UNIVERSITE

DE GENEVE Archive ouverte UNIGE

https://archive-ouverte.unige.ch

Article scientifique 2022 Published version

This is the published version of the publication, made available in accordance with the publisher’s policy.

Schubert, Paul

How to cite

SCHUBERT, Paul. Posting a Public Notice on Papyrus: A Frequent Phenomenon? In: Aegyptus, 2022,
vol. 102, p. 203-218. doi: 10.26350/001217_000100

This publication URL:  https://archive-ouverte.unige.ch/unige:164919
Publication DOI: 10.26350/001217_000100

© This document is protected by copyright. Please refer to copyright holder(s) for terms of use.


https://archive-ouverte.unige.ch
https://archive-ouverte.unige.ch/unige:164919
https://doi.org/10.26350/001217_000100

© 2022 Vita e Pensiero / Pubblicazioni dell’Universita Cattolica del Sacro Cuore

«Aegyptus» 102 (2022), pp. 203-218

PAUL SCHUBERT*

Posting a Public Notice on Papyrus:
A Frequent Phenomenon?**

Posting a Public Notice on Papyrus: A Frequent Phenomenon?

Public notices were frequently posted in the cities, towns, and villages of Graeco-Roman
Egypt. The available data makes it possible to answer several questions related to this topic:
What material was used for posting notices? Did the authorities issue any instructions on
the format of public notices? For how long should a notice be posted? This should make it
possible to make a fresh evaluation of the famous Peukestas order, a notice posted in the
Saqqara religious complex and directed at Greek soldiers.
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Introduction

«It is in fact a notice intended to be pinned up (no doubt many such will
have been written on papyrus, but few have survived).» Eric Turner was de-
scribing one of the best-known of all Greek papyri, the Peukestas order, posted
in the Saqqara temple complex shortly after 331¢ (1). Stating that «few (noti-
ces) have survived» seems like an understatement: there are no known parallels
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(1) TURNER 1975, p. 251. The full publication of the papyrus appeared in TURNER 1974 (SB
XIV 11942).



204 PAUL SCHUBERT

to this notice among some sixty thousand published documents preserved over
a period of roughly one thousand years. Therefore, a survey of the direct and
indirect evidence we possess on the posting of public notices may prove useful,
in order to assess what role papyrus may have played in this context.

The available data on the posting of public notices comes for the most part
from the period of the Roman principate; it is often associated with ordinances
issued by the Praefect of Egypt that were to be disseminated throughout the
province. In addition, material from the Ptolemaic period seems sufficiently
homogeneous and consistent to also be exploited alongside. A useful listing of
much of the evidence from the Roman period — papyri and inscriptions — was
provided by Andrea Jordens, whose focus was primarily set on the administra-
tive dimension of the posting of public notices in relation with the Praefect of
Egypt (2). This material, however, may also serve to identify some more speci-
fic aspects of the procedure, e.g.: What material was actually used for posting
notices? Did the authorities issue any instructions on the format of public noti-
ces? For how long should a notice be posted? After a short reminder on the ge-
neral appearance of the Peukestas order, I shall try to bring some answers to
these questions within the limits of Graeco-Roman Egypt.

The Peukestas order

This document was found in a dump of a necropolis at Saqqara in the exca-
vation season of 1972/1973. It consists of a large sheet of papyrus (w 35.8 x h
13.4 cm), with the text written across the fibres, transversa charta (3). The
width of the sheet thus corresponds to the height of the roll; it was tall, at least
in comparison with rolls from the subsequent periods (usually about 18-30 cm).
Turner noted the presence of several holes along the top edge in the right half
of the sheet. They may have been used for posting, but inexplicably there are
no corresponding holes in the left half.

