefthand column contains an abbreviated summary of the main
points of the speech (see below SB XIV 11717) and was evidently added later. Here
and in other “narratio” documents, it seems that a space was deliberately left blank for
notes, see also P.Col. VII 174 and P.Sakaon 35 below. The writing style of the draft
speech looks similar to that of the memorandum. Like P.Cotton, only the recto is
inscribed and the verso left blank.

% The significance of the struck-through N siglum has been debated: previous scholarship

has argued that it stands for the Latin narratio, the court argument of a plaintiff (see Collinet
1913, followed by Hanson 1971, Youtie, Hagedorn and Youtie 1973, Lewis and Schiller 1974
and Crook 1995, 113-118) or, alternatively, for vopikdg with reference to a legal expert
(iurisperitus) drawing up instructions for an advocate (Hanson 1971; Youtie, Hagedorn and
Youtie 1973; Sijpesteijn and Worp 1978; Bagnall 1979). The composition of draft speeches,
however, does not accord with what is known about the activity of iurisperiti, nor do all papyri
with this siglum contain the arguments of plaintiffs as would justify the term narratio. It has
subsequently been suggested by Lewis 1983 that the siglum represents not one but two letters,
either the Greek NI( ) (e.g. for vikn, victory) or the Latin IN( ), although what the latter would
stand for remains unclear. This question is investigated by Anna Dolganov in a separate article.
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vii. Draft speech for a trial (P.Sakaon 35 = P.Thead. 16, Arsinoite, ca. 336): There
is only one surviving column of text on the righthand side of the papyrus containing a
draft speech prefaced by the siglum NI( ) or IN( ) and Aéyeig Onép etc. A further large
space on the left indicates that there was room for a memorandum or notes of the sort
attested in other “narratio” documents. Like P.Cotton, only the recto of the surviving
fragment is inscribed and the verso left blank.

viii. Draft speech and memorandum for a trial (P.Col. VII 174 = C.Pap. Hengstl 42,
Arsinoite, ca. 325 or ca. 341): The righthand column contains a draft speech prefaced
by the siglum NI( ) or IN ) and the words Aéyopev vnép etc. The lefthand column, added
later, contains abbreviated notes on the case, including the names of the litigants and
additional points to be made. A docket on the verso reveals that the speech was to be
delivered by a forensic orator (pfitwp) named Horion on behalf of his client Sambathion
from the Arsinoite village of Karanis: [0(ngp) Zap]Babiwvog | [&]md kdpng | [Klepavidog |
‘Qpelav p(itwp). The text of the docket arguably implies that Horion was the author of
the speech on the recto. The writing style of the draft speech seems distinct from that
of the memorandum, which (as in P.Cotton, P.Fouad 25 and P.Oxy. III 472) suggests
the work of a second legal practitioner. Like P.Cotton, only the recto is inscribed and
the verso left blank.

ix. Draft speech and memorandum for a trial (SB XIV 11717, Hermopolis, mid-4
cent.): The righthand column contains a draft speech prefaced by the siglum NI( ) or
IN( ) and Aéyeic Omép ete. The lefthand column, added later, contains a concise summary
of the main points of the speech (see above P.Panop. 31 and P.Col. VII 174). Key words
and names of individuals are superscribed for visibility. The writing style of the draft
speech looks similar to that of the memorandum. Like P.Cotton, only the recto is
inscribed and the verso left blank.

These parallels provide a context for the textual genre of the first part of P.Cotton
(1-72) being that of a preparatory text composed by forensic pleaders in anticipation of
judicial proceedings. In view of the first-person plural 86&opev Soketv (27) and the
rhetorical language employed throughout the text, P.Cotton clearly does not reflect the
appointment of a legal proxy of the sort we encounter in P.Oxy. XIV 1642. Instead, like
P.Oxy. III 472, P.Fouad 25, and the so-called “narratio” papyri, P.Cotton illustrates
legal practitioners fashioning arguments and counterarguments against imaginary
opponents, who are implicitly legal practitioners as well (see e.g. £av Vnép Atokiéovg
kol Xarpéov Tig Aéyn = “if someone says on behalf of Diocles and Chaereas”, 60). As
shown by P.Oxy. II1 472, P.Fouad 25, and now by P.Cotton, all dating to the first half
of the 2" century, the genre of memoranda and notes for forensic pleading existed much
earlier than the 4™ century “narratio” documents, and was by no means limited to the
province of Egypt.

It is evident from the text of P.Cotton that the perspective is that of the prosecution
and not the defense. The presence of two distinct writing styles (1-72 and 73—133) and
the use of the second-person singular (8§13d&eig dt1, 32; €peic Gti, 40 and 61; mapa-
otoelg, 46) alongside the first-person plural (GAnBgdopev, 21; Aéyopev, 27) points to
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the involvement of at least two legal practitioners.” That forensic pleading in Roman
courts was typically a collaborative effort is well-documented by rhetorical handbooks,
literary testimonia, and surviving transcripts of court proceedings.® Rhetorical and
documentary sources show that teams of advocates tended to have a leading orator who
dominated the pleading, with others playing a subsidiary role presenting evidence,
adducing legal points, or citing judicial precedents.’ A division of labor likewise appears
to be illustrated by P.Cotton, where one legal practitioner devises arguments for the
other to deliver during the forensic debate (alfercatio). These roles may reflect distinct
skills, such as one advocate’s aptitude for rhetorical invention vs. another’s talent for
verbal wrangling (in which according to Quintilian even less able orators could excel,
Inst. 6,4,5) or legal vs. rhetorical expertise, in line with the distinction between iuris-
periti and oratores in Roman sources. Quintilian speaks of orators receiving written
instructions from legal experts (Inst. 12,3,2) and detailed briefs of cases from minor
advocati who were less adept at pleading (/nst. 12,8,5-6). It is possible that the
memorandum in P.Cotton reflects one of these scenarios.

Alternatively, the authoritative tone of the memorandum could indicate a senior
orator instructing a junior assistant. According to Quintilian, it was common for
prominent orators to deliver the oration and leave the debate to their less skilled
subordinates (Inst. 6,4,6). Which of the legal practitioners in P.Cotton gave the pros-
ecution speech is unclear, since the initial columns have been lost. It is entirely possible
that the author of the memorandum drafted and delivered the oratio and let his assistant
lead the altercatio in line with his instructions.

The practice of writing down anticipated points is likewise discussed by Quintilian
(Inst. 12,9,16-21), who warns orators against excessive reliance on preparatory texts,
lest they be hindered from thinking on their feet. In view of the spontaneity of
courtroom debate, Quintilian urges that the best strategy is to think through possible
arguments without committing these to writing (Inst. 12,9,20). At the same time,
Quintilian acknowledges the convenience of writing down what one proposed to

7 The participation of multiple individuals is evident in P.Fouad 25, where a second hand

corrects the memorandum, and is also likely in P.Oxy. III 472, which employs the first person
plural, but this is less clear in some of the fourth-century examples, where draft speeches refer to
the pitwp in the singular (Aéyeig Omép) and the notes drafted alongside display similar hand-
writing. It is possible that these were notes to self by an orator preparing for the courtroom.

8 The involvement of multiple advocates is the rule in documentary transcripts of judicial
proceedings, see Crook 1995, 73-99 and 127-130. This is confirmed by Quint. /nst. 12,3 and
Pliny the Younger’s descriptions of high profile trials in which he pleaded together with
colleagues in Ep. 2,11-12, 3,9 and 6,33, to cite only a few examples. See also Dig. 26,10,3,15
(Ulpianus 35 ad ed.): datis pupillo advocatis; Dig. 28,4,3 (Marcellus 29 Dig.) et advocatis fisci
dixit, etc.

® Among the assistants of forensic pleaders, Quintilian mentions prompters (/ibrarii,
Quint. /nst. 11,3,131), junior orators (minores advocati), legal experts (iurisperiti) and clerks
(pragmatici) supporting the orator in the courtroom (12,3), see Bablitz 2007, 122—123. For a
documentary illustration of forensic practitioners playing distinct roles, see the teams of
advocates in action in SB XIV 12139, col. II-1V (24-3" cent.).
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respond if one could be sure of the adversary’s argument, as was occasionally the case
(Inst. 12,9,19: quae nostrae partis sunt scripta esse possunt, quae etiam responsurum
adversarium certum est (est enim aliquando certum) pari cura refelluntur). Even if the
author of the memorandum in P.Cotton was fully in control of his argumentation,
written notes could still have been useful to jog his memory and/or to ensure that his
assistant followed his planned rhetorical strategy.

Part II: Minutes of judicial proceedings (73—133)

The second part of P.Cotton consists of rapidly drafted and heavily abbreviated
notes documenting statements made in court. This part of the text is marked by the
abbreviation YTI( ) in line 73, most probably indicating a Roman technical term for the
minutes of judicial proceedings (Omduvnpa or dropvnpatiopds).!” These notes were
ostensibly jotted down during the hearing for which the initial memorandum (1-72)
was composed. The temporal distance between the two parts of the text may have been
several days, or possibly several weeks or months. The notes appear to end in the lower
portion of col. IV and do not seem to record a judicial verdict. Consequently, it is
impossible to tell whether a conclusive verdict was given, or whether the hearing was
adjourned or delegated to another judicial instance.

II1. The Story: Facts and Hypotheses

The background and circumstances of the trial with which P.Cotton is concerned,
the identity of the judge, the exact nature of the crimes, and the location of the hearing,
cannot be established with certainty based on the surviving text. Due to the loss of the
initial columns, there remains a frustrating lack of clarity on a number of essential
questions. Did the proceedings take place in Tudaea or Arabia? In which locations did
each of the main characters (Gadalias, Saulos, and Chaereas) reside? Does the phrase
gv Tadépoic (71 and possibly 115) refer to Gadora in the Peraea or Gadara in the
Decapolis? Were Gadalias and Saulos members of the same boule? And, if so, of which
city? Were any of these individuals Roman citizens? In this section, we will lay out the
established facts and suggest a number of hypothetical scenarios. In an editio princeps,
we make a deliberate effort to discuss a variety of possible interpretations, assessing
their plausibility and considering their implications, with the aim of facilitating future
work on this papyrus.

1. The date of the text (129-132 CE):

A number of indications in P.Cotton establish an approximate time window for its
composition. A terminus post quem is provided by a reference to Hadrian’s visit to
Arabia and Tudaea in 129/130 as part of his tour of the eastern provinces in 128-132
(25). The mention of a governor named Rufus (22) suggests that the text was composed

10" See the relevant entry in the Appendix and the commentary ad loc. On the documentary

genre of court proceedings in the Roman empire, see Coles 1966, Haensch 1998 and Palme 2014.



Forgery and Fiscal Fraud in Iudaea and Arabia (P.Cotton) 45

during the Judaean governorship of Tineius Rufus (ca. 129-132)!! or shortly thereafter.
A reference to Hadrian as a living emperor (tod Avtoxpdropoc, 25) establishes his
death on July 10, 138 as a terminus ante quem. This accords with the presence of the
provincial appellation Tudaea (48), which was changed to Syria Palaestina in the after-
math of the Bar Kokhba war.!? That P.Cotton was composed before the outbreak of the
rebellion is suggested by its provenance being the Judaean desert (see section I), which
served as a hiding place for refugees of the war and participants in the revolt. One would
imagine that P.Cotton was carried by a person or persons of Jewish ethnicity, who had
either joined the uprising or fled from the violence to a rebel-controlled region, bringing
with them their personal papers and depositing these in one of the desert caves for
safekeeping. This is the typical context of papyrus finds in the Judaean desert, including
the well-known dossiers of Babatha and Salome Komaise. All of this speaks for
P.Cotton being composed at some point between 129/130 and the outbreak of the Bar
Kokhba revolt in 132.13

One may also pose the question whether P.Cotton could have been drafted during
the earliest phase of the revolt. The precise date of the outbreak is unknown: important
testimonia include the second book of the Chronicle of Eusebius (preserved in a Latin
translation by Jerome), which places the beginning of the revolt in 131/132, and the
official era of the revolt attested in coins and legal documents, which most probably

" On Rufus, see PIR? T 227 with Smallwood 2001, 550; W. Eck, DNP 12/1 (2002) 603
s.v. Q. T. Rufus [3]. The identification of Rufus is reasonably certain, since the assizes in
question most probably took place in Tudaea (on the connection between Gadalias and Iudaea,
see section III 3 and the commentary to &v ['adépotg, 71) and the fasti of Judaean governors are
nearly complete for this period: Lusius Quietus: 116/117; Cossonius Gallus Vecilius Crispinus
Mansuanius Marcellinus Numisius Sabinus, cos. 116 and legate of Iudaea in the first years of
Hadrian; M. Paccius Silvanus Q. Coredius Gallus Gargilius Antiquus, cos. suff. 119, successor
of Cossonius Gallus; Ti. [ulius Alexander Capito. cos. suff. 122, governor ca. 125-128/129; Q.
Tineius Rufus, cos. suff. 127, governor ca. 129-132; Sex. Iulius Severus, 133—136; P. Calpurnius
Atilianus, cos. ord. 135, governor 139. We thank Werner Eck for supplying updated information
on the fasti of Tudaea.

12 On the change to Syria Palaestina, see Eck 1999a, 88—89. The earliest attestation appears
to be the undated dedication to the governor lulius Severus in AE 1904, 9 (ca. 136-137). The
earliest securely dated testimonium is the military diploma CIL XVI 87 from 139. After this
point, the province is always called Syria Palaestina, the name Iudaea being used as a historical
or specifically geographic appellation (e.g. Cass. Dio 37,16, see Isaac 2020). Note however the
mention of C. Erucius Clarus (IK 13 = L.Eph. III 665) as governor of Tudaea under Marcus
Aurelius shortly after 170.

13" On the date of the revolt, see the literature cited in n. 1, in particular the overview of
sources and scholarship by Horbury 2014, 283-294.
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began in September of 132.'4 Precisely what this era signifies, however, is unclear and
the timeline of the hostilities remains uncertain.'®

The latest document from the Babatha archive, found in the Cave of Letters in Nahal
Hever, is P.Yadin 27, which dates to August 19, 132. It is a private transaction of money
between Babatha and her son’s guardian, which took place in Maoza in the province of
Arabia. At this point, Babatha had (obviously) not yet fled to the Judacan desert and
daily life was ostensibly not yet disturbed by the war. The fragmentary P.Yadin 35 is a
summons to court that may date to August or even September of 132, which would
indicate that courts were still functioning in Arabia at that date. It is therefore conceiv-
able that Jews were involved in legal proceedings in a Roman court in Arabia in August
or September of 132, as the revolt was already in its initial stages in southwestern
Iudaea. In view of the absence of more concrete evidence for the date of the outbreak,
however, this scenario remains speculative.

Less compatible with this scenario is the apparent absence in P.Cotton of any
mention of the uprising. Since the catalogue of Gadalias’ past misdeeds (20-27) included
rebellious behavior (dndotooic), one would arguably expect the authors of P.Cotton to
amplify their argument with references to an ongoing revolt. Since this is not mentioned,
it seems likely that P.Cotton was composed before the hostilities in Tudaea became a
matter of general awareness and concern for Roman administrators.

2. The actors involved:

The text of P.Cotton refers to twelve named individuals: the main defendants
Gadalias and Saulos, their accomplices Chaereas and Diocles, three slaves named
Abaskantos, Onesimos and Niko- (name partly lost), a Roman centurion named Lectus,
a Roman official named Postumus (see section I1I 9), a Roman governor named Rufus
(presumably Tineius Rufus as governor of Iudaea, see section III 1), and two men
named Flaccus and Primus who speak during the proceedings in lines 73—133 but
whose role is uncertain. Six of these persons are direct participants in the trial
documented by P.Cotton: Gadalias, Saulos, Chaereas, Diocles, Flaccus and Primus.
Only for Gadalias and Saulos does the surviving text offer any detailed information.
Their names clearly indicate that both were Jews. It is possible but not certain that
Chaereas and Diocles (common Greek names, which are also attested among
Hellenized Jews)'® were Jews as well.

The father of Saulos is mentioned in line 54 and appears to be peripherally involved
in the events. The father of Gadalias is identified as the head of a local notariate

14 See Jer. Chron. Olymp. 227,4 (year 16 of Hadrian) and the detailed argumentation of

Eshel 2003 for dating the Bar Kokhba era to Tishri (September) of 132. See the remarks of
Horbury 2014, 285. This would mean that the earliest document to mention the era— P.Yadin
II 42 from the archive of Eliezer son of Shmuel detailing a three-year lease of property in Ein
Gedi, which dates to Iyar (around May) of year 1 — would date to May of 133, toward the end
of year 1.

15 Possibilities include an official acclamation of Bar Kokhba as a Jewish leader, or a
significant event that in retrospect was identified with the outbreak of the revolt.

16 See, respectively, LINLA I 311 and III 395; III 245.
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(chreophylax, 20, see the commentary) and mentioned with reference to past
occurrences (31, 34). That the two fathers are not named arguably implies that neither
was due to take part in the trial of P.Cotton, and one of them seems to have died before
the proceedings (see the commentary to §tehedtnogy, 123). Additionally, a group of
individuals are referred to as “the Gerasenes” (17, 36), discussed further below.

Gadalias was the son of a notary and archival official (chreophylax, 20) and
therefore presumably belonged to the officeholding class of his community. He had
been summoned to serve as a judge (xenokrites) at the assizes of Rufus in Tudaeca but
had on multiple occasions failed to attend (see section V and the commentary to lines
21-23). Although due to be fined, Gadalias succeeded in having the fines lifted by
demonstrating that he was indigent (dmopoc, 23) and (implicitly) did not fulfil the
property qualification for service as a xenokrites (22-23)."” The authors of P.Cotton
generally depict Gadalias as a corrupt man with a long criminal past that includes
seditious activity and previous convictions, arrests and banishments (24-27). Gadalias
is also accused of practicing extortion during the imperial visit of Hadrian to Iudaea,
with a Roman centurion named Lectus among his alleged victims (25-26). In
chronological terms, it seems impossible that all of these allegations pertain to the short
period of the governorship of Tineius Rufus (ca. 129—-132) or have a direct connection
to the visit of Hadrian in 129/130. Instead, some of them probably refer to the years
prior to 129.

In the following lines, we learn that Saulos was a friend of Gadalias and an
accomplice in his criminal deeds (45—46). At the same time, we are told that one of the
two (presumably Gadalias, in view of his judicial duties at the assizes of Rufus, 21-23)
was subject to the jurisdiction of the governor of Tudaea, and the other to that of the
governor of Arabia, in both cases for producing or handling false or manipulated coins
(48-49). Considering that Roman criminal jurisdiction followed a territorial principle,
this means that each was detected in criminal activity in the respective province.'®
However, this does not provide definitive information about citizenship and residence:
it cannot be excluded, for example, that Saulos and Gadalias resided in the same place
but were caught producing or disseminating false coins in difference provinces. This
question is discussed further in section III 3. Another open question is whether either
Gadalias or Saulos may have been a Roman citizen. Gadalias’ nomination to serve
among the xenokritai may support this, since xenokritai in Roman Egypt are attested as
a panel of specifically Roman judges.!” This offers suggestive but not conclusive
evidence for Gadalias possessing Roman citizenship (see further section V).

17" See the commentary to dropog, 23 and the entry on dropog egens, inops in the Appendix.

18 See e.g. Dig. 48,2,22 (Papinianus 16 resp.): alterius provinciae reus apud eos accusatur
et damnatur, apud quos crimen contractum ostenditur. quod etiam in militibus esse observandum
optimi principes nostri generaliter rescripserunt = “a defendant from another province is to be
accused and convicted in the province of those in whose territory the crime is shown to have been
committed; our most excellent emperors have laid down in their rescripts as a matter of general
policy that this must also be observed in the case of soldiers”.

19 See P.Oxy. XLII 3016 (Oxyrhynchus, 148), discussed in section V; see also the entry on
Eevokpitatl in the Appendix.
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In addition to his connection to Gadalias, Saulos is also linked with Diocles, whose
role in the events is unclear, and Chaereas, who is indebted to Saulos and is persuaded
by him to serve as a nominal buyer of slaves that Saulos de facto keeps in his own
possession (50-53). Saulos subsequently manumits one of the slaves (named Onesimos)
in the name of Chaereas as the nominal owner without paying the necessary taxes (54-59).
In initiating this scheme of fiscal fraud (padiovpyia, 19, 40; neptypaen Tod @ickov, 50)
Saulos is said to be motivated by an intense hatred (£x0pa, 62), the object of which is
not specified (see section III 10).

P.Cotton also mentions a group of unnamed persons under suspicion for forgery
who seek refuge with an unnamed boule (tfi BovAfi mpocépuyov, 29) and make
payments of 125 denarii in order to be spared punishment “in the name of the boule”
(kov@ioBricecOar The koldogog dvopoatt the PovAfic, 30). It is unclear whether this
means that the boule was expected to intervene in their favor with Roman officials,?
or whether they sought to acquire bouleutic status in order to receive a milder
punishment (see section III 3 and the commentary to lines 28-30).2! These persons
could in theory correspond to Gadalias and Saulos, or to the unnamed “Gerasenes” who
are said to be involved in manipulating a placename in a legal document (17-19). These
“Gerasenes” likely included Chaereas and Diocles — but not Gadalias, who resided in
Iudaea (21-23) and was not expected to be seen together with the other two men (62—
64, 7072, see section III 3).

In the second part of the text (73—133), which contains notes of judicial proceedings,
a person named Flaccus makes the first recorded statement (73—74) in which he addresses
Saulos and mentions Chaereas and Diocles — three of the four named defendants. The
proceedings of Roman trials typically began with statements by the prosecution or by
the presiding official.?? Flaccus may therefore be plausibly identified as one of the
prosecutors, or as the official adjudicating the case (see section 111 9).

Another recorded statement belongs to a figure named Primus (101-104) who is
questioned about the truth of certain information (¢£gtacbeig dv €0t aAnd7, 101) and
appears to state that something has been illicitly seized, which increases the total damages
due in the case (102—-104, see the readings suggested in the commentary). In Roman
judicial records, the verb £€gtdlw occurs specifically with reference to interrogation. If
this is the case in our text, it would identify Primus as one of the culprits — possibly
another slave belonging to Saulos, whose testimony is extracted under duress. A forced

20 As a parallel: see the evidence for the intercession of Jewish leaders on behalf of Jews in

the Roman empire discussed by Mantel 1965, 223-234, 236-237 and 300.

21" On the dispensation of milder punishments to members of the curial/bouleutic class in
the Roman empire, who belonged to the privileged legal category of honestiores, see Garnsey
1970, 242245 and Dmitriev 2005, 327. See e.g. Dig. 48,8,3,5 (Marcianus 14 inst.).

22 In Roman judicial procedure, the prosecution spoke before the defence in both civil and
criminal trials, see Kaser and Hackl 1996, 231-241 and 485-493; see e.g. Plin. Ep. 4,9,9 and
SEG XVII 759 (Dmeir, Syria, 216). For proceedings beginning with a statement by the presiding
official, see e.g. M.Chr. 80 =P.Flor. 1 61 (unknown provenance, 85), reedited in Dolganov 2023b,
no. 1.
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confession may likewise be inferred for the slave Abaskantos in the following lines (see
the commentary to lines 105-106).

3. The location of the actors and events:

The surviving text documents two localities: the town of Gadora (18, 71 [if our
reading of év [adépoig as the dative of Taddpa. is correct], possibly 115), which was
the administrative center of the Judaean toparchy of the Peraea, and the city of Gerasa
in the province of Arabia (115). The localities of Gadora and Gerasa were in close
geographical proximity across the border between Iudaea and Arabia, whose respective
governors are mentioned in lines 48—49. P.Cotton is concerned with actors in both
provinces, including the “Gerasenes” mentioned in lines 17—18 and 36. The identity of
this group is uncertain: are the “Gerasenes” persons mentioned by name in the extant
portion of the text, or other individuals? Also, do the events involve actors from Gadora
in ludaea, or is Gadora merely a forged placename to cover up fiscal fraud committed
in another location (a possible interpretation of ¢ 8¢ témog T'addpa Eneypden o |
eb0etog oG TV Padrovpyiov, 18-19)?

As for Gadalias, we know that he belonged to a civic community with a notariate
and archive (chreophylakeion, 20) that seems to have received gubernatorial assizes
(21-23) and may have been a destination on Hadrian’s journey through the region, on
which occasion Gadalias is said to have engaged in extortion (tTfi mopovcig T0d
Avdtokpdropog Torlhovg | Siéceioev, 25-26). It is unclear whether the boule with which
unnamed persons suspected of forgery seek refuge (28-30) belongs to the city of
Gadalias. While Gerasa would fulfil all of the above criteria, the story about Gadalias
and the assizes of Rufus locates him in Iudaea. It is certainly possible for a regional
center such as Gadora to have possessed a chreophylakeion, and it cannot be excluded
that it had a boule as well.>> Gadora is also a plausible candidate for the governor’s
assizes: in size and significance, the town was comparable to the nome capitals of
Middle Egypt, which received assizes regularly, although not necessarily every year.?*
By contrast, it seems improbable that Gadora would have been a destination on
Hadrian’s journey through Tudaea, both in view of its minor importance and considering
its geographical position away from the main routes between Gerasa and northern
Iudaea, which Hadrian is known to have visited. It may be, however, that our text refers
to the impact of Hadrian’s presence in Tudaea in general terms. The enormous financial
and logistical burden of imperial visits was not shouldered exclusively by cities on the
emperor’s itinerary, but was shared by communities throughout the province, whose
elite was expected to supervise the requisitioning and transport of goods for the supply

23 Recent research suggests that not only the Greek poleis in Tudaea but also large towns

serving as administrative centers could have boulai, see Ecker and Zissu 2020 and the
commentary to line 27.

24 On the Roman assize system in Egypt, see Foti Talamanca 1974, 31-78, Haensch 1997b,
208-228 and the commentary to lines 21-22.
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and sustenance of the emperor and his entourage.”> The intended meaning of our text
may be that Gadalias exploited the imperial visit — a situation in which large sums of
money were collected and paid out — as an occasion for extortion or embezzlement.
Alternatively, the role of Gadalias as a xenokrites may have taken him to assizes beyond
his place of residence, where the alleged extortion could have been committed, possibly
in connection with his judicial activity.?®

Further evidence linking Gadalias with Gadora is provided by a reference to Diocles
and Chaereas being incriminated by their presence in the location of Gadalias (62—63).
We are later told that Chaereas and Diocles had no reason to be in Gadora (70-72, if
our reading of v Tadépotg, 71 as the dative of Fad@dpa is correct). We may infer from
this that Gadora was the residence of Gadalias, whereas Chaereas and Diocles resided
elsewhere — presumably in the polis of Gerasa in Arabia, the only other location mentioned
in P.Cotton.

As noted above, it is difficult to determine whether Saulos resided in the same city
as Gadalias. On the one hand, Saulos is said to be his friend and accomplice (45—46).
On the other hand, Saulos is also linked with Chaereas and Diocles (62, 67, 70—72) who
have no connection to Gadalias and are not expected to be seen with him (62-63, 70-72).
Furthermore, Saulos is said to be subject to the jurisdiction of the governor of Arabia
(48-49), although as noted this does not offer conclusive information about his origo
and residence. It seems equally plausible for Saulos to have been a citizen of Iudaea
with links to Gerasa, or a citizen of Gerasa who resided and did business in Tudaea. The
latter would signify that Saulos and his father, Chaereas and Diocles all belonged to the
group of “Gerasenes” mentioned in the text (17-19, 36). We will return to this question
in section III 5.

Who, then, were the persons caught out for forgery who sought refuge with a boule
(28-30) and in which city did this take place? In seeking to reconcile these pieces of
information, the following possibilities may be advanced:

i. The appeal to the boule in lines 28-30 refers to Gadora in Iudaea and the
individuals are Gadalias, a citizen of Gadora, and Saulos, a citizen of Gadora or Gerasa
with links to Gadalias — but not Chaereas and Diocles, who are Gerasenes but have no
connection to Gadora (62—63, 70-72, see above). This requires the assumption that a
regional center such as Gadora, which was not a polis, could have a boule.”” 1t seems
unlikely that the boule of a town of minor significance would have been able to effect
the remission of punishment for the crime of forgery discovered by a Roman official

25 The supervisory role of civic elites in requisitions for an imperial visit are illustrated in
detail in P.Panop.Beatty 1-2 (Panopolis, ca. 297-300), esp. P.Panop.Beatty 1,167-179, 230-240
and 264-271, see Mitthof 2001, I 51-57.

26 See the commentary to téccapotv ... dlyopoiolg Podepov, 21-22. Judicial bribery was a
criminal offense punishable under the lex Cornelia de falsis (Dig. 48,10,1,2, Marcianus 14 inst.)
or, in capital cases, under the lex Cornelia de sicariis et veneficis (Dig. 48,8,1pr.—1, Marcianus
14 inst.).

27 Seen. 23.
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(§hevybévrog 100 mhaotod émi IMootdupov, 28; oloviar yap koveicOhcecbor Thig
KoMdoeog Ovopott Thg PovAfig, 30), e.g. by interceding with the governor.?® Instead, this
scenario would suggest that the individuals sought to acquire bouleutic status in order
to receive a milder punishment.?’ A modest entry fee of 125 denarii (in comparison
with 1000 or 2000 denarii in the poleis of Bithynia and Pontus, see Pliny, Ep. 10, 112
and the commentary to icdd10v, 29) seems appropriate for a small hinterland town. A
difficulty with this interpretation, however, is that one would expect Gadalias, the son
of a chreophylax and a registered xenokrites, to have already been a member of the
local officeholding class.

ii. The manipulated placename of Gadora (18) is a red herring to draw attention
away from the real location, which is the city of Gadara in the Decapolis, and the phrase
év Tadépoig in line 71 actually refers to Gadara. Accordingly, Gadalias was a citizen
and member of the bouleutic class of Gadara, while Saulos was a citizen of Gadara or
a Gerasene with links to Gadara, where both appeal to the boule for help. One would
certainly expect a major city such as Gadara to have had a boule and a chreophylakeion
and to have received assizes. It is unknown whether Gadara was a destination on
Hadrian’s tour of the region, which went from Gerasa through Pella, Scythopolis,
Legio/Caparcortna, and possibly Caesarea, to Jerusalem. There is some evidence that
Hadrian may have visited Tiberias and Sepphoris (see the commentary to line 25). If
he took this northern route from Scythopolis, Gadara would have been a possible
stopping point on the way through the Galilee to Caesarea (Gerasa — Scythopolis —
Gadara — Tiberias — Sepphoris — Legio/Caparcortna — Caesarea — Jerusalem etc.). It
may be noted, however, that a 500 m difference in elevation between Scythopolis and
Gadara would not have made this an easy detour for the imperial entourage. The
scenario with Gadara is also problematic because it introduces a third location that is
not otherwise mentioned in the papyrus. Lines 29-30 refer to an unnamed boule
because it is obvious to the authors which city is meant. The economy of the document
arguably favors a location (either Gadora or Gerasa) that appears elsewhere in the text.

iii. Lines 20-27 about Gadalias function as an excursus, after which the authors
resume the main narrative about the Gerasenes and their manipulation of a document
(17-19). Accordingly, the boule in question is the boule of Gerasa and the individuals
appealing to it are the Gerasenes: Chaereas and Diocles, and possibly Saulos (since the
father of Saulos is not named, his involvement seems unlikely). This scenario
eliminates the problem of a non-polis possessing a boule. It is plausible for the boule
of an important city like Gerasa to have had influence with the governor and interceded
on behalf of its citizens (see the commentary to line 29). The identification of Gerasa
would mean that the modest amount of 125 denarii contributed by each of the
Gerasenes to the boule was probably not the capital sum but the income (one of the
possible meanings of £lc6310v) from a larger amount — e.g. the annual interest on the

28 See n. 20 for parallels and the commentary to T PovAfi Tpocépuyov, 29.

2 Seen. 21.
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sum of 1,000 denarii, which is attested as a bouleutic entry fee in the cities of Bithynia
and Pontus.*

4. The crimes — forgery and fiscal evasion:

The authors of P.Cotton impute their adversaries with two distinct offenses: i.
forgery (10 mhactdv = falsum, 28-30), specifically the manipulation of a placename in
a document (17-19) and the presentation in court of a forged or manipulated document
(Thootdv ypdupa mpogépew = falsum instrumentum proferre, 32-33), and ii. fraud
(padrovpyia = fraus, 19, 40, 61), specifically the defrauding of the fiscus (meprypoen
100 @iokov = circumscriptio fisci, 50).!

In Roman law, the forgery of documents (falsum) was a public crime that fell under
the provisions of the late Republican lex Cornelia testamentaria nummaria, also known
as the lex Cornelia de falsis.>* This law initially applied to wills and other documents
bearing seals (such as witness statements and public records) and eventually came to
encompass the forgery, manipulation, removal, or destruction of many different types
of documents underpinning legal claims.’® The lex Cornelia also punished the use of
such documents: while amnesty could be granted for ignorance or error in good faith,3

30 See Plin. Ep. 10, 112 and the commentary to £i66810v, 29 (mentioned above in section
III 3). It is admittedly unusual for the payment of an entry fee to be expressed in terms of its
annual interest. This is more typical for foundations, and even then the capital sum tends to be
mentioned as well, see e.g. CIL VIII 12421 (civitas Goritana, Africa Proconsularis, 2" cent.)
documenting a gift of 4,000 HS = 1,000 denarii to the city and the allocation of 60 denarii from
its annual interest (reditus) to a birthday dinner in honor of the donor.

31" On these Greek terms as renditions of Latin legal terms, see section IV and the entries on
neptypogn}, Thaotdc, tpoeépm and padiovpyia in the Appendix.

32 The core legal sources on falsum and the lex Cornelia de falsis are: Dig. 48,10; Paulus
sent. 5,25; Coll. leg. Mos. et Rom. 8; Cod. Theod. 9,19 and Cod. Iust. 9,22—24. On the forgery
of documents and its punishment in Roman law, see Mommsen 1899, 667-677; De Sarlo 1937;
Archi 1941/1981, 1487-1588; Kocher 1965, 2—44 and 96—128; Schiavo 2007, 117-153. Anna
Dolganov extends her thanks to Ulrike Babusiaux for discussing this question.

3 On the widening scope of the lex Cornelia, see Schiavo 2007, 123-126; see e.g. Dig.
48,10,16,1-2 (Paulus 3 resp.) for a particularly broad definition in the early third century.

34 See the sources discussed in Schiavo 2007, 126-134. In Dig. 48,10,31 (Callistratus 3 de
cogn.) a rescript of Marcus Aurelius pardons error (per errorem huiusmodi) in presenting
documents whose authenticity cannot be proved. In Dig. 48,10,13,1 (Papinianus 5 resp.) the
recitation of forged documents in court by two advocati does not incur the sanctions of the lex
Cornelia (quoniam in Corneliam falso recitato, non facto non incidit = “because by virtue of
reciting but not creating the forgery he does not fall under the lex Cornelia”) but is punished with
expulsion from the ordo decurionum for 10 years (for an advocatus of curial rank) and temporary
exile (for an advocatus of non-curial status). Presumably, litigants who knowingly supplied such
documents fell under the scope of the law, see Paulus sent. 5,25,10: qui falsis instrumentis actis
epistulis rescriptis sciens dolo malo usus fuerit, poena falsi coercetur = “whoever makes use of
forged legal documents or official minutes, letters or rescripts with fraudulent intent incurs the
punishment for falsum”. The corruption of public records could also be punished as maiestas, see
e.g. Dig. 48,4,2 (Ulpianus 8 disp.): quive sciens falsum conscripsit vel recitaverit in tabulis
publicis: nam et hoc capite primo lege maiestatis enumeratur = “or he who knowingly wrote or
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to make use of a forged or manipulated document with fraudulent intent (dolo malo)
was treated on par with falsum.3> The penalties of the lex Cornelia were heavy, ranging
from expropriation and exile to condemnation to the mines and capital punishment.3¢
Even members of the legally privileged class of honestiores are attested receiving harsh
punishments for falsum.>’

The Roman legal concept of fraus (Berger 1953 s.v. “any act or transaction
accomplished with the intention to defraud another or to deprive him of a legitimate
advantage”) was akin to dolus malus in signifying actions with the intent to deceive,
cheat, and cause harm.?® In Roman legal literature, the two most frequent contexts for
fraus are the circumvention of a law by acting against its intent (fraus legi facta)*® and
the defrauding of creditors by hiding or selling off one’s assets (fraudare creditores).*°
On the model of the latter, fiscal fraud (fraus/circumscriptio fisci) was conceptualized
in terms of the fiscus as a private law entity with the status of a privileged creditor.*! In
line with remedies available to creditors against debtors who alienated property in fraudem
creditoris, all transactions performed to deprive the fiscus of its due (in fraudem fisci)

dictated a falsehood into the public records, for this too is listed in the first chapter of the law on
treason” with reference to the lex lulia de maiestate.

35 See the text and translation of Paulus sent. 5,25,10 in n. 34.

36 See Mommsen 1899, 677; see e.g. Dig. 48,19,38,7 (Paulus 5 sent.): et plerumque
humiliores aut in metallum damnantur aut honestiores in insulam deportantur = “and usually
men of lower status (humiliores) are condemned to the mines or, if they are men of higher rank
(honestiores), they are deported to an island”; Paulus sent. 5,25,1: honestiores quidem in insulam
deportantur, humiliores autem aut in metallum damnantur aut in crucem tolluntur = “indeed,
men of higher rank (honestiores) are deported to an island, whereas those of lower status
(humiliores) are either condemned to the mines or crucified”.

37 See e.g. the case of Flavius Archippus, a prominent citizen of Prusa who was sent to the
mines for falsum, Plin. Ep. 10,58. In Dig. 48,10,1,4 (Marcianus 14 inst.) we find a prefect of
Egypt condemned as a falsarius by the emperor for manipulating his own records (quod
instrumentis suis ... falsum fecit). According to Dig. 48,4,2 (text and translation in n. 34) the act
of writing or dictating a falsehood into the public records could be punished as treason under the
lex Iulia de maiestate.

38 See Dig. 4,3 de dolo malo with a useful definition at 4,3,1,2 (Ulpianus 11 ad ed.): itaque
(Labeo) ipse sic definiit dolum malum esse omnem calliditatem fallaciam machinationem ad
circumveniendum fallendum decipiendum alterum adhibitam = “therefore, Labeo himself defines
dolus malus as any cunning, deceit or contrivance used to defraud, cheat or deceive another”. See
also Kaser 19712, 628: “absichtliche Schidigung, besonders durch Betrug”.

3 See Mommsen 1899, 87, n. 3: “wihrend dolus das gesetzwidrige bewusste Unrecht
schlechthin bezeichnet, ist fraus die bewusste Umgehung eines bestimmten Gesetzes”. See e.g.
Dig. 1,3,29 (Paulus /. 5. ad legem Cinciam): contra legem facit, qui id facit quod lex prohibet, in
fraudem vero, qui salvis verbis legis sententiam eius circumvenit = “someone who does what the
law forbids acts against the law, but someone who without transgressing the words of the law
evades its intent circumvents the law”. On fraus legis under the Principate, see Fascione 1983,
117-177.

40 See Dig. 42,8 and Cod. Iust. 7,75.

41 On the fiscus as a private law entity, see Kaser and Hackl 1996, 453-455. On the fiscus
as a privileged creditor, see Wieling 1988 and 1989.
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were voided and the alienated assets revoked.*? At the same time, the fiscus being a
domain of the Roman state meant that sanctions against fiscal fraud were not limited to
the payment of damages, but had a punitive dimension and could incur heavy fines and
the confiscation of property.*

The pairing of fraus and falsum (padovpyila/neprypaer, mlactoypopio) in Greek
texts of Roman legislation, including a list of public crimes adjudicated by governors
at first instance, suggests that fraus could under some circumstances be regarded as a
crime.* In Plutarch, padiovpyla appears alongside public crimes and in a passage
where a quaestorial assistant (Omnpétng) undergoes a public trial, ostensibly for de-
frauding the state treasury.*> As in the case of theft (furtum), under the Principate it may
have become possible to pursue serious cases of fraud (e.g. fiscal fraud) criminaliter,
possibly by extending the provisions of the lex Cornelia de falsis.*® Such a development
is suggested by Severan legal sources: in a passage of Papinian, tax fraud (fraudatum

4 On the exaction of fiscal dues from debtors to the fiscus, see the rubrics de iure fisci (Dig.

49,14 and Cod. lust. 10,1) and de conveniendis fisci debitoribus (Cod. Iust. 10,2). On the
cancellation (restitutio in integrum) of transactions in fraudem creditoris, see Dig. 42,8 and Cod.
Tust. 7,75 with the literature cited in Willems 2022, 487—488. This included the cancellation of
manumissions, a provision of the lex Aelia Sentia that was not restricted to Roman citizens but
had general application within the empire, see Gai. Inst. 1,47; Dig. 40,9,11,1 (Marcianus 13 inst.)
and 16,3 (Paulus 3 ad /. ael. sent.); Cod. lust. 7,8. An exception is attested for manumissions of
long standing (10 years or more), see Dig. 40,9,16,3 (Paulus 3 ad I. ael. sent.). On the voiding of
alienations in fraudem fisci, see Dig. 49,14,45pr. and 3 (Paulus 5 sent.).

4 See e.g. BGU V 1210,150-155 (Roman fiscal rulebook = Gnomon of the Idios Logos,
2" cent.) prescribing the confiscation of one fourth of estates for failing to register in the census
and the confiscation of unregistered slaves; see further Dig. 49,14,45pr. (Paulus 5 sent.) pre-
scribing a fourfold penalty for fiscal fraud to be paid in full by each culprit.

4 See the jurisdictional rules attached to the edict of the Hadrianic prefect of Egypt
Petronius  Mamertinus, SB XII 10929,2,9-10 (unknown provenance, 133-137): n(epi)
nhactoypagiag kol padovpyiag and P.Oxy. 11 237,8,13—15 (Oxyrhynchus, ca. 186; citation of a
prefectural edict from 142): gite nhactdv ypappdtov A padovpylag i meprypaofis. On the edict
of Mamertinus, see Jordens 2011, 327-356; on Roman juridical terminology in the edict, see
Laffi 2013, 71-74 and Dolganov 2019, 39-47. See the entries on padiovpyio and nthactdg in the
Appendix.

4 See, respectively, Plut. Cic. 29,4: xatepaptopovy 8¢ 100 Khodiov mollol tdv KeAdv kai
Ayaddv vépdv émopkiag (sc. periurium), padovpylog (sc. fraus), Sxrov dekacuovg (sc.
ambitus), Bopag yovaukdv (sc. stuprum) = “furthermore, many noble men testified against
Clodius for perjury, fraud, bribery of the crowds, and debauchery of women” and Plut. Cat. min.
16, 3: 1OV p&v TpdTOV 0TV KOToryvoLg Tepl oty &v kKAnpovouia yeyovévar movnpdv, dmilace
700 Toueiov, dgvtépw 8¢ v padlovpyiag TpolOnke kpicw (sc. fraudis iudicium) = “therefore
the chief among them, whom he found guilty of a breach of trust in the matter of an inheritance,
was expelled from the treasury by him, and a second was brought to trial for fraud”. This trial
involves a jury court, indicating a iudicium publicum, and the context suggests that the fraud
related to the quaestorial assistant’s work for the treasury.

46 As noted by Ulpian, the option of pursuing theft criminaliter arose from the view that
“the audacity of the culprits should incur punishment extra ordinem”, see Dig. 47,2,93 (Ulpianus
38 ad ed.): quia visum est temeritatem agentium etiam extraordinaria animadversione
coercendam.
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vectigal) is referred to as a crimen;*” similarly, a Severan rescript treats the investigation
of fiscal fraud (fraudatus census) on par with that of adulterium and maiestas.*

As regards forgery in P.Cotton, the text mentions a previous hearing before a Roman
official named Postumus during which a document presented by Gadalias was found to
be forged or manipulated (§hevyBévtog t0d mhactod émi [Mootduov, 28; mapdvt
TAaoT® ypduparti, 33; 39-40). The text also refers to the manipulation of a document
by altering a placename from the so-called t6|rog I'epaonv@dv (presumably Gerasa
itself, see section III 3) to Gadora (17-18). The prospect of criminal sanctions
(poPoduev[o]t | v kéraoty, 28-29) allegedly frightened the culprits into seeking
refuge with and making payments to a boule in the hope of evading or mitigating their
punishment (30).* Clearly, at the time P.Cotton was composed, the forgery had not yet
resulted in a conviction, since the authors expect Gadalias and others to defend
themselves on this front (31-44; 60—-65; 70-72). The forgery had already been detected
(28, see above) but a criminal trial for falsum had not yet taken place.>

Whether falsum or fraus fisci is the focus of the judicial hearing anticipated in
P.Cotton remains unclear. It may be argued that forgery is mentioned mainly in relation
to the overarching scheme of fiscal evasion (padiovpyia, 19, 40, 61; meprypaen Tod
olokov, 50) described in detail in the text.’! Accordingly, the manipulated placename
is said to be “well-suited for the fraud” (19) and the mAactOV ypdupo serves as a point
of departure for discussing the complicity of various defendants (Gadalias, 31-38;
Saulos, 39—44; Chaereas and Diocles, 60—65; 70—72). Further clues to the genre of the
hearing may be gleaned from the proceedings recorded in the second part of P.Cotton
(73-133), where reference is made to confiscation (d]vaiqpfdvovar, 78) and damages
(ot BM(dPon?), 111; see also the proposed supplement tfi cov[6Aw BAG]|Pn in the
commentary to lines 102—103). The sum of 7,000 drachmai mentioned in lines 76 and
132 may also have been linked to these damages (see the commentary). These
references to financial penalties may indicate that the hearing in P.Cotton is primarily

47 Dig. 39,4,8pr. (Papinianus 13 resp.): fraudati vectigalis crimen ad heredem eius, qui

fraudem contraxit, commissi ratione transmittitur = “the crime of tax fraud is transmitted to the
heir of the person who committed the fraud in the form of confiscation”.

4 See Cod. Tust. 9,41,1 (Severus and Antoninus, 196): quaestionem de servis contra
dominos haberi non oportet, exceptis adulterii criminibus, item fraudati census accusationibus
et crimine maiestatis, quod ad salutem principis pertinet = “slaves are not to be interrogated
against their masters, with the exception of the crime of adultery, accusations of defrauding one’s
property assessment, and the crime of maiestas, which pertains to the safety of the emperor”.
This is an important passage for P.Cotton, discussed further below.

49 See above section III 2 at nn. 20-21 and section III 3.

30" Tt is possible that P.Cotton reflects a preliminary phase of the legal process in which the
forgery and its civil law consequences were investigated, see Schiavo 2007, 213-239. Compare
P.Mil.Vogl. II 98 (Tebtynis, Arsinoite, ca. 138), where evidence and witness testimony is
delivered to an equestrian procurator in preparation for trial before the prefect of Egypt.

31 A close parallel is provided by M.Chr. 91 = BGU II 388 (Alexandria, ca. 157-159), a
fiscal investigation by the procurator of the idios logos in which the forgery of documents is
ancillary to the calculation of damages and search for dispersed property due to the fiscus. The
forgery itself fell under the jurisdiction of the provincial governor.
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concerned with the fiscal fraud committed by the defendants. As evidenced by Roman
legal literature and documentary evidence, fiscal evasion and generally all matters in
which the fiscus had an interest did not tend to be handled by governors, but were
typically examined by the fiscal administration itself.> Accordingly, if the hearing in
P.Cotton concerns fraus fisci, one would expect the presiding official to be a fiscal
procurator. However, in view of the loss of the initial columns and the damaged state
of the notes of judicial proceedings (73—133), it cannot be excluded that P.Cotton
documents criminal proceedings for falsum, in which fiscal evasion is mentioned as
contextually relevant. Further on the genre of the hearing, see section III 9.

The motive and initiative behind the fraudulent dealings in P.Cotton are attributed
to Saulos (8pgig 811 ¢ Thig padovpyiag avbéving, etc., line 40; xai fiptnTor d1d v
(24-27), his role in the events seems to have been limited to facilitating the manip-
ulation of documents by virtue of his position as the son of the local chreophylax. The
function of Chaereas was that of a straw man, to whom Saulos could fictively transfer
slaves that remained in his own possession, eventually manumitting one of them
without paying the requisite taxes (50-59). Precisely what role was played by Diocles,
who is mentioned together with Chaereas and is discovered with him on a visit to
Gadalias (6263, 70-72), is unknown; he may have been asked to witness and seal the
forged or manipulated document described in lines 32-38, 60—-66 and 70-72, or may
have served as a surety for Chaereas, as may be suggested by évydov, 119.

5. The scheme of fiscal evasion — fictive sale and fraudulent manumission of slaves:

The details of the fiscal fraud allegedly devised by Saulos and his accomplices are
given in lines 50-59. It involved nominal acquisition and manumission of slaves by
Chaereas on behalf of Saulos without making necessary payments to the fiscus. Specif-
ically, it is stated that Saulos, by virtue of being indigent (&ropoc, 50), was disposed
toward defrauding the fiscus (mp[0c] meptypagny 100 @iokov, 50). Consequently, he
used Chaereas to buy slaves in his own name (51-52) while retaining possession of
them himself (52-53, 58-59). Subsequently, Saulos and his father managed to manumit
one of the slaves in the name of Chaereas without any money being paid to the fiscus
(un @ofovdpevor Tov pickov, 55; dpyvpiov un ApWBunuévov, 57).

Our text does not specify the nature of the payments due to the fiscus that had been
omitted, so all possibilities must be considered. There were at least five types of taxes
associated with the trade, sale, ownership and manumission of slaves in the Roman
empire:

32 See e.g. SEG XVIII 646 (89-91); M.Chr. 91 = BGU 1II 388 (Alexandria, ca. 157-159);
Dig. 1,16,9pr. (Ulpianus 1 de off. procons.): nec quicquam est in provincia, quod non per ipsum
expediatur. sane si fiscalis pecuniaria causa sit, quae ad procuratorem principis respicit, melius
fecerit, si abstineat = “nor is there anything in a province that cannot be handled directly by the
proconsul himself; of course, if it is a pecuniary case in a fiscal matter, which pertains to the
jurisdiction of an imperial procurator, he does better to abstain from it”.
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i. Taxes on slave sales:

The earliest direct evidence for the 4% Roman tax on the sale of slaves, the so-
called quinta et vicesima venalium mancipiorum, occurs in a mid-1% century CE
inscription from the city of Rome; the tax is also mentioned by Tacitus in his account
of the reign of Nero.>? According to Cassius Dio, this tax was instituted by Augustus.>
Both Dio’s account and the term publicum in epigraphic sources indicate that in Italy
the tax was due to the aerarium Saturni, whereas in the provinces it was presumably
collected by the fiscus.> The tax was due with every slave sale, regardless of the legal
status of the buyer and seller, and surviving contracts of sale explicitly mention its
payment. Among peregrini in the Greek East, the relevant tax is referred to as the éhog
dovov (e.g. P.Hamb. I 79, Oxyrhynchus, 2™ cent.) or 10 &ig dvdpdmoda téhog (e.g.
BGU IV 1059, Alexandria, reign of Augustus; P.Turner 40, Alexandria, ca. 215) or
gydihov dvdpamddov (e.g. O.Bodl. II 1097-1098, Thebes, 2™ cent.). In Roman
Egypt, the amount does not appear to have been fixed at 1/25 =4 % but seems to have
varied between 4-5%.5

ii. Manumission taxes:

There was a 5% tax on manumissions by Roman citizens (vicesima libertatis/
manumissionum), which under some circumstances could result in freedmen acquiring
Roman citizenship.’’ This tax was often paid out of the peculium of the slave, or could
be financed by the manumittor.®® Under the Principate, collection of the tax was
supervised in part by private tax farmers (societates publicanorum)* and in part by the

3 See CIL V1915 (43/44) and Tac. Ann. 13,31,2; see further CIL XV 7255 and Dio 55,31,4.
On the XXV venalium mancipiorum, see Cagnat 1882, 232-234, Hirschfeld 1905, 95-96, Giinther
2008, 149-154 and Straus 2004, 71-77.

34 See Dio 55,31,4, who appears to speak of the tax on slave sales amounting to 2% (10
téhog Tfig Tevinkootig &mi T TdV Gvdpanddwv npdoet). This has led scholars as early as Lipsius
to argue that mevinkooth should be amended to mevtekooth with reference to the quinta et
vicesima, see Mommsen 18762, I1 977, Cagnat 1882, 232-234 and Swan 2004, 207.

35 Specifically, Dio states that the tax was used to finance the vigiles of Rome (8¢ v tdv
VUKTOQUAAK®V TpoQHV, 55,31,4) who drew their pay from the public treasury (kai po0ov £k Tod
dnpociov pépovety, 55,26,5).

36 See Mitthof and Papathomas 2015, 106-108.

37 On manumission taxes in the Roman empire, see Eck 1977/1995; Bradley 1984; Giinther
2008, 95-126. On the vicesima libertatis, see Cagnat 1882, 153—173 and Glinther 2008, 95-106.
Documentary evidence for the vicesima is collected in the edition of P.Oxy. LXXXVI 5556
(Oxyrhynchus, 184) with references to literature. On manumission as an avenue to Roman
citizenship, see Sherwin-White 19732, 322-334.

8 This is spelled out by a freedman in M.Chr. 91 = BGU 1II 388,6-8 (ca. 157-159):
katiABov, tva [ ca. 10 oi k]Anpovdpot Td. ovkAcipo [teddo]v A v &yd vrep pov[tod kai t]dv
tékvov pov 3® = “I have come down (to Alexandria) in order for ... the heirs to pay the vicesima
tax or for me to pay it on behalf of myself and my children”.

¥ See e.g. CIL VI 915, (Rome, 43/44). See further Giinther 2008, 102—-112.
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procuratorial administration.® Its description as a public tax (publicum, dnudciov) in
Italian and provincial inscriptions indicates that income from the manumission tax on
Roman citizens, no matter where they happened to reside, was due to the aerarium
Saturni at Rome.®! Non-Romans in the empire were likewise subject to taxes on
manumission. In papyri from Roman Egypt, these taxes are referred to using general
expressions such as 16 téhoc/ta tékn tfig EhevBepdoemc (P.Sijp. 44, Karanis, Arsinoite,
ca. 130; P.Tebt. II 407, Tebtynis, Arsinoite, ca. 199), 0 téAn kol Somdvar Tfig
Ehevbepioewg (SB XXII 15345, Tebtynis, Arsinoite, 116) or 10 éykibhiov (P.Freib. I
10, Ptolemais Euergetis, Arsinoite, 195-196; P.Turner 19, Oxyrhynchus, 101). The
amount of the taxes for peregrini is unknown, but comparison with the tax on slave
sales suggests that these taxes were modelled on the vicesima for Roman citizens and
comprised 1/20 of the value of the slave.®? It is a reasonable inference that manumission
taxes on peregrini in the provinces were due to the fiscus.

iii. Poll tax on slaves:

Slave-owners subject to the poll tax were responsible for paying it on behalf of their
slaves as well. The amount was calibrated on the fiscal status of the owner.%
Accordingly, some provincials (e.g. the metropolitai in Roman Egypt) paid a reduced
rate, while Roman citizens and other privileged groups were immune from the tax. The
ownership of slaves was reported in census declarations and entered into provincial
population records. Failure to do so resulted in heavy penalties including confiscation.
In addition to the census, there existed separate registers of real property in which the
ownership of slaves was documented, see the commentary to kataypagnv, 56.

iv. Tolls (portoria) on imported slaves:

Import tolls were imposed in all instances where slaves were conveyed across the
external borders of the empire, which in the region of P.Cotton included the eastern
borders of Arabia after it was provincialized in the early second century. Tolls also
applied within the empire, e.g. when traders crossed the borders of toll districts
composed of groups of provinces. Tolls exacted at the empire’s external borders were
typically much higher than tolls and taxes inside the empire, reaching up to 25% of the

%0 See e.g. the Latin manumission certificate published in van Minnen and Worp 2009, 3:
accepi Aur(elius) Isidorianus v(ices) a(gens) p(rocuratorum) (vicesimae) = “I Aurelius Isi-
dorianus have received it, acting as a deputy for the procurators of the vicesima”. See further
Giinther 2008, 113-117.

61 See Giinther 2008, 101-102.

92 The basis for establishing the value of slaves at the point of manumission has been
debated, see Giinther 2008, 124—125. It was likely an abstract market value established on the
basis of factors such as provenance, gender, age, health and skill (and, if relevant, purchase price).
Instructive in this regard is Ulpian’s description of the information relevant for declaring slaves
to Roman fiscal authorities: Dig. 50,15,4,5 (Ulpianus 3 de cens.): in servis deferendis observan-
dum est, ut et nationes eorum et aetates et officia et artificia specialiter deferantur = ““in declaring
slaves one must take care to specify their ethnicity, age, official positions and skills”.

6 See Wallace 1938, 119.
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value of the ware.®* This practice is not well-documented in the surviving source
material.

v. Birth registration fees for houseborn slaves (vernae):

The birth registration (oikoyeveia) of slaves born in the households of Roman
citizens was subject to a fee (dmopyn), paying which was a prerequisite for the slaves
to receive a fiscally exempt status.® It seems likely that such a fee existed not only for
Romans but generally for fiscally privileged groups. In Roman Egypt, the citizens of
Greek poleis — who, like Roman citizens, were exempt from the poll tax — paid an
dmopyi when registering the birth of their children.®® It seems likely that similar
aropyod applied to their registration of vernae, on par with those of Roman citizens.
The fiscally privileged citizens of Egypt’s regional capitals (metropoleis) who applied
for poll tax reductions for their slaves made reference to the registration of houseborn
slaves in their districts of residence; here too, a birth registration fee seems likely.®’
Roman fiscal sanctions against those who suppressed the status of slaves as vernae and
sold them for export likewise strongly suggest a general tax on the birth registration of
vernae.%

Returning to the text of P.Cotton: at first glance, lines 5059 appear to describe a
scheme of fiscal evasion whereby Saulos acquired slaves through the straw man
Chaereas in order to avoid fiscal responsibility for slaves he did not formally own. Upon
closer scrutiny, however, this interpretation seems problematic: if the relevant fiscal
dues fell to Chaereas instead of Saulos, the fiscus would not have been at a loss. For

% Further on tolls on slaves in the Roman empire, see Straus 2004, 78 and 301-307;

Gtlinther 2015.

%5 See e.g. PSI VI 690 (Arsinoite, 142" cent.) and SB III 6995 (Memphite, 124), both
oikogeneia certificates for Roman slaves attesting to the payment of the dmapyri. Such certificates
were then presented to officials when applying for the tax immunity of slaves when they reached
taxable age, see e.g. BGU IV 1033 (unknown provenance, after 117) and P.Oxy. XII 1451
(Oxyrhynchus, 175) with Dolganov 2021b, 192 and 224. The dnopyh on the birth registration of
vernae is not discussed by Giinther 2008 and 2015, nor in the monograph on vernae by Hermann-
Otto 1994, who assumes on the basis of no clear evidence that the registration of slaves in Roman
Egypt was an exception within the empire (234-235). On the direct relevance of sources from
Roman Egypt for Roman population records and registration practices elsewhere, see Dolganov
2021b.

% See BGU V 1210,131 (Roman fiscal rulebook = Gnomon of the Idios Logos, 2" cent.).
Similar drapyai were paid by the fiscally privileged members of the Hellenic gymnasial class in
the hinterland, see e.g. P.Fam.Tebt. 30 = SB V 7603 (Tebtynis, Arsinoite, 133).

67 See e.g. W.Chr. 217,8-10 (Oxyrhynchus, 172-173).

% See BGU V 1210,167-169 §67 (Roman fiscal rulebook = Gnomon of the Idios Logos,
27 cent.), discussed further below at n. 76. Since the export of Egyptian slaves was not prohibited
in principle (as implied by BGU V 1210, 165-166 §66: $av 8¢ dovhovg | 1dlo[vg] éEdymotv
avamootdrovg = “if they bring their own slaves out of the province without permission”) the
most logical explanation for the ruling in §67 is that suppression of a slave’s status as a verna
constituted fiscal evasion.
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this to be a case of fraud, the involvement of Chaereas must somehow have made it
possible for fiscal dues to be circumvented. A number of scenarios may be suggested:

i. One possibility is that Chaereas had tax immunities that Saulos did not (e.g. by
virtue of being a Roman citizen), hence nominal ownership by Chaereas gave the slaves
a fiscally privileged status. While this could confer immunity from the poll tax, it would
not explain how the manumission tax was avoided. Furthermore, as illustrated by
sources from Roman Egypt, Roman citizens and other fiscally privileged groups in the
Greek East were carefully monitored by administrators, hence the use of a Roman
citizen as a straw man could have been counterproductive from this perspective.®’

ii. In view of the proximity of the Arabian frontier, perhaps Saulos had smuggled
slaves into the territory of the empire without paying import tolls, and engineered a
fictive sale to Chaereas to mask their illegitimate provenance? This scenario would be
purely hypothetical, as there is no positive indication of smuggling in the text. It would
also not accord well with the manumission of Onesimos, since the purpose of
smuggling would presumably have been to profit from reselling the slaves, not to keep
them in one’s possession and later to manumit them. On balance, neither of these
scenarios offers an entirely satisfactory explanation of how Saulos benefited financially
from keeping and manumitting slaves that formally belonged to Chaereas.

iii. It is relevant that Saulos allegedly forgave a debt to Chaereas in return for his
cooperation in purchasing the slaves (ém\cag ola adtd dpeirer Svopa xpéovg, line
51). That Saulos was in a position to make loans indicates that he was not lacking in
financial means. This suggests a third interpretation of his ruse with Chaereas and the
slaves. The goal of the manipulated transactions described in lines 50—59 may have
been for Saulos to conceal his assets from the Roman state by nominally alienating his
own slaves to Chaereas, an interpretation suggested by references to a contract of sale
in lines 60-61 and 71-72 (see further n. 127). This is also a natural reading of ér’
ovépatt t0d Xapéov katoypagny éno[icavto (56-57), where one would expect the
registration of the slave sale (xatoypagn) to be performed by the seller (Saulos) in favor
of the buyer (Chaereas).”

By pretending to sell off his slaves or buying them without using his own name,
Saulos may have sought to lower his recorded wealth and receive the fiscal status of
dnopog, in order to diminish his tax burden and evade the costly and time-consuming
liturgies imposed by the Roman state on persons above a certain wealth threshold
(m6poc).”! He may also have tried to avoid paying existing or expected debts or penalties

% On Roman administrative surveillance of Roman citizens and other fiscally privileged

groups, see Dolganov 2021b.

70 See e.g. P.Giss. Univ. I1I 20,21-22 (Alexandria, 113-117): 810 moiov ypoppatéog 1 ig
Axidréa dmd 6od | katay[pagn] yéyovev = “through which scribe the katagraphe from you to
Achilles took place” and P.Dura. 25 (Dura Europos, 180) with Straus 2004, 4452 and 175-176,
see further the commentary to kotaypagniv, 56.

71" See the commentary to dropoc, 23 and the entry on dnopog in the Appendix.
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to the fiscus.” This interpretation finds support in the story of Gadalias managing to
escape fines for shirking judicial duties by demonstrating himself to be dmopog (21-23),
and the authors of P.Cotton may have intended for this anecdote to serve as a preface
to their account of the misdeeds of Saulos. Roman legal literature provides numerous
examples of precisely this form of fiscal evasion, whereby individuals devised cunning
schemes to cheat their property assessment (fraudatus census), e.g. by deliberately
cutting down vines and trees’? or avoiding the registration of slaves in the census.”

Following this line of interpretation, one is led to ask what sort of financial
obligations fell to Chaereas in the nominal sale, and what role the forged documents
may have played. If indeed Saulos declared his alienation of the slaves (in order to hide
his assets), did not Chaereas as the new owner acquire fiscal liability for them? This
would have been a costly problem for Chaereas. However, one can think of scenarios
in which these fiscal dues could have been avoided. For example: if Saulos resided in
Iudaea (e.g. in Gadora) and Chaereas in Gerasa, Saulos could have declared his sale of
the slaves in Tudaea without Chaereas declaring his acquisition of them in Arabia. One
would not expect the administrators of one province to verify whether the sale of a slave
to a buyer in another province was reported there, hence the ruse could have escaped
notice for some time.

Fiscal evasion in slave sales across the provincial border features prominently in a
second-century rulebook for a Roman procurator in Egypt, which prescribes harsh fines
and full or partial confiscation of estates for illicit attempts to take privately owned
slaves out of the province or sell them for export.”” A detailed ruling imposes partial

72 This would have constituted firaus fisci in the sense of the fiscus as a cheated creditor, see

e.g. Dig. 49,14,45,3 (Paulus 5 sent.): a debitore fisci in fraudem datas libertates retrahi placuit =
“it has been resolved to revoke manumissions performed with fraudulent intent by a debtor of
the fiscus”.

3 See e.g. Dig. 50,15 de censibus, Dig. 4,1 (Ulpianus 3 de cens.) and Cod. Iust. 11,58,2pr.
(Gratianus, Valentinianus and Theodosius, 381): quisquis vitem succiderit aut feracium ramorum
fetus hebetaverit, quo declinet fidem censuum et mentiatur callide paupertatis ingenium, mox
detectus competenti indignationi subiciatur = “anyone who cuts down a vine or removes the buds
from fruit-bearing branches in order to diminish the accuracy of his property assessment, and
cunningly feigns the appearance of poverty, shall be subjected to the appropriate punishment as
soon as he is detected”. See further Cod. lust. 9,41 de quaestionibus pr.—2 (Severus and
Antoninus, 196): fraudati census accusationibus, etc.

74 Failure to register slaves resulted in their confiscation, see e.g. M.Chr. 372,6,1-23 (copy
of a judicial record from Alexandria, 135 CE) for an unregistered young slave and BGU V
1210,155 §60 (Roman fiscal rulebook = Gnomon of the Idios Logos, 2" cent.) for a general rule
concerning unregistered slaves.

5 See BGU V 1210,164-170 §65-67 and 172—173 §69 (Roman fiscal rulebook = Gnomon
of the Idios Logos, 2" cent.). These rules were clearly underpinned by concerns with fiscal
evasion, not by restrictions on the movement of Egyptians or limitations on the export of
Egyptian slaves (although scholars continue to hold these views, see e.g. Johannsen 2017, 56—
58), see the assessment of Arangio-Ruiz 1922, 220, Riccobono 1950, 208 and Straus 2004, 304—
305. On the so-called Gnomon of the Idios Logos, originally an Augustan fiscal rulebook that
has survived in two copies of an epitomized version from the reign of Antoninus Pius, see
Dolganov 2020b and 2022.
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property confiscation on those who try to sell vernae for export while suppressing their
houseborn status: oikoyevelg tdocovieg i nwrodvieg [G]m0 oikoyeveiag vnep | tod
[8k]mAelv avtodg (BGU V 1210,167-168 §67), with fines imposed on anyone privy to
the scheme (cvvyvévtwv). The implication seems to be that the houseborn slaves were
young children who had never been declared by their owners, thereby precluding any
knowledge of their existence by Roman administrators.”® This made it possible for the
vernae to be sold unofficially to traders (so it may be inferred) while avoiding various
attendant taxes (e.g. birth registration fees, sales taxes, export tolls, etc.).”” Such a
scenario offers a suggestive parallel for the machinations allegedly devised by Saulos.
His goal being fiscal evasion (np[0g] meptypapny tod gickov, 50), it may be that Saulos
was nominally selling off young slaves (see above and n. 127) before they entered the
age of tax liability. Either way, it seems reasonably clear that his aim was to make the
slaves invisible to the Roman provincial authorities.

The undeclared status of the slaves — by Chaereas in Arabia and by Saulos who, it
follows, retained them in Tudaeca— would explain why the registration (xatoypagn) of
Chaereas’ acquisition of Onesimos, which was necessary for the latter’s manumission,
aroused the suspicion of officials. The katoypagn of Onesimos would have been the
first occasion that this slave was declared to the provincial administration of Arabia,
and as such was likely subject to scrutiny regarding the slave’s provenance. Surviving
evidence for the kotaypoagn of slave sales in the Roman empire shows that it was
customary to provide registered documentation of the slave’s previous ownership.”® In
applying for fiscal privileges for their slaves, owners are also attested presenting the
registered birth declarations of vernae together with census returns demonstrating that
the slaves had been properly declared and the relevant taxes paid.”” If any
documentation was missing or appeared dubious, this could have sparked an inquest by
Roman fiscal officials (see section III 9) that resulted in desperate attempts to
manipulate or forge the necessary documents by Saulos and his collaborators.3

76 This ruling is discussed above at n. 68. Similarly, in M.Chr. 372,6,1-23 (135 CE) a
Roman woman who had neglected to register a houseborn slave is punished with his confiscation;
her lawyer insists that it was common for very young slaves to remain unregistered (todto 8¢ émi
TOAM®DV QIAELY | yevéaBau, u[n] yop mai[dwv o]ikoyevelog tdooesdo, 14-15).

77" On the taxes and tolls applicable to slaves, see above at nn. 53—68.

78 See e.g. P.Euphr. 8 (Beth Phouraia, Syria Coele, 251) and 9 (Beth Phouraia, Syria Coele,
252), which refer to the registration of the seller’s own purchase of the slave, and SB XXIV
16002 (Arsinoite, 186—190), which specifies that the slaves had been bequeathed to the seller in
the registered will of his deceased father. See further Mitthof and Papathomas 2015 and the
commentary to KoToypapnv, 56.

7 See the documents and literature cited in n. 65.

80 The manipulation of documents in P.Cotton and what it reveals about notarial and
archival practices in the Roman empire is investigated by Anna Dolganov in a separate article.
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6. The issue of complicity:

Another legal problem central to P.Cotton is the question of complicity. It is clear
that the authors seek to establish the complicity of a number of individuals whom they
expect to deny any involvement in criminal dealings. It is stated that Chaereas and
Diocles will attempt to deny their guilt (60, 70) and that Saulos will try to shift the
blame to Gadalias for the forgery (39-40). Accordingly, the prosecutors lay emphasis
on Saulos being the “instigator of the fraud” (6 tiig padiovpyiag adBéving, 40) and the
“friend and collaborator and accomplice” (¢pthog kol cvvepyog kal kowwvde, 45) in all
criminal activity linked with Gadalias.

In serious crimes such as falsum, complicity was broadly conceived, encompassing
active abetting, as well as knowledge of the crime.?! On the basis of the Roman legal
sources, therefore, it was sufficient for the authors of P.Cotton to demonstrate that all
parties had been aware of the forgery — and precisely this seems to be implied by
ovveldNo|[ = conscientia, 65 in a passage referring to all four defendants. Gadalias, in
turn, is expected to deny being privy to the forgery, and to insist that the forged or
manipulated document presented by him had been drafted under the authority of his
father the chreophylax (31-38), who by the time of P.Cotton appears to have died (see
the commentary to érehedtnogy, 123). While Gadalias could not inherit criminal
liability for falsum from his father,®? our authors are quick to point out that Gadalias
himself may be regarded as liable simply by virtue of presenting the falsified document
(32-33).%% The authors also accuse Gadalias of deliberately withholding documents
from the Roman authorities (kol émi Tlootépov ApviicOar Exswv, 35; § £der antov
npogépetv, 37). This accords with Roman sanctions against persons who failed to
exhibit documents relevant to a fiscal investigation.’* Ultimately, even if Gadalias
could persuade the judge that he was acting in good faith and the dubious document
was drafted under his father, financial damages due to the fiscus as a result of the fraud

81 See e.g. Dig. 48,10,20 (Hermogenianus 6 iuris epit.) and Dig. 48,10,9,1 (Ulpianus 8 de
off. procons): eadem poena adficitur etiam is qui, cum prohibere tale quid posset, non prohibuit
= “he incurs the same punishment who, although capable of preventing such an occurrence, did
not do so”. In other major crimes such as banditry and parricide, advising and being in confidence
with the culprits counted as complicity, see e.g. Dig. 48,19,16pr. (Saturn. /. s. de poen.
paganorum) and Dig. 48,9,6 (Ulpianus 8 de off. procos.).

82 Liability for a public crime (in the form of property confiscation) fell to the heir only if
the culprit had been tried and found guilty before death, with the exception of maiestas and
repetundae cases, see Dig. 48,2,20 (Modestinus 2 de poen.). In the case of falsum, we are told by
Papinian that the lex Cornelia did not apply if the culprit died before being charged, but that the
heir was deprived of any property gained by means of the forgery, see Dig. 48,10,12 (Papinianus
13 resp.).

85 On Roman sanctions against the use of forged documents, with some exceptions made
for errors in good faith, see above at nn. 32-37.

8% See Dig. 49,14,2,1 (Callistratus 2 de iure fisci): quin ei, qui instrumenta ad causam fisci
pertinentia, cum possit exhibere, non exhibet, nocere debeat = “indeed, someone who is able to
produce documents relevant to a fiscal case but fails to do so ought to suffer for this”. That this
rule was articulated in a rescript of Hadrian is a noteworthy temporal coincidence.
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were still heritable by him on his father’s behalf.33 Saulos is likewise expected to
distance himself from the forgery, instead laying it at the door of Gadalias (39—40). The
details of his guilt as the “instigator” of the scheme (ad0éving auctor, 40) are obscured
by the fragmentary state of lines 39—44.

The criteria for establishing complicity in civil proceedings for fraus were more
restrictive than for the crime of falsum, with knowledge of the fraud (conscientia) being
punishable mainly in cases of active aiding and abetting.®® This condition would
presumably have been fulfilled by Diocles and Chaereas paying a visit to Gadalias to
receive the dubious document, which the prosecutors cite as evidence for their
involvement (62—65, 70—72). At the same time, Roman sanctions against withholding
evidence from fiscal cases suggests that stricter rules and broader notions of complicity
applied to cases of fiscal fraud. Generally, Roman legal and documentary sources
indicate that fraus fisci was treated as a separate, more serious category of fraudulent
offenses that were aggressively pursued by the Roman state and could even be
compared with maiestas. Severan legal sources treat fiscal fraud on par with adulterium
and maiestas as exceptions to the Roman policy of not torturing slaves against their
masters,?” and as warranting capital punishment for any slave with mere knowledge of
the fraud.®® As vividly conveyed by a second-century court case from Roman Egypt:
even in cases involving forgery and murder, the order of Roman judicial investigations
tended to prioritize the interests of the fiscus.® P.Cotton may offer yet another
illustration of the precedence taken by imperial revenues, which in the emphatic
language of Ulpian constituted the nervi rei publicae, the very sinews of the Roman
state.”

85 See e.g. Dig. 49,14,33 (Ulpianus 1 resp.): eum, qui debitoris fisci adiit hereditatem,

privilegiis fisci coepisse esse subiectum and Dig. 39,4,8pr. (Papinianus 13 resp.) with text and
translation in n. 47. On the heritability of financial obligations in Roman law, see Buckland
19633, 316-319.

86 See e.g. Dig. 42,8,10,2 (Ulpianus 73 ad ed.): quod ait praetor sciente, sic accipimus te
consocio et fraudem participante: non enim si simpliciter scio illum creditores habere hoc sufficit
ad contendendum teneri eum in factum actione, sed si particeps fraudis est = “when the praetor
says ‘with your knowledge’ we understand this to mean ‘with you as an accomplice and
participant in the fraud’, for it is not enough merely to know that he has creditors for a contention
of his liability under an actio in factum, but only if he actively participates in the fraud”.

87 See Cod. Tust. 9,41,1 (text and translation in n. 48) and the commentary to lines 105-106.

8 Dig. 48,18,1,20 (Ulpianus 8 de off. procons.): in causa tributorum, in quibus esse rei
publicae nervos nemini dubium est, periculi quoque ratio, quod servo fraudis conscio capitalem
poenam denuntiat, eiusdem professionem exstruat = “in a case involving taxes, which no one
doubts constitute the sinews of the state, the consideration of risk, which prescribes capital
punishment for a slave who was aware of the fraud, bolsters his declaration”.

8 See M.Chr. 91 = BGU 1I 388 (ca. 157-159) involving forged manumissions and a
dispersed estate of a Roman citizen who has been brutally murdered (8o¢@dyn); as in P.Cotton,
the fiscal case seems to take precedence over the criminal investigation.

%0 See the text and translation of Dig. 48,18,1,20 in n. 88.
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7. Additional crimes and rhetorical strategy:

Alongside the main charges of forgery and fiscal fraud, the authors of P.Cotton
argue that the defendants (in particular Gadalias, and to some extent Saulos) have
committed a number of other transgressions that are not directly related to the
proceedings. These allegations may be identified as part of the rhetorical strategy of
coniectura (in Greek, otoyoopdc), a mode of argumentation outlined in ancient
rhetorical manuals, which involved demonstrating that an individual had the character,
capacity, and intent to perform the deeds of which they were accused. A person’s
capacity and character were typically established with reference to past actions and
events. Accordingly, the catalog of Gadalias’ misdeeds in lines 20—27 served to blacken
his character and establish his capacity for corruption and fraud. This tactic follows
well-documented precepts in rhetorical handbooks and finds ample parallels in
papyrological evidence from Roman Egypt.”!

The first element of this rhetorical strategy is to draw attention to the status of
Gadalias as indigent (8mopoc). The point is not to exculpate Gadalias or elicit sympathy
for his plight, but to present him as an ethically dubious figure, prone to venality and
corruption (20-23: ¢ Cadaliog avnp gbdmvog, etc.). A similar combination of indigence
and criminality is ascribed to Saulos (50-59), with the figure of Gadalias serving as a
kind of exemplum that strengthens the narrative against Saulos. The message projected
by this characterization seems to have been twofold: on the one hand, Gadalias and
Saulos were not honorable men because they did not dispose of the resources befitting
their social position, and were accordingly likely to commit criminal acts. On the other
hand, Gadalias and Saulos deliberately concealed their assets from the state to evade
fiscal obligations, such as liturgical functions (e.g. judicial duties in the case of
Gadalias) and debts to the fiscus (as may be the case with Saulos, see section III 5).

A second element in this rhetorical tactic is to mention that both Gadalias and Saulos
were previously investigated or convicted for falsifying or manipulating coinage (24
and 46-47). At first glance, it is intuitive to link these allegations with the coinage
produced during the Bar Kokhba revolt. It is well known that the rebels collected bronze
and silver coins in circulation and overstruck them with legends and motifs of political
and religious significance, thereby achieving their own distinctive currency.’? The core
meaning of nopayapdocm (LSJ s.v.: “re-stamp, re-value”, likely corresponding to
adultero, OLD s.v.: “to produce an imitation of, counterfeit”, see the Appendix) is well-

L On coniectura in ancient rhetorical sources, see Quint. Inst. 7.2 and Hermogen. ITepi tdv
otdocwv (= On issues) 46.8-47.7 with Heath 1995, 81-83 and 156159, Heath 2004, 67-68 and
Dolganov 2023a, 79 and 85. On the elements of character, capacity and intent, see e.g. Quint.
Inst. 7.2.27: ducitur coniectura primum a praeteritis: in his sunt personae causae consilia. nam
is ordo est, ut facere voluerit potuerit fecerit = “coniectura is first and foremost derived from
past events, in which characters, causes and motives are encapsulated. The correct order is to ask
whether a person wished to do something, was capable of doing it, and did do it”. On coniectura
in papyri from Roman Egypt, see e.g. Dolganov 2023b nos. 1 and 2 and SB XX 14401 (mentioned
in the commentary to line 20).

92 See Mildenberg 1984; Eshel and Zissu 2020.
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suited to denote overstriking. However, other considerations speak against this
interpretation. First of all, the allegation clearly refers to a period some years before the
main events (see below). Secondly, the circulation of Bar Kokhba coins was limited to
rebel-controlled areas.”> Elsewhere, the use of forged or manipulated money was
subject to Roman criminal sanctions.®* Such coins would therefore have been unfit for
use in Gadora and Gerasa. Thirdly, the verb mopayopdoocm was not employed
exclusively with reference to re-stamping, and ordinary counterfeiting may be meant in
our text (see the commentary to mapeydpa&ev, 24 and nopoayapdocm in the Appendix).

An overview of different ways of manipulating coinage is furnished by the
Sententiae of Paulus, 5,25,1: adulterare (a general term for counterfeiting and the likely
counterpart of napoyapdoow, see the Appendix), lavare (presumably, to “sweat” the
coins), conflare (to melt down), radere (to saw down), corrumpere and vitiare
(presumably, to debase). The two principle techniques employed by counterfeiters in
antiquity were: i. to produce cladded or plated coins with a core of lead, iron or
nonferrous metal and a thin lining of silver or gold; ii. to produce coins from metal of
lower quality or weight with respect to the original (e.g. employing a bronze alloy for
silver). A relevant description may be found in Dig. 48,10,9pr: lege Cornelia cavetur,
ut, qui in aurum vitii quid addiderit, qui argenteos nummos adulterinos flaverit, falsi
crimine teneri = “it is stipulated in the lex Cornelia that someone who adds base metal
to gold or casts debased silver coins is to be convicted of the crime of forgery (falsum)”
and 9,2: eadem lege exprimitur, ne quis nummos stagneos plumbeos emere vendere
dolo malo vellet = “the same law prohibits anyone from buying or selling tin or lead
coins with malicious intent”.

The alleged counterfeiting by Gadalias and Saulos most likely concerns silver
coinage. Gold (i.e. Roman aurei, the only gold denomination in the Roman empire)
was not widely used, while bronze money lacked sufficient value to make
counterfeiting attractive. On the contrary, the production of imitation coins from bronze
and nonferrous metals was tolerated or even encouraged by the Roman administration
as a means of boosting the monetization of economic activity in peripheral areas or in
periods of financial crisis. There were several forms of silver coinage in circulation in
Roman Palestine, both Roman denarii and regional coinages such as the tetradrachmon
from Antioch on the Orontes (still a genuine silver coin in the early 2™ century, only
later debased to billon) and the Tyrian tetradrachmon and didrachmon (the so-called
“Tyrian shekel”, coined in Jerusalem until the first Jewish revolt of 65-66).%

The juridical basis for prosecuting counterfeiters in the Roman empire was the /ex
Cornelia testamentaria nummaria or lex Cornelia de falsis, the scope of which
expanded under the Principate to include various forms of falsification — of documents
and coinage, as well as identity, administrative declarations, witness statements, court

9 See the map in Eshel 2006, 117 fig. 4.2.

% See e.g. Cod. lust. 9,24.

9 On the silver denominations of Roman Palestine, see Weiser and Cotton 1996, 253 and
257-258.



Forgery and Fiscal Fraud in Iudaea and Arabia (P.Cotton) 67

judgments, etc.’® As in the original Republican law, the provisions on counterfeiting
focused on silver coinage, with measures for the protection of gold coinage first emerging
in legal sources of the Severan age. Under the Principate, the spectrum of punishment
ranged from banishment for honestiores to death for slaves and individuals of low
status.”’

For the authors of P.Cotton to bring up the falsification of coinage served an
additional purpose: to substantiate the argument of the prosecutors that Gadalias and
Saulos had a longstanding relationship as accomplices in criminal deeds (611 8¢ gpihog
Kol oVVEPYOG Kol KOWVOG ... yéyovev O Taodiog = “that Saulos became a friend and
collaborator and accomplice”, 45-46). The authors of P.Cotton seem to have argued
this on the basis of evidence that both men had been denounced to the governors of
their respective provinces for the same offence (47-—49).

A third element of the rhetorical strategy employed in P.Cotton is to mention that
Gadalias has committed an array of crimes in the past (24—27) — including Bia and
Anoteta, corresponding to the Roman crimes of vis and latrocinium, and dndotacic,
probably corresponding to seditio (see the Appendix) — in order to give weight to the
present case against him for forgery and fiscal evasion. The mentions of counterfeiting
(24 and 45-49), conviction, and temporary exile (26-27) appear to refer to past legal
proceedings, and there is evidence for registers (matrices) of persons with prior arrests
or convictions being kept by the Roman imperial administration.”® But the substance of
the gravest charges of violence, sedition, and banditry — i.e. whether these reflect
actual convictions or involve a degree of rhetorical embellishment (see the commentary
to line 24) — remains uncertain.

Under the Principate, seditiosi were punished under the laws governing vis publica
and maiestas and subject to capital punishment.”® The appearance of Bio alongside
andotaocig in P.Cotton is suggestive of vis publica, which would indicate a disturbance
of a less grave nature than would be classified as maiestas. This included urban rioting

% On the lex Cornelia de falsis, see the sources and literature cited in n. 32.

7 On counterfeiting in the Roman legal sources from the late Republic to late antiquity, see
Grierson 1956; Wolters 1999, 362-371; Hendy 1985, 320-328.

% See Tert. De fuga 13,5: nescio, dolendum an erubescendum sit, cum in matricibus
beneficiariorum et curiosorum inter tabernarios et ianeos et fures balnearum et aleones et
lenones Christiani[s] quoque vectigales continentur = “I do not know whether it is a matter for
grief or shame that Christians feature alongside peddlers, tavern-keepers, bath-thieves, gamblers
and pimps in the payment lists of police officials and informers”, with Riviére 2002, 278-279.
The implication seems to be that Christians were blackmailed by police officials along with
others suspected of illicit activities.

9 See Berger 1953 s.v.; Mommsen 1899, 562-565; Pfaff 1921; Sachers 1948. See e.g. Dig.
48,19,38,2 (Paulus sent. 5,22,1): auctores seditionis et tumultus vel concitatores populi pro
qualitate dignitatis aut in crucem tolluntur aut bestiis obiciuntur aut in insulam deportantur =
“instigators of insurrection and public disturbance or agitators of the populace are, in accordance
with their rank, either crucified, thrown to the beasts, or deported to an island”.
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or rowdiness at public spectacles.!?’ At the same time, the semantics of dndctacig in
Greek suggest that Gadalias is accused specifically of participating in unrest against the
imperial authorities. An illustrative example is provided by Josephus’ account of the
Jewish revolt incited by Judas of Gamala on the occasion of the first Roman census of
7 CE, see Joseph. Ant. lud. 18,4: Tovdog 8¢ [avdovitng dvip &k téiemc Svopa I'dpoio
Td486wrov Popicaiov mpochaPdusvog Ametyeto &mi dmoctdost = “there was a man
called Judas the Gaulonite, from a city called Gamala, who, taking as a partner
Saddokos the Pharisee, was eager to incite rebellion”.!?! Banditry and rebellion were
likewise treated together in imperial legislation, which disqualified ‘“high-profile
bandits, instigators of unrest and leaders of factions™ (insignes latrones, seditionum
concitatores, duces factionum) from appealing their convictions as persons “whose
immediate punishment is in the public interest”.!?? It seems likely that the prosecutors
in P.Cotton were deliberately evoking an association between Gadalias and this
category of dangerous criminals, as defined by the Roman state.