The layout of the three lines of writing suggests that the scribe took some
care in positioning his text on the sheet. There is a generous and regular margin
on the left and bottom; the top margin, however, is somewhat narrower, and on
the right the text is not quite aligned. Using a rush, the scribe drew large, sepa-

(2) JORDENS 2001, pp. 58-59 and 67-69.
(3) Reproduced in full scale in TURNER, PARSONS 19872, pp. 138-139, n° 79.
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rate letters. The absence of any cursiveness in the writing is not surprising if
we compare it to the style of the few preserved fourth-century hands (4). In this
specific case, it produces — as it were — an epigraphic effect; and it adds to the
legibility of the notice. The text, established and translated by Turner, runs as
follows:

[u] Mevkéotov Peukestas’ order.
un TopamopedecsHot pn- No one is to pass.
dévar epelmg O ofknpa. The chamber is that of a priest.

The scribe apparently started writing the order itself, beginning with the p
of un, then erased it and wrote IIEYKEZTOY, which Turner identified as the
name of Peukestas, one of Alexander’s generals, left behind in Egypt after the
king departed for his eastern conquests. The scribe obviously put some empha-
sis on the name: it was written as a single word in the first line, with larger let-
ters and a wider spacing than in the following two lines.

The picture that emerges from this document is that of a large notice posted
to the attention of Greek-speaking readers, presumably soldiers under the com-
mand of Peukestas, marking a priestly building as being off-limits. Peukestas’
name at the beginning lends authority to the order. The writing is very clear,
and the wording and syntax are remarkably concise and straightforward, mak-
ing it easy to understand the order for anyone but a totally illiterate soldier; but
within the context of an Egyptian sacred enclosure where Graeco-Macedonian
soldiers were presumably roaming, the readership of such a notice must have
been rather limited. This last point is in sharp contrast with the public notices
that will be examined below, which were designed to reach virtually every indi-
vidual in the country.

Orders to post a notice
When local officials posted a public notice, they were normally following

instructions from a higher authority. This could consist of a one-word order such
as mpotent, “let it be posted”, placed at the end of the copy of an edict from

(4) See in particular P.Eleph. 1 (3109) and UPZ I 1 (IV¥), images of which can be accessed
through the Heidelberger Gesamtverzeichnis.
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the Praefect of Egypt (5). The chancery could also provide a more elaborate
wording: Todtng pov Thg £motoriig 10 dvtiyp(apov) dnpoocio Tpotednt[m]
POG TNV TAVT®V YOO, “of this letter of mine, a copy should be publicly
posted so that all may know” (6).

Elsewhere, we find an epistrategos giving an even more elegant turn to his
order: 00 epiocOV MyNGduny 10 Kol 810 TG EMGTOAAS avTo, Tothoat povepd,
Nv kol oty Bodropal o v dnpocio [rplodeivar tonw, “I have considered it
not to be superfluous to make these points evident also through my letter, which
1 also want you to post in a public location” (7). To this, the strategos of the
Oxyrhynchite nome reacts by posting the letter (4-5): avtiyp[apov] dnpocia
n[polébnka g [€xe]hedodn, tva mdvteg iddot a d[t]etdéaro, “I have made a
public posting (of the letter) according to the orders, so that all may know the
regulations he has made”.

Notices for posting and their copies

As a matter of fact, the public notices that appear in papyri were not posted;
they were for the most part copies to be filed by those in charge of the posting.
Below the copy of a royal ordinance from the 1%, a local scribe added the fol-
lowing note:

(3" h.) [avte[nupévoc]]
(I**h.) (Rtovc) y Dadet ky
(2" h.) “Qpog tomoypappateds O ‘Oviov ypo(ppoténd) Ektébeika dvav-
1i[ov 10D mpoek]ke[t]uévov mpooTdypaToc.
(Etovg) y ABvp €.

(5) BGU 1288, 11 (1447-1477); P.Oxy. 1 34 v, iii, 16 and iii, 14 (= M.Chr. 188, 1277). The
verbs mpotiOnut and éktiOnpt correspond to the normal Greek usage outside Egypt too; see
WILHELM 1909, p. 285.