In view of the temporal proximity of the Bar Kokhba war, it is tempting to associate
these charges with the looming revolt. Was Gadalias, the alleged bandit, counterfeiter
and rebel, a participant in the massive Jewish uprising against Roman rule? This
interpretation is difficult, since the passage refers to events that took place over the
course of several years leading up to the visit of Hadrian in 129/130 or shortly after it.
And it is this visit and the policies implemented by the emperor on this occasion that
current research regards as a catalyst of the uprising.'”® Therefore, the reference to
andotaocig seems unlikely to be directly connected with the revolt. However, it may be
an indication that anti-Roman sentiment was thick in the air, to the point that members
of the local elite could plausibly be accused of harboring a rebellious attitude against
Rome. As a comparison, one may cite Flavius Josephus’ account of the period
immediately preceding the first Jewish revolt of 65—66, where similar sorts of criminal
activity (particularly Anoteia = latrocinium) are described by Josephus as a preliminary
phase of the war.!%

It is also relevant that, only a decade before the governorship of Tineius Rufus,
Iudaea had been the site of violence and unrest in connection with yet another massive
Jewish revolt against Roman power. The so-called Diaspora rebellion (ca. 115-117) is

10 See Dig. 11,3,1,5; 48,19,28,3; 50,10,3 (rioting at public spectacles classified as seditio);
Dig. 24,3,66pr. (urban rioting classified as seditio); 48,6,3pr.; 48,6,3,2; 48,6,5pr. (armed
insurrection classified as seditio and vis publica).

101" The revolt is also recounted in Joseph. Bell. Iud. 2,433, Ant. Iud. 18,23 and Acts 5,37.

102 See Dig. 49,1,16 (Modestinus 6 diff’): quos damnatos statim puniri publice interest, with
reference to imperial pronouncements.

103 See the detailed discussion of the complex issue of the background, causes and motives
of the uprising of 132 in Horbury 2014, 278-317, Weikert 2016, 231-342, Ecker and Cotton
2019 and Cotton and Ecker 2019.

104 See e.g. Joseph. Bell. Tud. 2.274-5. On Jewish “banditry with an anti-Roman aspect” in
the period between the Diaspora revolt and the Bar-Kokhba uprising (117-132) in rabbinic
sources, see Horbury 2014, 296. Naturally, the discourse of latrocinium also served to
delegitimize resistance against Roman power.
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known to have resulted in clashes of Jewish rebels with the Roman army in the regions
of Cyrenaica, Egypt, Cyprus and Mesopotamia — as well as Tudaea, culminating in a
siege of the city of Lydda by the Roman governor Lusius Quietus, documented in rabbinic
sources.'® The events in Iudaea are only sparsely attested and our understanding of
their nature and extent is limited. It seems likely that the implicit context of the charges
of Blo, Anoteta and dndotacig against Gadalias is the period of unrest ca. 116 and its
aftermath. Thus, P.Cotton appears to offer indirect insight into the poorly documented
period between the Diaspora rebellion and the Bar Kokhba revolt and the historical
relationship between these events.!%

8. Slave ownership by Jews:

P.Cotton also offers suggestive evidence for the much-debated issue of Jews and
slave ownership. In their account of the ruse of the slaves concocted by Saulos and his
accomplices, the authors of P.Cotton adopt a Roman legal and institutional perspective,
as one would expect, considering that their primary audience were Roman officials.
However, the story of the slaves may also indirectly shed light on local cultural
practices and customary law. Biblical laws contain a number of prescriptive rules
concerning the purchase, treatment and manumission of slaves. The question of
whether or not Jews in the Roman provinces adhered to these rules goes directly to the
core question of the standing of the Torah as law in ancient Jewish society. Jewish law
concerning slaves is considered somewhat more humane than other contemporary laws,
e.g. stipulating that a master must not be ruthless or mistreat his slave, nor can a master
wound his slave or burden him with work that is greater than his strength, etc. The
Torah also differentiates between Cannanite (i.e. non-Jewish) and Jewish slaves,
requiring that the latter be manumitted after seven years of service or on a Jubilee year.

Rabbis generally re-asserted and modified these laws, and some passages in the
Talmud hint that Jews no longer owned Jewish slaves after the destruction of the second
temple.'”” However, the historian Catherine Hezser claims that the distinction between
a Jewish and non-Jewish slave in Rabinnic literature is on the whole effaced and the
strict rules of manumission were more a matter of theory than practice for the Rabbis.!%®
As in other areas of Halakha in the second century CE, one must also ask to what extent
the Rabbis were heeded by the wider population. Did Jewish society in the Roman
empire differ from non-Jewish society in its ownership and treatment of slaves? The
conclusion of Hezser is that Jews owned, bought, sold, and manumitted slaves no more
and no less than the rest of the Greco-Roman world. In arguing this, however, Hezser

195 On the so-called Diaspora revolt, see Ben Zeev 2005, in particular 219-258 on the events
in Iudaea, and Horbury 2014, 164-277, particularly 257-269 on ludaea.

106 See Horbury 2014, 257-277 and Ben Zeev 2018. Generally on the Jewish perspective
between cooperation and resistance, see Weikert 2016, 302-317.

197 For a summary of biblical and rabbinic laws on slavery, see Cohn 2007. For a recent
overview of slavery in the Roman world, see the chapters 11-22 in Bradley and Cartledge 2011.

198 Hezser 2005 is still the most comprehensive treatment of the subject; cf. Hezser 2011.
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stresses the paucity of concrete documentary evidence regarding Jews and slavery in
antiquity.

P.Cotton offers a rare documentary testimonium for this problematic. The text
establishes at least one Jewish family (Saulos and his father) as owners of multiple
slaves. It is unknown whether Diocles and Chaereas were Jews (although both Greek
names are attested among Hellenized Jews in the Roman period), nor is it clear whether
the slave Onesimos was a Jew himself.!% If one attempts to look beyond the Roman
juridical lens employed by the authors of P.Cotton, a different set of questions arises:
did the culprits nominally buy slaves merely for the purpose of profit or fiscal evasion,
or could they have had another motive, relating to their observance of Jewish law? One
wonders whether the registration of Onesimos under the ownership of Chaereas may
have been an attempt by Saulos and his father to avoid the obligations binding Jewish
slave owners. If Onesimos was a Jew, is it possible that Saulos sought to avoid direct
ownership of a Jewish slave? Alternatively, could Saulos have been involved in
redeeming a Jewish slave into freedom? According to Leviticus (25:47-54) a Jewish
slave sold to a non-Jewish owner must be redeemed by a fellow Jew, who then becomes
his master. In Iudaea after the revolt of 66—73, when many Jewish captives were sold
into slavery (Joseph. Bell. Iud. 6,420), Rabbi Joshua is recorded in the Tosefta (Horayot
2,56, compiled in the late second century CE) as redeeming a Jewish child from the
slave market at Rome. The Mishnah (Gittin 4,6, compiled in the late second century)
advises against redeeming Jewish captives at a price higher than their value, so as not
to cause a rise in the worth of Jewish slaves.!'? It seems likely that the problem of large
numbers of enslaved Jews entering the slave market could have arisen again in the
aftermath of the Diaspora rebellion of 115-117, the period of our text. The obligation
to manumit Jewish slaves outlined in rabbinic sources provides potentially relevant
contextual information for Onesimos being singled out for manumission. Could it be
that Saulos and his father sought to liberate Onesimos because he was a Jew, and were
eager to avoid paying Roman manumission taxes (which would, in such cases,
presumably not have been exacted from the enslaved person, as with ordinary slaves)
on top of the obligatory redemption? Posing these questions adds a layer of complexity
to the historical assessment of the people and practices documented in P.Cotton, even
if, on the basis of the text as we have it, any answers necessarily remain hypothetical.

Clearly, the complex situation of slave ownership described in P.Cotton — chiefly
from a Roman perspective — can be fruitfully confronted with the regulations and
practices attested in Jewish sources, such as rabbinic discussions of slaves owned by
more than one master and released by only one of them (Mishnah Gittin 4.5) or slaves
kept as a deposit on a loan (Mishnah Gittin 4.4). P.Cotton furnishes documentary
evidence that such discussions were not mere “thought experiments” (as argued by
Satlow 2007, 393) but grounded in the lived reality of Jews in the Roman empire. This
promises to be a productive line of inquiry for future research.

109 For attestations of Jews with the names Chaereas and Diocles, see n. 16. On the attestation
of the name Onesimos among Jews, see LINLA 1312 (P.Yadin I 11,33, En Gedi, 124) and III 348.
110 See Hezser 2005, 313-314.
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9. Judge and location of the hearing:

The text of P.Cotton mentions three and perhaps four Roman officials who are
involved in the anticipated trial or its preliminary stages: Tineius Rufus as governor of
Iudaea (22, see section III 1), a certain Postumus (28, 35), and an unnamed centurio
who may have functioned as a judicial instance (34-35). It may also be possible to
identify a certain Flaccus, who utters the first recorded statement in the notes of judicial
proceedings (73—133), as the official presiding over the hearing.!'!

As regards the prosopography of the names Postumus and Flaccus in the reigns of
Trajan, Hadrian, and Antoninus Pius: the cognomen Postumus occurs only once in the
known senatorial fasti of this period for Eggius Ambibulus Pomponius Longinus
Cassianus L. Maecius Postumus, cos. ord. 126.'2 Postumus is also attested for the
equestrian C. Annius Postumus, whose extensive career included the prefecture of the
annona at Rome, the provincial procuratorship of Pannonia Inferior, and the procurator-
ship of the idios logos in Egypt.!'* The cognomen Flaccus is attested for five consulars
in the relevant period: C. Bellicius Flaccus Torquatus, cos. ord. 124; C. Calpurnius
Flaccus, cos. suff- 126; L. Valerius Flaccus, cos. suff- 128; L. Aurelius Flaccus, cos.
suff. ca. 139-141; C. Bellicius Flaccus Torquatus, cos. ord. 143.'"* Flaccus also occurs
for a certain Flaccus Aelianus as procurator in Spain, with no further details about his
career.!!'> On the basis of prosopography, one could say that Flaccus speaks more for a
member of the senatorial class and Postumus more for an equestrian, although the
alternatives cannot be excluded with certainty.

Concerning the identity of Postumus, before whom the forgery was discovered at
an earlier stage (28), it appears from the text that this took place in the recent past,
although a longer timeline of events going back before the governorship of Rufus
cannot be excluded. The fasti of Judaean governors between 117 and 139 are nearly
complete.!'® The governor of Syria contemporary with Rufus is known: his name was
C. Quinctius Certus Poblicius Marcellus (c. 129-134/135). Accordingly, four other

11 On the identification of Flaccus, see section III 3 and the commentary to line 73.

112 See AE 2017, 274; CIL IX 1123 = ILS 1054 (Aeclanum); CIL IX 1124; AE 1967, 395,
Tibiscum, Dacia. It has been hypothesized that the name L. Maecius Postumus was the result of
his adoption by L. Maecius Postumus, cos. suff. 98, see Groag 1905.

113 See CIL VIII 20684 (Saldae, Mauretania, reign of Hadrian or Antoninus Pius); CIL XIV
5352 (Ostia, reign of Hadrian or Antoninus Pius); M.Chr. 91 = BGU 1I 388 and SB XVI 12747
(ca. 157-159). See Pflaum 1960-1961, 317 and Houston 2002, 169. The procuratorship of the
idios logos would stretch the career of Postumus across three decades if a procuratorship of
Arabia or [udaea were posited for the early 130s.

114 For the senatorial fasti of this period, see Degrassi 1952, Alfoldy 1977 and Eck 2013,
with the addition of AE 2016, 2014 (C. Calpurnius Flaccus), AE 2009, 1177 (L. Valerius Flaccus)
and AE 2017, 1763 (L. Aurelius Flaccus).

115 CIL I1 5678 (Legio VII Gemina, Hispania citerior, after 138).

116 For the fasti of Judaean governors, see n. 11. Since governors of Iudaea in this period
were consulares (see Cotton 1999), the only known Postumus who would qualify is Eggius
Ambibulus Pomponius Longinus Cassianus L. Maecius Postumus, cos. ord. 126, cited inn. 112.
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plausible options remain: i. Postumus was a procurator of equestrian rank in Iudaea
(rather than an imperial freedman, judging from the name), perhaps the high-ranking
procurator provinciae Iudaeae;''’ — ii. Postumus was a governor of Arabia;''® — iii.
Postumus was a procurator in Arabia, possibly the procurator provinciae whose admin-
istrative seat was in Gerasa;'!” — iv. Postumus was a minor Roman official or military
officer in either province who was acting as a court of first instance or had been
appointed by the governor as a iudex datus.'*°

As noted above, the official presiding over the hearing in P.Cotton, who is referred
to with the nonspecific term kpitfic = iudex (21), may be identifiable with Flaccus who
begins to speak in line 73.!?! This official was certainly not the governor of Iudaea,
since Tineius Rufus is mentioned by name in the third person and was the governor in
office immediately before the Bar Kokhba rebellion. The involvement of a iudex datus
in a criminal case of forgery and fiscal evasion may likewise be excluded: one would
expect such a case to be heard by an administrator with high jurisdictional powers. This
leaves three options for the identification of the presiding official: a procurator in
Iudaea, or a procurator or governor of Arabia.

Regarding the nature of the hearing anticipated in P.Cotton, in relation to the earlier
proceedings before Postumus, several scenarios may be proposed:

i. P.Cotton documents criminal proceedings for falsum before the governor of
Arabia, while émi ITootopov refers to an earlier hearing before a Roman official in
Arabia by whom the forgery was discovered (élevy0évtoc 10D mhactod ért ITootdpuov,
28) and remitted to the governor (poBovpev[o]t| v k6Aacwy etc., 28-29). If Postumus
is the official to whom the fiscal fraud was reported (mpdjypo kativysikey ete., 67-69),
he was most likely a Roman procurator. Since Gadalias is involved, this scenario would
imply that the case transcended the territorial principle of gubernatorial jurisdiction (see
n. 18) and that Gadalias was, in a sense, extradited across the provincial border to
answer for forgery jointly committed by individuals in both provinces. Alternatively,
P.Cotton may record a preparatory hearing where evidence was gathered for the
criminal trial before the governor (as illustrated e.g. by P.Mil.Vogl. II 98, Tebtynis,
138-139).

17 See Pflaum 1950, 65; Smallwood 2001, 555-557 with supplements by Rea 1977.

118 There are still gaps in the fasti of Arabian governors in the years immediately before
129/130, when T. Haterius Nepos is attested in office, e.g. between ca. 127-129. The fasti of
governors of Arabia are as follows: 124/125: Ti. Tulius Iulianus (P.Yadin I 13, 14 and 15);
126/127: Ti. Annius Sextius Florentinus (P.Yadin I 16; P.Hever 62); 129—131, likely until 134
and possibly beyond: T. Haterius Nepos (P.Yadin I 23, 25, 26, Nov. 130-Jul. 131; CIL XVI 78,
134; SEG XLVI 2058, 134 or after; CIL XI 5212 =ILS 1058, 134/135) — see further Bowersock
1983, 161-162; Gatier 1996, 48-49; Eck 1999a, 84-86; Eck and Foerster 1999 and Bowersock
2003.

119 On the procurator provinciae Arabiae, see Pflaum 1982, 132-133.

120 For an instance of a military officer appointed as iudex datus in Arabia, see Cotton and
Eck 2005, 41-44 on P.Yadin I 14 (Maoza, Arabia, 125).

121 On the broad semantic range of kpitiic, which encompassed governors and other high-
ranking officials, as well as delegated judges, see the Appendix.
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ii. P.Cotton documents a fiscal investigation by a procurator in Arabia, while éri
IMootdpov refers to earlier proceedings before the governor of Arabia, who was handling
the crime of forgery but preferred to let a procurator investigate the fiscal fraud (see
n. 52). Based on parallels from Roman Egypt, this would likely have been the high-
ranking procurator provinciae Arabiae at Gerasa (see nn. 52 and 119).

iii. P.Cotton documents a hearing before a procurator in Tudaea as part of a fiscal
investigation that was transregional in nature, involving fiscal agents in both provinces,
while émi ITootdpov refers to earlier proceedings before a procurator in Arabia to whom
the fraudulent manumission of Onesimos (nominally by Chaereas) was initially
reported (67-69).

An interpretive difficulty is posed by the fact that the crimes of forgery and fiscal
evasion in P.Cotton are closely interconnected. As noted in sections III 4-5, references
to financial penalties and confiscation in the second part of P.Cotton (73—133) may
indicate that this hearing is concerned with punishing fiscal evasion. But the frag-
mentary state of the papyrus does not permit us to exclude that the hearing deals with
the crime of falsum, with the issue of fiscal fraud having been previously examined by
Roman officials (see further section III 4).

Since the alleged crimes involved actors and locations in both Iudaea and Arabia,
transregional gathering of information was necessary and is likely to have been
conducted by officials in both provinces in coordination. The sharing of administrative
knowledge across the provincial border appears to have been precisely what the
defendants had tried to avoid.

10. The identity of the authors:

The function of P.Cotton was to serve as a mnemonic aid for forensic pleaders
during legal proceedings in a Roman court. The text’s formulation indicates that it was
authored by someone with rhetorical training and a high degree of technical familiarity
with Roman law (see section IV). Comparison with other texts of this genre suggests
that P.Cotton reflects the work of a team of legal practitioners, one of whom drafted the
memorandum, making a series of substantive arguments that the other was expected to
use during the forensic debate (see section II). There is no indication in the surviving
text that the prosecutors are speaking on behalf of a private individual acting as an
accuser. Instead, the perspective seems to be that of an inquest by functionaries of the
Roman imperial administration.'?? If indeed P.Cotton specifically illustrates a fiscal
investigation, as suggested above, then the prosecutors may be identified as forensic

122 On criminal prosecutions conducted ex officio by Roman officials, see Riviere 2002,

273-306. The possibility for inquisitorial proceedings coexisted with the procedure of accusatio
by private individuals, see e.g. P.Phil 4 (Philadelphia, Arsinoite, 137) where a Roman procurator
opens a call for anyone who wishes to appear as an accusator against a local official denounced
for corruption (tovg e Jvtag katnydpovg kal &l tveg Aot Bodhovion katnyopslv, Tépuyov
nopoxpipa glg gué = “send the current accusers and anyone else who wishes to make an
accusation immediately to me”).
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orators representing the fiscus, possibly affiliated with the new office of the advocatio
fisci instituted during Hadrian’s reign.'?

There are some indications that the authors of P.Cotton may be associated with the
province of Iudaea. For example, their intention to convey the impression of being
overwhelmed by the power of Gadalias (27) could indicate that the prosecutors had ties
to the region. The probable find context of the papyrus in the caves of the Judaean
desert (see section I) may corroborate a connection with Tudaea, since it may be more
likely that the document’s carriers fled to the caves from the Peraea rather than from
Gerasa, which was not directly affected by the Bar Kokhba revolt.!>* However, Gerasa
cannot be excluded either, since there may have been hostile measures or outbreaks of
violence against Jews that motivated the individuals in question to flee. There is also
evidence for military operations by the governor Haterius Nepos against the Nabatacans
in this region that were connected with the revolt.'?

A reference to a denunciation in lines 67-69 (mpdlypo xotivyeikey mept tod €€
ovépa[tlo[g Xapéov] | érevbepmBévtog ‘Ovnoipov) reflects the involvement of an
informer (delator) who reported Onesimos’ nominal manumission by Chaereas to the
Roman authorities. This presumably took place at Gerasa, the probable location of the
kotaypagr and manumission (see section I11 5). In view of Chaereas and Diocles being
“discovered” during a secret visit to Gadalias (62—64), an informer seems to have been
active in Gadora as well. Such details are suggestive of the investigative work
conducted in preparation for the prosecution. The identity and motives of the
informer(s) are not revealed. They could plausibly have been fiscal functionaries at the
local level, or private individuals spurred by personal enmity toward the defendants or
simply attracted by the prospect of receiving a portion of the value of the case.'?®

Another intriguing possibility is that the informer may have been Saulos himself,
whose name appears in the nominative case in proximity to the delation: 6 ZaodAog (ca.
20 letters) mpdlyno kativyeiey, 67-68. Several questions immediately arise. In
reporting the manumission to Roman officials, Saulos would have drawn attention to

123 The work of fiscal prosecutors (katfiyopot = accusatores) is vividly illustrated by M.Chr.

372,6 (copy of a judicial record from Alexandria, 135), P.Flor. I 6 (Hermopolis, 210) and M.Chr.
91 =BGU II 388 (Alexandria, ca. 157—159, where the accusator is termed Tpocodomoidc), among
numerous examples. On the advocatio fisci, see DizEpig I s.v. advocatus fisci, Jones 1964, 1 509—
511, and Dolganov 2020a, 382-386 and 407—411.

124 On the flight of Jews from the Peraea during the Bar Kokhba rebellion, see Eck 1999a,
86; Cotton 2003, 164—165 and Graf 2017, 436. The participation of the Peraea in the rebellion is
discussed in Raviv and Ben David 2021, 591-595.

125" See Abbadi and Zayadine 1996, Gatier 1996, Eck 1999a, 82-87, and Horbury 2014, 334-335.

126 Three common motives of fiscal delators, according to Dig. 49,14,2pr. (Callistratus 2 de
iure fisci), were the prospect of a reward (praemii consequendi), personal enmity and revenge
(ulciscendi gratia), and concern for the interests of the state (nomine rei publicae). These motives
were regarded as legitimate and did not harm the reputation of the delator (ex quibusdam causis
delatione suscipientium fama non laeditur). The reward for delatores in adultery cases is
recorded as being limited to one-fourth in the reign of Nero, Suet. Nero 10. On delatores fisci,
see Riviére 2002, 27-44.
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his own role as the seller of Onesimos.'?’ Could it be that Saulos, sensing that officials
suspected something, preemptively reported his own fiscal evasion in order to alleviate
his punishment? Imperial legislation encouraged persons who illicitly benefited from
clandestine fideicommissa to report themselves to the fiscus and still receive a portion
of the property.'?® Roman legal literature also attests to army deserters who voluntarily
surrendered themselves receiving imperial amnesty (indulgentia) and being banished
in lieu of execution.!? It is accordingly possible that self-delation could mitigate the
punishment for fiscal fraud. However, references to Saulos shifting the blame (39—40,
45-46) do not seem compatible with self-delation. It seems more likely that Saulos
betrayed his collaborators, denouncing them for tax evasion in the manumission of
Onesimos, in order to avoid falling under suspicion himself. The possibility of betrayal
by de facto accomplices was a familiar problem for Roman administrators, treated in
numerous imperial rescripts discussed by Ulpian in his treatise de officio proconsulis.
According to Ulpian, officials were well-advised to regard denouncers of bandits
(latrones) with a degree of suspicion, because “most people, if they fear that others
might give their names upon being arrested, are accustomed to betray them, in the
evident hope of obtaining immunity for themselves, since credence is not easily given
to those who recriminate their betrayers”.!** Here and elsewhere in the Roman legal
sources, it seems that a working principle of Roman administration was to assume that
perpetrators of crimes had networks of enablers (socii = accomplices; receptatores =
harborers) and to extract information concerning those agents.'3!

A back-stabbing scenario in P.Cotton would provide a compelling explanation for
the culpability of Chaereas and Diocles being “supported by the hatred of Saulos”
to deny any fraudulent deeds and claim that they bought and registered Onesimos in
good faith (60—61, 70-72). It was presumably not to anyone’s advantage to reveal the
broader scheme of forgery and fiscal evasion in which all were allegedly implicated.

127" That Saulos was the official seller of Onesimos in the contract of sale is indicated by lines

60—61 and 71-72, where Chaereas and Diocles receive a copy of a document from him as the
seller (qvltiypagov yap &rafov mapa dedwkdtoc, 60-61; Fyovieg nla]lpd Tod Taovrov Gvti-
ypaoov, 71-72).

128 See Dig. 49,14,13 (Paulus 7 ad L. iul. et pap.), Dig. 49,14,15,3 (Mauricius 3 ad [. iul. et
pap.) and Cod. lust. 10,3. Similarly, eunuchs who reported themselves to the state were spared
fines and the confiscation of their property after death, as appears to be the sense of BGU V
1210,244-251 §112-113 (Roman fiscal rulebook = Gnomon of the Idios Logos, 2" cent.).

129 See Dig. 49,16,5,4 (Menenius 2 de re milit), Dig. 49,16,13,6 (Macer 2 de re milit.), Dig.
49,14,48pr. (Paulus 2 decr.) and Dig. 49,14,49 (Paulus /. s. de tac. fideic.).

130 Dig. 48,18,1,26 (Ulpianus 8 de off. procons.): plerique enim, dum metuunt, ne forte
adprehensi eos nominent, prodere eos solent, scilicet impunitatem sibi captantes, quia non facile
eis indicantibus proditores suos creditur.

131 See e.g. Dig. 48,3,6 (Marcianus 2 de iudic. publ.) on the interrogation of latrones about
their socii and receptatores, with Riviere 2002, 275-279. See also SB XVI 12949,7-9 (unknown
provenance, early 3™ cent.), where a prefect of Egypt castigates military officers for rounding up
and torturing a vast number of suspects, including at least one innocent man.
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One would guess that this information came to light when officials began investigating
on both sides of the provincial border.

It may be argued that the very survival of P.Cotton indicates that the case was not
yet closed at the end of the hearing. It is remarkable that this record, which was per se
of an ephemeral nature, was not only retained but also brought by its possessor to the
caves of the Judaean desert (the presumed find context, see section I) during the Bar
Kokhba rebellion. This testifies to the enduring importance of the document, and may
be a sign that the case had not reached its conclusion. A conceivable alternative
explanation — that at the moment of flight to the caves the papyrus had lost its original
significance and was taken by the carrier as scrap paper — seems less likely, since no
traces of reuse are visible on the papyrus.!*? A further possibility is that the document
had inherent value beyond the legal case — as an edifying example of forensic rhetoric,
perhaps, or as evidence that the carriers of the papyrus were affiliated with the Roman
imperial administration and had collaborated in defending the interests of the fiscus.

The probable discovery of P.Cotton in the Judaean desert allows us to conclude with
some confidence that whoever carried the papyrus while fleeing to the caves — and
this was clearly someone involved in the prosecution— was a Jew. It cannot be inferred
with any certainty whether this was one of the orators who pleaded the case, one of
their assistants, or some other individual. Similarly, any inferences regarding motives
for carrying the document necessarily remain speculative. The details of this legal case,
the identity of the persons implicated in the proceedings against Saulos and Gadalias,
and the dynamics at play in the background of the events, which unfolded in close
temporal proximity to two major revolts by Jews against the Roman state, leave many
open questions and will undoubtedly provide fruitful material for further investigation.

IV. The Presence of Roman Juridical Terminology

The text of P.Cotton is characterized by the presence of unusual Greek terms or
terms used in atypical ways that are strongly suggestive of Roman legal and
institutional vocabulary rendered in Greek. Thirty-one such terms and expressions are
collected and analyzed in the Appendix. This vocabulary does not contain Latin
loanwords, but consists entirely of Greek words that have been adapted to function as
a technical lexicon of Roman law.'33 There are a few obvious translations of Latin

132 For an example of reuse of legal documents among the papyrological finds from the
Judaean desert, see P.Mur. 112-113 (Toparchy of Herodion, reign of Hadrian), where the verso
of a judicial record (P.Mur. 113) was used for what appears to be a medical text (P.Mur. 112).
P.Mur. 117 (extracts from administrative records in Egypt, late 2" cent.) also has an inscribed
verso, but postdates the Bar Kokhba revolt.

133 On Latin loanwords in Greek, see Dickey 2023; only 86Aoc dolus in P.Cotton may be
regarded as a loanword of sorts, see Dickey 2023, 121. On the Greek lexicon of Roman law and
institutions, see Mason 1974, Laffi 2013 and the commentary of Crawford 1996 on the Greek
texts of Roman Jeges (such as the lex de provinciis praetoriis) and Cottier et al. 2008 on the lex
portorii Asiae (SEG XXXIX 1180, Ephesus, 62), both offering Latin translations. The lexicon of
Mason is lacunose and contains only three of the technical terms that occur in P.Cotton. This
subject awaits an in-depth investigation.
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expressions, such as xoAfi niotel for bona fide and §6A® wovnp® for dolo malo, and
neologisms such as Egvoxpitar for (most probably) recuperatores, all with known
parallels. In the majority of cases, however, a common Greek term is used with a
technical meaning that is absent from Classical and Hellenistic sources, but emerges in
documents from the Roman period and demonstrably corresponds to a Roman legal
term or concept (e.g. padovpyia for fraus, dydparog for forensis, meprypaen for
circumscriptio in the sense of fraud).

In some instances, the meaning of a Greek term in the Roman legal lexicon accords
with its basic meaning in Greek (e.g. Bio for vis, kpitig for iudex). Other Greek words
acquire new connotations that go beyond their standard semantic range, but reflect the
legal meaning of the corresponding Latin terms (e.g. dAdtpiog for extraneus/alienus,
cuveidnoig for conscientia, d1ddokw for instruo causam). In many cases, the Roman
technical meaning of Greek terms is apparent from their use in Greek translations of
Latin legal documents or in Greek texts of Roman legislation — such as the lex de
provinciis praetoriis (Crawford 1996, 1 12, 100 BCE) and the list of Roman public
crimes attached to an edict of a Hadrianic prefect of Egypt (SB XII 10929, unknown
provenance, 133-137).13* In some instances, the atypical syntax of a Greek expression
reveals it to be a juridical formulation with a specific Latin equivalent (e.g. D v
Sraxoviav yevésOar for in ministerio esse; dAAGTplog Thig kakovpylag for extraneus
maleficii).

The cumulation of Roman legal terminology in P.Cotton yields a number of
important insights. Detailed analysis of the Greek terms (see the Appendix) shows them
being used in a precise fashion, in line with the legal meaning of the Latin terms in
Roman legislation and legal literature. This implies a significant degree of expertise on
the part of the authors of P.Cotton. For example: the authors were clearly familiar with
Roman strictures concerning archival documentation (17-19),'3 with Roman notions
of liability for presenting false evidence in court (31-33),'3¢ with the possibility of
leniency toward errors in good faith (37, 56),'*” and with the criteria for establishing
liability and complicity in forgery and fiscal fraud (28-30, 45, 6162, 70-72);'38 they
also regarded failure to deliver as juridically significant for the acquisition of ownership
(52-53, 58-59).1%° At the same time, the authors adduce juridical points within a

134 On the edict of Petronius Mamertinus, see n. 44.

135 See the commentary to éneypden in line 18 and SEG XXXIII 1177 (Myra, 43 CE) with
Worrle 1975, 254-285.

136 See e.g. Dig. 48,10,13,1 (Papinianus 15 resp.) and Dig. 48,4,2 (Ulpianus 8 disp.). See
further section III 4 and the commentary to lines 32—-33.

137 See e.g. Dig. 48,10,31 (Callistratus 3 de cogn.) and the commentary to lines 32-33 and 37.

138 On questions of complicity, see section I11 6.

139 The validity of a sale was predicated on the possibility for the owner to possess the res
in question (ut rem emptori habere liceat), see Berger 1953 s.v. emptio venditio and the examples
of Dig. 19,1,11,17-18 (Ulpianus 32 ad ed.), Dig. 19,1,30,1 (Africanus 8 quaest.) and Dig. 30,45,1
(Pomponius 6 ad Sab.). The notion of physical possession was also implicit in the clause
mancipio accepit in mancipatory sales of slaves, see e.g. AE 2003, 1016 (Londinium, 1% cent.)
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carefully constructed rhetorical argument framed according to the principles of
coniectura, whereby the financial incapacity (dmopica) of Gadalias, Saulos and Chaereas
renders them capable of and likely to commit the criminal deeds ascribed to them.' It
is evident, therefore, that the authors of P.Cotton were not strictly speaking legal experts
(vowkol, iurisperiti) but forensic practitioners with rhetorical training who also
happened to possess technical knowledge of Roman legal rules and concepts.'*!

This knowledge was not worn heavily. On the contrary, Roman juridical vocabulary
seems to have been second-nature to the authors of P.Cotton, whose extensive use of it
is often linguistically “unmarked” so that is not obvious unless one pays close attention
to the standard semantic range of the Greek terms in question.'*? To cite an illustrative
example: in the brief space of lines 50-57, it is stated that the fact of Saulos being
indigent (8mopog egens, inops) makes him disposed toward fiscal fraud (neptypaemn t0d
olokov circumscriptio fisci); this leads him to remit what Chaereas owes him by way
of (8vopo nomine) a loan and to have Chaereas purchase slaves in his own name
(6vépatt avtod suo nomine) even though these never enter the latter’s service (0mo v
Sakoviav in ministerio). Not fearing the fiscus, Saulos and his father manumit one of
the slaves with malicious intent (361w Tovnp®d dolo malo), registering him in a public
archive under the name (¢’ dvépati nomine) of Chaereas.

The pervasive presence of Greek terms rendering Roman legal concepts in P.Cotton
has significant implications for the interpretation of documentary sources from the
Roman Near East, as well as for broader questions of law and legal culture in the Roman
provinces. Until now, the presence of Roman elements in Greek legal documents from
the Judaean desert has tended to be understood as a process of appropriation by local
legal practitioners, including the supposedly superfluous insertion of Roman clauses
(such as stipulationes) due to local notions of their efficacy in Roman courts.'** The
wide-ranging and technically precise employment of Roman legal concepts in P.Cotton
does not accord with this assessment and should encourage us to question its accuracy.
While it may be argued that the authors of P.Cotton were professionals of a higher
caliber than the notaries who drafted the contracts preserved in the archives of Babatha
and Salome Komaise — especially if P.Cotton reflects the work of prosecutors attached
to the office of a governor or procurator provinciae (see sections 111 9—10) — one must
also consider whether modern notions of Roman law and its historical development
may be incomplete or anachronistic (or simply incorrect) with regard to the legal
practices captured by documentary sources from different regions of the empire.

and CIL IV 3340 (Pompeii, ca. 62). Further on the delivery of slaves after purchase in
documentary sources from the Roman empire, see Straus 2004, 86—88.

140 See the discussion in section II1 7.

141" On the typology of legal practitioners in the Roman provinces, see Dolganov 2020a and
Czaikowski 2017, 60-106.

142 On the concept of markedness in linguistic analysis, see Bybee 2011.

143 For this approach, see in particular Humfress 2011, 35-43, Czaikowski 2017, 127-129
and Czajkowski and Eckhardt 2018, 11-17. The ubiquity of stipulationes in legal documents
from multiple Roman provinces is more plausibly interpreted by Norr 1999, 270 as a deliberate
strategy to secure transactions by creating a stricti iuris obligation enabling an actio ex stipulatu.
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Another key insight generated by P.Cotton is that the Greek vocabulary of Roman
law and institutions was broadly consistent across the Greek East. This is illustrated by
the literary and documentary parallels adduced from the Roman provinces of Egypt,
Syria, Macedonia and Asia in the terminological register (see the Appendix). A good
example is provided by ad8éving for auctor and kowwvdg for socius, both of which
already occur in the lex portorii Asiae (SEG XXXIX 1180, Ephesus, 62) and are
attested in papyri from the entire period of Roman rule in Egypt. In this respect,
P.Cotton functions as a catalyst for linguistic arguments on the basis of epigraphic and
papyrological documentation: if a Greek term appears in two different regions of the
Greek East with a technical meaning unknown before the Roman period, this makes for
a strong argument in favor of Roman legal terminology. The fact of such terminology
being transregional in the eastern empire, sometimes across a span of several centuries,
furnishes striking evidence for institutional coherence in Roman imperial admin-
istration and its powerful impact on local legal practice.

V. New Evidence for Xenokritai and the Assize System in Tudaea

The story of Gadalias being summoned as a xenokrites to the judicial assizes of
Tineius Rufus, failing to attend, and avoiding a fine by showing that he had insufficient
financial means (téocapowv yap dlyopaiolc Podgov ody Omfikovcev kol €l Tovg
{nuodoBor dpethovtag | Eevokpitag &viayels @¢ dmopog épthavipomnitn, 21-23),
constitutes the first direct evidence for the Roman assize system in the province of
Iudaea.'* Much ink has been spilled on the role of the xenokritai in the Greek East and
whether they represent a continuation into Roman times of the Hellenistic institution of
foreign judges (Egviko / petdmepunta Siucaoctipia) or the introduction of Roman legal
procedure in the form of recuperatores.'* As the term Egvoxpiton itself is not attested
in Hellenistic sources, but first emerges in Greek texts of Roman legislation as a
translation of recuperatores, the latter seems more probable. !

144 On the identification of Rufus, see section III 1. For a summary of the meager sources
for the conventus system in ITudaea/Palaestina see Haensch 1997a, 234-237. So far the best
evidence for the assize system in [udaea stemmed from analogy to the system in Arabia, which
is recorded in the Babatha archive (Cotton and Eck 2005).

145 For different perspectives on this subject, see Wolff 1980 and Horstkotte 1996 in favor
of Hellenistic continuity and Norr 1998 and 1999 and Cotton and Eck 2005, 28 n. 25 in favor of
xenokritai as recuperatores. In the Late Republic, Cicero appears to refer to the Hellenistic
institution of foreign judges when he mentions peregrini iudices in ad Att. 6,1,15: Graeci vero
exsultant quod peregrinis iudicibus utuntur = “indeed, the Greeks rejoice that they are permitted
to use foreign judges”. On foreign judges, see Robert 1973 and Crowther 1999. On the origin
and function of recuperatores, see Johnston 1987, 67—70 and Norr 1999.

146 See the entry on Egvokpitat in the Appendix. An instance of a Spartan &gvokpitng to the
city of Alabanda in the second century CE (SEG XI 491, 115-150) may or may not refer to the
institution of foreign judges (Norr 1999, 280-281 is skeptical).
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The phrase téocapotv dyopaiols (cuvddorg) (21-22) implies four distinct assizes.'*
Whether these were four annual assizes in the same location over a period of four or
more years, or four assizes in different locations within a shorter period, remains
unclear. In part, the answer depends on whether one imagines the xenokritai as a purely
local judicial body, drawn from the local elite and active within a particular assize
district, or as a board of judges at the provincial level, active throughout the province
and accompanying the governor on his assize tour. Relevant information is furnished
by Pliny’s description of his summoning judges at an assize in Prusa (Ep. 10,58,1): cum
citarem iudices, domine, conventum incohaturus, Flavius Archippus vacationem petere
coepit ut philosophus = “as | was about to begin the assize, my lord, and was calling
forth judges, Flavius Archippus began to ask for exemption as a philosopher”.
Evidently, individuals eligible to serve as judges were expected to be in attendance at
the assize and to respond and come forward if selected (or ask to be excused, if
relevant). Failure to respond is rendered in Greek records of Roman judicial
proceedings with the formulaic expression KAnfOévtog ... kai un VILAKOVGOVTOG
(compare P.Cotton ovy vmikovcev, 22), which ostensibly corresponds to the Latin
citatus ... non responderit."*® In the municipium of Irni in the province of Baetica in
southern Spain, the curial class was grouped into three decuriae that took turns
undertaking embassies (explicitly referred to as a liturgy, munus) on a rotation basis,
and it seems likely that judicial duties were distributed in a similar fashion.!# Pliny’s
phrasing (cum citarem iudices ... conventum incohaturus) suggests that his roll-call of
judges took place on a single occasion at the beginning of the assize. The fact of
Gadalias being fined after four missed assizes accords with a well-documented Roman
policy of issuing penalties after three failures to respond to the roll call.!>

The existence of a fine for shirking judicial duties ({nuodcBor d@stlovtoag |
Egvoxpltag, 22-23) indicates that judicial activity in Tudaea was, by this time, regarded
as a munus personale of the propertied classes within the Roman system of civic
liturgies (munera). As with other liturgies, the fact of Gadalias claiming exemption by
virtue of being dmopoc implies a distinct wealth threshold (mdpoc) for service as a
xenokrites. Property qualifications for judges were a standard practice throughout the
Roman empire and varied according to the size and wealth of the local civic elite: in
the small municipium of Irni the minimum qualification for iudices was 5,000 HS (CIL

147 On ovodog as the implicit referent of dydpatoc, see CGIL 11 104,8: conventus dydpoioc,

11 115,31: conventus dydparog civodog and 111 336,31: dydpeog ovvodog conventus forensis, with
a detailed explanation in the Appendix.

148 See e.g. Cic. Phil. 15,14,1: si Lysiades citatus iudex non responderit, etc. and other
sources in the entry to bmoxodw in the Appendix.

149 This is evidenced by the Flavian lex municipalis of Irni, CIL 11 4, 1201 § F and 87, see
the commentary of Gonzalez and Crawford 1986 ad loc. On the import of the Lex Irnitana for
our understanding of the appointment of judges in the Roman empire, see Birks 1988.

150 See e.g. Dig. 48,1,10 (Papinianus 2 def.): nec per triduum per singulos dies ter citatus
reus damnetur (with reference to a standard policy that does not apply in the specific case) and
P.Hamb. 1 29,3—7 (unknown provenance, 94), see further bmoxovw in the Appendix.
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IT 4, 1201 § 86); in Italy, it ranged from the curial census of 100,000 HS to the
equestrian census of 400,000 HS.!3! The qualification for recuperatores may have been
higher than for ordinary judges, as suggested by the Republican lex agraria of 111
BCE, where recuperatores are appointed from the wealthiest sector of the population
(CIL 1200 = CIL XI 364a [fr. F] = CIL I? 585, 37-38: recuperatores ex civibus L quei
classis primae sient XI dato = “let eleven recuperatores be appointed from fifty citizens
who are of the first property class”).

Why, exactly, Gadalias was summoned as a xenokrites in spite of not fulfilling the
property qualification is not entirely clear, and there are at least two possibilities:

i. Gadalias was erroneously added to the list of xenokritai despite being ineligible.
There is evidence for liturgical nominations of persons below the necessary népog by
negligent or abusive officials.!>? Erroneous nomination would have resulted in a penalty
for the official, but is unclear why this should have been expressed in terms of amnesty
from punishment for Gadalias (8piavO@ponifn, 23). For Gadalias to have been the
victim of administrative error was also not well-suited as invective against him, which
is the thrust of the passage (20-23).

ii. Gadalias was already on the list of eligible xenokritai from an earlier period —
possibly by virtue of being the son and heir of his father the chreophylax, who had
served as a xenokrites —but became impoverished (e.g. as a result of heavy debts) and
no longer qualified to serve. As a parallel: in a document from Roman Egypt (P.Petaus
10, Ptolemais Hormou, 184) it is alleged that a village administrator is dropog due to
his debts, in spite of qualifying for the post on the basis of his property holdings. The
stigma of impoverishment fits the broader argument of the prosecutors, who seek to
demonstrate that Gadalias is not what he seems (20—21) — not a respectable member
of the officeholding class (un 0 dvopa toD viod ToD xpeoPOAuKOG | KEWETO TOV KPLTAY,
20-21) but a venal man (dvnp gbwvog, 20) capable of criminal deeds. The pauperized
son of a respectable father would also have been suggestive of a spendthrift (prodigus)
who had squandered his estate, a prominent theme in Roman legal and rhetorical
sources. !>

151" See Demougin 1975.