(6) P.Oxy. XLVII 3339, 25-28 (1917). For a similar order, see also SB XIV 11935, 21-35
(2107).

(7) P.Oxy. XLII 3025, 10-12 (1187). The understated wording o0 mepiocdv fiynodunv, “/
have considered it not to be superfluous”, only underlines the actual power of the official. See
also JORDENS 2001, p. 69, on the litotes used in P.Oxy. XXXIV 2705, 11-12: g undévo. dyv[o]i-
[o]ar T Simyopevpév[a]. In P.Oxy. XLII 3025, the epistrategos knows his power and does not
refrain from using BodAopat, a verb typical of orders issued by the Praefect and his direct sub-
ordinates, as noted also by Jordens.
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Docketed.
Year 3, Phaophi 23.
1, Horos, local scribe (...) through Onias, scribe, have posted (the above ordi-

nance) next to the previously posted ordinance.
Year 3, Hathyr 15 (or 25) (8).

The reading évavti[ov 10D npoek]ke[t]uévov npootdypatog is Ulrich
Wilcken’s correction from the editio princeps, where the editors had read €v
avti[ypagpov tod mploke[t]uévov mpootdypatog, “one copy of the above ordi-
nance” (9). More importantly for the present inquiry, Wilcken added a word of
caution about the nature of the document: «Natiirlich ist dieser Papyrus nicht
der Aushang selbst; das zeigt die Subskription, wie man sie auch deutet. Viel-
mehr ist es eine Abschrift, die mit der Subskription des Unterbeamten wohl an
das Bureau des Strategen zuriickgeht». In other words, this copy of the ordi-
nance was evidently not posted publicly; it was a record to be filed by an offi-
cial service. The same applies to the mention of a copy made of a notice posted
in the II”: avtiypoagov mpoypdupatog sktedéveg (1. -tog) év Mépo[e]r T'diog
A[b{]310¢ ‘HMOSwpog Erapy[og] Alydmrov Aéyel (...), “copy of an ordinance
posted in Memphis: the praefect Gaius Avidius Heliodorus says (...)”’(10). This
copy consists in a record of the actual notice that was posted following an
order from the Praefect of Egypt, who was in Memphis on the occasion of the
conventus.

In another case, the copy of a public notice about runaway slaves was
pasted into a TOpog cuykoANopog for registration: Opog vrenpétng S Hpa-
KMjoL viod T0d Droypdpovto[c] avTod TpoTédeipar dnpocia Kol KoTex®pIoa,
“I, Syros, assistant, through Heraklios, son of the signatory himself, have posted
(the notice) publicly and entered it into the book” (11).

(8) BGU VIII 1730, 16-20 (= SB IV 7419 = C.Ord.Ptol. 73, 79¢ or 50%).

(9) WILCKEN 1935, pp. 120-121, who expresses his doubts about the original reading («Das
wire schwer verstindlich und auch ohne Parallele») and provides a plausible interpretation for
his correction («Nun meldet er, dass er es ‘gegeniiber dem vorher ausgehéngten koniglichen
Erlass’ veroffentlicht habe»). To Wilcken’s arguments should be added the fact that the word or-
der in £v dvti[@payov seems awkward.

(10) PSI XIV 1406, 1-3 (138r-1427), in the revised reading produced by BASTIANINI 2016,
p- 40. For a similar instance, see SB XIV 11374, 1 (ca. 168?).

(11) PHarr. I 62, 21-22 (150°). See also P.Oxy. XIV 1633, 37-38 (275”): dnu(ooiq) Tpoe-
£0(n) kol katexo(piodn), “(The notice) was posted publicly and entered into the book”. The
presence of abbreviations suggests that this corresponded to a routine procedure.
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Therefore, explicit instructions about the posting of public notices, which
will be presented below, suggest that we should distinguish copies of posted
notices from the notices themselves.

Stone vs. papyrus

The evidence adduced so far does not provide any clues on the kind of sup-
port used for writing public notices. For the posting of information that was
meant to be preserved over a long period of time, Egypt does not differ from
other areas of the Mediterranean: stone was an appropriate support, as a sizeable
epigraphic corpus testifies (12). Therefore, a few explicit cases of epigraphic
posting should be recalled, before we revert to less durable material.

In the village of Theadelphia in the Arsinoite nome, the right of asylia was
confirmed through an ordinance of Ptolemy XII Auletes and Cleopatra VI Try-
phaena (13). An inscription records the text of the petition submitted to the king
and queen, together with their positive response. The petitioner also requested
the right to erect some stone steles (47: otidag MOivag) that would preserve the
royal ordinance.

In the Great Oasis, stone was used to engrave an edict from the Praefect of
Egypt about the prohibition made to soldiers from seizing local resources with-
out proper authorization (14). The instructions given by the Praefect to the stra-
tegos of the Great Oasis in his circular letter are worth quoting in full (8-13):

[OYepyihog Kalmitmv [ocsdmviot, otpatnydt ‘Odos[og, xodpev: oD £ni]
THG TOLewG mpoédnka drotdypa[tog T aviiypagov &nepuyd olov Bloviopot
ooV [6]e v [témot pavepdt v] te Tt pntpombAel Tod vopod Kal kad’ &[kdoty
ko lv a[v]to npobeivar capéot kai edonpois [ypdupoctv] kot epo[v]tico tva
yévntat tad[t’] pod.

Vergilius Capito to Poseidonios, strategos, greetings. The copy of the edict
posted by me in the city [Alexandria], I have sent you. I thus want you to post

(12) For inscriptions from Egypt, see BERARD e AL. 2010%, pp. 87-89, n° 467-493.

(13) SBIII 6236 (= TM 7237 = C.Ord.Ptol. 68, 709).

(14) LEgypte prose 37 (= SB V 8248 = OGIS Il 665 = SEG VIII 794, 487). The serious issue
of improper military requisitions is also addressed in an edict of Germanicus from the year 197,
SB 13924, 1-30.
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it in a conspicuous place in the metropolis of the nome and in every village, in
clear and intelligible letters, and to see to it that my order is enforced.

In this case, the Praefect’s edict was engraved on a stone slab. It seems very
unlikely, however, that the strategos would have taken the trouble to erect a ste-
le in every village of the Oasis, and the Praefect did not specify this point: his
instructions pertained only to the legibility and ubiquity of the posting.

Before further examining the issue of the writing support for public notices,
it should be added that stone and papyrus are not mutually exclusive ways of
preserving the same information. The text of an honorific inscription for the
poetic victor Apion Pleistonices was preserved on papyrus (15). We cannot tell
if it was copied from the actual stone inscription, or whether it was a textual
model provided to a stonecutter. The same uncertainty applies to a splendid
fragmentary drawing of a Latin inscription, which could be either a reproduc-
tion of the text as carved on the stone, or a full-fledged draft for a stonecutter,
with the precise shape of letters (16).

An inscription found in Gizeh, dating from 22/237, records a decree by
which the inhabitants of Busiris (in the Letopolite nome) honour the strategos
Gnaeus Pompeius Sabinus:

[8]xpivapey TipRcat TOv T[polyeypaupévov I'v[alov ITopriiov Zapeivov
1OV oTpotnyOVv oTAAN[1 MOivImt e[ plieyovont 1dde 1O yhiiopa, iy Kol oTh-
oot &v @1 ThS KOUNG &monpotdtmt Ton[m1, amodo]dval 68 adTdL Kol AvTi-
ypaov [Omoy]eypapp[évov 1o Som]v mAeiotmy, O kal kKopo[v &]ot[on].