152 See e.g. P.Wisc. II 81 (unknown provenance, 143) where a local official is castigated and
fined for nominating an aporos to a liturgy, resulting in the auctioning of the latter’s property.
There are also numerous complaints by individuals nominated to liturgies in spite of being
aporoi, see e.g. SB VIII 10196 (Tebtynis, Arsinoite, 180) and SB XX 14335 (unknown
provenance, early 3 cent.).

153 See e.g. Ps.-Quint. Decl. mai. 5,11, Dig. 27,10 and Cod. lust. 5,70. It is conceivable that
dnopog signifies that Gadalias was impecunious to the point of being unable to pay the fine. Such
a situation is envisioned in Dig. 1,18,6,9 (Ulpianus 1 opin.): praeses provinciae si multam quam
irrogavit ex praesentibus facultatibus eorum, quibus eam dixit, redigi non posse deprehenderit:
necessitate solutionis moderetur reprehensa exactorum illicita avaritia. remissa propter inopiam
multa a provincias regentibus exigi non debet = “if a governor discovers that a fine that he has
imposed cannot be paid from the present means of the individuals on whom he has imposed it,
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If indeed téocapowv dyopaioig refers to Gadalias missing four annual assizes of
Rufus in the same location, this would mean that the assizes extended over the entire
term of Rufus in 129-132 until shortly before the outbreak of the Bar Kokhba revolt.
This seems implausible, in view of the additional time implied by punitive measures
against Gadalias being prescribed and later lifted (gl tovg {nuodcBor deeirovrag |
Eevokpitag dvtoyeic o dmopog EpovOpamidn, 22-23). It may be that the term of
Rufus started already in 128, a chronology that would still be compatible with our
current knowledge of the fasti of governors of Iudaea.'>* But it is also worth considering
whether the assizes could have taken place in multiple locations within a shorter period.
This would imply that the xenokritai were active transregionally and attended assizes
in different places.

Regarding the location(s) of the assizes, some indications in the text point to
Gadora, the presumed hometown of Gadalias (see section III 3). As the administrative
center of the Peraeca, Gadora could plausibly have received assizes, although not
necessarily every year. In Roman Egypt, the governor’s assize circuit consisted of
several cities that received regular annual assizes (e.g. Pelusium and Memphis) and
other locations (such as the regional capitals of Middle and Upper Egypt) from which
the governor could choose when traveling through the region. More remote places such
as Koptos did not receive assizes on a regular basis.!* This supports the hypothesis that
the xenokritai to whom Gadalias belonged were a judicial body at the provincial level
who could expect to be summoned to assizes beyond their place of residence.

That Gadalias was specifically registered as a xenokrites suggests that distinct
criteria were in place for service as xenokritai. One possibility is a higher property
rating, mentioned above. Another criterion may have been civic status. The collegium
of fifteen xenokritai in P.Oxy. XLII 3016 (Oxyrhynchus, 148) — the only known
instance of the term in papyri from Roman Egypt — are all Roman citizens, and the
proceedings are recorded in Latin and involve questions of free status (causa liberalis),
which suggests a specifically Roman procedure. P.Cotton does not provide the full
nomenclature of Gadalias beyond his Jewish nomen, hence it is not possible to
determine whether or not he was a Roman citizen.

It has been argued by Dieter Norr that the link between xenokritai and recuperatores
(based on evidence from the provinces of Asia, Arabia and Egypt) does not necessarily
imply Roman citizenship, and that non-Roman members of the local elite who normally
served as judges could also have been appointed. In particular, Norr expressed doubts
about the availability of Roman citizens, particularly in a new province such as
Arabia.'*® The functioning of xenokritai as a board of judges on the provincial level, as

let the requirement to pay be mitigated and the illicit greed of fine collectors be kept in check. A
fine remitted on grounds of financial incapacity (inopia) must not be exacted by those who govern
provinces”.

134 On the fasti of Tudaea, see n. 11.

135 On the assize circuit of the prefect of Egypt, see Foti Talamanca 1974, 31-105 and
Haensch 1997b, 208-228.

156 See Norr 1998, 317-341 and the remarks of Cotton and Eck 2005, 28.
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suggested above, would offer a solution to Norr’s dilemma regarding the scarcity of
Roman citizens available to serve as xenokritai in the Greek East. Until more evidence
comes to light, however, the question of the status and function of xenokritai in the
eastern provinces must remain open.

VI. Physical Description, Palacography and Layout

P.Cotton is a papyrus of medium format (31 x 26 cm) with upper and lower margins
still intact. The left side has been broken and the right side is frayed and damaged. The
surface displays dust and debris and has a reddish tint due to the presence of an
unknown substance. There is a kollesis ca. 4.5 cm from the left; a second kollesis is not
immediately visible. As the papyrus was fixed to Japanese washi-paper some years
before Hannah Cotton identified it as a Greek document and began editorial work, the
verso is no longer clearly visible but appears to be blank.

The writing runs on the recto along the fibers and is divided into four visible
columns written in black ink, totaling more than 133 lines. Of the first column only
small traces survive along the left edge of the papyrus. The text is well-preserved from
col. II 17 to col. III 72, after which the hand changes and becomes barely legible. Col.
II is the most complete and contains 47 lines. Col. IV is mostly missing but appears to
be the final column, whereas the number of columns lost on the left is unclear. The
presence of only one kollesis, if correct, would mean that the papyrus sheet was at least
28.5 cm wide (allowing for a sheet overlap of ca. 2 cm), indicating a roll of superior
quality.'>” A second sheet of the same proportions on the left would mean that at least
two columns have been lost. It seems likely that the missing text was written in columns
comparable in size to col. II, after which two narrower columns III and IV were
compressed into the remaining space. One would guess that the papyrus was cut from
the roll after the completion of the memorandum (1-72) while leaving space on the
right for notes during the proceedings. Both P.Cotton and all but one of the judicial
memoranda examined in section II were written on only one side of the sheet —
presumably, in order to give legal practitioners a full overview of their arguments
during the hearing. The examples of P.Oxy. III 472 and P.Fouad 25 suggest that the
missing text on the left side of P.Cotton contained a draft speech, which was followed
by planned arguments for the forensic debate (altercatio) that are partially preserved.
Damage to the surface of the papyrus has frayed and dislodged some of the fibers,
shifting many letters and words from their original position, as noted in the
commentary.

157 Papyrus sheets of this width were typically used for literary texts, see Johnson 1993;
Turner 1977, 48 and 54; Kenyon 19512, 40-74. The sheet breadth of P.Cotton exceeds the
Augustan standard of 13 digits (ca. 24.05 cm) for papyrus of superior quality, as described by
Pliny the Elder (NH 13,78: XIII digitorum optimis). Instead, it may have corresponded to the
augmented Claudian standard of ca. 29.6 cm (NH 13,79: auxit et amplitudinem, pedali mensura).
The widest kollema observed by Turner 1977, 54 measures 32.5 cm in P.Oxy. XXXVII 2806 (2"
cent.), similar to the cubitalis macrocollis (ca. 33.3 cm) mentioned by Pliny, NH 13,80.
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The two parts of P.Cotton are written in two distinct writing styles: m. 1 (1-72, the
main text of the memorandum) is a compact, mostly even and upright or slightly
inclined cursive script with few symbols and no visible abbreviations; m. 2 (73-133,
notes of court proceedings) is a larger, more rapid and uneven cursive script with
copious abbreviations. The letter height ranges from 0.3 cm (m. 1, col. I-IIT) to 0.5 cm
(m. 2, col. III-1V). The columns range from ca. 12 ¢cm (col. II) to ca. 8 cm (col. III),
with small upper and lower margins of, respectively, ca. 0.5 and 1 cm and intercolumnar
spaces of ca. 1.5-2 cm (m. 1, col. I-1IT) and 1 cm (m. 2, col. III-1V).

While differences in the writing style of papyri may be context-dependent and are
not necessarily decisive for distinguishing between writers, an orthographical dis-
crepancy between m. 1 and m. 2 in spelling Chaereas (written as Xoupéag in m. 1 and
Xepéog in m. 2) gives a strong indication that m. 1 and m. 2 do indeed represent the
writing of two different individuals.

The handwriting of m. 1 displays characteristic features of the Greek paleographical
koine attested in other papyri from the region, including the archives of Babatha and
Salome Komaise.!’® Unlike these documents, however, the writing of m. 1 is more
dense, leans slightly forward and employs a number of distinctive letter forms (see
below). This writing also departs from certain notarial conventions present in the
majority of documents preserved from Iudaca and Arabia in this period. A close parallel
may be found in the inner text of P.Mur. 115 =SB X 10305 (marriage contract, toparchy
of Herodion, 124), whereas the outer text does not exhibit the same features. A further
parallel is furnished by P.Mur. 112 (medical text, early 2" cent.). There are also
contemporary papyri from Egypt with similar paleographical characteristics.'>® This
suggests that the writing style of m. 1 represents a type of professional cursive of which
few examples have survived from second-century Iudaea, but which was well-
established in the Levante region and likely also in other parts of the eastern empire
from which no papyrological documentation survives.

Several letters of m. 1 consistently extend above and/or below the line. Extending
above the line are: epsilon, phi and occasionally nu. Extending below the line are: zeta,
rho, phi and xi. By constrast, iota never extends above the line and only rarely below
at the end of words (see e.g. 15: copioduevor or 31: ypduport). The letter phi always
extends beyond the line in both directions. The ligature of letters is rare in m. 1. It is
systematic only with alpha, epsilon, sigma and tau. For further palaeographical features
of m. 1, see fig. 1.

The text of m. 1 contains no visible abbreviations. There are two symbols, one
consisting of 7o topped with a curved or straight horizontal stroke, which most probably

158 On the writing style of documents from Roman Palestine, see Crisci 1996, 31-98, esp.
47-48.

159 See e.g. P.Lond. Il 1283 descr. (Hermopolite, ca. 133—-137), a copy of judicial
proceedings from the 130s, written in a similar forward-sloping hand with a low level of cursivity
and similar forms of alpha, beta, delta, nu, rho and sigma. The edition of this text by Anna
Dolganov is forthcoming.
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represents the Greek siglum for éxatovtdpyng = lat. centurio (see fig. 1 and the com-
mentary to line 26). The other is a chi-shape crossed by a horizontal stroke, which
represents the common siglum for denarius = Gr. dnvaplov (see fig. 1 and the
commentary to line 29).

The writing of m. 1 displays no significant orthographical errors. There are several
common orthographical variants, such as the switching of o/® (e.g. the genitive ending
-g0g for -emq) and v instead of y in the combinations yy-, yx- and yx-. There is also a
grammatical variant whereby the augment of éyeyGvet is omitted, which occurs in later
Greek (see the commentary to line 31). The text appears to be free from grammatical
erTors.

The texts of m. 1 and m. 2 are both subdivided into sections. In contrast to m. 1, the
sections of m. 2 are numbered and separated by paragraphoi, which occur in lines 95,
98, 101, 105, 111, 112, and 128, with section numbers 47 still visible and 1-3, 8 and
11 lost in lacunae. The significance of this enumeration and the reason why the initial
lines 73—81 are not included in it remain unclear. The space between lines 131 and 132
may indicate that lines 132—133 were a later addendum. After line 133 follows an empty
space that marks the end of what seems to be the final column. There is no sign of a
closing formula such as a date or a signature; instead, the text appears to break off in
the middle of its record of proceedings.

alpha consists of a loop that is

closed at the top; when the lower
loop is pronounced it looks similar L M m
to delta; more often, however,

alpha appears as an almost vertical ao in Tepaonvod, 17 2dv, 39
double stroke forming a narrow and

vertically stretched loop, partic-
ularly in combination with nu (e.g. T-n ﬂ
£4v, 39) or pi (e.g. dropoc, 23). F

ar in dropog, 23 o in gvploketar, 17
beta occasionally consists of a
vertical hasta with two loops to the e !
right (e.g. PovAfi and Povkfic, 29— ; &-‘V
30) but also appears as a nearly 4 i
vertical double stroke with a small Bov in BovAR, 29 , p
loop at the top, e.g. Blag, 24 and
vroBoriv, 64; compare the second — Buin Ploc, 24

beta of mpoPifd|oeton in P.Mur. tall .
15,1415 (124): &y

4 {’- Bo in dDnofoAny, 64
L F )‘
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gamma and sigma consist of a
horizontal and vertical stroke and
look similar; a convex vertical
stroke that curves to the right
distinguishes gamma in some
instances (e.g. yo in Cadakiov, 63);
elsewhere, the vertical stroke of
gamma is concave and curves to
the left (e.g. yo in dJyopaiolg, 21—
22) which makes it almost
indistinguishable from sigma; a
pronounced hook at the bottom of
sigma serves as a distinguishing
feature in many cases.

Vg

ya in TadoAiov, 63
-

y

3 3 z
o in gvploket at, 17

(2.4

yo in dlyopaiotg, 21-22

ot

6€00 in anootdoeoc, 24

nu consists of three strokes, with
the two vertical hastae typically
close together and the right hasta
often rising above the line to form
a so-called step-nu.

fr‘

av in padiovpyiav, 19

first ev in éhevyOévtog, 28

omicron is typically oval and
slightly forward-leaning, ending in
a tiny loop at the top (e.g. op in
dAnbgvopev, 21). However, in
some cases it is not closed at the
top (e.g. xov in Vmkovcey, 22)
and even occurs in an open V-
shape that is difficult to distinguish
from ypsilon, e.g. té|noc, 17-18 or
noAdKiG, 26; compare the first
omicron of &Bd6uov in P.Mur.
115,1 (124):

law

Yy

3 e /
KOV in LINKOVOEY, 22

b

’w

70 in td|moc, 17-18

e Y4

P AA
opin d}mes.f)ousv, 21
nv.

7o in woAldxig, 26

omicron-ypsilon (ov): this letter
combination often occurs as two
clearly differentiated letters (e.g.
oV, 63) but, in some cases, due to
the aformentioned occurence of an
open V-shaped omicron, it takes
the unexpected form of a W that
resembles omega, particularly at
the end of words, e.g. viod, 20 or
Tadariov, 63; compare the omicron-
ypsilon of Belkiov in P.Mur.

115,1 (124):

radd

00, 63

1 %4 &

viod, 20

AW

Mov in T'adariov, 63
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pi is written in two parts: a vertical
stroke and an adjoining stroke
curving down to the right; the
righthand stroke is often shorter
than the left. pi in m. 1 does not
bind to the left, the sole exception
being mepi, 24. By contrast, pi in
m. 2 regularly binds to the left (see
below).

fyn

et in émi [ootdpov, 28

nps

npo in Tposinapey, 56

tau is likewise in two parts: the left
element a downward-curving stroke,
with an adjoining horizontal stroke
on the right side.

oYYY?,

6TOVTO in TPOG TOVTOLG,
54

24

070 in dedwxdroc, 61

ypsilon has a V-shape, the left
stroke curving slightly to the left,
the right stroke straight und often
extended above the line.

2V

ov in ip@unuévov, 57

.ﬁ/,

. e 7
€V in gupioketan, 17

phi consists of a horizontal stroke
resembling an S on its side, crossed
by a long vertical hasta that
typically curves to the left (see e.g.
‘Podpov, 22 and Epuyev, 25).

L d

/

in ‘Povgov, 22

in @ihog, 45

B

L
£pu in &puyev, 25

rho topped with a curving stroke
appears to be a variant siglum for
centurio in lines 26 and 35 (see the
commentary to line 26). An occur-
rence in line 5 also seems likely.

/ —
PhEXV) P .
AﬁK.tov (éK(xtovf(ipxn-v),

26

-

- -
"ir

p(0), 5

(éxotovtdpyov), 35
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chi crossed by a horizontal stroke
is a standard siglum for denarius &

that is already attested in papyri

from the first century CE, see e.g. ﬁ

the Latin account in PST XIII 1321

= ChLA XXV 788,6 (first half of
the 1% cent.):

(dnvdpia), 29

Fig. 1 Paleographical features of m. 1

The writing of m. 2 (1l. 73-134) is more rapid and cursive than m. 1 with several
differences in orthography and letter forms:

alpha is written in two ways:

1) as a single loop that is
closed at the top when the letter is
not bound on the left, as in
I'epdooic, 115 (a form regularly
employed in m. 1); as an open loop
when binding to a letter on the left,
as in Xepéac, 74;

2) in two parts with a loop and
a long diagonal stroke sloping
down to the right, as in avtd, 79;
when binding to a letter on the left,
the loop is an open curve facing
upwards, as in motp[dc], 113 (a
form not present in m. 1).

N
in T'epdoorg, 115

rall . -

& S

in avtd, 79

™
i"l

—— W

in Xepéagc, 74

38

in matp[dg], 113

epsilon is written in two ways:

1) as a single semicircular
curve with a short horizontal stroke
(a form not present in m. 1);

2) in two parts with a curving
downward stroke and an angular
upper stroke (the form regularly
employed in m. 1).

.ff

L

in &yovron, 117

=

e(), 113

kappa is written in two ways:

1) as a vertical stroke with an
adjoining curve opening to the right
(a form also employed in m. 1);

2) as a single stroke curving at
the bottom (a form not present in
m. 1).

sa

ovk, 109
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nu is written in three ways:

1) in two parts, with a vertical
stroke and a curve opening
upward, either at the level of the
line (e.g. &v, 115) or above the line
as a so-called step-nu (e.g. a0T@V,
116);

2) in three strokes, with a
vertical stroke, a reverse L-shaped
stroke across and upward, and a
third stroke downward (e.g.
Zvybov, 119 and v, 120);

3) in two parts, with a vertical
stroke and a single stroke across,
upward and down (e.g. v, 106
and éviov, 116).

P
™
|
in &v, 115

% ;;
in &vybov, 119
b

in tdv, 106

(o

in avtdV, 116

[ ird

in v, 120

H

in éviov, 116

pi is written in two ways:

1) in two parts, with a vertical
stroke and a stroke that extends
horizontally and bends downward
(e.g. deomdtn, 104), also the form
employed inm. 1;

2) in three strokes with a long
horizontal hasta (e.g. the initial 7,
75), which does not occur in m. 1.

Both pi forms of m. 2 regularly
bind to the next letter on the right
(see e.g. matp[dg], 119), which
never occurs inm. 1.

;“
*

na in wotp[g], 118

oz s

=

"

7 at the beginning of
line 75

£

ono in deondtn, 104

sigma 1is written in two strokes,
one downward and occasionally
curving at the bottom (see deomdm,
104), and another across to the
right, which tends to be straight
but is occasionally a curve opening
upward (see the second sigma in
I'epdoowc, 115). When binding
from above to a letter on the left,
the vertical stroke is often slightly
detached from the horizontal
stroke, as in the first sigma in
I'epdootg, 115 (in contrast to m. 1
where sigma does not bind to the
left).

in deomdn, 104

N*

first and second sigma
in T'epdoorc, 115

-

in cuy[6Aw, 102

tau is written in three ways:

1) in two strokes, one
downward-curving, with an
adjoining horizontal stroke on the

7

in avtdv, 116

in 10, 104
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right side, as in avtdv, 116 and 1®,
104 (the prevalent form in m. 1);

2) in two strokes, one hori-
zontal and one vertical, as in Tatépo,
106 and tfj, 102 (a form that does
not occur in m. 1);

3) as a single stroke curving
downward, forming a small loop,
then curving upward, as in 76, 112
and 611, 120 (a form that does not
occur in m. 1).

in notépa, 106

AL

int6, 112

7y

in R, 102

‘.".lh
“

in 611, 120

ypsilon is written in two ways: as a
curve opening upward with an
adjoining, leftward-sloping down-
ward stroke, e.g. ovk, 109; (for
parallels, see e.g. P.Mur. 89 = SB
X 10300,4,17 (2" cent.): "Incodg;
cf. Crisci 1996, 192 Fig. 105b) or,
occasionally, as a V-shape, e.g.
o0, 114.

orapyov[ ]| odk dvedo
1, 108-109

e T ;{
%'é"’“h'

o0, 114

Fig. 2 Paleographical features of m. 2
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72 pa 10d Zaovrov Gviiypagov;

m. 2

73 On()  DPrdiifoc?] émi Tagdhov elney

74 o [ Aw]khfig kol Xepéog.

75 L B [ ca.8 Jxewov [ ] ypaup()

76 avrod [ 1.L.].. .al.. 1.[. Ivov(@p)Z
77 o ca.22 ] .
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97 o [0 [ea?]
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@p?).ém_ []. . . xetfiocvy[ca 5]
Bn. .. .[.]maxay ody 8 pn [ca. 4-6]
16 deomd.

kA \ \ \ /4 ~ /
0VdEY TTPOG TOV TTEPQ TOD deoT[0TOVL. ]

ém C ulaptipov? ca.? ]
drapyov[ ca.? ]
odk Gvedo [ ca.? ]
TavTee § [ ca.? ]

ol PA(EPon?) p, [ ca.? ]

10 loyvp[bratov?] [ ca.? ]
v () ... oxedovp [ ca.? ]
tobe()n() eg von  [ca ?]

1} év T'epdoorc ovv 1 &v ITadépoig? ca. ? |

gviov xelp adtdv & [ ca.? ]
gmpePAnTon ek ca.? ]
&yopévn 100 matp[og ca.? ]
gvybov.
St peta v dmPBoiny [ ca.? ]
M0 @avepoi EBodA[ovo ca.? ]
St é&fike 1 moTp[kn? ca.? ]
Kol grehedmagy [ ca.? ]
....... K. toprk [ ca.? ]
traces
traces
traces
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128 1 émi to0tw 88 [ ca.? ]

129 émi waptopav?) [ ca.? ]

130 Aona o [ ca.? ]

131 ¢mi 8¢ TovTov [ ca.? ]
vacat

132 6 a5 (Spoyuac) Z[ ca.? ]

133 o, [ ca.? ]

20 L. ypew@orarxog 21 [ xwveltw 24 [ drnootdocmg 28 1. éheyydévtog 30 L koldoens xovpiodicesbou
corr. ex xovpioOBecOar 31 L &yeybver 32 L mapiveykev 56-57 I. émovjcovro 71 L dvdykmv 120 L
gyybov

VIII. Translation

1-16[...]

17-19 [...] it is discovered — since the people who contrived it were Gerasenes —
that the location of the Gerasenes was substituted and over it was written the location
of Gadora because it was deemed well-suited for the fraud.

20-23 Gadalias is a man who may be cheaply bought, and let not the title of “son
of'a chreophylax” sway the judge. That we are telling the truth is evident, since he failed
to respond to summons at four assizes of Rufus and, having been entered into the list
of xenokritai who were due to be fined, was pardoned on the grounds that he was
without means.

24-27 As regards his committing violence and sedition and banditry, and the money
that he counterfeited, and how he escaped from prison, and how during the visit of the
Emperor he extorted money from many people, among them Lectus the centurion, and
how he was many times convicted and banished — if we report on this, we will give
the impression that we believe we are helpless against his great power.

28-30 All in all, after the forgery was discovered at the court of Postumus, fearing
punishment they took refuge with the boule, each of them giving 125 denarii as an
entry-fee (or: as revenue). For they believe that they will be relieved from punishment
in the name of the boule.

31-38 If it is said on behalf of Gadalias that it had been drawn up under his father
and that he produced witnesses, you will argue, first of all, that no one should be made
liable for the forged document at hand other than the person presenting it; furthermore,
that it was sealed under him and not under his father [...] of the centurion [...] and to
deny at the court of Postumus that he/they had it, and afterwards [...] of the Gerasenes,
having received from them the [...] deed/copy and that which he should have presented.
For if it had been [...] in good faith [...] manner, that is the [...] buyer(?) [...]

39-44 If Saulos claims that [the blame lies(?)] with Gadalias as the one presenting
[the document(?)], you will say that the instigator of the fraud [...] Saulos [...] from
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the buyer(?) [...] copy of his deed [...] not issuing from him. For it is not evident that
he[...]

45-49 That Saulos became a friend and collaborator and accomplice in every
[criminal deed linked with Gadalias(?)] you will establish from the fact that Saulos too
produced counterfeited coins and that they were [denounced(?)] by certain persons on
account of this, one at the court of the governor of Iudaea and the other at the court of
the governor of Arabia.

50-53 And since, by virtue of his being without means [...] toward circumvention
of the fiscus, having remitted what he owed him by way of a loan he used Chaereas,
who bought the slaves in his own name, including Niko- [who] was never in the service
of Chaereas but rather in that of Saulos.

54-59 In addition, (you will say) that Saulos and his father, wishing to manumit
Onesimos the aforementioned slave and not fearing the fiscus, as we have already
recounted, had the slave registered under the name of Chaereas with malicious intent.
Without any money being paid, he was ultimately manumitted in the name of Chaereas,
and he officially goes by that name, even though he was never his slave nor was ever
in his service.

60-69 If someone says on behalf of Diocles and Chaereas that they committed no
wrong, since they received a copy from the seller, then you will say that the fraud
originated with them and is supported by the hatred of Saulos. The greatest proof of
this is that they were discovered as they were coming from the place of Gadalias [...]
the stealthy substitution [...] with the forged copy [...] complicity [...] Saulos [...]
denounced the matter of Onesimos having been manumitted in the name [of Chaereas].

70-72 Because, if they were not involved in the wickedness, what compelling
reason did they have to appear in Gadora if they possessed the copy from Saulos?

73-74 Memorandum/minutes of proceedings:
Flaccus(?) said unto Saulos: “[...] Diocles and Chaereas [...]
75-78 [...] 7,000 drachmai [...] are confiscated.
79-81 And to manumit/the manumitted [...]
82-87 [§1....] inscribed/added [...]
88-94 [§2....83....]
95-97 §4.1...]

98-100 §5. The advocates(?) of Chaereas(?) said(?) [...] through a public
office [...] nothing [...] he wishes [...] well-to-do [...]
101-104 §6. Primus, having been questioned whether it is true, [...]
X drachmai(?) [...] the totality of the damages(?) [...]
what did not [...] to their master.
105-106 §7. Abaskantos [...] for a long time [...]
nothing concerning his master’s father.
107-110 [§8.] Before seven witnesses(?) [...]
belonging [...] by all means [...]
111 §9. The damages(?) [...]
112-115 §10. The strongest(?) [...] nearly [...]
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either in Gerasa or in Gadora(?) [...]
116-119 The deed (or: handwriting) of some of them [...]
was sealed [...]
The next [...] of the father [...]
of the surety.
120-127 [§11.] That after the sealing [...]
but they manifestly wanted to [...]
That the father’s [lease of the chreophylakia(?)] ran out
and he died [...]
128-131 §12. Therefore on this basis [...]
before the witnesses(?) [...]
Therefore on this occasion [...]
vacat
132-133 The one who [...] the 7,000 drachmai [...]

IX. Commentary

The text of P.Cotton is characterized by the use of technical terms of an admin-
istrative, notarial and legal nature, the exact meaning of which is often difficult to grasp.
The meager survival of documents from the Hellenistic and Roman Near East furnishes
little comparative evidence, while the copious material from Roman Egypt in part
exhibits its own distinct vocabulary. The following commentary aims to provide an
extended discussion of the semantic fields of words employed in P.Cotton, relying not
only on modern lexica (LSJ, BDAG, CGL, DGE) but also on the documentary evidence
from Egypt (WB, FW) and on the Latin-Greek glossaries (CGIL) compiled during the
imperial and late antique periods. By doing so, we hope to offer a useful tool for future
work on this text. For convenience, our commentary refers to the Index Graeco-Latinus
compiled by W. C. Heraeus (CGIL VII 439-687), citing the original passages of the
CGIL only when specifically necessary or useful. For detailed analysis of Greek terms
corresponding to Roman legal and institutional terminology, see section IV and the
Appendix.

5 1. p(): Visible at the end of the line is a letter topped with a long horizontal stroke
that appears to indicate the p symbol for éxatovtdpyng, which also appears in lines 26
and 35 (see fig. 1).

17 pev [ .. ] .% ebpioketar The initial pev may indicate the particle puév or the
ending of a first person plural verb; alternatively, it could be part of the ending of a
middle/passive participle. Following pev are traces compatible with alpha; omicron
seems unlikely due to the narrowness and rightward tilt of the letter but cannot be
excluded. After the lacuna follow the letters A or possibly AL, if what looks like alpha
is in fact lambda with an unusually thick lefthand stroke. Possible reconstructions,
respectively, would be: [u]d)’ edpiokerar = “indeed it is discovered” (see LSJ s.v. pdia
I 2: “doubtless”; “indeed”) or [G]AX’ edpioketon = “but it is discovered”. In the latter
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case, the transition from line 16 to line 17 could probably be reconstructed as follows:
[00] | uév . [ .. &]AN edpioketar = “not ... but it is discovered” etc.

gopioketon signifies that the forgery of the Gerasenes was caught by officials, see
e.g. BGU V 1210,248-249 (Roman fiscal rulebook = Gnomon of the Idios Logos, 2™
cent.): ot pn evp[i]okdpevor, etc. with reference to individuals turning themselves in as
opposed to being “discovered” by officials.

17 Tepaonvol (see further lines 18 and 36) refers to citizens of Gerasa (modern
Jerash), a city of the Decapolis, which at the time of our papyrus was situated in
provincia Arabia.'® Gerasa developed into a flourishing economic center in the course
of the early Principate. With the transformation of the Nabatacan kingdom into the
province of Arabia in 106, it served as an administrative center and residence of the
Roman procurator provinciae.'s!

cogioduevol: The verb has a pejorative connotation of deception and trickery, see
LSJ s.v. II: “play subtle tricks” or “deceive” and cogiCopot mpdg T1: “to use fraud for
an end”. Until now, there have been few testimonia for co@iCopot in documentary
sources: a record of arbitration between two Lokrian communities, FD III 4,38 (ca. 110
BCE) 15: xaxompaypdveg kotacopiiopeve = “devised in an evil fashion; a monu-
mental inscription of Antiochus I of Commagene, IGLS I 1 (Nemrud Dag, before 31
BCE) Va, 1-2: cooileo|0ar dikatov vodv = “to evade by trickery its just intent”; an edict
of the prefect of Egypt: P.Princ. II 20 = SB V 8072,3-5 (unknown provenance, 133—
137): xatnyodpon Tovg teEAdvag devig copicacOat toic diepyopévorg = “I am informed
that the tax farmers have devised a clever scheme against those traveling through the
region” and a fourth-century petition: PSI V 452,11: cogilopévoug dbvachon éxihetvery
[TOv Seopov] thig dovleiag = “contriving a means to evade the bonds of slavery”. The
appearance of co@iCopar in these rhetorical formulations and its otherwise rare
attestation in documents reflect the literary register of the term.

17-18 1dmog Tepaonvdv ... témog T'addpa: The object of the forgery was
ostensibly the location where a document was drawn up, which in this case was
evidently altered from “in Gerasa” (év I'epdcoic) to “in Gadora” (presumably &v
Tadépoic, which occurs in line 71, see the commentary). For references to the location
of a transaction in papyri from the Judaean desert, see e.g. P.Yadin I 21,5-6 (Maoza,
130): (date) &v Mawla nepipétpe | Zoopwv; P.Yadin I 12,8-9 (Petra, 124): énpdydn &v
[Tétpg pntpolmdhrer tiig Apaflinlg mp[o tecc]dpwv kakavddv, etc. The latter is clearly
a Greek translation of the Latin formula actum + location + date, see e.g. AE 2012,
358,17 (Nola, 51-75): act(um) Puteol[i]s 1dib(us) Novembr(ibus), etc.

18 évmAhaypévog: évodldoom has the core meaning of “exchange”. Its use with
reference to fraudulent substitution of documents occurs in Plut. Lys. 20, 2: év 8¢ 1®
105 o@payidog émPdiiey dvarldéac ta Pipia pndiv dopépovta th Syel, didmov
gkelvnv adtd kpvea yeypaupévny = “And when it was time to attach the seals, he
exchanged the two rolls, which looked identical, and gave Lysander the one that had

10 On Gerasa, see Kraeling 1938 and more recently Kennedy 2007, Raja 2012, 137-190
and Lichtenberger and Raja 2020.
161 See Isaac 1990, 345-347; Haensch 1997a, 244.



Forgery and Fiscal Fraud in Iudaea and Arabia (P.Cotton) 99

been written secretly”. For a similar sense, see P.Mil.Vogl. VI 281 = SB VI 9484 (Tebtynis,
Arsinoite, 2™ cent.) referring to the fraudulent substitution (évdAlaypa) of an individ-
ual with an impersonator.

In late Roman contracts, évalldooew appears to be a Greek translation of
commutare, compare SB 1 5112 = P.Lond. II 210,44-51 (Apollonopolis, 618) and
ChLA XX 707,9-11 (Ravenna, 540).

T'od®pa: The letters after I'a are almost certainly delta and omega; the tip of the
delta is nearly horizontal, which corresponds to the form of 8¢ immediately preceding;
the omega is written as two connected curving strokes, a form that corresponds to
npdtov, 32. The alternative reading T'ddapa may therefore be excluded. A loose fiber
has shifted some of the ink of omega and rho above the line.

The settlement of I'uddpa (Ptol. Geogr. 5, 15, 23) was located in the Peraea in
eastern Tudaea and is identified with ruins on Tell Gadur near the modern village of al-
Salt / Es-Salt through an inscription on a milestone.'*?> Gadora is to be distinguished
from the better-known city of I'ddapa (Ptol. Geogr. 5, 15, 22), which belonged to the
Decapolis (now Umm-Queis). While Gadara had the rank and institutions of a polis
(see ibid. Ptol. Geogr.), Gadora is classified by Ptolemy as a village (xdpn). It was a
settlement of considerable size and importance that functioned as the administrative
center of the toparchy of the Peraea.'®® It is even conceivable that Gadora acquired a
boule in the Roman period (see n. 23). In the second century, Gadora belonged to the
province of Tudaea and later (after the Bar Kokhba war) to the renamed province of
Syria Palaestina.'® The border between the territory administered by Gadora and the
adjacent territory of Gerasa constituted the boundary between the provinces of Arabia
and Tudaea.'%

éneypdon: In the Roman period, émypdom (“write upon, inscribe”; “register, enter
in a public list”, LSJ s.v. IT and III 2-3) acquires a new meaning of “write in addition”
or “write over an erasure” (LSJ s.v. II 5) corresponding to the Latin induco, see
gmypdeo in the Appendix. This meaning occurs with reference to Roman strictures
against legal documents with erasures or alterations being accepted by public archives.
This Roman policy is spelled out in a well-known edict of the Lycian governor Q.
Veranius, SEG XXXIII 1177 (Myra, 43) 9-11: &t od xpn mopevypopag | x[ai
d]rodolpag &xovta mrtdkia TdV oilk[ov]opovuévav tpocdéyecbar = “that documents
of legal transactions containing alterations or erasures must not be accepted”, as well
as an edict of the Hadrianic prefect Flavius Titianus implementing archival reforms,
P.Oxy. 1 34 verso 1,14-15 (Oxyrhynchus, 127): mapacnuotcd[wcov & molu
am\odMAertton 1y émryéypomral Tu | O [€1€]pwg Exel = “let them make a marginal note if

162 AE 2002, 1559; O’Hea 2002.

163 Avi-Yonah 1976, 60 s.v. Gedora II. Cf. Graf 2017, 422-423.

164 Eck 1999a; see, however, Yasur-Landau and Gambash 2018. For the administrative
subdivision of Iudaea over time, see Cotton 1999. For papyrological evidence for the Peraea as
part of Syria Palaestina ca. 150 see Eck 1998. On the history of the Peraea, see Graf 2017.

165 Seigne 1997; Raja and Lichtenberger 2019.
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something has been erased or added which is different”. As a result of these regulations,
legal documents from Roman Egypt refer to their being xaBapov dmd dheiporog xai
énrypagiic = “free from erasure and addition”, see e.g. BGU 11 266, 31 (Arsinoite, 177).
This Greek expression probably renders sine litura aut inductione (or adiectione), see
the Appendix.'®

In line with this meaning, émypdew in P.Cotton most probably refers to a placename
in a document (more specifically, the location in which it was drawn up) being erased
and overwritten. Registering such a document in an archive was tantamount to
corrupting the public records and punishable under the lex Cornelia de falsis, see e.g.
Dig. 48,10,1,4 (Marcianus 14 inst.) and 48,10,16,2 (Paulus 3 resp.). The manipulation
of archival records may be the substance of the crime of falsum imputed to Gadalias in
lines 31-38 and 62-65. See section III 4 and the entry on padiovpyia in the Appendix.

19 podiovpyiav: On padiovpyio, a technical term for fraus in the Roman period,
see the Appendix. In the context of P.Cotton, padiovpyia fiaus refers to the defrauding
of the fiscus (also phrased meptypoen 10D gickov, 50) involving the fictive alienation
of slaves without payment of the relevant Roman taxes by Saulos with the help of the
Gerasenes and Gadalias, see section III 5.

20 ¢ Cadariag: Gadalias (see also lines 31, 39, 4546, and 63) is a Jewish name
(7972 — GDLYH) of biblical origin, not otherwise attested in Greek documentary
sources, see LINLA II 7677 and 418 and III 82. The orthography here fits that of
Josephus (see e.g. Ant. Iud. 10.155, 157 and 160) rather than the Septuaginta (see e.g.
Jer. 43:25 and 2 Kings 25:22 TI'odoAiog; see however 2 Esdras 10:18 Tadaiia).

The initial article ¢ is written in an unusually large format, presumably due to its
position at the start of a new section, compare the epsilon of £€dv, 39.

ebawvoc: The primary meaning of the term is “of fair price, cheap” (LSJ), typically
with reference to goods or services. This literal meaning predominates in documentary
sources, see e.g. IG XII 3,169,7 (Astypalaea, 2™ cent. BCE), SEG XXXII 1097,18
(Aphrodisias, Roman period) and P.Giss.Apoll. 21,12 (Hermopolis, 2" cent.) with
reference to grain and linen, respectively.

Rhetorical use of ebwvog for venal persons (as in P.Cotton) has literary parallels,
see e.g. Xen. Mem. 2,10,4: vOv 8¢ 810 Ta Tpdypota edmvotdtong fott pilovg dyabode
kthoaocBar = “and now, given the circumstances, is the time to acquire good friends
very cheaply” and Charit. 7,6,3: mdvto. t0 edwvdtepa copoata = “all the persons who
may be bought rather cheaply”. For a rare documentary parallel, see the highly
rhetorical petition documented in SB XX 14401 (Arsinoite, 147) 3-5: mdviov
aioyiotov t@v v Bio dromnudtov éotiv 10 Tovg €AevBipoug To|[nr]ecBon Kkai
OPpilecBon kol p[dr]iota D6 dodhov edmvev fi kol Vo dyevia/lopévav = “of all
offences in life, the most shameful is for free men to be beaten and subjected to wanton
violence, especially by cheap slaves or hired thugs”.

Gvopo: This term occurs throughout P.Cotton (20, 30, 51 and 52) and is used in
several different ways: Svopa, 20 refers to the status-designation of Gadalias as the son

166 On the edict of Veranius, see Worrle 1975, 254-285. On the edict of Titianus, see
Burkhalter 1990, 205-206, 211. See further SEG XIX 854 (Sibidunda, Pisidia, 2" cent.)
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of the local chreophylax (see below); Svopa, 51 describes a payment of money owed
“by way of/under the title of” a loan; dvépatt occurs in the dative in lines 30 and 52
and in the phrase &7 dvépatt, 56 and &€ dvdparoc, 57 and 67 with reference to actions
“in the name of” an individual or group. On 6vopa in these instances as a technical
usage likely corresponding to different legal meanings of nomen, see the Appendix.

The phrase 10 &vope tod viod Tod ypeopvAaxog likely refers to the official titulature
employed by Gadalias, since it was customary for the civic elite of Greek cities in the
Roman period to mention the public offices held by their fathers and sons, see e.g. CPR
XVII A 20,5 (Hermopolis, 321): mapa Adpniiov ITivovtimvog viod Afov yvuvaciapy-
noavtog; IK Ephesos 1033,8-11 (Ephesus, 130-140): IId(nhoc) Kapo[idiog]
IMopeirov 6 onp 10d T[plutdjveng kai adtog Tpdrajvig, Blo]Ju(gvThc).

xpeogdraxog (I xpew-): Originally an administrator of a public archive containing
instruments of debt, the office of chreophylax developed into a public notariate in the
Hellenistic period. In some places, the office also acquired responsibilities in the
administration of civic finances. Chreophylakes are attested both as single officials (see
e.g. IG XII 4, 1, 347, Kos, 2" cent.) and as teams of colleagues (see e.g. P.Dura 25,
Dura Europos, Syria 180). The evidence for chreophylakes consists of inscriptions,
papyri and inscribed bullae attached to archival documents. Its provenance includes the
Greek mainland, the Aegean islands (including Crete), western Asia Minor (in
particular Aphrodisias, see Wiedergut 2020, 15-16 and 23), Cyprus, and the Roman
Near East (Palestine and Mesopotamia), where the office was introduced under the
Seleucids and widely persisted into the Roman period. Chreophylakes and
chreophylakeia are attested in Seleukeia on the Tigris, Nippur, Uruk and Susa,'®” and
in Dura Europos, as evidenced by papyri (2™ cent. BCE-3™ cent. CE) and the remains
of an archival building in the civic center.'%® Evidence for chreophylakes in Palestine
goes back to the second century BCE, when the office is attested on bullae from
Maresha.'®® The fragmentary SB XXVI 16693,1 (Jericho, 2™ cent.) may also mention
the office (] @Orag).

From this evidence, it is reasonable to infer that the office of chreophylax was
widespread in the cities of Syria and Palestine in the Hellenistic and Roman periods,
and that the dual function of chreophylakeia as notariates and archives resembled that
of agoranomeia in Egypt. In Roman Egypt, the administration of public notariates
(agoranomeia as well as village grapheia) was not an appointed or elected office but
was farmed out to lessees (picOmtal = conductores).'” This meant that the office was

167 See Aperghis 2004, 158-159 and 286.

168 See e.g. P.Dura 12,2 (Dura Europos, Syria, 225-250); 15,4 (Dura Europos, Syria, 271
cent. BCE); 17,19 and 27 (Dura Europos, Syria, 180); 25,12 and 27 (Dura Europos, Syria, 180).

169 Stern and Ari’el 2020.

170 See Qertel 1917, 112-115, 332-335 with references to sources, €.g. the application for
the renewal of a lease of a village grapheion in P.Grenf. II 41 = M.Chr. 183 (Soknopaiou Nesos,
Arsinoite, 46). See also the example of Aurelius Agathinos alias Horigenes, attested as a lessee
of the agoranomeion of Oxyrhynchus (doxolovuévog dviv dyopavouiov) in documents across
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renewable and tended in practice to be held for long periods by members of the same
family. To cite one well-known example: a certain Kronion was the head of an
Arsinoite grapheion in the first century CE together with his father Apion, then took
the office over after his father’s death; between them, father and son administered the
grapheion for at least forty-nine years (7-56 CE).!”! The emphasis placed on the family
connection between Gadalias and his father the chreophylax suggests that the
chreophylakia in Tudaea functioned in a similar fashion.