(...) we have decided to honour the aforementioned strategos Gnaeus Pom-
peius Sabinus with a stone slab bearing this decree, to be erected in the most
conspicuous place in the village. He should also be provided with a copy under-
signed by as many individuals as possible, and it shall also be valid (17).

Beside the text inscribed on stone that would perpetuate the memory of Sa-
binus for a long time, the strategos thus received a copy, which could only have
been made on papyrus since it was to be signed by numerous individuals. Sabi-

(15) P.Oxy. LXXIX 5202 (I” ex.).
(16) P.Oxy. XLI 2950 (post 285¢).
(17) SEG VIII 527, 30-32 (= SB V 7738, 22/237).
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nus could also use the copy to avail himself of the honours bestowed upon him.
We can but speculate whether he framed and hung it on a wall at home.

Sabinus’ copy is lost, but the beginning of a copy of another decree, hon-
ouring a gymnasiarch, was preserved (18). The bottom part, where signatures
may have been added, is missing. This document was written with great care
by a skilled scribe. It mentions a statue (7-8: Tiufican adTOV Gvdpidv[ti]), the
base of which may have carried the text of the decree.

The cases mentioned above show that there may be some overlap between
the use of stone and that of papyrus, or at least that the same text could be
copied on both writing supports, depending on the intended use. This does not
imply, however, that papyrus was necessarily the only alternative to stone for
posting public notices. On the contrary, as will now become apparent, our evi-
dence points towards another kind of writing support, namely wooden boards.

Writing the notice

A document produced a few decades after the Peukestas order provides us
with an explicit mention of the requested writing support for the posting of
some laws issued by Ptolemy II Philadelphos: the notice was to be written &ig
Aevkmuo, “on a white board”, i.e. a wooden board covered with gypsum (19).
According to Alan Boegehold, «such boards often served to advertise or pub-
lish announcements that were not meant to be permanent (...)» (20). This
practice was widespread in the Greek world at large; in Egypt, it must have
endured through the Ptolemaic and Roman periods, as it appears again at the
end of the [I” (21). Between the near eternity of a text engraved on stone and

(18) P.Oxy. 111 473 (= W.Chr. 33, Naukratis, reign of Antoninus Pius [1387-1607]). Image
available in TURNER, PARSONS 19872, pp. 116-117, n® 69.

(19) PHib. 129, 9 (= W.Chr. 259 = C.Ptol.Sklav. 16, ca. 265%).

(20) BOEGEHOLD 1990, p. 151; see also TURNER 1968, p. 6. A detailed survey of the use of
Levkopo. is provided by WILHELM 1909, pp. 246-247, who also quotes (240) HOMOLLE 1887, p.
13 about the practice on the island of Delos in the Hellenistic period: «Le bois servait a I’affi-
chage des documents destinés a une publicité temporaire. On achetait a cet effet chaque année
un certain nombre de tablettes ou de panneaux, que 1’on faisait enduire de couleur blanche et sur
lesquels on peignait ensuite, au minium sans doute, les communications que 1’on voulait porter
a la connaissance du peupley.

(21) SB XIV 12144 (quoted above), 15 as corrected by John Rea: [¢ig Ae]okop[o] mpodiv]at,
BL VI 379.
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the relative fragility of papyrus, wooden boards must have offered an interme-
diate solution, with some durability at a moderate cost. Indeed, the choice of
material support may have been conditioned by constraints of time: for a post-
ing, the Praefect Tiberius Claudius Subatianus Aquila requested pn & atto\v/
TpLdKov[Ta NUEPDY TNPoDVTES TNV TE]plodov, “respecting a period of no less
than thirty days” (22). The combination of the two elements mentioned here,
i.e. wooden boards and durability of posting, speaks against the widespread use
of papyrus for the posting of public notices. We shall come back to this in the
conclusion.