This insight has significant implications for our understanding of the events in
P.Cotton. The question whether a certain document was sealed under Gadalias or his
father the chreophylax (31-38) may be understood as indicating that Gadalias (like
Kronion in the Arsinoite example) was serving as his father’s assistant. This means that
Gadalias would have had access to the archive of the chreophylakeion and was in a
good position to manipulate documents (see further sections III 4-6). At the same time,
the fact of Gadalias being identified as the son of a chreophylax (tod viod 10D
ypeopvraxog, 20) but not as a chreophylax himself appears to indicate that he did not
take over the office from his father, whose death seems to be mentioned in lines 122—
123 (see the commentary to étehedtngey, 123). Perhaps the fact of being drnopog (23)
made Gadalias unable to continue the lease?

The phrase oD xpeo@braxog seems to imply that the town of Gadalias had a single
chreophylax. The authors of P.Cotton anticipate that Gadalias will use his father’s title
to present himself as an upstanding member of the local elite (20-21). Against this
tactic, the prosecutors prepare to demonstrate that Gadalias is financially deficient
(&mopoc, 23) and corruptible (ebwvoc, 20), see section III 7.

21 xewetto (I xwv-): xivéw in this context refers to swaying the mind/emotions of
the judge and may reflect the influence of Latin, see the Appendix.

kprrv: On kpurric as a technical term for iudex, see the Appendix. It is unclear from
the term itself whether a high official (procurator or governor) or delegated judge is meant,
as iudex encompassed both. The substance of the case involving fiscal evasion, the
iudex anticipated in our text may have been a fiscal procurator, see sections III 4 and 9.

21-22 téooapov ... dlyopaiolg (sc. ovvddorg) Podpov: On dydparog as a
translation of forensis with reference to Roman assizes (conventus), see the Appendix.
On the assizes of Judaean governors, see section V. The point of the passage that begins
here (21-27) is to present Gadalias in a negative light, emphasizing his financial
incapacity and repeated failure to attend the governor’s assizes to which he had been
summoned as a xenokrites (see section V).

a span of two decades, see P.Oxy. LXXXVI 5565 (Oxyrhynchus, 279), SB VI 8971 (Oxyrhyn-
chus, 284/285), P.Oxy. IX 1208 (Oxyrhynchus, 291) and P.Laur. IV 154 (Oxyrhynchus, 300);
many thanks to Irene Nicolino for these references.

171" On the Kronion archive, see the useful overview of van Beek 2013 and Langelotti 2020,
31-55, with 44-49 specifically on leasing practices, citing other examples of notariates held
within families.
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22 ‘Pobeov: On the identification of Rufus as Q. Tineius Rufus, see section IIT 1.
Rufus was a consular governor of [udaea between ca. 129—132, during whose term the
Bar Kokhba revolt began; his successor was Sex. Iulius Severus (ca. 133-136).!72 Rufus
is attested in a dedicatory inscription of a statue of Hadrian erected by his beneficiarii
at Caesarea.'”® At Scythopolis, statues in honor of Rufus and his wife and daughter
were erected alongside a statue of Hadrian.!” These statues likely reflect the imperial
visit of Hadrian in 129/130 (see the commentary to line 25) where the emperor would
have been accompanied by Rufus and probably held assizes in both cities.

oy vmikovcev: Here, dmakodm specifically refers to Gadalias failing to respond
when his name is called out from a list of judges at the assize, a meaning that emerges
in documents from the Roman period, with the formula kKAn6évtoc kol dDrokovGAVTOq
in Roman judicial records likely corresponding to citatus responderit in Latin sources,
see DokoV® in the Appendix.

23 Egvokpitag: A term for a board of judges in the eastern provinces that likely
corresponds to recuperatores in Latin, see section V and Egvoxpitat in the Appendix.

évtayeic: The verb signifies the entry of a person into an administrative register, see
LSJ s.v.: “insert or register in”’; WB IV s.v. 2-3: “zu einer Dienstleistung einstellen”;
“in ein Register ... eintragen”. In this sense, see évtoyelc in papyri from Roman Egypt
with reference to eligible recipients of the corn dole at Oxyrhynchus, e.g. P.Oxy. XL
2898 (Oxyrhynchus, 270-271).

dnopog: On dnopog as a technical term for individuals below the wealth threshold
(ndpoc) for exercising public functions in the Roman period, most probably corresponding
to the Latin egens/inops, see the Appendix. By contrast, ebnopoc/edoynov were terms
for individuals who met the wealth threshhold in question, see e.g. see M.Chr. 84 =
BGU 1 194,6 (Arsinoite, 177): &k thig t®v edoynuévov ypaeic = “from the register of
wealthy men”. Belonging to each of these categories had a moral dimension, indicating
a superior or inferior sort of person, who received differential treatment in Roman
judicial administration.!”

In our text, dmopog occurs twice with a different semantic emphasis. In line 23,
dnopog refers to the inability of Gadalias to meet the wealth qualification (n6pog) for
service as a xenokrites (see section V). In the context of the passage (20-23), this serves
to convince the judge that, in spite of Gadalias’ trappings as a member of the civic elite
(the “son of a chreophylax™), he was in fact destitute (i.e. one of the inferior sort) and
accordingly venal (ebwvoc) and capable of criminal deeds. The placement of dmopog as
a rhetorical punchline at the end of the sentence underscores the pejorative force of the
term as a means of (literally) declassing Gadalias. When &mopog reappears in line 50,
it no longer refers to a property qualification but generally characterizes Saulos as

172 On the fasti of Tudaea, see n. 11.

173 See Eck 2007, 89.

174 CIIP II 1276 = AE 2003, 1807 (ed. pr.: Cotton and Eck 2001, 235 no. 7; cf. Eck 2007, 89).

175 On the differential sanctions and punishments dispensed to humiliores and honestiores,
see Garnsey 1970 and Dolganov 2023b against the arguments of Rilinger 1988.

=9
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indigent and disposed toward fiscal fraud (koi 8k 0D dmopov avtov dva mp[og] mept-
ypopny 100 gickov, etc., 50).

At the same time, it seems clear that neither Gadalias nor the other defendants in
our text were truly poor. On the contrary, Saulos is accused of concealing assets by
fraudulent means, see section III 5. Arguably, dmopog in our text has less to do with
actual poverty and more with the social and moral denigration of the defendants as part
of a rhetorical strategy for proving their guilt in the case (in line with the common
rhetorical device of coniectura, see section III 7). For an extended discussion of the
categories of dmopog and edoyiumv being weaponized by forensic orators in judicial
proceedings, see Dolganov 2023b.

gpovhpamifn: On eihavBponém — here, signifying amnesty from punishment
and possibly corresponding to indulgeo in Latin —see the Appendix.

24 mepi Blag: On Bia in our text as a reference to the Roman public crime of vis, see
the Appendix. Under the Principate, the crimen vis was regulated by the Augustan leges
Iuliae de vi publica et privata. On vis in Roman law, see Mommsen 1899, 652—666 and
above section III 7. It is not specified what form of violence is meant in our text, or if
it has a direct relationship to the other misdeeds ascribed to Gadalias. On the link
between vis publica and seditio (the probable referent of dndotacic, see the Appendix)
see the commentary to droctdoeog and section 111 7.

dnootdoeog (I -swq): On dndotacig (CGL 198 s.v.: “secession, revolt, defection,
rebellion, abandonment”) most probably corresponding to seditio in Roman law, see
the Appendix. This meaning of dndotaoig is rare in documents from Egypt, where the
term more often occurs with reference to withdrawal, cession of property, or storage,
rather than uprising.!”® Under the Principate, seditio was punished under the laws
governing vis publica and maiestas, see section III 7. The appearance of Bia alongside
dndotacig in P.Cotton suggests a context of vis publica, indicating a less serious
disturbance than would be classified as maiestas. The substance of the allegation of
dndotacig — whether Gadalias had actually been convicted of seditious activity or
whether the term reflects rhetorical amplification by the prosecutors — is unclear.
While criminal allegations were a well-known aspersion tactic of forensic orators,'”’
the citation of false evidence was subject to heavy penalties, see the commentary to lines

176 See however P.Par. 36,13 (Memphis, 2" cent. BCE) referring to an uprising in Ptolemaic
times. For other instances of dndotacis in papyri from Roman Egypt, see P.Oxy. XVIII 2182
(Oxyrhynchus, 166) concerning the withdrawal of donkey-drivers and donkeys from grain
transport, and P.Oxy. XVI 2005,6 (Oxyrhynchus, 513) with reference to a storage facility. In the
apokrimata of Septimius Severus (P.Col. VI 123 = SB VI 9526, Alexandria, 200) dmootdg (54)
corresponds to abstinens with reference to the refusal of an inheritance.

177 See e.g. P.Oxy. Il 472 (Oxyrhynchus, 130/131), a memorandum similar to P.Cotton
discussed in section 11, where the plaintiff employs allegations of poisoning to sensationalize his
claims in a pecuniary lawsuit; see also the practice described in P.Oxy. II 237,8,13-15
(Oxyrhynchus, ca. 186, citation of a prefectural edict from 142) of using criminal accusations to
distract from pecuniary claims. Already in fourth-century Athens, orators gestured at capital
charges as a means of disparaging their opponents, see e.g. Demosth. 54,1.



Forgery and Fiscal Fraud in Iudaea and Arabia (P.Cotton) 105

32-33. On the possibility of drdotacic referring to Gadalias® involvement in unrest
linked with the Diaspora rebellion (ca. 115—117) or its aftermath, see section III 7.

Anotelog: On Anoteia (“robbery, piracy”, LSJ s.v.) as a probable reference to
latrocinium in legal Latin, see the Appendix. In Roman law, latrocinium was subject to
capital punishment and received emphasis in imperial instructions (mandata) to
provincial governors.!”® Both Anotic and Anoteio are used by Flavius Josephus as
derogatory terms for rebellious activity in Iudaea, particularly in the years preceding
the first Jewish revolt, see further section Il 7.!7 Latrocinium is used in a similarly
rhetorical fashion in a first-century inscription from Umbria, where the cursing of the
names of local notables by a public slave is described as latrocinium.'®°

nepl vopiopatog ob mapeydpagev: For discussion of what sort of coin manipulation
may be meant, see section III 7. On the meaning of Tapayapdoom (LST s.v.: “re-stamp,
i.e. re-value the currency”; “debase the currency”), a term that first emerges in sources
from the Roman period and possibly corresponds to adultero in Latin, see the
Appendix.

25 ®¢ md eipxthc puyev: This phrase literally means “escaped from prison” but
it is unclear if Gadalias literally fled from incarceration or whether this is a figure of
speech for one who managed to evade sentencing or punishment. Compare Plin. Ep.
10,58 where a certain Flavius Archippus, a member of the civic elite of Prusa, had been
condemned to the mines for forgery but evaded his punishment by “breaking his
chains” (reddendumque poenae quam fractis vinculis evasisset). In similar terms, the
eastern provincial jurist Callistratus describes the penal consequences for individuals
in custody conspiring to break out and escape (ut ruptis vinculis et effracto carcere
evadant, Dig. 48,3,13 Callistratus 6 de cogn.). In Plin. Ep. 10,31 it emerges that persons
condemned for capital crimes were quietly masquerading as public slaves in their home
cities. On incarceration in the Roman empire, see Krause 1996, with different forms of
imprisonment (e.g. for purposes of investigation, civil execution and punishment)
discussed at 64-91. The more recent study of Larsen and Letteney 2024 questions the
traditional view that punitive incarceration was not characteristic of premodern
societies.'®! On liberation by governors (venia) or through imperial amnesty (indul-
gentia principis), which could take place even after conviction, see Krause 1996, 212—
222. See further Berger 1953 s.v. indulgentia, Cotton 1984/2022 and the entry on
eovOponéo in the Appendix.

nopovsie Tod Adtokpdropoc: On mapovsia for visits by Roman emperors and their
designated successors, see W.Chr. 413 (Thebes, 19) and SB VI 9617 (Oxyrhynchus,

178 See e.g. Dig. 48,3,6,1 (Marcianus 2 de iudic. publ.); Dig. 48,13,4,2 (Marcianus 14 inst.);
48,19,27.2 (Callistratus 5 de cogn.).

179 On Anotod in Tudaea, see Griinewald 1999, chapter 5.

180 See CIL XI 4639 = ILS 3001 (Tuder, 66-96): sceleratissimi servi publici infando
latrocinio defixa monumentis ordinis decurionum nomina = “the names of decurions that had
been cursed by attaching them to tombs in an act of unspeakable banditry by a most wicked
public slave” with MacRae 2018.

181 Many thanks to the authors for sharing their manuscript in advance of publication.
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129) for Germanicus and Hadrian, respectively. The term was generally used with
reference to visits by royal or official figures (LSJ s.v. 2; WB II s.v. 1; FW s.v.:
“voriibergehende Anwesenheit des Konigs oder eines reisenden Beamten™). In Roman
Egypt, émdnpia was used as well.

This appears to be a direct reference to the visit of Hadrian to Arabia and ITudaea
between October of 129 and June/July of 130 as part of his long journey through the
eastern empire in 128-132."%2 Firmly attested (*) or strongly hypothesized (**)
locations visited by the emperor in the regions relevant to P.Cotton were: *Gerasa,
**Pella, *Scythopolis, **Tiberias, **Sepphoris, **Legio/Caparcotna, *Caesarea and
*Jerusalem, the latter documented in an imperial letter to the city of Hierapolis (SEG
LV 1416, 130), after which Hadrian proceeded through *Gaza and *Pelusium to
*Alexandria.'®® The Decapolis city of Gadara may have been included as well (see
section III 3).

Additionally, scholars have hypothesized that Hadrian may have visited Iudaea a
second time in late 132, a possibility favored by the discovery of a military diploma
that shows Hadrian with the title of proconsul (i.e. still traveling in the provinces) in
December of 132, with the first dated evidence of his return to Rome being April of
133."% If a second visit did occur, it would logically have been linked with the outbreak
of the Bar Kokhba uprising and, as such, unlikely to be the imperial visit mentioned in
our text, which makes no mention of the revolt.'8’

The term Avtokpdtop (= Imperator; cf. Mason 1974, 29 s.v. 3) indicates that
Hadrian was alive when P.Cotton was composed. This supplies a terminus ante quem
of 10 July 138, the date of Hadrian’s death, in addition to the ferminus post quem of his
visit in 129/130.

26 diéocicev: On the term, which in the context of P.Cotton possibly refers to
concussio in Roman law, see the Appendix. Both diaceio and concutio imply extortion
by individuals performing an official function or assuming an official authority. It is
possible that Gadalias was engaged in local tax collection, or practiced the alleged
extortion in connection with his father’s administration of public debts (chreophylakia).
In view of Hadrian’s visit, it may be that Gadalias was a local liturgist involved in

182 Hadrian is not known to have visited Iudaea before his eastern tour of 129-130. The
reference to Tineius Rufus in line 22 (see the commentary ad loc.) further supports the
identification of Hadrian’s mopovcia as the tour of 129-130. Note, however, that epigraphic
evidence shows Lycian cities expecting an imperial visit during Hadrian’s earlier tour of the East
ca. 123, see Tiiner Onen 2013.

183 See Halfmann 1986, 193.206-207; Mor 2016; Weikert 2016, 260—263; Kienast, Eck and
Heil 2017¢, 123; Ecker and Cotton 2019.

184 For the diploma, see Eck, Holder and Pangerl 2010, mentioned in n. 1. For the first dated
evidence of Hadrian’s return to Rome, see AE 2011, 1104. The implications of the diploma’s
discovery are reflected in the timeline of Kienast, Eck and Heil 2017¢, 123. The idea of a second
visit to Judaea is already discussed, with reservations expressed, in Halfmann 1986, 209-210.

185 On the dating of the outbreak, see n. 1.
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imperial requisitions of food or supplies, which he extorted in illicit ways.'® Like the
other offenses imputed to Gadalias, extortion by officials fell under the jurisdiction of
Roman governors.'®’

Another possibility is that Gadalias had demanded judicial bribes as a xenokrites, a
criminal offense punishable under the lex Cornelia de falsis or, in capital cases, under
the lex Cornelia de sicariis et veneficis.'®®

Afiktov: Lectus is a rare Roman cognomen (Kajanto 1965, 275; Solin and Salomies
1994, 350). The role of Lectus in relation to the emperor’s visit remains unclear: was
he a centurion of the Roman army in Iudaea stationed in the city in question (e.g. for
peacekeeping and policing, see Alston 1995, 81-101 and Fuhrmann 2011, 201-238) or
did he belong to the military forces escorting the emperor? On the accentuation of
Lectus in Greek, see Dickey 2023, 369 s.v. mpouAfiktog,.

(éxatovtdpynv): The siglum consists of rho topped with a curving horizontal stroke,
which also appears in line 35 and possibly in line 5. It is clear from the context that the
siglum represents the title of a Roman functionary. In papyri, ékotovtdpyng (= centurio)
is usually represented by rho (the symbol for 100) in combination with chi, typically in
superscript, see Bilabel 1923, 2301. However, there are examples of centurio/centuria
represented only by rho, see O.Ber. 11 226,1 (Berenike, 50-75). P.Cotton appears to be
another attestation of 7%0 as a variant symbol for ékatovrdpync.

7 —— = —
. —— - —
kv | ¥
/ a2 3 # 5
Afiktov (éKa‘COVT(ipX;]V), 26 (éxarovtdpyov), 35 p(), 5

kateyvdodn: In P.Cotton, the meaning is evidently LSJ s.v. III: “give judgement or
sentence against a person”; CGL s.v. 7: “convict, find guilty”; WB I s.v. 3: “jmd. fiir
schuldig erachten, verurteilen”.

26-27 £@ulyadeddn: The basic meaning of the term is to chase away or expel (WB
I s.v.: “verjagen, vertreiben, [Med.] entflichen™) but in our text concretely referring to
banishment (LSJ s.v.: “banish*; CGL s.v.: “banish, send into exile”; cf. puyadeia LSJ
s.v.: “exile, banishment”). Cf. CGIL VII Index Graeco-Latinus: guyoudedo effugio,
exsulo, fugito; puyadeia exilium. In view of molkdxic = “many times”, puyadedm here
probably refers not to exilium but to relegatio, temporary exile, a common punishment
for a wide range of offenses that unlike exilium did not involve loss of status or
confiscation of property.'®

186 On Swceiopdc with reference to requisitions of food, see Mitthof 2001, 1 276-277 and
388; on the logistics of preparing for an imperial visit, see ibid. 1 51-57.

187 See P.Mil.Vogl. II 98 (Arsinoite, ca. 139) and other evidence discussed in Dolganov
2021a, 366-367.

188 See the legal sources cited in n. 26.

189 On temporary exile (relegatio), a frequent punishment in the Roman empire, see Dig.
48,22 and Dolganov 2021a, 359-361.
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27 dvvaocte[tav]: In this context, duvaocteio refers to the possession of unofficial
power and influence and its abusive exercise over others, a special meaning attested in
petitions from the Roman period (see e.g. P.Sakaon 36, Theadelphia, Arsinoite, ca. 280)
that likely corresponds to potentia in legal Latin, see duvaocteia in the Appendix.

28 10 kafbAov 8¢ ovv: This phrase signals a return to the main argument before the
excursus on Gadalias in lines 20-27. The text refers to unnamed individuals in the
plural (see mpocépuyov, 29) whose identity is unclear. The authors may be speaking
about Gadalias and Saulos, who are presumed to be accomplices (see the commentary
to lines 45-49), but are arguably more likely to be referring to the “Gerasenes”
mentioned in lines 17-19 and 36. As far as we can tell, this group included Chaereas,
Diocles and, possibly, Saulos and his unnamed father, see the commentary to line 36
and sections I1I 2-3.

100 Mhaotod: On 10 Mhaoctdv referring most probably to the crimen falsi, see the
Appendix. On falsum in Roman law, see section III 4 and padiovpyia in the Appendix.

émi IToostdpov: The phrase may signify “during Postumus’ term of office” (see LSJ
s.v. éni II “in the time of””) or “in the court of Postumus” (see LSJ s.v. éni 1 1 e: “before
a magistrate or official”’) with reference to incriminating information coming to light
during a court hearing.'®® In view of someone denying something émi IToctépov (kai
émi Iootdpov Apvichor &xewv, 35) the latter interpretation seems more likely. The
identity of Postumus is unknown, nor is it certain whether his investigation took place
during the governorship of Rufus (c. 129-132) or in an earlier period. For discussion
of possible scenarios, see section II1 9.

28-29 @ofoduev[o]t | Thv kéAacwv: On kdéraoig likely corresponding to animad-
versio, a Roman technical term for capital punishment and other penalties for major
crimes, see the Appendix. This connotation would explain why the kéAooic inspired
fear. In our text, kOAooig specifically refers to punishment for the public crime of
forgery mentioned in the previous line (§hevy0évtog 100 mhactod, 28). On the Roman
penalization of forgery (falsum) under the lex Cornelia de falsis (Dig. 48,10,16, Paulus
3 resp.) see section III 4. On the spectrum of punishments for public crimes in Roman
law, usefully summarized by the eastern provincial jurist Callistratus in Dig. 48,19,28
(Callistratus 6 de cogn.), see Mommsen 1899, 897-1011. The individuals in P.Cotton
had good reason to be nervous: even persons of elevated status could still receive a
poena capitis for forgery, as illustrated by the example of Flavius Archippus of Prusa,
who was condemned ad metallum for unspecified deeds falling under the crimen falsi,
see Plin. Ep. 10,58 and the commentary to eipktiig, 25.

Loose fibers, including a fiber descending diagonally from above, have obscured
the nu of k6roowy. An alternative reading of this damaged part of the text could be
koAootav (with the morphological lapsus kolacio provoked by the existing antonym
dxolaocia).

T BovAfi Tposépuyov: To which city the unnamed boule belongs is uncertain. Both
the abovementioned Gerasa and other cities in the region (such as Pella and

190 For this meaning in papyri, see P.Dubl. 11,10 (Arsinoite, 2" cent.): ££ dviikatootdoeng
yevouévng &’ &uod.
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Scythopolis) possessed the status and political institutions of a polis that included a
boule (see the commentary to line 25). Even in the case of Gadora, which was not a
polis, the existence of a boule is possible, since recent research has suggested that in
Roman Tudaea boulai ceased to be an exclusive prerogative of poleis and could, by the
second century, be established in major urban centers such as the capitals of
toparchies.!”! If this is correct, a regional capital like Gadora is where one would expect
to see such a development. It may be that the persons in question made a gift to the
boule in return for its intercession on their behalf, or that they paid for bouleutic
membership in order to receive a milder punishment, see sections III 2—-3 and the
commentary to gic6310v below. On the differential punishment of honestiores (including
all members of the curial/bouleutic class in the Roman empire) and humiliores, see the
sources and literature cited in nn. 21, 37 and 175.

Alternatively, one wonders whether the individuals in question could have appealed
for asylum (dovAic) as a means of avoiding punishment. This would narrow down the
options for the location, since asylia is not a privilege that the sanctuaries of a town
such as Gadora could plausibly have possessed. The temple of Zeus at Gerasa did have
this privilege and is known to have exercised it in the year 70 for a certain Theon, son
of Demetrios, who paid 10,000 drachmai to the temple for his protection during the
first Jewish revolt against Rome.'> However, since no temple but only the boule is
mentioned in P.Cotton, this scenario seems less likely.

ava (dnvapia) pke: On Gvd in a distributive sense with reference to sums of money,
see LSJ s.v. III; CGL s.v. D. On the denarius symbol, see fig. 1 and Bilabel 1923, 2306.

od

(dnvdpua), 29

£lo6d1ov: In its context in P.Cotton, the term has two possible meanings: either
“entry-fee” or “income/revenue” (LSJ s.v.). What sort of payment this was remains
unclear and several scenarios are possible: i. The subjects were not members of the
boule and paid an entry fee to join. — ii. The subjects belonged to the boule and made
a one-time payment of 125 denarii per person as a gift to curry favor. — iii. ilcd81ov
refers to annual revenue from a larger sum donated by the individuals. According to
Pliny the Younger, individuals seeking to join the boulai of cities in Bithynia and
Pontus as additional members (supernumerarii) were expected to pay entry fees of
1,000 or 2,000 denarii (Ep. 10, 112). As a comparison, the magnitude of fees for taking
up magistracies in the provinces (summae honorariae, ob honorem, etc.) ranged from
200 to 10,000 denarii in Africa Proconsularis and between 500 and 5,000 denarii in

91 See n. 23.

192 See Rigsby 1997, 9—11 and Rigsby 2000, who poses the question whether Theon may
have been a Jew seeking protection from persecution in the final phase of the revolt. If so, the
defendants in our text would have had a good historical precedent for seeking asylum at Gerasa.
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Italy.!®3 As regards gifts and donations to communities, sums on the lower end of the
spectrum amounted to several hundred or, more typically, several thousand denarii. If
annual revenue from a larger sum is meant in our text, with interest rates in the Roman
empire ranging from 5% to a maximum of 12%,'** the donated sum would fall between
ca. 1,000 to 2,500 denarii per person for a total of at least ca. 2,000-5,000 and up to
5,000-12,500 denarii, depending on the number of persons involved. This would
accord with the average size of foundations attested in inscriptions from the Roman
provinces.'?® If, however, the passage refers not to Gerasa but to Gadora, a smaller
settlement that was not a polis, the sum of 125 denarii per person would have been a
plausible amount for a bouleutic entry fee or capital sum of a foundation, see further
section III 3.

koveiodioesOar The koldoeog (corr. ex koveiotBesbar): This phrase may be a
technical formulation corresponding to relevari poena/animadversione in Roman law,
see the Appendix and the commentary to k6iactv, 29.

dvlpatt: See the commentary to Svopa, 20 and the entry on Svopa in the Appendix.

BovAng: The surface layer of the papyrus containing the lower portion of vAng has
shifted to the left.

31 Omép: The lower portion of these letters has shifted to the right.

ag émi 10d motpd[c] avtod: The father of Gadalias was a chreophylax (20). The
argument that a transaction was documented under Gadalias seems to suggest that he
was acting as a chreophylax as well, see the commentary to ypeo@diakoc, 20 and
section III 6.

yeydvel (I. &yeybver): Omission of the augment in this verb form is attested in papyri
as well as the New Testament, so it was evidently a common linguistic variation, see
Mandilaras, Verb 111-112 § 233-234. For a papyrological example, see P.Mich. VIII
492,5 (Alexandria, 2" cent.). In this context, yfyvopat has a technical meaning common
in documentary papyri and refers to a transaction being drawn up in a legal document,
see WB s.v. 3: “abgeschlossen werden (vom Vertrage)” and the examples of
P.Cair.Zen. III 59368,13-14 (Memphis? 243 BCE): xa<td> ocvyypolenv v
yeyevnuévny and P.Oxy. 1T 237,4,6 (Oxyrhynchus, ca. 186): opoldynua dia dnpociov
yeyovévai; 26: [6]poroyipata yeyeviioBat. Compare avtilypaeov [xewpolypdeov adtod

31-32 [udplrupag | n[a]pivevkev: In this context, mapaeépm means to produce or
bring forward witnesses (see WB 1II s.v. 2 “einen Menschen herbeischaffen, zuziehen,
vorfithren”), see e.g. M.Chr. 54 = P.Amh. II 81,12 (Hermopolite 247) and M.Chr. 98 =
P.Lips. I 43,11 (Lykopolis? 4" cent.). Although the reading of the prefix map- is not
certain, the alternatives ém@épm or mpopépw are both paleographically and
semantically implausible, as both are consistently used with refence to documents and
not persons, see the commentary to Tpo@épovta, 33.

193 See Duncan-Jones 19822, 83 und 154; cf. Tonisch 2022, 292-295.
194 See Duncan-Jones 19822, 81 and 132—135.
195 See Duncan-Jones 19822, 132—138; cf. Tonisch 2022, 267-279.
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32 aiddéeig: On 81ddokw, here with a special meaning of providing arguments and
evidence in a court case that likely corresponds to instruere causam in legal Latin, see
the Appendix.

32-33 [o]b dsl &voyov dAMo[v] Twva elv[on] mapdvit TAACTd ypdupatt i OV
npoépovta: This argument is in line with Roman legal literature on the presentation
of false evidence in court. In Dig. 48,10,13,1 (Papinianus 15 resp.), an advocatus who
recites a false document before the governor is spared the penalties of the lex Cornelia
de falsis but is nevertheless removed from the ordo decurionum for ten years; a litigant
who knowingly supplied such a document would presumably have been liable under
the lex Cornelia. In Dig. 48,10,31 (a rescript of Pius, cited in Callistratus 3 de cogn.) it
is stated that individuals who cite documents that cannot be authenticated are subject
to heavy punishment, with some leniency for errors in good faith. This self-defence is
clearly anticipated by the authors of P.Cotton, who preemptively argue against it (&i
dpa ko miote Ay etc., 37).1%

33 mhootd ypdupott: The singular ypdppo here signifies a document (see WB 1
s.v. 4). For the phrase mhactov ypdppo, see e.g. P.Oxy. 11 237,8,14-15 (Oxyrhynchus,
ca 186, citation of a prefectural edict from 142). In the legalistic formulation of lines
32-33, this phrase likely corresponds to falsum instrumentum, see the entries on
mhootdc and padiovpyia in the Appendix.

npopépovta: Here and in lines 3940, tpopépw has the specific meaning of “present
as evidence in court” and likely corresponds to profero in legal Latin, see the Appendix.

33-34 1 én adtod | $nePAiOn koi ok émi tod motpog avtod: In this context &l +
gen. may signify “in the presence of” or “in the time of” (see the commentary to émi
IMootépov, 28). The implication seems to be that Gadalias produced a forged or
manipulated document dated to when his father was chreophylax. See further the
commentary to lines 20 and 31 and sections III 4 and 6.

34 $nePfAion: The verb has a broad semantic range. With reference to documents,
an apt definition would be “to seal”: CGL 546 s.v. 4: “affix, apply, stamp; mid. stamp
oneself with”; LSJ s.v. I 3: “affix a seal“ (etc.); WB Is.v.; IV s.v. 2: “Siegel aufdriicken”.

In Roman-period papyri from Tudaea and Syria, forms of émfBdiopan are attested
with reference to the endorsement of notarial instruments: P.Dura 18,34 (Dura Europos,
Syria, 87): (monogram) énefaidpnv; P.Dura 26,5 (Dura Europos, Syria, 227): émi t®v
mPefAnuévov kol doppayeicuévmv avdpdv; P.Dura 30,1 (Dura Europos, Syria, 232):
Iv émBep[AInpévov; P.Euphr. 6,6-7 (Markopolis, Osrhoene, 249): éml t@v $miPe-
BrAnpévav poptopov; P.Yadin I 14,45 and 20-21 (Maoza, Arabia, 125); 15,3 and 17
(Maoza, Arabia, 125); 23,1 and 10 (Maoza, Arabia, 130): éni t@dv SmBefinuévov
paptipov; 26,1: éni 1oV dmPePinuévov xal doppoyicouévav paptipov (Maoza,
Arabia, 131); 14,36: oi émBepAnuévor pdptopec; 15,36: kai nefdrovto udptupec Entd;
cf. 35,5 (Maoza, Arabia, 132?): ém]BefAnuévov. Until now, the exact meaning of this
formula has not received a satisfactory explanation, particularly the combination of
gmPePAnuévov and éoppayicuévov, derived from two verbs that ostensibly both mean

196 These passages are discussed above at n. 34. For an extended analysis, see Schiavo 2007,
126-134.
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“to seal”. In P.Dura 18,34 (Dura Europos, Syria, 87) we even find the corresponding
endorsements (monogram) £meBoAdunv and (monogram) éEoepdywcupon placed
alongside each other. What these signify remains unclear. Naphthali Lewis translates
the relevant phrase in P.Yadin I 14, 15, and 23 as “before the attending witnesses” and
in P.Yadin I 26 as “before the attending witnesses who also affixed their signatures”.
Denis Feissel, Jean Gascou and Javier Teixidor in their commentary to P.Euphr. 6
remark at n. 31 that “le participe moyen émiBepinuévov (6,7), a la place de I’habituel
vmoyeypapuévav, est difficile a traduire”.

It may be concluded from this evidence that émefAnOn in P.Cotton refers to the
endorsement of a document by witnesses through the imposition of seals.

3435 ov | (éxatovtdpyov): At the end of the line, one would
expect either the article to0 | (ékatovtdpyov) or the end of the centurio’s name in the
genitive. To read Afiktov (cf. line 24) does not seem paleographically possible, so
another centurio seems to be mentioned. Alternatively, the reading 100 odtod |
(éxatovtdpyov) = “of the same centurio” is possible. The genitive could indicate a
parallel construction & ... (ékatovtdpyov) + &mi [Tostduov, which would indicate an
earlier hearing before a centurio, after which the case was heard by Postumus as a
higher instance.

35 (ékatovtdpyov): See line 26 with the commentary.

émi ITootdpov: See line 28 with the commentary.

npvicHai: Paleographically, both theta and epsilon are possible, but epsilon does
not yield an existing verb form.

35-36 ] . vjto t@v I'epaonvidv: It is not clear whether a word carries over the
end of the line (e.g. ad|t®) or ends in line 35 and is followed by t@® t@v 'epaonvdv, 36
= “that of the Gerasenes”. Traces below the line suggest 70 or phi followed by omicron
or alpha before upsilon at the end of line 35— perhaps [xeip]oypdoov or [dvt]ypdeov?

36-37 dekdpevog mop’ avtd[v ca. 8  Jypagov xai | § £der adtov mpopépev: A
possible supplement could be de&duevog map’ odTd[v 10 1316]ypagov with reference to
the original handwritten deed that the defendants claim was drafted and registered with
the father of Gadalias at an earlier date (g &l 100 motpd[] adtod yeybvet, 31) but
which the authors of P.Cotton insist was much more recent (811 én avt0D | émefArion
Kol ovK &mi 70D TaTpOg avTod, 34). In papyri from Roman Egypt, archival officials often
specify that a legal document deposited with them is the “handwritten original”, see
e.g. PSI XII 1235 (Oxyrhynchus, 1 cent.) 24-25: xa®’ i816ypagov | doedreiav. It may
be deduced that § £3¢1 adtOv Tpoeépewy refers to the inability of Gadalias to produce a
document out of the archive that one would expect to have been there.

37 xaAfj wiotel: On the phrase, which is a Greek translation of the Latin bona fide,
see the Appendix. On bonae fidei iudicia in Roman law, see Kaser and Hackl 1996,
151-157 and Kaser 19712, 200 and 485-488. These comprised “all actions arising from
consensual or real contracts (except mutuum), the actio tutelae, rei uxoriae, negotiorum
gestorum, and some others” (Berger 1953 s.v.). Real contracts included depositum,
commodatum, mutuum and pignus (see Inst. Iust. 3,14); consensual contracts included
emptio venditio, locatio conductio, societas and mandatum (see Cic. Off. 3, 17, 70). The
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prosecutors seem to anticipate Gadalias’ self-defence of error in good faith with regard
to the manipulation of documents, see the commentary to lines 32-33.

38 tpbémw: This may be a dative of Tpdmog with reference to the manner in which
something is done. Possible supplements include the expression Anotpikd tpén® = “in
a criminal manner” (literally, in the manner of a robber or bandit, Anotfi¢ = latro) which
is common in petitions, see ¢.g. P.Berl.Leihg. 11 40,6 = SB XII 10910 (Theadelphia,
138-160). This would echo the accusation of Anoteio against Gadalias in line 24.
Another possibility is the common clause ® &v aipfitar Tpéme = “in his/her manner of
choice” with reference to the right to dispose freely of property. This clause frequently
occurs in contracts from the Roman period, including several documents from the
Judaean desert (see e.g. P.Yadin I 11,11 [loan on hypothec, En Gedi, 124]: tpénm & dv
aipfitan 6 Tpdoow[v and P.Hever 64,17 [deed of gift, Maoza, 129]: Siowkelv [tp]émm ¢
av [aip]fi) and a contemporary slave sale from Oxyrhynchos, P.Col. X 254,67 (129):
Koi] olkovopety me|[pi adTic @ av oipfilton tpémm = “and to dispose of her (the slave)
in whatever way she chooses”. Additionally, the phrase véu[w | EéMnvik]® wai
EMN]vik® tpdrw = “in the Greek custom and manner” occurs in a contemporary
marriage contract from Nahal Hever, P.Hever 65 = P.Yadin I 37,9-19 (Maoza, 131)
with reference to marital arrangements (see Katzoff 2005 with further literature) but it
is not clear that this constitutes an apt parallel for our text.

Alternatively, tpén® could be the dative ending of émitpdme with reference to a
Roman procurator. This would be an additional clue regarding the identity of Postumus
(28 and 35) before whom judicial proceedings take place, see further section III 9.

39 Zaobrog: Saulos is the Greek form of yet another unmistakably Jewish name of
biblical origin: 2w (S"WL). In documents from the Judaean desert, the name ZaodAog
appears in P.Mur. 94 = SB X 10303,9 (2" cent.) which is both geographically and
temporally close to P.Cotton. The name is otherwise comparatively rare in documentary
sources, see the testimonia collected in LINLA III 148: TADAE IV 8,9 (Edfu, 2" cent.
BCE) and JTS 1923, 129 (Oxyrhynchus, before 212), both in Hebrew script; P.Wisc. 11
57,13 (Polydeukia, Arsinoite, 200): ZadAg; CIJ? 696a,1-2 (Thessaly, 3"-4™ cent.):
Saov|h. See further CPJ 5,623,3 (1% cent.) in Hebrew script; P.Flor. 1T 280,17
(Antaiopolite, 514): Zad); O.Petr. Mus. 264,1 (Thebes, 6""-7" cent.): Zaodrog and SB
XX 15002,1 (Arsinoite, 7—8% cent.): ZaodA.

39-40 mepitov Cadakiov . [ ca. 12 mpolpépovita: mepi + accusative could refer
to matters “concerning Gadalias” (LSJ s.v. C I 5) or individuals “in the entourage of”
Gadalias (LSJ s.v. C I 2). Alternatively, this could be a legal formulation indicating
possession or liability, see WB 1I s.v. 2a “den Kreis des Eigentumrechtes oder der
Beschaffenheit bezeichnend” with the example of P.Oxy. XXXIV 2722,16-17
(Oxyrhynchus, 154): cuvjyopd puévewy mepi o€ = I permit (the pledge) to remain with
you”. In particular, there are several examples in Roman-period papyri of the
expression pépytv mepi N. N. (acc.) yéveoBon with reference to liability, see e.g. P.Mich.
XX 811,14-15 (Oxyrhynchus, 372): €i¢ 10] | undepiov pépytv mepi Eug yéveshor = “so
that no blame lie with me”. It is implicit in lines 40—-41 that Saulos is trying to
incriminate Gadalias, so he may be saying that the blame lies with Gadalias as the



114 Anna Dolganov — Fritz Mitthof — Hannah M. Cotton — Avner Ecker

N u[épyig oty o¢ Tpoleépovita, Epeic It etc.

On the legal meaning of npo@épw, see the commentary to wpolpépov|ta, 33 and
npoeépw in the Appendix.

40 ovbéving: On the term, which designates the initiator of the fraud and
corresponds to the legal Latin auctor, see the Appendix.

4041 1. |uevog Zaodrog: A possible supplement could be mpolke[t]|uevog or
npoyey]pa[u]|pévog referring back to ¢ tfig padiovpylag avbéving in the previous line
= “that the instigator of the fraud [... was] the present/aforementioned Saulos”.

...... [ : Here, yiyvopon — either
yeyevnuév[ov or the infinitive yeyevicbar [ — occurs with the same technical meaning
as in lines 31 and 44 with reference to the drafting of a legal document, see the
commentary to line 31. The phrase dvtlypagov yeipoypdeov may refer to a copy of the
deed being registered in the chreophylakeion, see e.g. P.Giss. 1 8,89 (Apollonopolite,
119) with reference to a sale of land: dnoygypdedar gl v 1@V évkticewv | Biiio-
Oy dvtiypagov xewpoypdeov = “that he has registered in the archive of acquisitions
a copy of the deed, etc.” In our text, the possessive pronoun avtod refers to the
xepdypagov, not the copy.
to line 31. In late Roman legal documents, the expression ylyvouou + wapd, is part of a
standard formula referring to the initiator of a transaction (e.g. P.Vat.Aphrodit. 10,11
(Antinoupolis, 527-542): [0]n[0]6MKng yeyevnuévng mapd tdv adtod yovéwmv; P.Oxy.
XVI 1893,18 (Oxyrhynchus, 535): opoi(oyia) yev(ouévn) ma(pd) Mnva). It is possible
that the phrase has a similar sense in P.Cotton. The referent of yevpevov is presumably
again a document (see dvtiypagov and xeipdypagov, 42-43).

45 ovvepydec: The term is employed with a negative connotation, see CGL s.v. 2:
“(ref. to a person or god, sts. w. a sinister connot.) collaborator, assistant, accomplice”;
WB 1II s.v.; “Helfershelfer (im schlechten Sinne); SpieBgeselle”.

kowwvdg: On the term, which in this context means “partner” in the sense of
“accomplice” and corresponds to socius in legal Latin, see the Appendix. The socii of
convicted criminals were subject to the same punishment, see e.g. Dig. 48,15,6,2
(Callistratus 6 de cogn.) and Dig. 48,10,20 (Hermogenianus 6 iuris epit.).

45-46 mavtog [ ca.8 ] [ Todaki?]|av: Itis clear from lines 4849 that Gadalias
is mentioned somewhere in this part of the text. Accordingly, the supplement of his
name here seems a likely possibility. A plausible supplement in the lacuna could be
something in the order of: kowwvog mavtodg k[axod 10D mept (TOv?) Tadodi]jav =
“accomplice in every [criminal deed linked with(?)] Gadalias”. Cf. Scholia in Pindarum
(scholia vetera) 64b: mol\oi, pnot, T@®v yertdvev dnidovcay 100 kakod Tod Tepl v
Kopwvida = “he says that many of the neighbors shared in the evil around Coronis”.
The traces immediately before the lacuna would fit kappa well.

46 napootioeis: In this context, the verb has the meaning of “set before the mind,
present”; “prove, show” (LSJ s.v. A II). By contrast, in documents from Roman Egypt,
the term typically means “bring forward, produce, esp. in a court of justice” (LSJ s.v.
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CI),seee.g. P.Mil.Vogl. 1 25,4,7-8 (Tebtynis, Arsinoite, ca. 127) reedited in Dolganov
2023b no. 2.

4647 10 mapa[keyapa]y[uévov voljiuopa: See Tapoyupdocw, 24 and the relevant
entry on Tapayapdocw adultero in the Appendix. On the counterfeiting of coinage, see
section III 7.

4748 kol 6 Tvolv ca. 10 ]|0o1 todtov &v[elka: In this section (45-49), the
authors of P.Cotton seek to substantiate their claim that Gadalias and Saulos had a
history of criminal complicity by citing evidence that both were involved in the
counterfeiting of coins. A possible reconstruction of the lacuna could be: koi v16 TV [v
katnyopeio]|Bor Tovtov &v[e]ka = “and that [charges were brought against them] by
certain persons on account of this” in the courts of the respective governors of Tudaea
and Arabia. If this interpretation is correct, the argument of the prosecutors is indirect,
inferring previous collaboration between Gadalias and Saulos from the fact that they
were both denounced or indicted for the same offense in their respective provinces.

Paleographically, it is possible to read the singular vnd Tvo[c, but it seems less
likely that two culprits were reported in two different provinces by the same person.

48 myg[p]ovu: The reading is uncertain from the visible traces. The title fiyepdv, a
Greek term for a Roman provincial governor corresponding to the Latin praeses (see
Mason 1974, 52 s.v. 4), seems the most appropriate in this context, especially in view
of the parallel construction with Arabia in line 49. The phrase nopa t® + (dat.) with
reference to the jurisdiction of a particular official is well-attested in documentary
sources, see e.g. P.Oxy. II 237,7,5 (Oxyrhynchus, ca. 186): 8¢ © koi vdv memo[in]ton
nopa 1@ [AJapmpotdre yepdvi vruylag = “through the petition that he has filed even
now with the (court of) the prefect, vir clarissimus”.

50 xai £k tod dropov avtov dvta mp[oc] mepypaeny tod efoxov [ ] [, ]
ov: On dnopoc/dnopelv, see the commentary to line 23 and the entry on dnopog
egens/inops in the Appendix. The syntax of the sentence makes it overwhelmingly
likely that the subject of drmopov is Saulos, whose alleged criminal past is the focus of
the preceding lines. A plausible reconstruction of the line would be: kai £k 10D dmopov
a0tV dvta mp[og] meptypagny Tod glokov [iv]at [Etot]uov = “and since, by virtue of
his being without means, he was prepared to defraud the fiscus”, etc. For a similar
grammatical construction, with a substantive infinitive interrupted by a participial
phrase, see e.g. Dio Chrys. Or. 35,9: 10 & adtOv Gvéntov dvta kol SehOv Kol
dxéLooTtov Kol undev Srapépovto IOV Poocknudtov GpeTAc Tl vouioo TposhKey adTd,
10070 &M TOVTEADC SevOv Kai TG YoAemmTdIng mac®dv dvoiac kol poviag = “and the
fact of him, being senseless and lazy and intemperate and in no way different from
cattle, believing that he has any claim to virtue — this indeed is utterly horrible and a
sign of the worst sort of folly and madness”.

neptypogrv: On the term, which corresponds to circumscriptio, “circumvention,
fraud” and is well-attested with reference to fiscal fraud (meprypagn tod Tapeiov/
@iokov), see the Appendix.

10D piokov: The beginning of pickov is obscured by the surface layer of the papyrus
shifting to the left and underneath the fibers of the preceding tod. On the Roman
imperial treasury (fiscus) see Brunt 1966/1990 and Alpers 1995.
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51 émidoac: In this context, EmAdm refers to the remission of a financial obligation
(cf. LSJ s.v. 5: “release, discharge a debtor”; WB I s.v. 1: ,,eine Schuldverbindlichkeit
16schen”). For documentary parallels, see e.g. SEG I 366,44—45 (Samos, 3" cent. BCE):
Kol ToVG Té[kovg kal 6 Aomd dvakdpata dvto EmAdoey = “to remit both the interest
and remaining expenses” and an Augustan clause in the Greek text of the lex portorii
Asiae, SEG XXXIX 1180,115 (Ephesus, 62): &av pn émAvdf, 1od veyvpdoavtog £otm
= “if it is not redeemed, let it belong to the person who seized it” (translated as si ...
redemptum non erit, eius qui ceperit esto by Cottier et al. 2008, 73). The point may be
that Saulos chose Chaereas as an impecunious accomplice who was indebted to him
and would cooperate with his scheme in order to have his debts forgiven.

tov Xoupéa kéxpn[tar]: Loose fibers on the surface of the papyrus have shifted the
upper part of the letters to the left. For ypdopat with the accusative in later Greek, see
LSJ s.v. VI with the example of 1 Ep.Cor.7.31: ol ypdpevol tov kdopov = “those who
use the world”. On Chaereas, see sections III 3—4 and the commentary to lines 28 and
56-61.
evident that the text refers to the sale of slaves. Other terms for this include dvépdmoda,
noidec, mouddpia, omuota, but none fit the traces. Another possible reading could be
ndvtog, which would provide even more emphatic support for the interpretation
whereby Saulos was seeking to defraud the fiscus by fictively selling off his slaves, see
further section III 5. On the terminology for slaves in papyri, see Biezunska-Malowist
1984, 18; Straus 2004, 245-249.

dvlpatt gtod: See the commentary to Svopa, 20 and the entry on Gvopa nomen in
the Appendix. Lines 52—53 clearly indicate that aytod in this context refers to Chaereas
and accordingly has a reflexive sense (suo nomine). It may be that the contracted
reflexive form adtod is meant here.

gvolc kol Nwo[ ] :Itis clear from the context that a specific slave is
mentioned by name, with an ensuing relative clause governed by yéyovev, 53. The
traces after xai are incompatible with the names Onesimos (55, 69) and Abaskantos
(105), other slaves mentioned in the papyrus. Instead, there is a clear nu followed by
another letter and then a clear kappa with visible traces of omicron. There are numerous
possibilities for names starting with Nuco- of which Nikddnuog (LINLA T 298-299, 11
456), Nikopayog (LINLA II 231) and Nikéiowg (LINLA I 299) are attested among
Jews. A possible reconstruction of the text could be: év oig koi Nucd[dn]uov, Somep
undéjmote Hmo v Sraxoviav 100 Xapdov yéyovev = “among them Nikodemos, who
however was never in the service of Chaereas” etc.

53 Swaxoviav: On the term, which corresponds to the Latin ministerium, see the
Appendix and the HAS s.v. Sidxovoc. On servilia ministeria in Roman legal literature,
see EnBlin 1935, 488. For ministerium expressing the totality of the services rendered
by slaves in an estate, see Cod. Iust. 3,33,9: mancipia, quorum testamento ministerium
matri relictum est = “the slaves whose service was bequeathed to the mother in a will”.

55 ‘Ovficyov dodrov 1OV mpoyeypoppévov: Onesimos/Onesimus was likewise a
common name for slaves in the Roman empire, see Solin 20032, I 986-997. Most
famous is of course Onesimos of the Book of Philemon 1:10, see Lambertz 1907, 51
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and Arzt-Grabner 2003, 83—108. Onesimos is also attested for Jews, including a witness
named ‘Qviciuocg (sic) in a loan contract from the archive of Babatha, see LINLA 1312
(P.Yadin I 11,33, En Gedi, 124) and III 348 (6 testimonia). Evidently, Onesimos was
already mentioned (rpoyeypappévoc) in the lost portion of the text before col. IT— but
not in line 52, where the name is not compatible with the traces.

56 36hg movnp®: On the phrase, which is a standard Greek translation of the Latin
dolo malo, see the Appendix.

56-57 wxataypaenyv énoficavto: In Hellenistic Egypt, xataypoagn signified the
registration of sales of real property (land, urban real estate, and slaves) in special
registers kept by local officials, in particular the agoranomoi.'”” In Roman Egypt,
kotaypagn likewise denoted the registration of acquisitions of real property and the
transfer of property titles, employing expressions such as xataypdew + N. N. (dat.) or
kataypdow €ic Svopo N. N.'® WB I s.v. 2 and FW s.v.: “urkundliche Hinweg-
schreibung eines Besitzes (auf Veranlassung des bisherigen Besitzers), sodal der Besitz
auf den neuen Besitzer iibergeht (Abtretungsurkunde, Ubereignungsurkunde)”;
“Umschreibung des Besitzes im Besitzamte”.'”

The katoypogri of slaves is also attested in Roman Syria. A second-century papyrus
documents the katoypoaen of the sale of a slave and half of a vineyard through the local
chreophylakeion (P.Dura 25, Dura Europos, Syria, 180). A third-century sale of a slave
in the Syrian village of Beth Phouraia (P.Euphr. 8, 251) specifies that the seller has
presented the buyer with a written record of the katoypagn of his purchase of the slave
several months earlier, together with a copy of the contract of sale (14-18): Eémvnuévnv
3¢ adt® Kkatd katoypaenv fv énédeilev | yleyevinuévmv év Temtyuie kolovig
Ipdxiov | Neoenvod, v kal Ty mpotépav cuvypapnv &8wkev O drodduevog | td
do[vn]uéve &g dopdigiay = “having been purchased for himself from Septimius
Saturnilus Proclus, citizen of Nisibis, in accordance with the xatoypaen which he
presented, which was drafted in the colonia Septimia metropolis Nisibis on the fifth day
before the Kalends of May, which document together with the earlier contract of sale
the seller gave to the buyer for his security”.??’ Clearly, in the province of Syria

197 See Wolff 1978, 184-221.

198 See e.g. BGU IV 1128,12 (Alexandria, 14 BCE): kataypdyew tdt vidt Aniovi = “to
register to his son Apion”. For further examples, see P.Mil. Vogl. II 98 (Tebtynis, Arsinoite,
138/139); M.Chr. 258 = P.Lond. II 334 (Nilopolis, Arsinoite, 166); P.Wisc. I 9 (Oxyrhynchus,
183). See Wolff 1978, 197-207; Straus 2004, 44-52 and 175-176.

199 On the xotoypagn of sales in Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt, see Wolff 1978, 184-221 and
the useful collection of sources with commentary by Yiftach-Firanko 2014. The supposed
second-century decline of the procedure posited by Wolff 1978, 207-212 is rightly doubted by
Yiftach-Firanko 2014, 325. Anna Dolganov takes up this question in a separate article.

200 See also P.Euphr. 9 (Beth Phouraia, Syria Coele, 252), where only the katoypagn of the
seller’s acquisition of the slave is mentioned. The editors of P.Dur. 25 and P.Euphr. 8-9
incorrectly interpret katoypagn as the deed of sale itself (an error repeated in Johannsen 2017,
117-168 on P.Euphr. 8-9). It is clear from P.Euphr. 8,14—17 (xotaypa@ny ... iv kol Ty tpotépav
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acquisitions of real property (both real estate and slaves) were subject to registration,
as they were in Roman Egypt.?’!

Kozoypogn as a term for the registration of real property is also documented in the
provinces of Asia and Macedonia. In an Ephesian inscription from the Flavian period,
multiple instances of kotaypagiov followed by sums in denarii appear to refer to
registration-fees, with cdpatog katoypagpiov likely signifying the fee for registering
the acquisition of a slave (line 23).2%2 xataypdem is also a standard term for registering
slaves in the sanctuary of Apollo Lairbenos in the vicinity of Hierapolis in Phrygia, as
well as sanctuaries in Macedonia.?®* A third-century Roman ordinance preserved in an
inscription from Beroia prescribes the archival registration of slave sales, likewise
termed xataypagpn.2%*

Roman-period papyri from Egypt indicate that katoypagn applied exclusively to
notarized sales — in Roman administrative language, dnudoiot ypnuotiopoi.?% Sales
executed via informal deeds (xe1pdypaga) needed to be notarized in the central archives
at Alexandria (a procedure called dnuociwoic) before being registered through
kataypoaen.?’® The evidence shows that xoatoypagr was often delayed to the point of
further transfer of title — for example when the property was due to be inherited or
sold to someone else.?’7 In P.Cotton, the occasion for kotaypogn appears to have been
the manumission of the slave Onesimos, which likewise suggests deliberate delay of
registration (see section III 5). It is logical that the slave’s ownership by Chaereas had
to be formally registered before the manumission — a procedure involving change of
legal, fiscal and potentially also civic status — could take place.

cuvypagny £mkev 6 drnodduevoc) that two distinct documents are meant: the kotaypogn of the
sale and the contract that preceded it (v mpotépav cuvypaenv).

201 See further Mitthof and Papathomas 2015, 100-101.

202 See IK Ephesos 13 = SEG XXXVII 884 (Ephesus, Flavian period) with the remarks of
Habicht 1975, 89: “It may also be that kataypagiov means the registration-fee, and that concerns
the registration of a slave. It seems obvious that there must have been, throughout the Empire,
public records on the possession of slaves, either in connection with the general census-lists or
in connection with the tax called quinta et vicesima venalium mancipiorum.” On this tax, see
section III 5.

203 See Oztiirk and Tanriver 2008; I.Leukopetra 94 (Beroia, Macedonia, 239) and REG 12
(1899) 170 no. 2 (Edessa, Macedonia, 234). Many thanks to one of the anonymous reviewers for
drawing the Phrygian inscriptions to our attention.

204 See EKM 1 Beroia 13 = SEG XLVIII 750,9-19 (Beroia, Macedonia, 3" cent.): v &viv
kataypd| [@ew. The text has been identified as an ordinance of the governor Tertullianus Aquila
regulating manumissions in the aftermath of the Constitutio Antoniniana, see further Youni 2010.

205 On dnpdoiot ypnuoticpot and the procedure of dnpociwotg, see Wolff 1978, 139-140
and 129-135 and Burkhalter 1990, 203—-208.

206 On the dnpociwoig of yepdypapa, often long after the initial transaction, see Yiftach-
Firanko 2008.

207 See Yiftach 2008. Alternatively, some ygipdypaga make clear that kataypaen is delayed
because the full price of the object has not yet been paid, see e.g. P.Vind.Sal. 4 (Soknopaiou
Nesos, Arsinoite, 11).
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The appearance of katoypoer; in P.Cotton is the first attestation of this term in
papyri from the Judaean desert. That xataypagn could refer to the census may be
excluded: in Roman Palestine, registration in the census was termed dmoypogr| or
dmotipnoig. 2% In view of the evidence for kotaypaer as registration of real property in
Roman Syria, Asia, Macedonia and Egypt, it is reasonable to conclude that similar
registration procedures were in place in Roman Iudaea and Arabia.

57 dpyvpiov un ApOunuévov: This presumably refers to the manumission tax being
omitted, see further section III 5.

népag nhevbepwdn: The relatively rare adverbial use of wépag (LSJ s.v. A: “end,
limit, boundary”) has the meaning of LSJ s.v. IV: “at length, at last”; CGL s.v.:
“finally”’; BDAG s.v. B: “in conclusion, at the end” with the example of Polyb. 2,55,6:
kol mépag EkPolav Todg Meyakonohitag katéoye v mdlv = “he finally ejected the
Megalopolitans and took the city”. On the manumission of Onesimos, see section I1I 5.

58 ypnuartier: For the relevant definition of ypnpotilw, see LST s.v. III: “to take
and bear a title or name, to be called or styled so and so”; WB II s.v. 4: “cinen
rechtsgiiltigen Namen (Titel) fithren, benannt werden, heilen”. The intended meaning
is clearly that Onesimos identified himself in official documents as the freedman of
Chaereas.

60 AwkAéovg kol Xaipéov: Both Greek names were frequent in the Roman period
and are attested among Jews. For Xaipéac, see LINLA 1311 and IIT 395; for AtokAfic,
see LINLA III 245.

60-61 av[tiypagov yap Eafov mapa dedwkdtog: The alternative reading Elafov
nopadedwkdtog from mapadidop, “cede, transfer” is syntactically implausible. In both
cases one would expect the article ToD, which is elided in our text. It seems likely that
318mut here refers to Saulos as the seller of Onesimos.?” Accordingly, the dvtiypagpov
received by Chaereas and Diocles from Saulos was presumably a copy or exemplar of
the contract of sale. This document is mentioned again in lines 70—72.

Alternatively, it is conceivable that §edwkdg refers to the payment of taxes on the
slave sale, and that Chaereas and Diocles are emphasizing their possession of a written
record of Saulos’ payment of the relevant taxes. For parallels, see e.g. W.Chr. 37 =
BGU 111 925,9 (Herakleopolis, 3™ cent.): dnonteicOmoay oi un Sedwrd[te]g = “let those
who have not paid be pressed for payment”; P.Oslo III 144,2 (Oxyrhynchus, 270-275):
Adyog 1V dedwrdto[v] = “account of payers”.

62 fiptntat: The verb dptdo in the middle/passive means “to be hung upon, to hang
upon” (LSJ s.v. II) or “to depend” (BDAG s.v. 3). In documentary papyri, the verb’s
meaning includes “to be based on/supported by” (WB [ and WB IV s.v.) with reference
to the legal basis of claims, see M.Chr. 198 = Pap.Agon 2 = BGU IV 1073,8-9
(Oxyrhynchus, 274): dikoua fpiv mapédeto £ovtod Aptnuéva kadoMkdv vopwmvy = “he

208 See Palme 1993, 19-20.

209 Although the act of sale in papyri is more typically rendered with drod{dwpt and the
seller as dmoddpevog, see e.g. M.Chr. 171 = P.Lips. I 4,21 (Hermopolis, 293): dnéc]xev 6
anoddpevog Kdo[t]op [ra]pa thc mpifa]uévn[c] Kupihhodrog = “Castor the seller received from
the buyer Cyrillous, etc.”.
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presented us with documentation of his privileges, grounded in general laws”; see
further CPR VII 20,10 (Hermopolis, early 4™ cent.); P.Nag. Hamm. 144,22 (unknown
provenance, early 4" cent.); P.Nekr. 23 = SB III 7205,5 (Chosis, Oasis Magna, 290—
292); P.Oxy. XLVII 3350,17 (Oxyrhynchite, 330). The verb is typically employed with
the genitive or with phrases such as £ tvog or énd Tvoc. By contrast, in P.Cotton we
find the causal expression 814 + accusative.

&Opav: For the meaning of #Bpa in literary sources, see LSJ s.v.: “hatred for,
enmity to one”; “hostility”. The word belongs to a literary register and is rare in
documentary texts. An appointment of a court representative from the third century
(P.Oxy. XIV 1642,29, Oxyrhynchus, 289) refers to someone being nominated to a
liturgy mpdg &xOpav, which may be translated “out of enmity”. In view of the allegations
of rebellion against Gadalias (mepi Blag kol drootdosog koi Anoteiog, 24), it is possible
that the object of Saulos’ hatred implied by the authors of P.Cotton is the Roman state.
Alternatively, this may be a reference to Saulos betraying his accomplices Chaereas
and Diocles (67-68), see section III 10.

64 dmofoMiv [ ca. 5 Jrac: For the meaning of vmoPoAn, see LSJ s.v. 1-2: “a
throwing or laying under”; “substitution by stealth”; CGL s.v. 3: “substitution,
counterfeiting”. Cognate terms (subicere, subditicius, suppositus) existed in Latin. In
P.Cotton this seems to be a reference to a suppositious document. A plausible
reconstruction would be dopoAnyv nfoodv]toc.

65 ovveldno[ : On the term cvveidnoig, in this context corresponding to the Latin
conscientia (Berger 1953 s.v. “knowledge of a crime committed by another”), a technical
legal meaning that emerges in sources from the Roman period, see the Appendix. On
conscientia as grounds for establishing complicity in Roman law, see section III 6.

66 oo [ ca.7 ] onékmopa _ [ca.5]: After the first lacuna, it is unclear
whether we have 811 or its variants, or the dative ending of eiknedtt from Aoppdve or
a compound thereof. In this context, &k mopa- suggests the expression 8k Tapa-
Aoy opod] = “falsely, by deception” which is compatible with the traces and would be
sufficient to fill the rest of the line. For examples, see e.g. P.Bingen 107 (Arsinoite, 250)
and P.Oxy. VIII 1103,5 (Oxyrhynchus, 360).

67-68 mpadlyna kothvyethey: In this context, mpdyuo may refer to the crime
committed by Saulos or, in a more neutral sense, to the events surrounding the
manumission of Onesimos (WB II s.v. 1-2). On kotayyéAe in this context likely
corresponding to nuntio/defero in legal Latin, see the Appendix. Who exactly
denounced the matter to Roman officials is not specified, but it may have been Saulos
himself, who is mentioned in the nominative case. For discussion of possible scenarios,
see section III 10.
corresponds to alienus/extraneus in legal Latin, see the Appendix.

71 Tadépoig: The reading is likely, but not fully certain. The lower part of the
horizontal stroke of the first letter curves slightly to the right, which resembles sigma
more than gamma; but there are parallels for a curving gamma in m. 1 (see e.g. dlyopaiorg,
21-22). Other possibilities include omicron instead of alpha, lambda instead of delta,
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and alpha instead of the final omicron. Tadépoig is to be preferred, however, because
the alternative readings do not correspond to a known location in Tudaea or Arabia.

It remains an open question whether T'adépoig is the dative of Tadd®pa, a location
in the Peraca mentioned in line 18, or whether it could be the dative of Gadara in the
Decapolis (see the commentary to line 18), not mentioned in the extant portion of the
text. The form Tadépoig (with epsilon) is not otherwise attested. For Gadara (typically
employed in Greek as a neuter plural, rarely as a feminine) there are numerous
attestations of the genitive I'addpwv and the dative Toddpoig in texts that include
Josephus (Ant. Iud. and Bell. Iud.), the New Testament (Matthew 196), Christian
writers, the acts of church councils, etc. For Gadora, no inflected forms are attested, but
it may be noted that in the Septuagint epsilon is used to render in Greek the location of
nopyog Tadep (Genesis 35:16), presumably an etymologically related toponym in
regional proximity to Gadora.

On balance, it is more plausible to regard Tadépoig as the dative of Taddpa (18),
which is mentioned in the text, rather than a previously unknown alternative Greek
orthography of the dative of I'ddupa, a location not mentioned in P.Cotton. The phrase
1} év Tepdoorc odv 7 &v [adéporc? (115) suggests that only two locations are involved
in our text and further corroborates the likelihood of Gadora.

73 dm( ): The superimposed ypsilon-pi (see fig. 2 in section VI) indicates a textual
abbreviation that could represent any word beginning with Ozxt- or wv-. Parallels for this
siglum occur in labels and colophons of literary texts, where the abbreviation stands for
Or(Spvnue) = “commentary, treatise”. A particularly close visual parallel is furnished
by P.Oxy. XXV 2433 (commentary to Simonides, Oxyrhynchus, 2" cent.):
Zwovideiov vm(Opvnua), see also P.Oxy. XXIV 2392 (commentary to Alcman,
Oxyrhynchus, 2™ cent.) and P.Miinch. II 23, 26 (surgical treatise, 3 cent.).?!
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om( ), P.Cotton, 73 on( ), P.Oxy. XXV 24332 on( ), P.Oxy. XXIV 2392.4

In the above-mentioned examples, the siglum denotes a textual commentary or
expository treatise (see LSJ s.v. dmdéuvnua I 5). In P.Cotton, however, the siglum marks
the beginning of rapid abbreviated notes that appear to record statements made during
judicial proceedings, including one clear reference to an individual being questioned (O

The presence of a judicial record in this part of the text accords with another well-
attested meaning of Oméuvnpa (LSJ s.v. 11 4) corresponding to the Latin commentarius,
a term for the administrative and judicial records of Roman officials, also termed

210 The siglum is described as common by the editors of the scroll labels in question, see also
the remarks of Turner 19712, 34.
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oropvnuatiopds, see the Appendix.?!'! Whether the siglum in P.Cotton stands for
Dréuvnpua or dropvnpatiopds cannot be established with certainty.

The notes in columns IT1I-IV of P.Cotton are informally drafted and lack the features
of an official record of proceedings. Roman commentarii typically began with formulae
that included the name and title of the official and the date and location of the hearing,
followed by the names of the parties, see e.g. M.Chr. 79 = P.Oxy. I 37,1-4 (Oxyrhyn-
chus, 49): & vmop[vinuatiopudv TiPepiojv Kravd[io]v Iacimvog otpatn(yod) |
(tovg) évdr[o]v TiBepiov Khawdiov Kaisapog Zepootod Ieppoavikod | Avto-
K[pd]topoc, Papuodd y, émi 1od Pripatoc, | [II]ecodpi[c] npog Zapocdv = “from the
minutes of the strategos Tiberius Claudius Pasion, year 9 of Tiberius Claudius Caesar
Augustus Germanicus Imperator, 3™ of Pharmouthi, before the tribunal, Pesouris against
Saraeus”. Roman judicial records were also characterized by their transcription of direct
speech, typically prefaced by the name of the individual with inev or drekptvaro.2'2
Apart from the first line of the record (PAdkk[oc?] émi Zaodhov simev, 73), such
elements are not present in P.Cotton. Only on one other occasion does it seem possible
to detect an abbreviated reference to direct speech: oi Xep(éov) p(fitopec) e(inav), see
the commentary to line 98.

It may be inferred that the notes in columns III-IV were rapidly jotted down during
the proceedings anticipated in the memorandum of columns I-I1I — most probably for
the personal records of the authors, who were legal practitioners involved in the
prosecution (see section III 10).

DAdxk[oc?] &ml ToodAov imev:  Jo. [ Ato]kAfig kai Xepéog: Several of the
indented sections in lines 73—133 mark statements by individuals whose names are
given at the beginning of each section, such as oi Xep(§0v?) p(titopeg?), 98; o [peipog,
the very beginning of this part of the text. The initial phi is reasonably clear, with a
round shape and traces of ink above and below the line, followed by traces compatible
with alpha and lambda and a clear kappa with traces that strongly indicate a second
kappa. The traces after the lacuna are compatible with éxi as well as §ru. It is uncertain
whether einev is written out or abbreviated as &in( ). In view of Ato]iAfic koi Xepéag in
the nominative at the end of the sentence, the statement could be a direct question.

The identity of Flaccus, if this reading is correct, is uncertain. A statement
addressing Saulos and mentioning Diocles and Chaereas could belong to the official or
judge presiding over the hearing, or to a rhetor on behalf of the prosecution.?!* A family
of Flavii with the cognomen Flaccus is attested among the civic elite of Gerasa,

211 On the documentary genre of Roman judicial records, see the literature cited in n. 10.

212 On the introductory formulae of judicial records, see Coles 1966, 29-38; on direct
speech, see ibid. 9-27.

213 On the order of Roman judicial proceedings, see the sources and literature cited in n. 22.
For an example of a hearing beginning with a statement by the presiding official to the defendant,
see e.g. M.Chr. 80 = P.Flor. I 61,9-11 (unknown provenance, 85, reedited in Dolganov 2023b:
no. 1). For an opening statement by the prosecution, see e.g. M.Chr. 93 = P.Stras. I 41,2
(Hermopolis, ca. 250).
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including a T. Flavius Flaccus who appears with the title of agonothetes in a dedication
to Hadrian in honor of the emperor’s visit and judicial assize in Gerasa in 130
(xoBicavta &v0dde dyo[pav dwkdv], SEG VII 813,5).2* The temporal coincidence is
noteworthy, and it is certainly possible that Flavius Flaccus, in addition to being a civic
officeholder, was active as an orator at Roman assizes.?'> However, the lofty framing
of Flaccus’ statement “unto Saulos” (§mi ZaodAov), a phrasing used in the Septuagint
for God addressing mankind, rather speaks in favor of identifying Flaccus as the official
presiding over the hearing — either a governor of Arabia or a procurator of Arabia or
Iudaea who is not otherwise attested.?'® That the initial lines (73-81) are spoken by the
presiding official would also explain why the numeration of sections does not begin
until line 82. For the fasti of senators and equestrians with the name of Flaccus in this
period, see section III 9.

indentation as in lines 73, 98, 101 and 105. Alternatively, this may be a continuation of
the initial statement by Flaccus, with the hanging indent indicating a second point.
There may be a reference to a chreophylakeion. If so, this is likely to be the notarial
center and archive at Gadora where the manipulation of documents allegedly takes
place under Gadalias (31-38).

76 (8p.): The L-shaped symbol that occurs in lines 76 and 132 of P.Cotton (see
fig 3) corresponds to a drachma-symbol that is well-documented in papyri from the
Hellenistic and Roman periods, see Hultsch 1905, 1632; Bilabel 1923, 2306 and
0.Wilck., 818. Attestations of this symbol in Roman Palestine include P.Mur. 115 =
SB X 10305, 5, 6 and 12 (Toparchy of Herodion, 124) and P.Mur. 118,9 and 12
(Toparchy of Herodion, 2™ cent.). In P.Mur. 115 the L-shape is nearly orthogonal with
a short vertical stroke, while in P.Mur. 118 the angle is more acute than in our text (see
fig. 3). The editio princeps of P.Mur. 115 does not identify the drachma-symbol in its
transcription and translates it as a sum in denarii (this is followed by Koffmahn 1968,
126-137). It therefore comes as a surprise that the index of symbols (300) does identify
the drachma-symbol as such. The text printed in SB X 10305 also fails to identify the
symbol, which is not interpreted in the transcription nor mentioned in the Index under
dnvdprov or dpayun. This lack of clarity in the edition of P.Mur. 115 may be due to the
ancient scribe’s employment of the neuter plural to tpoysypoauuéva (L-shaped symbol)
6 (12). The explanation may be that the scribe, having referred to a sum in TOpiot in
line 5, was thinking in terms of dnvdpio TOpro. (on this type of currency, see Weiser
and Cotton 1996, 239). For the correct identification of the drachma-symbol in P.Mur.
115 see now Weiser and Cotton 1996, 245 (cited as DJD II 115). On the form of the

214 On this family, see Jones 1928, 155, Isaac 1990, 346 n. 67 and Gatier 1996, 247.

215 On the social profile of forensic orators and advocati fisci in the Roman provinces, see
Dolganov 2020a and 2023a and b. R

216 See e.g. Exodus 4,14: kol Qupm0eic opyfi kopiog émi Mwuchv sinev = “and the angered
Lord said unto Moses”.
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denarius symbol in P.Cotton, see the commentary to line 29. The parallel employment
of drachmai and denarii in our text is not surprising, since in the region of Syria and
Palestine the two forms of silver currency were of equal worth and used interchangeably
for calculating values and payments (see Weiser and Cotton 1996, 250-264, esp.
261-262). By contrast, in Roman Egypt 1 denarius was worth 1 tetradrachmon (billon
coin) = 4 drachmai.

The alternative interpretation of the L-shaped symbol as representing the word
&tog—e.g. zeta for year 7 of Hadrian or zeta preceded by a superimposed iofa for year
17 — seems unlikely for several reasons. The &toc-symbol pervasive in documents
from Egypt is not otherwise attested in Syria and Palestine; the Egyptian &roc-symbol
tends to be orthogonal, whereas the symbol in P.Cotton forms a slightly acute angle; a
probable reading of tdg followed by the L-shaped symbol in line 132 supports the
interpretation of (dpayudc). Finally, the form of the letter after the L-shaped symbol in
line 76 is different from zeta as the numeral 7 in line 105, and is more plausibly
interpreted as a majuscule zefa topped by a curving vertical stroke indicating the
number 7,000 with reference to a monetary sum (see the commentary below).

L-shaped symbols in

P.Cotton it 3 of
3 Loy o
- : |.h7, -"{ A
(8p.) 'Z, 76 (Spoynag?). , 102
o

Drachma symbol in P.Mur.

115 — T
‘—€ ‘__'r
(Bpoyudv) o, 5 (Spayual) o, 12
Drachma symbol in P.Mur.
118 )4
AL ~7t

Year symbol in two second-
century judicial records from

Roman Egypt EI & =
& ? -3 _..':',E‘ ~
(¥tovg), BGU 111 969,3 (¥tovg), P.Mil.Vogl. I
27,2,14

Fig. 3 Comparison of L-shaped symbols in papyri
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'Z = énroxioyihon (sc. dpaypal): The case of the sum is unknown. Here, zefa as a
measure of value has a majuscule form distinct from zefa as a numeral in lines 105 and

107:
Z | T | %

'Z,76 T, 105 7,107

The thousand-number is, as usual in papyri, marked by a supralinear vertical
curving stroke at the head of zeta. The same sum seems to be mentioned in line 132.
The sum may refer to: i. the loan of Saulos to Chaereas (51); — ii. the price of the
slaves bought by Chaereas (51-52); — iii. the financial loss to the fiscus as a result of
the fraudulent dealings of Saulos and Gadalias (see ai BA(dBa1?), 111 and the supple-
ment tfi cuv[6A® PAA]|pn suggested in the commentary to lines 102-103); — iv. an
additional fine imposed by the fiscus. A round figure of 7,000 drachmai is arguably
most likely to be a fine, with parallels documented in a Roman fiscal rulebook from the
second century (BGU V 1210, the so-called Gnomon of the Idios Logos), see e.g. BGU
V 1210,172-173 §69 with reference to a woman fined 9,000 drachmai for attempting
to illicitly export her slaves out of Egypt.

Either way, it seems clear that the sum of 7,000 drachmai is relevant for the total
value of the case, part of which was due as a reward to the presumed delator who
denounced the matter to the fiscus (mpdlypa xativyeiley, 67-68, see section III 10).

78 dlvaiapfdvovrar dvoAopfdveo is a standard term for confiscation in
documentary papyri from Hellenistic and Roman Egypt, see e.g. P.Koln X 412,7
(Arsinoite, 178 BCE). In the Roman period, dvaiapBdve specifically refers to the
seizure of money or property by the fiscus, see BGU V 1210 passim (Roman fiscal
rulebook = Gnomon of the Idios Logos, 2™ cent.). The third person passive most
plausibly refers to the slaves of Saulos, who had been fictively sold to Chaereas, being
punitively confiscated, while the sum of 7,000 drachmai mentioned in line 76 seems
likely to be an additional fine. As parallels: the aforementioned Roman fiscal rulebook
(BGU V 1210,155 §60) prescribes the confiscation of slaves for failure to declare them
(as seems to have been the plan of Saulos and Chaereas in Arabia, see section III 5) and
mentions a fine of 9,000 drachmai for exporting slaves out of the province without
permission (BGU V 1210,167-170 §67 and 172—173, §69).

On the paleography of alpha before mu, with strokes crossing in the middle, see the
alpha of motp[dc], 118 in fig. 2.

79 wai ékevbep [ : The traces are compatible with élgvBepdoon or
ghevOepmbevt- presumably referring to the manumission of Onesimos (54-59;
&hevbepwhévtog 'Ovnoinov, 69). If this is still Flaccus speaking, one would expect a
statement to the effect that manumissions made to the detriment of the fiscus are invalid,
a policy emanating from protections for creditors against insolvent debtors in the lex
Aelia Sentia, see Dig. 40,9 qui et a quibus manumissi liberi non fiunt et ad legem Aeliam
Sentiam 5-11, 18 and 23-27 and Buckland 1908, 544 and 559-566. This policy applied
if the indebted manumitter was aware of being insolvent.
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85 dmyeypap( ): On émypdow referring to the manipulation of a placename in a
document, see lines 18-19 (0 8¢ témog Taddpa éneypdon v¢ | ebbetog mpdg v
padrovpyiov) and énrypdeo induco in the Appendix.

89-93 Somewhere in these lines stood the section number y, which is now lost.

98 ol Xep(éov?) p(titopec?) e(imav?): This reconstruction is uncertain. With the
exception of line 73 (PAdxk[oc?] ... einev), the terms PMitop and einev are not written
out in P.Cotton (73—133). Here, they may be abbreviated as rho and epsilon topped
with curving strokes. Similar abbreviations are attested in Roman judicial records from
the second, third and fourth centuries, see e.g. p(ftop) in(ev) in P.Oxy. XLIII 3117
(Oxyrhynchus, 235) and P.Oxy LIV 3758-9 (Oxyrhynchus, 325); pit(wp) ein(ev) in
BGU III 969 (Arsinoite, 139); and &(inev) in BGU III 705 (Arsinoite, 205).2'7 The
minimalistic p( ) and &( ) in our text accord with its generally high level of abbreviation.

310 dnpoo(iov): In papyri from Roman Egypt, this expression refers to the drafting
or registration of a document through a public notariate, see e.g. P.Oxy. II 237,4,6
(Oxyrhynchus, ca. 186): opordynua 1o dnpociov yeyovévar 1@ kP (¥tet) = “that the
agreement was drafted through a public office in the year 22”. In P.Cotton, this could
be a reference to the chreophylakeion of Gadora (31-38 and possibly 75).

99 edmop. : This is the beginning of a form of gbmopog or edmopéw, possibly as a
denial of the allegation that Saulos is destitute and corruptible (50-53). On dnopog and
gbnopog/edoynuov as technical terms corresponding to egens/inops and locuples/
honestus in Roman administrative terminology, see drmopog in the Appendix.

101 TIpeipog: This common nomen or cognomen is difficult to attribute to any
particular social group. It could be the name of a Roman soldier or officer (such as a
centurio) or even of a Roman official. But it could also be the name of a slave (see e.g.
CIL III 6100, Corinth, Achaea) as the context arguably suggests (see below). Primus is
attested for Jews, see LINLA III 532.

$Eetacbelg dv éoT dAnOfA: The core meaning of 8&etdlw is LSJ s.v. A: “examine
well, scrutinise”; II: “examine or question a person closely”; WB IV s.v. “priifen,
untersuchen, nachforschen”. In documentary sources, the verb often refers to
investigating the truth, see e.g. P.Dion. 9,30 (Hermopolite, 139 BCE): tiig te 1@V
npaypdtov diedelog $&e[t]acOeiong and P.Panop.Beatty 2,89 (Panopolite, 300): va
totvov 10 dAn0sc éEetachein. In Roman judicial records, é€etdlw occurs specifically
with reference to interrogation, see e.g. SB XVI 12949,7-8 (unknown provenance,
early 3" cent.): m[a]povtoc Tod GTporTyod Kai 10D Bactikod EEetdadn. | Aditog [ginev,
aM\]a mpdrepov mpo Tod pe TapaTvyely, pnotv éBacavicOn = ““He was questioned in
the presence of the strategos and the royal scribe”. Laetus said: “But he says that, earlier
before I happened to be present, he was tortured!””. Compare the interrogation in the
Passio Iulii Veterani 1: praeses dixit: “quid dicis, Iuli? vera sunt haec quae dicuntur
de te?” = “The governor said: “what do you say, Julius? Are the things said about you
true?””

If interrogation is meant in our text, as seems likely, it would identify Primus as one
of the culprits, most probably as another slave of Saulos, who is questioned under

217 On the abbreviation of ginev, see the remarks of Coles 1966, 44-46.
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duress (see 105-106 on Abaskantos) and reveals that the defendants owe even more
money to the fiscus (see the readings suggested below).

It is possible, but arguably less likely, that &&ctacOeic has a neutral sense of “was
asked” (see e.g. Clem. Alex. Strom. 6,4,38: O pév odv mpdroc &€etocbelc, méTepOV
oteta, etc.), in which case Primus could conceivably be one of the prosecutors.

102-104 3p.2) ém_ []... . xetiovy[ca S]Bn. . [ Iwaxay ody & [ ca.
4-6 1| 1@ deomdtn: The fibers on the left side of the column have shifted one line up.
The initial traces at the beginning of line 102 resemble the top part of an L-shaped
drachma symbol (see fig. 3) followed by a number, either phi for 500 or rho for 100.
Both are well-attested fines in the Roman period. The fine of 500 drachmai is
documented as a Roman penalty for subterfuge, see e.g. SB I 5240,17-18 (Arsinoite,
27) and BGU V 1210,248-251 §113 (Roman fiscal rulebook = Gnomon of the Idios
Logos, 2" cent.).

A plausible reading of tfi cuv[ ca. 5 ]|pn would be 1 cvv[6Aw BAd]|Pn with
reference to the total financial damages due to the fiscus. This would confirm that the
hearing is primarily concerned with the issue of fiscal fraud, see sections III 4 and 9.

Forém [ ] . xeone could supplement émmp[o]orveyke, with the prefix in an
intensifying sense of “besides, in addition” (cf. émmpooylyvopar, émmpootiOnu).
npoc@épw in this context would signify “add” (LSJ s.v. A 1 2; ¢f. WB II s.v. 1:
“hinzubringen”), see e.g. Eur. Med. 78: &l koxov mpocoicouev véov molad = “if we
add a new trouble to the old one”. Cf. CGIL VII Index Graeco-Latinus: npoctfiveykev
admovit (OLD s.v. admoveo 15 “put in as an addition, add”). The meaning would be:
“Primus, having been questioned whether it is true, added a further X drachmai to the
totality of the damages, etc.”.

Subsequently, Jmakav indicates a perfect form of either omdw or apmdlm (on the
paleography of pi alpha, see fig. 2). A plausible supplement would be ka[6Mp]raxay
ooy O un m[poonkel] | 1 Sdeomdtn = “for they seized what does not belong to their
master” — which would explain why more money was added to the damages.”'®
Whether Chaereas or the de facto master Saulos is meant is unclear.

105 ABdokavtog ToA® xpéve émt [ ca. 3—5 ]: Abascantus/ABdokavtog was a
common name for slaves in the Roman empire, both at Rome and in the provinces, see
respectively Solin 20032, II 913-916 and OPEL 1% 15 s.v. Papyrological examples
include: BGU VII 1614,4,2 (Arsinoite, 70), CPapGr 2,1,35 (Arsinoite, 138) and
O.Wilck. 1482 (Thebes, 3™ cent.). APdokavtog is also attested for Jews, see LINLA 1
257 (Masada, before 73); II 192 (Talmud, before 400); III 197 (Roman Egypt, 88).

In view of Abaskantos being a slave (as implied by 10 dgon[dtov, 106) it seems
likely that his examination took place under torture, as was the customary Roman
practice, see Dig. 48,18,1 and 9 and Buckland 1908, 86-91. For a documentary
illustration of judicial torture in Roman Egypt, see P.Oslo II 17,13—14 (Prosopite, 136):
kol émtpéyag odtovg dmmh[n][xOfvar Epn- 10 GAnBeg §Eoporoyicache = “and, having

218 For xabopmdlom (LSJ “snatch down, seize, appropriate”) see e.g. P.Sakaon 47,13-14
(Theadelphia, Arsinoite, 342): d[roxotac]th|oai Lot Td kok®dS kabnprachév[ta] = “to return to
me the things maliciously seized”.
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ordered for them to be beaten, he said: ‘confess the truth!”” A plausible supplement in
gmmh(nktdc) e(inev)/é&[oporoy(fioato)] = “Abascantus, having been beaten for a long
time, said/confessed”, etc.

The length of judicial torture is thematized in Christian acta martyrum, see e.g. the
Pass. Carp. Pap et Agath. (ed. Rebillard 2017) 23,2: éml moAd 8¢ Eedpevog Ekapvey Kol
ovkéTt Toyvoev Aodficar = “having being scraped for a long time he was exhausted and
no longer had the strength to speak”.

106 0038y Tpog oV matépa 10D Seon[dtov]: The fibers have shifted, obscuring the
text after o0dév. The traces suggest npdc with a small trace of the tail of rho visible
below the line. The sense seems to be that Abascantus reveals no information against
his master’s father (e.g. §£[opoAroy(icato)] | 0088V mpdg ToV Tatépa 10D deon[dTov]).
This could be the father of Gadalias or of Saulos, both of whom are mentioned in
P.Cotton (see, respectively, 20, 31 and 34; 54). On the paleography of dgomn[dt0v]
compare deondt, 104,

For Abaskantos to be forced to give testimony against his master would constitute
an exception to the Roman policy of not examining slaves against their dominus (see
Buckland 1908, 86 with sources). Such exceptions are attested in imperial legislation
for major crimes such as adultery, maiestas, and fiscal fraud (the probable substance of
our hearing), see e.g. the text and translation of Cod. Tust. 9,41,1 in n. 48.