The same copy of Ptolemaic laws quoted above provides us with some
additional information on the writing of the text itself, namely on the size of the
lettering: u[e]lydhoig ypdupaowy, “in large letters” (23). In the inscription from
the Great Oasis quoted above, the Praefect requested that the notice be posted
copéot Kol edonpolg [ypdupacwy] “in clear and intelligible [letters]” (24). Le-
gibility was a frequent criterion in the instructions: gddnioig ypdupacty, “in
easily distinguishable letters” appears in two separate documents (25). Read-
ability was deemed important, as the expression Qavepoic Kol EDOVOYVAGTOLG
101 ypdppacty, “the letters being visible and easy to read” makes clear (26).

Language and script

Readability was also conditioned by the choice of script and language, in
a country where Greek always coexisted with Egyptian, the former being often
preferred for written communication, while the latter remained widely spoken.
Ptolemy Philadelphos ensured that his Revenue Laws were made accessible to
both linguistic groups:

G’ g & v Mpépac Ty dvity TopaddPmoty, ol &v Tdt Eumopiot A[o]yevtai
[Ek]TBétmoay &[v T]dt tehaviomt v nuépafic] dék\a/ Tov T[i]g [@VAg vO]uov
ypayavteg ypdupacty ‘EAAN[vikol te kol £yy]mpioig

(22) P.Oxy. VIII 1100, 4-5 (2067).

(23) P.Hib. 129, 9.

(24) L.LEgypte prose 37, 12-13.

(25) P.Oxy. VIII 1100, 3 (206*); XXXIV 2705, 10 (225°). In P.Lips. I 145 r, 84 (1897), the
editor restored [pavepols y]pdupact[v dnpocie] tpotedfi[val]. An alternative restoration, [g0-
Mot ylpdupoaot[v], seems also possible.

(26) SB XIV 12144, 14 (= P.Coll. Youtie I 30, 198/1997).
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From the day they receive the sale, the market accountants shall post in the
customs-house, within ten days, the law on sale, writing it in Greek and local
[i.e. Egyptian] letters (27).

In the VI? public notices are still made accessible to all, including those
who cannot read Greek: Tf énywpie pedeppnve[v]0fivar Stadékte Kol Tpo-
tebN[v]ay, “(...) to translate it in the local tongue [i.e. Coptic] and to post it”
(28). In the Roman legions too, language differences had to be taken into ac-
count: a letter sent by the emperor Hadrian to Quintus Rammius Martialis,
Praefect of Egypt, was translated from Latin to Greek before being posted:

av[ti]ypa(pov) émot[oMAc) Tod kupiov peldnpu[nv]evuévng [kotd T dv-
vat]ov (...) mpog[téon &v Ahe&(avdpeiq) év IR mapepBol(f) Th[c] xewpmaocialg
Aeyi@dvo(c)

copy of a letter from our master, translated inasmuch as possible. (...) It
was posted in Alexandria, in the winter camp of the legion (...) (29).

Accessibility

Although the inhabitants had to be provided with a text in their own lan-
guage, it was nonetheless expected that they be able to read the notice. Among
edicts and ordinances from Egypt, few mentions are made of public reading by
heralds of any kind, with the notable exception of emperor Claudius’ letter to
the Alexandrians. This case is especially interesting because the Praefect explic-
itly states that the letter was read out, but also that this measure was insufficient
due to the size of the city’s population; therefore, a copy had to be posted in
public. In this particular version of the letter, the scribe’s spelling was rather
hesitant.

Aovkiog Alpiihog ‘Piktog Aéyetr Emeldn T Avayvdoet THG lepoTdtng Kol
EVEPYETIKOTATNG 1§ TNV TOAEWY EMGTOMAG OGO T TOAELS TTAPAUTLYEIV OVK NSVV-
NN {v} dwa 10 TA{Hog adThg, Avavkaiov Nynodunv EkOgtvor Ty EmcToANY o

(27) P.Rev. Laws? ix, 1-5 (259/2589).
(28) P.Cair. Masp. 1 67031, 16 (ca. 5437-5457).
(29) BGU I 140, 1-2 and 5-6 (= M.Chr. 373 = Sel. Pap. 11213, 1197).
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Kot Avdpo EkacTov avayetvOokmv adthy TV Te peyoldtnt\a/ tod 00D nudv
Kaioapog Bavpdonte kol th npog v mdrew [opota] evvoig xdpv Exnrte.

«Proclamation of Lucius Aemilius Rectus. Since, because of its numbers,
not all the populace was able to be present at the reading of the most sacred
letter which is so beneficent to the city, I have thought it necessary to publish
the letter so that each one of you may read it and wonder at the greatness of our
god Caesar and be thankful for his goodwill towards the city» (30).

This passage was used as supportive evidence to propose a possible mention
of public reading for a different papyrus, by changing n[pogt]éfn 1 émi[oto]An
dnulo]oia &v Th dyopd, “the letter was posted publicly in the agora” to G[ve-
yvd]odn N émfoto]An dnp[o]oia &v Th dyopad “the letter was read out publicly
in the agora” (31). Parallels for the use of dveyvwobn in papyri from Egypt are
limited to the opening of wills. Therefore, given the extent of the restoration
(hardly any significant letter is preserved) and the absence of convincing par-
allels, it seems preferable to revert to n[pogt]éOn, “(the letter) was posted”, not
“read” (32).

Imperial rescripts were routinely posted in Alexandria (33). In the country-
side, the choice of a favourable location for the posting was considered an im-
portant matter:

/ ~ 9 ~ / b ’ ~ ) ¢ / /
10UtV 10D &pafutod] 86ypatog dviiypago Tolg kKot EKAcTnY T<G>Atv
b4 / bl \ bl \ / bl ~ |4 /
dpyovoty yevéchw dmueric el 10 dnudoi<o>v <ékBeivar Smov> pdhoto
£ota[1] ohvomTa 101G AVaYyVOGKOLG<IV>,

Of this edict of mine, let the magistrates in each city take care that copies
are publicly posted where they will best be in full view of the readers (34).

Accessibility had to be universal:

(30) P.Lond. VI 1912, 1-10 (= C.Pap.Jud. 11 153 = Sel. Pap. 11 212, 417); the translation is
borrowed from Tcherikover in C.Pap.Jud.

(31) PUGI 10, 8 (=SB X 10615, 8, 57). Correction proposed by WILLIAMS 1975, p. 42, note
11; it was taken up in the BL VII 142, but should presumably be ignored.

(32) On the plate published by TRAVERSA 1969, p. 720 (tav. XLI), the remains of the letter
following the lacuna could fit either an epsilon or a theta.

(33) E.g. BGU 1267 (1997); P.Oxy. LX 4068, 21 (200°); P.Oxy. XII 1405, 12-13 (236/2377).

(34) SB XIV 11648, 49-51 (2227).



214 PAUL SCHUBERT

Snwe Todto TdvTES £idMG1 THE EMGTOMAS LoV TO Avtiypagov Tpotedfval
&v 1e T untponmdA<e>1 kol ko EkdoTny KOUNV.

(...) in order that all may know this, to post the copy of my letter in the me-
tropolis and in every village (35).

In the third century, the wording implies a broader coverage, with a men-
tion of the “most conspicuous locations™ (36).

The responses (so-called dmoxpipata) to petitions submitted to the emper-
ors were also posted in Alexandria. For inhabitants of the countryside, the long
journey required to copy only a few lines of text would have been rather incon-
venient. It seems, therefore, that groups of individuals in the nomes, or lawyers,
pooled their resources and sent someone down to copy many subscriptions at
once; one such copy was preserved (37). The inconvenience of travel was lifted
by an edict of the Praefect Subatianus Aquila, who ordered that petitions from
individuals living in the Arsinoite nome, once they had been posted for a suffi-
cient period of time in Alexandria with their responses, should also be posted
for three days in Arsinoe (38). Villagers could thus be informed of the decisions
in the nome capitals, instead of having to travel down to Alexandria (or sending
someone in their stead). In all likelihood, given the short period of posting, com-

(35) SB XIV 11374, 7-9 (ca. 168F). See also P.Iand. VII 140, 5-6 (1517); BGU II 646, 5-6
(= W.Chr. 490 = Sel. Pap. 11222, 1937).