107 émi T p[aptopwv?: The initial letter traces are compatible with $1t or éni (where
the pi is exceptionally not bound to iofa). The letter zeta clearly indicates a number.
The following mu suggests the proposed reading, which is a standard formulation for a
document being drafted and sealed before witnesses, see e.g. P.Yadin 23,1 and 10
(Maoza, 130), P.Euphr. 10 = SB XXIV 16171,8-9 (Carrhae, 250) and ChLA XLIII
1245,6 (Egypt, 4" cent). As a parallel: seven witnesses appear in Babatha’s
paptopornoineis (festatio) recorded in P.Yadin I 15,36 (Maoza, 125): kol énefdrovio
pdptopec £ntd, among them the librarius who had drafted the document. Similarly, the
kotaypaen of a slave sale recorded in P.Dura 25,34-35 (Dura Europos, Syria, 180) is
certified by seven witnesses, including the strategos of the city and three
chreophylakes.

The involvement of exactly seven witnesses reflects adherence to Roman practice,
which prescribed seven witnesses for solemn legal acts such as divorce (Dig. 24,2.9,
Paulus 2 de adult.) and the sealing of Roman wills, see e.g. Dig. 37,11,7 (Iulianus 23
Dig.): septem testium signa; BGU 1361,12—-13 (Arsinoite, 184): t[oig dia]|0MKaug Emtd
glowv oppayiotal; P.CairMasp. 1T 67151,45 = FIRA TII 66 (Antinoupolis, 570):
vouipm(v) énto paptopwv. See also P Princ. 11 78,5-6 (Oxyrhynchus, 6! cent.) émi énta
HapTOPV | ikavdv.

111 ai BA(dBor?): This abbreviation is attested in documentary papyri from Roman
Egypt, see e.g. BGU IV 1160,8 (Alexandria, 5-4 BCE). It presumably refers, once
again, to the financial damages owed by the culprits of fiscal fraud (102—103). On the

112 10 ioyvp[étatov?] [ ca.? ]: This likely refers to the strongest argument or
piece of evidence, similar to péyistov elkpriprov, 62-63. As a parallel, see Thuc. 5,111
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(Melian dialogue): AN Du@v 1o pev ioyvpdrato SAmiopeva péddetar = “your strongest
arguments consist in hope for the future”. With the disappearance of names from the
beginnings of sections starting with line 107, the authors of P.Cotton may be recording
their own points as they arise during the proceedings.

114 700 & ) n( ) eo 1 tau A possible reading would be céogiotar (another
reference to extortion, see the commentary to Siéceioey, 26) with () m( ) possibly
indicating an abbreviated personal name or title.

115 § év epdooig odv 7} &v T[adépoic?: Only the lower end of a vertical stroke is
preserved from the first letter of the second toponym, which is compatible with gamma.
On the dative form [[adépotc, see the commentary to line 71.

116 &viov yeip adt®v 8 | [ : In this context, yeip may have the meaning of “deed,
instrument” (LSJ s.v. VI) with reference to a sealed document (émiBépintar, 117). This
may be the deed with the manipulated placename mentioned in lines 17-19 and 31-44,
which may be identical with the slave sale referred to in lines 60-65 and 70-72 (see
sections III 4-5). yeip for yeipdypagov is frequent in documents from Egypt, as
illustrated by the clause 1 y&ip H6¢ xvpia £otw in Ptolemaic and Roman documents, see
e.g. P.Dion. 34,14 (Hermopolite, 116 BCE) and BGU III 981,3 (Diospolite, 77).

Alternatively, yelp could have the meaning of LSJ s.v. VI “handwriting”. A
reference to handwriting would imply that the witnesses not only imposed seals but
also signed the deed. It is possible that they were asked to testify to the authenticity of
their signatures, incurring liability if the deed proved to be forged — a scenario
described in Dig. 44,1,11 (Modestinus 13 resp.). On the practice of signing legal
documents in the Roman empire, see Nowak 2015, 58—66 and the example of Dig.
29,7,6,2 (Marcianus 7 inst.): codicillos ... sua manu signatos et subscriptos. According
to Ulpian, both signatures and seals were required for Roman wills (Dig. 28,1,22.4) and
are attested in surviving original wills on waxed tablets (e.g. BGU VII 1696 = CPL 224,
2" cent.). If the document in P.Cotton involved the application of both signatures and
seals by seven witnesses, this would constitute remarkably faithful adherence to Roman
practice.

For similar grammatical constructions with éviwv, see e.g. Isae. Pyrr. 11: éav pév
00V VETS kehevnTe, mept &viov pvneBeiny dv adtdv = “if you order me to do so, I
would mention some of them” and Gal. De simpl. med. temp. 12,311,5: A\’ éviwv gicl
kol Qavdoipol Tdv eappokmddv = “but some of the poisonous ones are even deadly”.

117 $mPéPAntor: Another reference to endorsement by witnesses with seals, see
the commentary to énepAndn, 34 and kataypaenv, 56.

118 &yopévn tod notp[éc: The hanging indent of the line indicates the start of a
new period. The participle éxopévn without an initial article reflects the elliptical syntax
of these rapidly drafted notes. In this context, the subject of &xouévn is presumably
either a signature (bmoypagn) or a seal (cppoayic) on the document being discussed. Tt
is again unclear whether the father of Gadalias or of Saulos is meant.

An alternative reading would be &opev 1 in a parallel construction, e.g. &ouev i
100 atp[dg ... i T00] | évydov = “we have either [...] of the father [... or] of the surety”.

119 é&vybov: For the involvement of a surety in a slave sale (meloTiKEAEVOTAC
gyyvwuévoc, a literal Greek rendition of fideiussor), see M.Chr. 171 = P.Lips. I 4,6
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(Hermopolis, 293). A surety could also have been involved in the alleged debt of
Chaereas to Saulos (51) or appointed to ensure that the defendants appeared in court
and the penalty was paid, see Berger 1953 s.v. in ius vocatio and the example of Dig.
42,1,4,4 (Ulpianus 58 ad ed.): fideiussores in rem iudicatam.

120 8t peta v émPornv: On émiPoin for the affixing of seals, see LSJ s.v. A and
Luc. Tim. 13: xai onueiov émPoraic. For the compressed paleography of mBoiny
compare ént, 128 and Po of éBovA[ovTo, 121.

121 dAA0 pavepol §Bovl[ovto: For the expression gavepde + verb, compare Diod.
Sic. 15,37: kol pavepol kabeiotikeicoy dueiopnticovieg Thc tdv EAM vy Nyspoviog
= “and they manifestly established themselves in a position to contest the hegemony of
Greece”.

122-123 8t é&fxe ) morp[ucn? ca. 2 ]| xod dredednoey [ : Here 8Efike appears
to have the meaning of LSJ s.v. A II “to have run out or expired” with reference to a
term of office, see e.g. Pl. Leg. 766¢: dav 8¢ Tic dSnpociov dpynv dpyov droddvn mpiv
g&fkey adTd TV ApPyMv mALTov A Tpidxovta émdeopévny Huepdv = “if anyone holding
a public office should die more than thirty days before his term of office runs out”, etc.
It may be inferred that the father of Gadalias is meant, whose death is compatible with
him being spoken of in the remote past (wg émi 100 marpO[c] adtod yeydvel, 31). The
sense may be that the father’s lease of the chreophylakia ran out (see the commentary
to ypeopOArokog, 20) and he thereafter died, e.g. 6t éEfike M motp[ikn ypeo-
evroxkio/picBnoig ca. ?] | kol étehedtnogy. His death would have been juridically
relevant for Gadalias, since a manipulated document purportedly drafted and sealed
“under his father” (¢av Adynton vrep Tadoriov g émi tod matpo[c] antod yeydvel, 31)
who was now dead absolved Gadalias from the penalties of the lex Cornelia de falsis,
see Dig. 48,10,12 (Papinianus 13 resp.) and section III 6.

On the paleography of matp[kn, see Tatp[dc, 118.

124 kK toptk [ :The reading is obscured by a loose piece of papyrus.
This could be a reference to Hadrian (Adtokpdtopt k[ ) or to imperial pronounce-
ments, e.g. Toic avToKpatopkais [Swatdéeov]. For a parallel, see e.g. BGU III 823,23~
24 (Arsinoite, 176—179): dxolov0wg Taig MyEHOVIKOIS Kol adTOKPOTOPIKAIS SloTdée|oty
= “in accordance with gubernatorial and imperial pronouncements”.

128 £mi tovte 8¢ [ : For émi todte with reference to the juridical basis of fines
and penalties, see P.Panop.Beatty 2,67 (Panopolis, 300): 10 6pic0&v &mi tovte TpdoTtipov
= “the fine prescribed for this”. See also P.Oxy. XII 1408,2-3 (Oxyrhynchus, 210—
214): Tpboov sinev- &m tov|[tm pélvrot, £av &vtodg Thg [mpobes]uiog dmartndd, Exet
e TpoOg avTov TV Gywynv = “on this condition, however, that if T am asked for payment
before the end of the stipulated period, I will have a legal claim against him”.

129 émi w(aptdpwv?) [ : This may be another reference to the seven witnesses
that seem to be mentioned in line 107, see the commentary.

132 6 1ag (Spayuacg) *Z: The traces after the drachma-symbol are compatible with
the number °Z for 7,000 as written in line 76. The amount recorded here may have
included the additional sum of 100 or 500 drachmai that seems to be mentioned in line
102. The phrase presumably indicates which of the defendants is liable to pay the
7,000+ drachmai.
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Appendix:
Register of Greek Terms Corresponding to Latin Legal Terms

The purpose of this terminological register is to provide a focused discussion of the
Greek terms and expressions in P.Cotton that appear to reflect Roman legal and
institutional terminology. With the possible partial exception of 86Aog dolus, none of
these terms constitute Latin loanwords.?'® The Greek terms are listed in alphabetical
order, with detailed explanations that cite the standard lexica of ancient Greek and Latin
(LSJ, BDAG, CGL, OLD), as well as specialized lexica (Berger 1953 for legal Latin;
WB and FW for the Greek of documentary sources from Egypt) and the corpus of the
Latin—Greek glossators (CGIL), including the concordance of Greek and Latin terms
compiled by W. C. Heraeus (Index Graeco-Latinus, CGIL VII 439—-687). The entries
also cite examples from Greek and Latin literary and documentary sources and Roman
legal literature. Further parallels may be found in the concordance of Greek terms
occurring in Roman imperial pronouncements compiled by Anastasiadis and Souris
2000, cited below. Five cases where the Roman juridical meaning of a term seems likely
but is uncertain are indicated with a question mark. Of the thirty-one terms in the
register, only three occur in Mason’s 1974 lexicon of Greek terms for Roman
institutions, which underscores the need for an updated concordance and study of this
important subject.

dydparog (sc. oOvodog) conventus forensis
téocapoty yap djyopaioig Podgov = “at four assizes of Rufus” (21-22)

In this context, the term dydponog is a translation of forensis with reference to the
judicial assizes (conventus) of the Roman governor, see Acts 19:38: dydpatot dyovton
kol GvOvnortol elow / Jer. Vulg.: conventus forenses aguntur, et proconsules sunt =
“judicial assizes are held and proconsular governors are present”. For other attestations
of dydporog for Roman judicial assizes, see Strabo 13,4,12 on assize procedures in
southern Asia Minor: &ig 8¢ v clOyyvow tadtny o pikpd cviiapfdver 10 TOVG
Popoiovg pn xard edra dielely avtode, Ak Etepov Tpdmov SrotdEon TG SrokAGEL,
gv oig 10g dyopofovg motodvtar kol tag Skaodosiag = “to this confusion no little
contribution is made by the fact that the Romans did not divide these places according
to nations, but organized them in a different fashion as assize districts, in which they
hold assizes (t0g dyopaiovc) and administer justice” and Joseph. Ant. lud. 14,245 (letter
from a governor): mpocerdav pot &v Tpdikeowv dyovtlt v dydpoiov = “coming
forward to me in Tralleis as I was holding an assize (thv dydpaiov)”.

The implicit referent of dydpaiog is taken by LSJ to be fuépa (s.v. III “court-day,
assize”). However, as noted by Radt 2004 in his commentary to Strabo 13,4,12, the
referent is more plausibly cvodog (a direct translation of conventus) which occurs
multiple times in the CGIL, see III 336,31: dydpeog cvivodog conventus forensis; 11

219 On dolus, for which the cognate 86)og existed in Greek, but which was nevertheless
occasionally marked as foreign by Greek authors, see Dickey 2023, 121.



132 Anna Dolganov — Fritz Mitthof — Hannah M. Cotton — Avner Ecker

115,31: conventus dydparog ovvodog; 11 104,8: conventus dydparoc. By contrast,
dydparoc nuépa occurs with reference specifically to a market-day, see e.g. Eud. Rhet.
(ed. Niese 1922) 4,25: dybpatog 8¢ 1 fpépa, &v N Tic Gyopd yivetar. See also IGR IV
790 = IPhrygR 294 (Apamea, Phrygia, ca. 160) in which local officeholders are praised
for financing their respective civic offices 610 dyopaiog, where dyopaiag cannot
plausibly refer to a single court-day but signifies the entire duration of the assize.??° For
further attestations, see Anastasiadis and Souris 2000, 25. On Roman assizes in Iudaea,
see section V.

On the accentuation of the term, see the following lexicographical references:
Etymologicum Gudianum, Alpha 16, 6: dy6poiog kol dyopaiog Stapépet dydpoiog uev
yap n nuépa, dyopoiog 8¢ 0 ‘Epufig 6 émi tfic dyopdg = “dydpatog and dyopaiog are
distinct: dydparog is a market day, dyopaiog is an epithet of Hermes who oversees the
agora”; Suda, Alpha 309, 3 = Pseudo-Zonaras, Lexicon, Alpha 19, 15:
Tpomopolutdveg 8¢ dydpatoc, T fuépa &v i 7 dyopd tedetton = “Gydpatog in the sense
of the day on which a market is held has the accent on the antepenultimate syllable”.
Note however the skepticism of LSJ s.v. III 2b: “the distinction dydpatog vulgar,
dyopaiog public speaker, drawn by Ammon., etc., is probably fictitious”.

GAAOTpLOG extraneus, alienus

The term dAAGtprog with the genitive to indicate non-involvement in a crime is an
unusual formulation that departs from the term’s standard meaning (LSJ s.v. IL:
“foreign, strange”; II 1: “stranger”; II 1 b with genitive, “hostile, unfavourably
disposed”) and is suggestive of the legal meaning of dAAdtprog as a Greek translation
of extraneus in legal Latin, cf. Berger 1953 s.v. extraneus “one who is outside; not
belonging to a certain family”; “any third person not involved in a given transaction or
situation”. For extraneus mirroring the construction dGALGTp1OC ThG Kokovpylog, see e.g.
Dig. 44,4,11pr. (Nerva 4 membr.): aliena lis est isque rei extraneus = “it is the suit of
someone else and he is an outsider to the case”. For a similar expression in a verse
epitaph of a certain Iulianus in third-century Lydia, see TAM V 1,477,1-2 (Gdlde,
240/241): d\Adtpiov kaxdTnTog.

As a technical term in Roman law, extraneus was synonymous with alienus in the
sense of OLD s.v. alienus 3: “a stranger or person unconnected by blood, an outsider”,
cf. Berger 1953 s.v. postumus alienus = postumus extraneus. The use of GAAdtpiog to
render extraneus/alienus is clearly illustrated by SB XIV 12139,2,20-3,1 (Oxyrhynchus,
2" cent.): obk £otv dALSTpLov Tpdomnov 1 dvnoapévn, Adeden | yap toyydver = “the
buyer is not a stranger (sc. aliena/extranea persona) but happens to be a sister”.
Compare TAM V 2,1143,12-13 (Thyateira, Lydia, Roman period): &ig 0 pvnuelov

220 Cf. Mason 1974 s.v. dySparog conventus (iuridicus) with reference to this inscription,
which is miscited as IGR IV 788; Mason also misses forensis as the technical meaning of
dydparoc,.
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ovdevi éEéotat GA[AOTpL]|ov vekpov | doTa Ogtvan = “it is not permitted for anyone to
place the body or bones of a stranger into the tomb” and CIL III 15016,3—4 (Burnum,
Dalmatia, 3"-4'" cent.): super avo|rum [suJorum corpora | nullufs eJxtraneum ponat =
“let no one place a stranger above the bodies of his ancestors”.

dropog egens/egenus, inops

¢ dropog EphavhpwmiOn = “he was excused on the grounds that he was without
means” (23)
gk 100 dropov adTov dvta = “by virtue of his being without means” (50)

With reference to persons, dnopog signifies lack of means, see LSJ s.v. III 2-3
“without means or resources, helpless; poor, needy”. In documents from the Roman
period, dmopoc emerges as a technical term for lacking the necessary financial worth
(mbpoc) for taking on a liturgy or other public function (WB I s.v. 1: “mittellos (doch
in dem Sinne, daB} das Einkommen oder Vermdgen eines Mannes nicht ausreicht fiir
einen bestimmten Zweck, z.B. fiir den liturgischen Dienst, oder fiir eine angemessene
Lebenshaltung”), see e.g. P.Wisc. II 81,4 (Arsinoite, 143): i Soxfcag dmopov
dvOpomov £dokoag gic Mrovpylav; = “what were you thinking when you appointed a
man without means to the liturgy?” The corresponding technical term in Latin was
egens/egenus —its opposites being locuples and honestus, rendered in Greek with the
terms gfmopog and edoyipwv. See e.g. P.Mil.Vogl. I 25,3,3-4 (Arsinoite, 126/127): 0
u[&v Té]uewog [ed]oym|nové[ot]atog Ay dvBpmmog, 6 88 dvtiducog dmopdg éotty = “for
Geminus was a very wealthy man, while our opponent is without means”. Compare
Dig. 47,2,52,21 (Ulpianus 37 ad ed.) cum Titio honesto viro pecuniam credere vellem,
subiecisti mihi alium Titium egenum, quasi ille esset locuples = “if I want to lend money
to Titius who is eminent (honestus), but you have substituted him with another Titius
who is without means (egenus), as if he were wealthy (locuples)”, etc. In this context,
locuples (like ebmopog) has the specific meaning of possessing greater wealth than the
total worth of a legal claim. Cf. CGIL VII Index Graeco-Latinus: dnopog egens egenus
incertus inexplicabilis inops.

dnopog and edoyfuwv were formal status designations that were drawn up in
registers (ypagaf) by the Roman provincial administration, see e.g. P.Giss. 1 58
(Apollonopolite, 116-117). The substantive inopia (from inops, a synonym of egens)
is another technical term used in Roman legal literature and corresponding to dmopio
in Greek, see e.g. Dig. 9,2,30,1 (Paulus 22 ad ed.): creditori danda est actio propter
inopiam debitoris = “a legal action is to be granted to the creditor on account of the
debtor’s indigence” and SB VIII 10196,6—7 (Arsinoite, ca. 180): [81d tfig] mavtehodg
pov | droplog évikataeiney m[v i]8iav. On dropog as a status designation in P.Cotton,
see sections III 7 and V.
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andotooig seditio, defectio

nepl Plag kol drootdosog kol Anoteiog = “as regards his committing violence,
sedition and banditry” (24)

In Greek, dndotacig has the core meaning of “causing to revolt”, “defection, revolt”
(LSJ s.v. A and B 2); “secession, revolt, defection, rebellion, abandonment” (CGL s.v.).
Alongside Bio vis and Anoteio latrocinium in the list of crimes ascribed to Gadalias,
dndotocic most probably corresponds to the Roman legal term seditio, “violent
political discord (either the strife of rival parties or the action of a group against
established authority), faction” (OLD s.v. 1, cf. Pfaff 1921: “UnbotmaBigkeit der
zusammengerotteten Menge gegen die Magistratur”) — or possibly to defectio, “the act
of deserting (an allegiance, alliance), defection, revolt” (OLD s.v. 3). The term defectio
occurs with reference to large-scale organized rebellion, as illustrated by the trilingual
stele of Cornelius Gallus at Philae (OGIS 654 = IGRR I 1293 = SB V 8894 = SEG
XXVI 1804, 29 BCE) where thv Onpaida [¢]|toctdcav (11-12) is translated into Latin
as defectionifs] | Thebaidis (2-3). By contrast, seditio is attested with reference to a
spectrum of rebellious behavior, including urban rioting and shouting at public
spectacles (see e.g. Dig. 11,3,1,5 and Dig. 24,3,66pr.) and is the standard term used in
Roman legal literature. The proximity of Bia corroborates a Roman juridical meaning
of dndotaoig, since in Roman law seditious activity was prosecuted as vis publica (or,
in severe cases, as maiestas), see Berger 1953 s.v., Mommsen 1899, 562—565, Pfaff
1921 and Sachers 1948, with the examples of Dig. 48,6,3,2 and 48,6,5pr. On dndotocig
as a crime attributed to Gadalias in P.Cotton, see section III 7.

avéving auctor
0 tig padovpyliog avdéving = “the instigator of the fraud” (40)

In P.Cotton, 008évng is a technical legal usage corresponding to the Latin auctor,
Berger 1953 sv. “in penal law, the person by whose influence, instigation or order, a
crime was committed”’; OLD s.v. 12: “the person or thing responsible or principally
responsible (for an action, situation, etc.), the prime mover or agent, originator,
initiator, cause”; c¢f. CGIL VII Index Graeco-Latinus: av0éving auctor. avdéving for
auctor already occurs in an Augustan provision of the lex portorii Asiae, SEG XXXIX
1180,109 and 123 (Ephesus, 62) with reference to legal initiative on behalf of a
societas, where it is translated by Cottier et al. 2008, 71-75 and 146—148 as cognitor
with the alternative possibility of auctor. P.Cotton offers new evidence in favor of
auctor as the correct term. For av0éving with this meaning in papyri from Roman
Egypt, see e.g. the references to “culprits” (av6évtar) of archival mismanagement in
P.Fam.Tebt. 15,141-142 (Tebtynis, Arsinoite, 114—115), approximately contemporary
with P.Cotton. For a clear case of adfevteia as a Greek translation of auctoritas, see
the Roman will documented in P.Cair. Masp. I 67151 (Antinoupolis, 570) 27, 80 and
104. Cf. Mason 1974 s.v. av@evtia auctoritas. This meaning of a00évinc comes close
to Polyb. 22,14,2: tov pév Kdoocovdpov €pn méuyewv, tov avbévinv yeyovdta Thg
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npd&ewg = “he ordered for Cassander to be summoned, who had been the perpetrator
of'the deed”. For auctor with reference to crimes in Roman legal literature, see e.g. Dig.
48.,8,3,4 (Marcianus 14 inst.): item qui auctor seditionis fuerit... ex senatus consulto
poena legis Corneliae punitur = “similarly, an instigator of an insurrection ... is
punished under the lex Cornelia on the basis of the senatus consultum”. On criminal
liability in P.Cotton, see sections III 4 and 6.

Blo vis
\ ’ 2 7 \ ’ « . e .
nepl Plag kol anootdoeog kot Anotelag = “as regards his committing violence,
sedition and banditry” 24)

The term Bio was used in legal contexts in Greek for centuries before the Romans
conquered the East. However, in the Roman period, documentary sources show the
Greek terms Bio and ¥Bpic undergoing a semantic shift toward the Roman legal
categories of vis and iniuria, see Mascellari 2016, 502—-511; cf. CGIL VII Index Graeco-
Latinus: Bia, flagitium, violentia, vis. In the list of Roman public crimes appended to
an edict of the Hadrianic prefect Petronius Mamertinus (SB XII 10929, unknown
provenance, 133-137, see the literature cited in n. 44), nepl Blog ovv Jmhoig
yeyevnuévng (2,7-8) is a Greek translation of de vi armata (see Laffi 2013, 72).
Similarly, in the list of crimes imputed to Gadalias in P.Cotton (Blo, Anoteia,
dndotaocig), mepi Piag most probably corresponds to the technical formulation de vi with
reference to the Roman crime of vis —in view of the proximity of drdotacc, likely a
reference to vis publica in connection with seditious activity. For an early epigraphic
instance of Bia and UPpig as Greek translations of vis and iniuria, see the letter of
Augustus to the Cnidians recorded in IG XII 3,174,33 (Astypalaca, 6 BCE): pe6’
VBpewg xoi Plac. For further parallels, see Anastasiadis and Souris 2000, 50-51 s.v.
Bia. On Bla as a crime attributed to Gadalias in P.Cotton, see section III 7.

dwakovio ministerium

undéjmote DO TV drocoviov Tod Xoupéov yéyovev = “was never in the service of
Chaereas” (52-53)
unde vmo | v drakoviav adTod yevouevog = “nor was ever in his service” (58-59)

CEINY3

The term Sioxovio generally means “service”, “attendance on a duty, ministration”
(LSJ s.v.) or “personal service, household service” (CGL s.v.). In P.Cotton, it is a
technical term for the service of a slave, the Roman equivalent for which was
ministerium, see Berger 1953 s.v., HAS s.v. &idxovog and CGIL VII Index Graeco-
Latinus: dwoxovia ministerium. For ministerium in Latin sources, see ThLL s.v. 2a with
the example of Apul. Met. 8,26,2: hominem servulum ministerio suo paratum = “a
slave-boy prepared to do him service”. The HAS s.v. didkovog links the Greek term
with minister in Plin. Ep. 10,96,8: ex duabus ancillis, quae ministrae dicebantur with
reference to the Christians. The substantive Swaxovia is not mentioned in the HAS.
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In the phrase vnd v dwakoviav, Vd with the accusative is to be undestood in the
sense of LSJ s.v. II: “of subjection, control dependence”, compare BGU III 747,2,4
(Koptos, 139): un givon d1d v otparnyiov = “that they are not under the authority of
the strategos”. Although the phrase Dm0 v dtokoviay Tod Seivog ylyvesOa appears to
have no parallels in known Greek sources, it accords well with the Latin expression in
ministerio alicuius esse (see ThLL s.v. 2b III), see Dig. 40,9,12,7 (Ulpianus 4 de adult.):
ex his servis, quos in ministerium filiae dederint = “from those slaves, whom they gave
into the service of their daughter”. On the Swuxovia of slaves as part of a scheme of
fiscal evasion in P.Cotton, see section III 5.

Swcelm concutio?

¢ Th Tapovsi tod Avtokpdropog ToAhovg | Siéceioey = “how during the visit of
the Emperor he extorted money from many people” (25-26)

The term has the basic meaning of “shake violently” (LSJ s.v.) but is typically
employed in the idiomatic sense of “extort money by intimidation” (LSJ s.v. 2 and CGL
s.v. 3). This is the primary meaning of Siaceion in documentary papyri from Egypt, see
WB s.v.: “zu Unrecht Gefille erheben, Erpressung ausiiben, jmd. bedrdngen”, see
Mascellari 2021 1, 498-500. Although Sioceiw is already attested in Hellenistic papyri
with reference to extortion (see e.g. P.Tebt. 141,10 and 30 [Arsinoite, 105/90 BCE] and
BGU VIII 1850,13 [Herakleopolite, 47 BCE]), it seems likely that in P.Cotton, which
is geared toward a Roman court, dioceiw corresponds to the Latin concussio, see OLD
s.v. 2: “extortion by violence or intimidation”; Berger 1953 s.v. “extortion of money or
gifts through intimidation; misuse of authority by an official or by a person who falsely
assumes an official character”, see Dig. 47,13; Cod. Iust. 12,61. Cf. CGIL VII Index
Graeco-Latinus: dwceio concutio, discutio; Sruceiopdc concussio. Compare docetopdg
for concussio in a Severan petition of Lydian villagers, TAM V 3,1417,5 (Philadelphia,
Lydia, Severan age): diaceiopov the koung (see Hauken 1998, 67-68) and the Greek
text of a Roman imperial edict in MAMA X 114,11 (Phrygia, 247-250): Siaceiopudv
nemavpévov. For further attestations of diaceim in this sense in the Roman period, see
SEG XIX 718,9 (Giilliikdy, Lydia, Severan age): kol diaceidviov nuig; MAMA X
114,22-23 (Appia, Phrygia, 244-247): npdg ék 100 7tot]jodbtov &dikelchor Sa-
oelopévoug; P.Mich 111 174,10 (Arsinoite, ca. 145): xdpwv 10D dracely koi dpyvpilecdon.
On allegations of extortion against Gadalias in P.Cotton, see sections I1I 2-3.

diddokw instruo (causam)

S156&e1; St mpdtoy pév [0]0 3¢l Evoyov Ao[v] mvd ellv[e] rapdvel Moot ypdy-
patt fi Tov Tpogépovta = “you will argue, first of all, that no one should be made liable
for the forged document at hand other than the person presenting it” (32-33)

In P.Cotton, d18dokwm is used in the special sense of instructing or convincing
someone before a court (see WB I s.v. 1 “jmd. {iberzeugen [vor Gericht], jmd. belehren,
in Kenntnis setzen™), see e.g. diddokwm with reference to litigants instructing their
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advocates in M.Chr. 93 = P.Stras. [ 41,35-37 (Hermopolis, ca. 250). This meaning of
d18dokm emerges in documents from the Roman period. It goes beyond LSJ s.v. II
“explain, show by argument, prove” and seems likely to be a technical usage corre-
sponding to instruere causam/litem, see Berger 1952, s.v. “to support a judicial — civil
or criminal — case with legal arguments and factual evidence”, see e.g. Dig. 48,10,1,1
(Marcianus 14 inst.): ob instruendam advocationem and Dig. 48,10,9,4 (Ulpianus 8 de
off. procos.): qui delatorem summisit in causa pecuniaria, eadem poena tenetur, qua
tenentur hi qui ob instruendas lites pecuniam acceperunt = “he who induces an accuser
in a case involving money is liable to the same punishment as those who accept money
to give evidence in court cases”.

3@ movnp®d dolo malo

3h movnp® &’ dvopatt tod Xapéov kotaypaeny Emolficavto = “had the slave
registered in the name of Chaereas with malicious intent” (56—57)

This is a Greek translation of the Latin dolo malo = “with malicious intent”, see e.g.
BGU I 326 = M.Chr. 316 = FIRA III 50, col. II 3 (Karanis, Arsinoite? 194): todtn tfi
S1001Kkn 86Aog movnpog dnéotn = hoc testamento dolus malus abesto = “from this
testament let malicious intent be absent”. For further attestations, see SEG XXXV
823,20,24-25 and 28 (Treaty between Maroneia and Rome, 167 BCE); Crawford 1996,
I 12 (lex de provinciis praetoriis, 100 BCE) Cnidos Copy V 10, 15-16 and 21; IK
Smyrna 210 = SEG XXVII 771, 5-6 (funerary inscription, Smyrna, Roman period):
unte dEalhotpidoot phte 86wt movnpdt Tt mo[tJficar = “nor to alienate nor do
anything with malicious intent”.

duvoortelo potentia

36Eopev Sokelv amopely mpog T duvaote[iov] = “we will give the impression that
we believe we are helpless against his great power” (27)

The core meaning of duvacteio is LSJ s.v.: “power, lordship, domination; the
exercise of political power” deriving from dvvdotng, LST s.v. “lord, master, ruler, petty
chief, princelet”. In P.Cotton, however, duvacteia refers specifically to the possession
of unofficial power and influence and its abusive exercise over others. This meaning
emerges in sources from the Roman period, as illustrated by numerous petitions
reporting abuse of power by influential members of the local elite, see e.g. P.Fouad
26,15-17 (Arsinoite, 158-159): kol o0 Svviicopar mpdg | avt[ov] émi towodrol\e/
dikaotac, &mi oA | Suvdotng otiv = “and I will not be able to oppose him before such
judges, since he is very powerful” and in a similar sense P.Ryl. II 114 =P.Sakaon 36,16
(Theadelphia, Arsinoite, ca. 280): tfi Tomixh duvooteig ypduevog = “employing his
local power/influence” and P.Diog. 17,7 (Arsinoite?, 2"-3" cent.): 1@V témev 510 TV
nepl antov duvaotiov = “locally due to his power/influence”. See further SB XIV
11276 (Arsinoite? 249-251), P.Kell. I 23 (Kellis, 353) and P.Lond. V 1676
(Antinoupolis, 6 cent.).
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This meaning of duvactelo and Svvdotng corresponds to potentia and
potens/potentior in legal Latin, cf. OLD s.v. potentia 1: “the ability to exercise control
over others, power, influence (distinct from official power, potestas)”. This is
evidenced by bilingual glosses in the CGIL (cf. CGIL VII Index: Graeco-Latinus
duvootelo potentatus, potentia; duvdotng potens). Like dvvaocteia and dvvdotng in
Roman-period petitions, the terms potentia and potens/potentior in Roman legal
literature refer to powerful men misusing their influence and intimidating their
adversaries in court, see e.g. Dig. 19,2,33 (Africanus 8 quaest.), Dig. 1,18,6,2 (Ulpianus
1 opin.): ne potentiores viri humiliores iniuriis adficiant = “lest the powerful injure the
humble” and Dig. 1,16,9,5 (Ulpianus 1 de off- procons.): ceterum opprimi aliquem per
adversarii sui potentiam non oportet: hoc enim etiam ad invidiam eius qui provinciae
praeest spectat, si quis tam impotenter se gerat, ut omnes metuant adversus eum
advocationem suscipere = “furthermore, no one should be oppressed by the power
(potentia) of his adversary, for it reflects badly on whoever governs the province if
someone behaves in such an unbridled fashion that everyone is afraid to argue a case
against him”. The link between dvvacteia and potentia is further corroborated by the
coining of ddvvactio for impotentia, see e.g. CGIL II 219,3 and P.Ké6In X 421,17-18
(Aphrodite, 6™ cent.).

Emypaow induco, adicio

0 8¢ témog Taddpa Emeypdon o | eB0etog oG TV padiovpyiav = “and over it was
written the location of Gadora because it was deemed well-suited for the fraud” (18—-19)

99, <.

The basic meaning of éntypdow is “write upon, inscribe”; “register, enter in a public
list” (LSJ s.v. IT and III 2-3). In P.Cotton, however, éntypdom has a special meaning of
“write in addition” or “write over an erasure” (LSJ s.v. II 5) attested in documents from
the Roman period in connection with Roman strictures against documents with erasures
or alterations being accepted by public archives (see the commentary to neypdon, 18).
Accordingly, legal documents from the Roman period often feature the clause kaBapov
and dAelparog kol Emypaghc = “free from erasure and addition” (see e.g. BGU 1I 266,
31, Arsinoite, 177). The terms dAeipdg and énrypagni correspond to lifura and inductio
(or adiectio) on the basis of Latin parallels, see e.g. Quint., Inst. 11,2,32: iam uero si
litura aut adiectio aliqua atque mutatio interueniat, etc. = “for if the writing should be
interrupted by some erasure, addition or alteration”, etc.; Dig. 28,4,1 (Ulpianus 15 ad
sab.): testamento fuerit adscriptum: “lituras inductiones superductiones ipse feci” = “to
the will was added: “all erasures, additions and overwritings I did myself””. Like
inductio, énrypagn was used as a general term for different types of textual alterations
for which specific terms are also attested (e.g. superductio, perductio, adiectio,
emendatio). The fact of adding text to a legal document typically implied erasure and
overwriting, hence induco could be used as a synonym for cancello, e.g. Cod. Iust.
8,42,22 (294): inductum (id est cancellatum) nec ne sit chirographum, etc. See the
detailed discussion of Biillow-Jacobsen and Cuvigny 2000. On éniypdee with reference
to the manipulation of a document in P.Cotton, see sections 111 3—4.
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KOAf Tiotet bona fide
&l dpo ki mioter v = “for if it had been [...] in good faith” (37)

This is a Greek translation of the Latin bona fide, see WB s.v. 1: “auf Treu und
Glauben” and P.Hever 61,2-3 (Arabia, 127): Spvym toynv Kvpiov Kaisapog k[a]Afi
niotel dmolyeypdpdar = “I swear by the fortune of our lord Caesar that I have declared
in good faith”, etc. See further EAM 186,17—18 (Battyna, Macedonia, 193): uéva. katd
mv Feviiavod didta&y Tovg drnapyikodg 6 dteipficavto kaAfi miotel kotéyew = “that
provincials possess in good faith only the properties that they have registered in the
census in accordance with the ordinance of Gentianus”. On arguments from bona fides
in P.Cotton, see sections III 4 and 6.

KotayyéAAm nuntio, defero?

mpdlyna kamjvyethey mepl tod €& Ovépaftlo[c Xapéov] | ErevBepwdévtog
‘Ovnoipov = “denounced the matter of Onesimos having been manumitted in the name
[of Chaereas]” (68—69)

The core meaning of xatoyyéAm is “announce, proclaim, declare” (LSJ s.v. A;
CGL s.v. 2) and this meaning predominates in literary and documentary sources. In
papyri from Egypt xotayyéAAwm is attested rarely and only with the core meaning of
“announce, declare”, see WB I s.v. “eine Nachricht {iberbringen” with reference to
P.Oxy. X 1274,6 (Oxyrhynchus, 2™ cent.). xotayyéAo in the sense of “denounce,
reveal” is given by CGL s.v. 1 and LSJ s.v. 3 on the basis of Xen. 4n. 2,5,38: [IpdEevog
3¢ kol Mévav, 8t kothyyethav adtod thv dmPovAfv, &v ueydin tiuf elow = “but
Proxenos and Menon, because they reported his plot, are held in high honor” and IK
Lampsakos 6,9,32 (Lampsacus, 2™ cent. BCE): katoyyediétm 8¢ 6 PovAduevog mpog
10V iepdv [6OAoyov] = “and let he who wishes to do so make a report/denunciation to
the sacred [assembly]”.

In P.Cotton, mpdlypo kativyetev refers to the denunciation of a crime —
specifically, the fraudulent circumstances of Onesimos’ manumission — to the Roman
fiscal authorities. It seems likely that Tpdypa katayyéAde in this context is a technical
formulation that corresponds to rem nuntiare fisco, see Berger 1953 s.v. nuntiare fisco:
“to denounce to the fisc a person holding property due to the fisc or obligated to make
payments to the fisc”, see passim Dig. 49,14,1-5 (Callistratus De iure fisci), 13,7, 22,3,
38-39 and 44. An alternative Latin expression was deferre fisco, see e.g. Dig. 34,9,9,1
(Ulpianus 14 ad I iul. et pap.): ex qua specie statim fisco deferetur; Dig. 49,14,18,7
(Marcianus I s. de delator.): sed communem causam sibi cum fisco quivis deferre potest
= “but anyone may denounce a case that he shares with the fiscus” and Cod. Iust.
10,11,2pr. (Gordianus, 238): causam ab alio delatam = “‘a case denounced by another”.
Cf. CGIL VII Index Graeco-Latinus: xotoyyé\o defero, indico, nuntio; 0
kotayyéAhwv delator; kotayyeldeic delatus. On the delation of fiscal fraud in P.Cotton,
possibly by Saulos himself, see section III 10.
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Kwéw moveo (rhet.)

Kol un o Svopo tod viod Tod ypeo@vAaxog | keveito oV kprtiv = “and let not the
title of “son of a chreophylax” sway the judge” (20-21)

The basic meaning of kivéw is “set in motion”; “disturb, arouse, urge on, incite, stir
up” (LSJ s.v. I-1I), cf. CGL s.v. 4: “(of persons, gods, animals) stir into motion or
activity”’; WB I col. 797-798 s.v.: 2: “veranlassen”. In P.Cotton, however, the phrase
kewelto TOv kprv refers specifically to swaying the mind or emotions of the judge, a
meaning beyond the Greek term’s standard semantic range, but which is similar to the
Latin moveo, see OLD 1253 s.v. 14 a: “to cause a charge of attitude, opinion, etc., in (a
person, his mind), influence, affect; (also, the body)”; see also ibid. s.v. 15a: “to move
to tender feelings, soften, touch.” Cf. Quint. Inst. 9,2,33: falsa enim et incredibilia
natura necesse est aut magis moveant, quia supra vera sunt, aut pro vanis accipiantur,
quia vera non sunt = “since what is by nature fictitious and unbelievable necessarily
either moves the audience more because it outstrips what is true, or is perceived as
inane because it is not true”. This meaning of kivém suggests the influence of Latin,
specifically via the field of rhetoric, on the semantics of the Greek term in the Roman
period. Cf. CGIL VII Index Graeco-Latinus: kwv®, cieo, moveo. A close parallel to
kwvéw with Svopo in this sense is provided by the Greek translation of a pronouncement
of Antoninus Pius in P.Harr. I 67,2,15-16 (unknown provenance, ca. 150): kewvn0eig
oV pdvov 1@ t0d Emddvrog dvépartt AALG Kai | TpOC adTO TO Topddetypa = “moved (sc.
motus) not only by the title/reputation (sc. nomine) of the petitioner but also with a view
to the precedent itself”.

KOW®VOG socius
@ihog kol cuvepyOg kol kovovog = “a friend and collaborator and accomplice™ (45)

In its context in P.Cotton, a negative connotation of kovavdg may be assumed, see
LSJ s.v.: “companion, partner; accomplice in”” with reference to Soph. Trach. 729-730:
0 10D kaxod kowvwvdg WB I s.v. “Helfershelfer”. In P.Cotton, kxowvwvdg is used with
the technical meaning of the Latin socius, a legal term for partners in an association
(societas) which also had the specific meaning of “accomplice” in criminal law, see
Berger 1953 s.v. socius “(in penal law) an accomplice, an accessory, an abettor, one
who gives assistance to a criminal before, during or after the crime”; see further Berger
1953 s.v. ope et consilio. See e.g. Dig. 42,8,10,2 (Ulpianus 73 ad ed.): te consocio et
fraudem participante. xowwvdq as a translation of socius occurs in a Republican era
provision of the lex portorii Asiae, SEG XXXIX 1180,81 (Ephesus, 62): kowvmvolg tolg
10 yewphylo npyokapnkdow = sociis qui operas in metallis dederunt (transl. Cottier et
al. 2008, 59) and in the court cases recorded in SB XIV 12139 (Oxyrhynchite, 2"
cent.).??! On criminal complicity in P.Cotton, see section 111 6.

221 The interpretation of kowwvdg in the lex portorii by Mason 1974 s.v. as publicanus is not
persuasive and socius (i.e. member of the societas publicanorum) is clearly correct.
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kOMuo1G animadversio, poena

eoPoduev[o]t | v kdracty = “fearing punishment” (28-29)
kovgiodfioesOa Thg kohdoeog = “will be relieved from punishment” (30)

In Greek, kdhaoig has the basic meaning of “chastiment, correction” (LSJ s.v.);
“punishment, penalty” (CGL s.v.). In judicial contexts, the Greek term connoted
punishment against one’s person rather than a monetary penalty (as explicitly specified
in P1. Ap. 26a). Use of k6Aaoic and kohdlw in Greek texts of Roman legislation suggests
that these terms corresponded to the Latin animadversio, animadvertere with reference
to capital punishment and other heavy penalties for major crimes. See Berger 1953 s.v.
and the example of IK Ephesos 215 = SEG XXVIII 863,11 (Ephesus, edict of a
proconsul of Asia concerning a bakers’ strike, late 2™ cent.): T/ Tpoonkodon telpmpio
kohaoO[oetar] = “he will be punished with the appropriate penalty” where teipumpio
is a standard Greek translation of supplicium (see e.g. éoydtn Twopia for ultimum
supplicium in P.Coll. Yout. I 30,11-12, unknown provenance, 198-199) and xo,dlw
most probably stands for animadverto. Compare Dig. 48,8,4,2 (Ulpianus 7 de off-
procos.): ultimo supplicio animadvertendum esse. See further P.Oxy. XX 2264,3,7-8
(Acta Diogenis): dxohovBficon puéypt | tfig kohdoewg = “to accompany him until his
execution (sc. animadversio)”. The semantic field of poena was broader and included
monetary fines, see e.g. Dig. 50,16,131,1 (Ulpian 3 ad L iul. et pap): poena non tantum
pecuniaria, verum capitis et existimationis irrogari solet = “when a poena is imposed,
it is usually not of a pecuniary nature but rather connotes capital punishment or
punishment resulting in destruction of status”. Cf. CGIL VII Index Graeco-Latinus:
KOAOo1G animadversio, coercitio, cruciatus, poena, supplicium. For further parallels,
see Anastasiadis and Souris 2000, 113 s.v. koAdlw.

Kkovpilw relevo?

olovton yap kovpiodfioesdon i koddoegog dvopatt Thg BovAiic = “for they believe
that they will be relieved from punishment in the name of the boule” (30)

In P.Cotton, kov@ilm is used in the general sense of CGL s.v. 5: “give relief”; LSJ
s.v.: “of persons, relieve from burdens”. In documentary sources, kov@ilw typically
occurs with reference to the remission of a financial obligation (e.g. debt, tax or rent),
see e.g. IG XII 7,506,16 (Amorgos, 3" cent. BCE): [k]al T®V &lopop®dy kovpicag;
P.Petaus 9,16-17 (Arsinoite, 185): 1[0 &]mikepdlaiov 0adTdV | koveiodfivar, P.Thmouis
11,77,3, 86,21, 103,19, 104,19, 112,22 and 159,13 and 15 (Mendesian, 180-192); IK
Lampsakos 6,10,3-5 (Lampsacus, Roman period): 100 | émkepaiiov thg moreng |
kov@ioBfivor. The phrase koveiodricecOat T koAdoeog with reference to the lifting of
a punishment for a crime is in this respect unusual. In view of the general presence of
Roman legal and institutional language in P.Cotton, it scems likely that this is a
technical formulation corresponding to relevari (poena/animadversione), see e.g. Dig.
48,3,13 (Callistratus 6 de cogn.) and Dig. 16,1,8,10 (Ulpianus 29 ad ed.).
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KpUnG iudex

Kol un o Svopo tod viod Tod ypeo@vAaxog | keveito oV kprtiv = “and let not the
title of “son of a chreophylax” sway the judge” (20-21)

In documents from the Roman period, the Greek term kputiig as “one who gives a
judgment or assessment (of persons or things), judge, assessor, arbiter”, “umpire” (CGL
s.v. 1-2) becomes a technical term for iudex, see Mason 1974, 64; cf. CGIL VII Index
Graeco-Latinus: xpitfic, iudex. In the vocabulary of Roman administration, iudex had a
broad range of meaning that encompassed appointed judges in civil procedure (iudices
dati = xprai S00évteg, see e.g. P.Oxy. IX 1195,1-2 [Oxyrhynchus, 135]: AroAoviot
kpuit d00évtt vnd Tletpoviov | Maueptetvov 10D kpotictov myspdvog = “to
Apollonios, iudex datus appointed by the praeses Petronius Mamertinus, vir egregius’)
as well as high officials acting in a judicial capacity, see e.g. Cod. lust. 2,1,7 (225) with
reference to a procurator privatae rationis. See further Berger 1953 s.v. iudex and
Anastasiadis and Souris 2000, 115 s.v. kpitfic. On the identity of the judge presiding
over the hearing anticipated in P.Cotton, see section III 9.

Anotela latrocinium

nepl Plag kol drootdosog kol Anoteiog = “as regards his committing violence,
sedition and banditry” (24)

In the list of crimes ascribed to Gadalias (see the entries on Bia and dndctacic),
Anoteio (“robbery, piracy”, LSJ s.v.) is a probable reference to latrocinium, a Roman
concept denoting armed robbery and other forms of organized violent crime.???> Cf.
CGIL VII Index Graeco-Latinus: Anotelo, grassatura, latrocinium. The substantive
Anoteio is rare in documentary sources and is primarily attested in Greek texts of
Roman legislation, such as the Greek letter of a Roman magistrate to the city of Mylasa:
IK Mylasa 601 = IK Stratonikeia 1023,9-10 (Mylasa, Augustan era): td®v éx tfig
Aaprivov | Anothiag épemiov = “of the wreckage resulting from the banditry of
Labienus”, as well as the Greek text of an edict of Germanicus in Egypt: SB 1 3924,
29-30 (unknown provenance, ca. 19): todto yap fidn dporoyovpévng | Anotelag (sc.
latrocinii pacti) éotiv Epyov = “this is the work of banditry already premeditated”. The
term also occurs in the list of Roman public crimes appended to the edict of the
Hadrianic prefect Petronius Mamertinus, SB XII 10929,2,3 (unknown provenance,
133-137): mepl Anoteldv (sc. de latrociniis, see Laffi 2013, 72). See further the edict
of the Roman prefect Sempronius Liberalis, W.Chr. 19 = SB XX 14662 = BGU II
372,2,13 (Arsinoite, 154). For attestations of the related terms Anotfg and Anotfipilov
in documentary evidence, see e.g. IK Tlion 102,5-6 (Ilion, reign of Tiberius): kafeldvta
10 &v ‘EAJAnomévieo Anothipia; SEG XLI 660,18 (Rhodes, 2"-3™ cent.): mipoticdv
notiplov; SEG LI 1812,2,13-15 (Termessos, late 3™ cent.): 6 Ano|tdg povedoag v |

222 On bandits (latrones) and banditry (latrocinium) as a practice and social construct in the

Roman empire, see Shaw 1984/2004 and Griinewald 1999.
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oMy @povpeitw. For further parallels, see Anastasiadis and Souris 2000, 118 s.v.
Anotic and Anoteia. On Anoteia as a crime attributed to Gadalias in P.Cotton, see
section 11 7.

Egvokplton recuperatores?

gl Tovg (nuodobar deeirovtag | Eevokpitag évtayeilc = “having been entered into
the list of xenokritai who were due to be fined” (22-23)

The term Egvokpitar is not attested in Classical or Hellenistic Greek sources, but
first emerges in Greek texts of Roman legislation as a translation of recuperatores, see
e.g. the lex de provinciis praetoriis of 100 BCE (Crawford 1996, I 12) 4, 35: [k]pitag
Eevokpitag 8136var = iudices recuperatores dare.*** The term also occurs in the Greek
text of the Roman formula tutelae attested in three copies in the Babatha archive
(P.Yadin I 28-30, Maoza, Arabia, ca. 125), likewise as a translation of recuperatores:
Eevokpitan Eotwoav = recuperatores sunto.?* Non-documentary testimonia for
Egvokpitan are rare, consisting of a fragment of a second-century grammarian cited in
a Byzantine commentary to the Iliad (Eustathius, Comm. ad Iliad. 12,164) and an
indirect reference in CGIL III 336,45 and 528,5 glossing kprmipilov Eévov as iudicium
recuperatorium. Other attestations are limited to a handful of documents: TAM II 508
(Pinara, Lycia, 1% cent. BCE);?*> P.Oxy. XLII 3016 (Oxyrhynchus, 148); SEG X1 491
(Sparta, 2™ cent.) and IK Perge 323 (Perge, 200-250). On Egvokpitot in P.Cotton, see
section V.

$vopa, dvépatt nomen, nomine

Kol un o Svopo tod viod Tod ypeo@vAaxog | keveito oV kprtiv = “and let not the
title of “’son of a chreophylax” sway the judge” (20-21)

olovton yap kovpiotioesdot Thg koddoeog dvopatt Thg BovAfic = “for they believe
that they will be relieved from punishment in the name of the boule (or: on the grounds
of bouleutic status)” (30)

gmboag ola adtd dpeiiel vopa ypéovg = “having remitted what he owed him by
way of a loan” (51)
who bought the slaves in his own name” (51-52)

&’ dvépom tod Xarpéov koraypaenyv nofcoavio = “they had the slave registered
under the name of Chaereas” (56-57)

népag nhevbep®hn &€ dvopatog | Tod Xapéov = “his was ultimately manumitted in
the name of Chaereas” (57-58)

223 See Crawford 1996, 1 12 col. IV.

224 See the Latin reconstruction of the Greek text in Norr 1998, 319. The term is somewhat
misleadingly translated by the editor of P.Yadin I at 120 as “[local?] judges”.

225 The appearance of xenokritai grouped into four systemata in this first-century BCE
Lycian inscription has been persuasively attributed to Roman influence by Norr 1995.
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npajypo komjvyeey mept o0 &€ dvopa[t]o[c Xapéov] | Edevbepwbéivioc ‘Ovnoipov
= “denounced the matter of Onesimos having been manumitted in the name [of
Chaereas]” (67-69)

The term dvopa, which occurs seven times throughout P.Cotton, reflects a significant
semantic development in documentary sources from the Roman period, whereby the
Greek term for “name” acquires new legal connotations corresponding to those of the
Latin nomen. See LSJ s.v. IV 2: “in accountancy, both of persons and things (cf. Lat.
nomen); in registers of titledeeds, in tax-receipts, etc.”); WB s.v. 1c: “Person (plur.)
Kopfzahl”; 2: “Rechtstitel, Rechnungsposten”.

The occurrence of Gvop. in lines 20-21 with reference to the titulature of Gadalias
accords with the term’s standard meaning in Greek (see LSJ s.v. II: “name, fame”; CGL
s.v. 4: “proper name (of a person or place) as talked about (in good or bad terms); name,
reputation”). All other instances of Svopa in P.Cotton, however, are technical usages
that correspond to different legal meanings of nomen:

i. If the phrase dvépatt tiig BovAiig, 30 refers to the intercession of the boule (see
section III 3), Svopa has the meaning of WB s.v. 2b: “dvépoatt tod Seiva = fiir
Rechnung, auf Veranlassung jmds.” which corresponds to nomine in the sense of OLD
s.v. 14a “the name (of a person, etc.) on whose authority one acts or purports to act;
esp. nomine (sub nomine) + gen., by the authority (of), in the name (of)”. See e.g.
Crawford 1996, I 25 (lex coloniae genetivae, Urso, Spain, mid-1% cent. BCE) LXV 22:
ad ea sacra quae | in ea colon(ia) aliove quo loco colonorum nomine | fient= “the
sacrifices performed in the colony or any other place in the name of the colonists” and
W.Chr. 343 = P.Oxy. VII 1031,11-13 (Oxyrhynchus, 228): &ic fiv yeopy® dnpociov
yhv ... dvéua(tt) | Aovkiov Adpniiov Amordwviov = “for the public land which I
cultivate ... in the name of Lucius Valerius Apollonios”. See further Dig. 2,4,16 (Paulus
2 resp.): quaesitum est, an tutor pupilli nomine patronam suam sine permissu praetoris
vocare possit = “it was asked whether a tutor may in the name of his ward call the
latter’s patrona into court without the praetor’s permission”.

If, however, dvopott tiic BovAfig, 30 signifies an attempt to receive a lesser
punishment on the grounds of bouleutic status (see section III 3), &vopa has the
meaning of nomine in the sense of ii below.

ii. In line 50, &vopo xpéoug has the meaning of WB s.v. 2: “Rechtstitel,
Rechnungsposten” which corresponds to nomine in the sense of OLD s.v. 24 “a
heading, category; esp. nomine + gen., under the heading of, by way of, as etc.”, cf.
Berger 1953 s.v. nomine: “with regard to things or rights nomine is syn. with alicuius
rei causa and propter aliquam rem (= because of), and indicates the title under which
a person claims anything from another”. See e.g. Dig.19,1,52pr. (Scaevola 7 Dig.): si
quid tributorum nomine debitum esset = “if anything were owed by way of tribute” and
Dig.18,1,35pr. (Gaius 10 ad ed. provinc.): quod saepe arrae nomine pro emptione datur
= “what is often given by way of an earnest for a sale”. Compare ChLA XLI 1196 =
P.Cair.Masp. 1 67301,6 (Antinoupolis, mid-6'" cent.): dvépati croptovddv = “by way
of sportulae”.
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formulation suo nomine, see OLD s.v. 14n “suo nomine, on one’s own responsibility,
independently, etc.”, see e.g. Dig. 18,1,12 (Pomponius 31 ad q. muc.): nam si servus
meus vel filius qui in mea potestate est me praesente suo nomine emat ... = “for if a
slave or son of mine who is in my legal power buys something in my presence but in
his own name ...”

iv. In line 56, é7° dvdpati tod Xonpéov has the meaning of LS s.v. IV 2: “in registers
of titledeeds, etc., under the name of”’; WB s.v. 2h: “&n’ dvpatt tod deiva = unter dem
Namen jmds eine Handlung ausfiihren”, which corresponds to nomine in the sense of
OLD s.v. 22 “an entry (of a loan, etc.) in a ledger (from the practice of writing the name
of the creditor or debtor at the head of the page)”. See e.g. M.Chr. 82 =P.Rein. [ 44,13—
15 (Hermopolis, 104): énoijnoev tag dvag &l 1@ Atovusiov tod | viod dvéuatt = “he
executed the sales under the name of his son Dionysius” — a formulation and context
close to P.Cotton, in both cases implying registration of sales under the name of the
person in question. See in a similar sense Dig. 21,2,71 (Paulus 16 quaest.): pater filiae
nomine fundum in dotem dedit = ““a father transferred a farm in dowry under the name
of his daughter”.

v. In lines 57 and 67, the phrase & dvoparog with reference to the manumission of
Onesimos is a common legal phrase in documents from the Roman period referring to
the initiation of a legal action or transaction, see WB s.v. 2f: “&k 10D 10D deiva dvoparog
= aus Heranlassung, im Auftrag und fiir Rechnung jmds.”. See e.g. P.Hever 63,5
(Maoza, Arabia, 127): 8& dvéuatog ad[tic npog ]odmunv = “in her name against
Salome”; P.Dura 31,37-40 (Dura Europos, Syria, 204): xoi pn &vkolelv pnde
gvkalAéooey GAAMAOLG ... TpOG ALOV Tiva TV £ | dvdpatog adtdv Evypagov = “and
that they neither accuse nor will accuse each other ... concerning any other instrument
written in their name”; IGUR I 246,17-18 (Rome, ca. 313): &£ dvduorog mdiw
K\(avdiov) Anorlwv[iov ... dnvdpa elkoot] | kol mévie = “again in the name of
Claudius Apollonios ... 25 denarii”. This meaning of Svopa falls under the broader
sense of nomine in OLD s.v. 14a (see i above).

For further parallels, see Anastasiadis and Souris 2000, 131 s.v. Svopa.

mapayapaccw® adultero

Kol Tepl vopiopatog ob mapeydpoéev = “and the money that he counterfeited” (24)

nopootioel; &k tod 10 mapa[kexapaly[pévov  vo]luopo kel Taodiov
nopeokevakévor = “you will establish from the fact that Saulos too produced
counterfeited coins” (46—47)

The verb mapoyopdoon (LSJT s.v.: “re-stamp, i.e. re-value the currency”; “debase
the currency”) does not appear to be attested in Greek sources before the Roman period.
Its earliest occurrence seems to be P.Herc 1004,33,11-13 (Phld. Rhet. 7): [p]etalBaiverv
an[0 Td]v mapajyapa[t]tdévi[w]v, where its exact meaning is unclear. Bilingual glosses
in the CGIL render mapoyopdoco and its derivatives with adultero and its variants, cf.
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CGIL VII Index Graeco-Latinus: mopoydpaypa adulteratio, adulterinus; mopoyapdktng
adulter, adulterator; mapoyopd&ipnog paracharaximus falsus monetarius. Cf. OLD s.v.
adultero 3 a: “to produce an imitation of, counterfeit” and c: “to falsify, tamper with”;
4: “to corrupt, debase, pervert”; s.v. adulterinus 1: “adulterated, impure, synthetic”; 2:
“(of documents, coinage, etc.) forged, counterfeit, spurious”. See for example Plin. HN
33,132,1 on the debasement of silver coinage: et falsi denarii spectatur exemplar
pluribusque veris denariis adulterinus emitur = “a specimen of a false denarius is
carefully examined and a debased coin is bought for more than genuine ones”. These
meanings of adultero and adulterinus are consistent with mapoyopdooo in literary and
documentary sources, see Diog. Laert. Vit. philos. 6,71: véucua nopayapdtiov;
P.Michael. 12,2 (unknown provenance, 152" cent.): 10v ctatfipo mapaydpaypa (cf.
WB Suppl. 1,214); P.Oxy. XLIX 3511, 28 (Oxyrhynchus, 4" cent.): mapayopa&oc (sic);
P.Harrauer 46,3 (Antinoupolis? 5% cent.): kai g0pédn mopoyapdéa tpia (ypvoia);
P.CairMasp III 67353,20 (Antinoupolis, 569): mopayapdtto. Note also the
metaphorical use of nopayapdocm by Lucian, Dem. 5: 00 mopayapdttov Ta €l v
Slontav, Oc Bowpdlorto kol drmoprémorro KO TAV Evivyyavdviny = “not re-minting his
lifestyle so as to be admired and gazed at by the people he met”. On the counterfeiting
of coinage in P.Cotton, see section III 7.

TEPLYPAPN Circumscriptio
np[0c] meprypaony 1od eickov = “for circumvention of the fiscus™ (50)

In the Roman period, the term nepypagn (LSJ s.v. “outline, circumference, limit™)
acquires a new juridical meaning of “circumvention, fraud” (LSJ s.v. V);
“Umschreibung, Betrug, Ubervorteilung, Veruntreuung” (WB 1I s.v.). This meaning
clearly corresponds to circumscriptio, “cheating, defrauding” (OLD s.v. 4) — a term
close to fraus, see the entry on padwovpyia; c¢f. CGIL VII Index Graeco-Latinus:
TepLypogn circumscriptio, circumventio, deceptio, fraus.

In documents from the Roman period, meptypaoti is well-attested with reference to
fiscal fraud, see e.g. P.Oxy. XII 1562, 15 (Oxyrhynchus, 276-282): émi weptypopii 100
tapeiov. In P.Cotton, mpog meprypaenv 100 @ickov probably renders in circum-
scriptionem/fraudem fisci in legal Latin, see e.g. Dig. 40,9,11,1 (Marcianus 13 inst.):
sed nec in fraudem fisci datas libertates procedere principalibus constitutionibus
cavetur="“but it is stipulated in imperial pronouncements that manumissions performed
to defraud the fiscus should not be effectual either”. On fiscal fraud in P.Cotton, see
sections 111 4-5.

nhootOC falsus
\ / . .
10 TACTOV crimen falsi
TAOGTOV Ypdupo. falsum instrumentum

ghevyBévtog 10D mhaotod émi Ilootdpov = “after the forgery was discovered at the
court of Postumus” (28)
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[0]® et voyov dAko[v] Twva ellv[au] mopdvtt Thaotd ypdupatt §f TOV Tpoépovia
= “no one should be made liable for the forged document at hand other than the person
presenting it” (32-33)

petd avt[typdoov] | Magtod = “with the forged copy” (64—65)

The meaning of mlaoctdc in P.Cotton is “fabricated, forged, counterfeit” (LSJ s.v.
IT); “fashioned for the purpose of deception” (CGL s.v. 2). The occurrence of 10D
mhaotod without an object in line 28 is noteworthy. This appears to be the substantive
10 mhaotdv corresponding to the Latin falsum, the Roman public crime of forgery,
rather than an implicit reference to the mlaotov ypdupa mentioned in line 33. This
substantive form is attested in Byzantine manuals of Roman law as a translation of
falsum, see e.g. Prochir. Auct. 22,45: 811 6 10 mhaotov Kiviicog kol &€ dmopdoemg
NTttNOEic dndAivot 1O katodeipdey avtd &v dkefvn th Srabixn: 6 88 dpEduevoc Kively
Kol GooTag 0088V dndiivcty = “that he who initiates a charge of falsum and is defeated
by a judicial sentence loses what was left to him in that will, whereas he who begins
the charge but desists from it loses nothing”. See also CGIL VII Index Graeco-Latinus:
T\oTOC falsus, fictus.

In the legalistic formulation of lines 32-33 ([0]0 &l ... mpoeépovta), the phrase
TAOGTOV ypdupo probably corresponds to falsum instrumentum, see e.g. Dig. 44,1,11
(Modestinus 13 resp.): etsi res iudicata esset ex falsis instrumentis, si postea falsa
inveniantur, nec rei iudicatae praescriptionem opponi = “even if a judgment has been
given on the basis of forged documents, if these are subsequently found to be forged an
objection of res iudicata cannot be raised”. See further the commentary to these lines.
On forgery in P.Cotton, see section I1I 4.

TPoQEP® profero (sc. instrumentum)

[o]d 8&l &voyov dAho[v] Tva ellv[an] mopdvtt Mhaotd ypdpupatt Topdvt TAacTH
ypdppatt fi Tov tpoeépovta = “no one should be made liable for the forged document
at hand other than the person presenting it” (32-33)

gav 6 Taodrog Aéyn wg mepitov Cadariav [ ca. 12 mpolpépovita = “if Saulos
claims that [the blame lies(?)] with Gadalias as the one presenting [the document(?)]”
(39-40)

The core meaning of Tpo@épm is “bring before or to one, present” (LST s.v. A 1). In
P.Cotton, the verb specifically refers to the presentation of documentary evidence in
court, see WB II s.v. 1: “vorlegen” with the example of P.Yadin. I 11,9-10 (En-Gedi,
124): x[ai 7] mpa&[ig ot oot xafi T]d [m]apd cov xai [GAA® mavti 1@ d1]d cov 7
orép ooy k[upiwg] | Todto T[] ypdupa tpoeépovit = “and let there be the right of
execution for you and anyone presenting this document through you or on your
behalf”.??% In the legalistic diction of lines 32-33 ([0]V 3&l ... mpopépovta), it seems

226 Tn documents from Egypt, this meaning of tpogépw is typically conveyed by émeépw or
npocpépm (see WB I s.v. émepépw 17: “Beweispapiere, Belegurkunden vorlegen”, e.g. M.Chr.
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likely that ypdupo tpo@épetv corresponds to the Latin instrumentum proferre, see e.g.
Dig. 13,7,39 (Modestinus 3 resp.): cum nullum instrumentum venditionis proferatur,
48,10,31 (Callistratus 3 de cogn.): huiusmodi instrumenta proferantur. For the juridical
sense of profero, see OLD s.v. 5: “to produce (documents, etc.) in evidence; (also
witnesses)”. The use of mpoépw to render profero in its legal sense is evident in late
Roman contracts, compare P.Cair.Masp. III 67311,29-30 (Aphrodito, 6 cent.): [t]0
ypappo koplov Eotar | BéPatov mavtoxo(d) mpopepdu(evov) = “let the document be
valid and secure wherever it is presented” and an analogous clause in P.Ital. I 8,2,2-3
(Ravenna, 6 cent.): mafnjente | nichilominus hanc plenariam securitatem in sua
firmitate, ubi et in cuiuslibet iudicio prolata fuerit.

padiovpyia fraus

£b0etog mpog TV padiovpyiov = “well-suited for the fraud” (19)
0 tig padovpyiog avdéving = “the author of the fraud” (40)
Thig pedrovpyiag 1 pym | ap” aTdv yéyovey = “the fraud originated with them” (61)

The substantive padiovpylo — from poadiovpyém, “live a lazy life, take things
easily” hence, in a pejorative sense, “act thoughtlessly or recklessly, do wrong, play the
rogue” (LSJ s.v.)— has the core meaning of “self-indulgence, laziness, sloth, knavery”
(LSJ) in sources of the Classical and Hellenistic periods. In the Roman period, however,
padiovpylo emerges as a technical term for fraud corresponding to the Latin fraus (OLD
s.v. 5: “deceit”; 6: “fraudulent evasion of a law or obligation”). This is clearly illustrated
by late Roman contracts, where the phrase dvev padiovpylog kai déhov is a Greek
translation of sine fraude vel dolo (see, respectively, SB XXIV 16039 (Apollonopolis,
early 7" cent.), 12 and P.Ital. I 7= ChLA XX 712,88 (Ravenna, 557): sine qualicumque
dolo vel fraude).** padiovpyia in this sense also appears in an edict of the Hadrianic
prefect of Egypt Petronius Mamertinus alongside mlactoypaeio (forgery) in a list of
public crimes adjudicated ex officio by Roman governors, see SB XII 10929,2,9-10
(unknown provenance, 133—137): n(ept) mlactoypopiog kol padiovpylag (sc. de falsis
et fraude, cf. Laffi 2013, 72). Forgery and fraud are likewise paired in the mid-second
century edict of the prefect Valerius Eudaemon (P.Oxy. II 237,8,13—15, Oxyrhynchus,
ca. 186, citation of a prefectural edict from 142) stipulating that debtors must not be
permitted to evade their debts by frightening their creditors with accusations of forgery
or fraud (elte mhaoctdV ypoppudtav f padovpylac N meprypaofic sc. falsum, fraus,
circumscriptio, see the entries on thootdg and meprypagny). In CGIL 11 427,16 (Pseudo-
Philoxenus) padiovpyto is treated as synonymous with forgery, falsum. Similarly,
Byzantine lexica give mlactoypdpog as a synonym of padiovpydg (see Hsch., Phot.,

80 = P.Flor. I 61,57 (unknown provenance, 85); WB 1l s.v. npocoépo 1d: “Beweispapiere usw.
vorlegen”, e.g. P.Grenf. I 71,2,9 (Hibis, 244).

227 The combination of 86\og (sc. dolus) and poadrovpyia (sc. fraus) also appears in Acts
13,10: *Q mMipng movtdg 86hov kol mdong padtovpylag, vie Stapdrov = dixit o plene omni dolo
et omni fallacia fili diaboli, with fallacia being synonymous with fraus but not rendering what
seems clearly to be an intended technical legal meaning.
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Suid. s.v. padiovpydc). This may be a nonspecific usage or a later semantic shift not
reflected in earlier sources. The above-mentioned edict of Eudaemon clearly
distinguishes between forgery (thootd ypdupata) and fraud (padovpyia, meprypogn).
In P.Cotton, padiovpyla refers specifically to the defrauding of the fiscus, also rendered
neptypagn tod giokov, 50 (sc. circumscriptio fisci, see the entry on meptypaen). On
fiscal fraud in P.Cotton, see sections IIT 4-5.

cuveldnoic conscientia

petd avifiypdeov] | mootod . [ ca. 5 ] v cuveldng[ = “with the forged copy

[...] complicity [...]” (64-65)

The term cuveidnoig, its basic meaning being “knowledge shared with another”
(LSJ s.v. A), likely renders the Roman concept of conscientia, Berger 1953 s.v.
“knowledge of a crime committed by another”. See e.g. Dig. 48,19,16pr. (Saturn. L s.
de poen. paganorum): aut facta puniuntur ... aut dicta ... aut scripta ... aut consilia, ut
coniurationes et latronum conscientia quosque alios suadendo iuvisse sceleris est
instar = “punishment is meted out for things done ... or things said ... or things written
... or things deliberated, such as conspiracies and sharing knowledge (conscientia) with
bandits, for to assist others with advice is tantamount to the crime itself”. This meaning
of cuveidnoig emerges in Greek documentary sources in the Roman period (see LSJ
s.v. 6. “complicity, guilt, crime” referring to imperial sources) and appears to illustrate,
once again, the influence of legal Latin. For further examples of cuveidnoig in this
sense, see e.g. TAM V 1,318,13 (confession inscription, Lydia, 156-157): &v cuveldniot
towdtn = “with such a conscience” (referring to guilt in an attempted poisoning); SEG
XXX 326 (curse, Athens, 1% cent. CE) 15-16: k& toVg cuvelddtag Th KASyel K&
apv[o]|[vpn]évoug = “and those who are complicit in the theft and deny it”. On the
question of complicity in P.Cotton, see section III 6.

e 4
VIOKOV® respondeo?

/ \ b ’ e / 9 e 4 (13 T
téocapotv yap alyopaiolg Povpov ovy vmnkovcev = “he failed to respond to
summons at four assizes of Rufus”

The core meaning of braxoV is LST s.v. A I: “give ear”; 2: “answer when called”;
3: “listen to, heed, regard”; WB II s.v. “Folge leisten, gehorchen”. The verb also has
the specific sense of heeding summons to appear in court, see LSJ s.v. I 2: “appear
before the court” with the example of Is. 4,28: Vmoywp®dV HyeTo Kol 0vY VAAKOVCEY =
“he absconded and did not heed the summons”; cf. WB II s.v.: “dem Aufrufe vor
Gericht Folge leisten”.

In sources from the Roman period, dmokovw becomes a technical term for
individuals responding to their name being called in court, see e.g. P.Hamb. I 29,3-7
and 20-21 (unknown provenance, 94); M.Chr. 93,3—4 and 50 (Hermopolis, 250). The
verb is also used in a more general sense for individuals complying with orders to show
up in court at an appointed time (e.g. P.Oxy. LXXVII 5117, Oxyrhynchus, 264) or
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liturgists failing to show up for their duties (P.Horak 81, Herakleopolite, 2"-3" cent.).
The formula xAnBévtog kol vmoxoVcovtog in Roman judicial records likely
corresponds to the Latin expression citatus responderit, see e.g. Cic. Phil. 15,14,1: si
Lysiades citatus iudex non responderit = “if Lysiades, having been called as a judge,
did not respond”’; Dig. 49,14,15,2, (Mauricius 3 ad [. iul. et pap.): si citatus ad edictum
non responderit; M.Chr. 97,12 (Hermopolis, 390): Karitov kolelcBo. cfijtato et
inducto Capitone, etc. Cf. OLD s.v. respondeo 6: “to answer a summons to appear,
present oneself (for duty, etc.)”. A further parallel for dmoxobw = respondeo occurs in
the Greek text of a letter of Antoninus Pius to a city in Macedonia, IG Bulg IV 2263,12—
14 (Parthikopolis, 158): ol évkektnuévor map’ du[T]v vrakovétwoay Tolg dpyovct Tpog
10g Sikog kol didkovieg kal @edyovieg péypt dlokociwv mevrikovia dnvaplov =
“outsiders who have acquired land in your city shall be answerable to your magistrates
(sc. respondeant), both as plaintiffs and as defendants, in legal cases worth up to 250
denarii”. For citare as a roll call, see Liv. 34,27,81: citari nomina ... principum
iuuentutis iussit atque eos, ut quisque ad nomen responderat, in custodiam tradidit =
“he ordered the names of the ... leading young men to be called out, and those who
responded to their names he had arrested”. Similarly, P.Cotton envisions the name of
Gadalias being called out from a list of judges (see Plin., Ep. 10,58,1: cum citarem
iudices) but not responding or coming forward.

VIO UVNUODTOUVNHATICUOG commentarius
on( ) (73)

The siglum most probably stands for Vm(dpvnua) or vm(opvnpatiopdc) with
reference to commentarius/commentarii, a technical term for the chronologically
ordered administrative and judicial records of Roman officials. For dnépvnua in this
sense, see e.g. M.Chr. 372, 20-22 (Arsinoite, 2™ cent.) and P.Stras. I 5, 6-7
(Hermopolis, 262, reedited in Dolganov 2023b: no. 3). For bropvnpatiopdc (LST s.v.:
“memorandum, official diary”’; WB Il and FW s.v.: “Amtstagebiicher”), see e.g. IG [V?
1,83,18 (Epidauros, 40—42); BGU I 136 = M.Chr. 86 (Memphis, 135); IGLSyr VII
4028,16 (Baitokeke, 259-260). The term may also be mentioned in P.Mur. 117 =SB X
10307 (Toparchy of Herodion, extracts from administrative records in Egypt, late 2
cent.) 9: [Omopvnua]tiopd. Cf. Mason 1974 s.v. vmopviuata acta. For additional
parallels, see Anastasiadis and Souris 2000, 177 s.v. Omduvnpa and VropvNUATIGUOC.
On the judicial proceedings recorded in P.Cotton, see section II and the commentary to
line 73.

o avOponéo indulgeo, veniam do

¢ dropog éphavdpwnidn = “he was pardoned on the grounds that he was without
means” (23)

99, G

eavOponéom has the basic meaning of “show kindness or generosity”; “treat
kindly, deal kindly” (LSJ); WB 1II s.v.: “glitig oder gerecht behandeln; sich gnédig
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erweisen”. This core meaning is prevalent in epigraphic sources, see e.g. ID 1519,23
(Delos, 153—15 BCE) and SEG XXXV 744,26 (Kalindoia, Macedonia, 1% cent. CE). In
papyri from Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt, ¢ilavOponéwm is primarily used with
reference to bestowing benefits or giving redress, such as in the phrase iV &
nephavOpwmnpévog, which frequently occurs at the end of petitions, see e.g. BGU VII
1572,16 (Arsinoite, 139).

In P.Cotton, however, pilavBponén is used in an entirely different sense, with
reference to amnesty from punishment— specifically, the lifting of a monetary penalty.
It seems likely that this unusual meaning of lavOponén corresponds to the Latin
indulgeo or veniam do, Roman legal terms for amnesty, which was available to those
guilty of crimes or delicts who could persuasively cite mitigating circumstances, see
Berger 1953 s.v. indulgentia: “an act of grace, a benefit granted as a favor” primarily
with reference to “acts of amnesty in criminal matters”. See the example of Dig.
49,14,15pr. (Mauricius 3 ad I. iul. et pap.): senatus censuit, si delator abolitionem petat,
quod errasse se dicat, ut idem iudex cognoscat, an iusta causa abolitionis sit, et si
errasse videbitur, det imprudentiae veniam = “the senate has resolved that, if an accuser
seeks cancellation of his suit because he claims to have made an error, the same judge
examine whether there is just cause for cancellation and, if he is seen to have erred, he
be granted amnesty for his imprudence”. On amnesty by Roman governors and
emperors, see Krause 1996, 212-222 and Cotton 1984/2022. On the amnesty of
Gadalias in P.Cotton, see section V.
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Abbreviations

Papyrologica, that is editorial volumes, corpora, and instrumenta (esp. BL, NB, WB,
and Mandilaras, Verb) are cited according to the Checklist of Editions of Greek, Latin,
Demotic, and Coptic Papyri, Ostraca, and Tablets (https://papyri.info/docs/checklist),
epigraphica according to F. Bérard et al. (eds.), Guide de [’épigraphiste, Paris 2010,
pp. 19-20, and ancient authors and works as well as bibliographic abbreviations
according to Der Neue Pauly, vol. 1, Stuttgart, Weimar 1996, XII-XLVII. In addition,
or deviating from this, the following abbreviations appear:

BDAG =F. Montanari, The Brill Dictionary of Ancient Greek, Leiden, Boston 2015.

CGL =1J. Diggle et al. (eds.), The Cambridge Greek Lexicon, 2 vols, Cambridge 2021.

CGIL = G. Goetz (ed.), Corpus Glossariorum Latinorum, 7 vols, Leipzig 1888—1923.

DizEpig = E. de Ruggiero, Dizionario epigrafico di antichita Romane, Roma 1895.

FW = F. Preisigke, Fachwdrter des dffentlichen Verwaltungsdienstes Agyptens in den
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GCC = S. Lancel, Gesta conlationis Carthaginiensis, anno 411: accedit Sancti
Augustini breviculus conlationis cum Donatistis, Turnhout 1974 (= Corpus
Christianorum, Series Latina, no. 149A).

HAS =H. Heinen et al. (eds.), Handworterbuch der antiken Sklaverei, 3 vols, Stuttgart.

LINLA =T. llan, Lexicon of Jewish Names in Late Antiquity, 4 vols, Tiibingen 2002—
2011.

OPEL I? = B. Lérincz, Onomasticon provinciarum Europae Latinarum. Editio nova
aucta et emendata, vol. 1, Budapest 2005.
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XPE®POAAE

IV. Money terms

apydpiov
dnvapiov
dpoyun
véuopa

*5?,26, 35
*37-38?
48

21

23

50, 55

20

57

29

76, 1022, 132
24, 46-47

V. General index of words

dydpatog
Gdké®
dAndevm
GAno1fg
GG

dANog
aArGTPIOG
av

avd
Gvdyxn
avadidou
avarappdve
aviip
avtiypagpov

3 ’
amd
amopém

21-22

60

21

101
*177,121

32

70

101

29

71

109?

78

20

*357, 4243,
60-61, 64, 72
25

27
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v
dmopog
amdoTactg
dpa.
apydplov
3 /
appém
apvéopon
aptdm
b /
apxn
9 /.
avféving
9 ’
Avtokpatwp
avtdc

Bio
Adpn
Bovry
Bodropar
Ydp
ylyvopot

Ypdppa
8

o€l
deondne
déyopa
dfAog
dnudoiog
dnvdpiov
4

c. gen.

c. acc.
Soxovia
Soceion
S18dokm
3idwm
dokém
d6hog
Spoyn
dovAedm
dodrog
duvaoteio
gav

23,50

24

37

s. [V s.v.

57

35

62

61

40

s. I's.v.

31, 33, 34, 36, 37,
43, 44 (2x), 50, 51,
52,54, 58, 59, 62,
63,76,79, 116
24

*102-103?, 111?
s. T s.v.

54,100, 121

21, 30, 44, 61

31, 43, 44, 46, 53,
59,62,71

33

21, 28, 45, 53, 128,
131

32,37

104, 106

36

21, 44

98

s. [V s.v.

98

62
53,59
26

32

29, 61
27 (2x)
56

s. IV s.v.
58
52,55
27
27,31, 39, 60

&yyvog

€l
.
elpd

N
gipkT
£l

bl /
€160510V
éx, &
graotog
£KOTOVTAPYNG
b ’
ENEYY®
£hevbepdw
gv

£vaALdGGm

gvekol

7

#viol

#voyog

¢vtdocm
gvtayelc

¢Eetdlo

2 /

£ENK®

2 ’

émel

v

Enerto

2 ’

&l

c. gen.

c. dat.
c. acc.
EmPdA®
gmBor
Emypdom
2 /
EMAV®
2 /
EMTANGom
EmmpocPépw
énttpomog
Epyopan
£rouog
b4
gvletog
gomop[---]
gopiokm
gbovog
#Opo.
b4
o
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119

37,70

17, 32-33, 37, 50,
70, 101

25

22

29

41, 46, 50, 57, 66, 68
29

s. [l s.v.

28

54, 57,69, 79
26,52, 71,

115 (2x)

18

48

116

32

23
101
122
17,70
33

28,31, 33, 34, 35,
107, 129, 131
56, 128

73

34,117

120

18, 85

51

*105?

*102?

s. [T s.v.

63

*50?

19

99

17, 63

20

62
35,70,71, 118



nudo

M

Nysumdv
1816ypagov
loyvpdc
koOaprdlm
KafSrov
Kakdg

Kakdv
Kokovpyla
KoAOC
KoToyyEMm
KOTOytyvOoK®
KoToypopn
Kotnyopém
Kwé®
KOwmvic
kO ao1g
Koveilm
KpUTig
rapfdve
Myo

glmov

£pd
Anoteia
pdia
pdptog
uéyag

péylotog
pév
petd,

c. gen.

c. acc.
i
undé
undénote
vouopa
Egvokplitng
olopat
otog
Svopa

Omolog

Forgery and Fiscal Fraud in Iudaea and Arabia (P.Cotton)

22

33, 115 (2x),
*118?

s. Il s.v.
*367

112

*103?

28

*459

70

37

68

26

56

*47-48?

21

45

29, 30

30

s. Il s.v.

61, *66?
27,31, 39, 60
73, 98?
40, 61

24

*17?
31,1072, 129?

62
177, 32, 48

64

120

20, 44, 55,57, 103
58

52-53, 58

s. IV s.v.

s. [T s.v.

30

51,56

20, 30, 51, 52, 56,
57, 68

70

14
OoTL

dpeilo
oV, ovK, oV,

o0dév
odV
0010¢
ovtmg
TAVTOC
nopd

c. gen.

c. dat.
Topaloytopds
TOPUcKELAL®
TOPOPEPD
Topoapdocm
ndpeyn
nopioTnt
Tapovsia
oG
notip
TOTPIKAG
népog
nepl

c. gen.

c. acc.
Teptypan
nloTic
TAOGTOC

TAAGTOV
TOLE®
TOANAKLG
TOAMOC
novnpdg
mpdypo
nplacHol
TPOYPAY®
TPOKEOL
TPoréy®

TPOEITOV

165

21, 32, 33, 40, 41,
45, 54, 61, 120,
122

22,51

¥162,22, 32,34,
44,109

60, 99, 106
28,103, 115

48, 54, 60, 128, 131
58

110

36, 44, 61, 62, 63
71-72

48 (2x)

667

47

32

24, 46

33

46

25

45

31,34, 54,106, 118
1222

57

24 (2x), 68
39, #45?
50

37

33,65

28

56-57

26

25, 105

56

67-68

38
*40-417, 55
*40-419

56
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1pdg
c. dat.
c. acc.
TPOCTK®
TPocPedy®
TPOPEP®
TPATOG
TpOTOV
4 7
padtovpyla
4
pntop
copilopot
/7
oxedov
cuveldnoic
cvvepydg
/
GOVOAOG
TEKUpLOV
’
TELEVLTA®
téocapeg
e
1émocg
tovtéoTt
TpoTOg
vidg
VIAKOV®
VRdpY®
omép c. gen.
<,
omd
c. gen.
c. acc.
vroPoin
orOuvVnpo
VTOUVNHOTIGUOG
Yotepov

54
19, 27, 50, 106
#1037

29

33,37, 39-40

32
19, 40, 61
98?

17

113

657

45

#1029
62-63
123

21

32, 47, 60
17-18, 18
38

38

20

22

108

31, 60

47

53 (2x), 58
64

*739

*739

35

pavepdg
eedyw
eovOponéio
pihog
plorog
poPéw
QLYaded®
xelp
xewpdypapov
xpdo

xpéog
XPEOPOAAE
xpnotiCo
xpévog
avéopot

g

VI. Symbols

(dnvdpiov)
(Spayu)
(&xaTovtdpync)

on()

121

25

23

45

s. [T s.v.
28,55
26-27
116
*357,43
51

51

s. [T s.v.
58

105
42,51-52

18, 23, 25 (2x), 26,

31, 39, 60

29
76,1022, 132
5(?), 26, 35
73
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Left margin: P.Cotton col. I 4

63

Center: P.Cotton col. II 39—
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Left: P.Cotton col. 111 64-87
Right: P.Cotton col. IV 107-124

zu A. Dolganov, F. Mitthof, H. M. Cotton, A. Ecker, S. 91-95



Tafel 16

Left: P.Cotton col. 111 84-106
Right: P.Cotton col. IV 122-133

zu A. Dolganov, F. Mitthof, H. M. Cotton, A. Ecker, S. 91-95