(36) E.g. P.Oxy. VIII 1100, 3-4 (206): [&v 1015 T®V VOV palvepwtdrorg témotg; P.Oxy. XII
1408, 17-18 (ante 2107): [#v t& Taig un]tpondrect Kai TOlG EMGNUOTATOLS TV VOUDY <TOTOIS>;
P.Oxy. XXXIV 2705.10-11 (ca. 225%): &v & Th pntpomdret kol [0l &nt]onuolg tod vopod tomolg.
P.Cair. Isid. 1.16 (297) states &ic skdony kdpnv €T 0dv ém0v, “to each village or place what-
soever”, on which the editors say: «The reason for supplementing kdpunv with témov is obvious.
No one was allowed to evade the terms of the edict by claiming that copies of it had been sent
only to k@pou because these alone were specified in the text» (BOAK, YOUTIE 1960, p. 28).

(37) SB VI 9526 (=P.Col. VI 123 = P.Apokrimata; 2007). For a summary of various interpre-
tations of this document, together with a defence of the thesis according to which SB VI 9523
was not intended for public posting, but was a copy made from the subscriptions posted in
Alexandria, see SCHILLER 1977. The purpose of this collection of subscriptions may have been
to provide precedents for further petitions.

(38) P.Yale I 61 (ca. 2087-2107). This document mentions an astounding 1804 petitions
submitted in Arsinoiton polis in three days. This could, however, correspond to the total of peti-
tions submitted since the last visit of the praefect; see SCHILLER 1977, p. 77. Public posting took
place also elsewhere in Egypt; see e.g. BGU I11 970, 5 (posting in Iouliopolis, 1777); P.Oxy. XVII
2131, 4-5 (posting in Antinoopolis, 2077).
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bined with the huge quantity of petitions with their subscriptions that had to
be put on display, papyrus — and not wooden boards — was the preferred writing
support.

Likewise, public announcements of nomination to liturgy (so-called mpo-
ypdppata) were posted for all to see (39).

Speed and duration of posting

Unsurprisingly, authorities expected their subordinates to proceed to the
posting without delay. Explicit mentions of this appear consistently in the Ptole-
maic (&v nuépafic] 8éx\a/, “within ten day”) and Roman periods (€ adthc, “at
once”; N tayolc), “as speedily as possible”) (40). Instructions could presumably
not be more specific because the speed for transmitting information could vary
considerably within the country. Failure to act with the appropriate speed could
be punished with a fine: W1 & dv Nu[épJoa 1 EkOeoic pn yivntar dmotvétw
(Bpaypac)  Elmitfo]v, “(...) for each day where the posting is not made, let
him pay a fine of [...] drachmas” (41).

Speed in posting a notice mattered also because a prompt reaction was
expected of the inhabitants, as for instance in the case of a royal ordinance: 4o’
e av Apé(pac) 10 mpdotalyua) ktedit &v Nuép(auc) &, “within five days count-
ing from the day when the ordinance was posted” (42). Depending on the kind
of measure, a longer period could be granted, as when the Praefect Marcus
Sempronius Liberalis requested all villagers back to their home locations: £6tm
n[po]Oeopia [adTo]ig, £& o dv T0dT[6] pov 1O Stdray[p]a &v Exd[oT]® Voud
npotedn, uiveg y, “let them have a time limit, from the time my edict is posted
in every nome, of 3 months” (43).

Public posting seems to have been effective, since some declarants in the
Ptolemaic period refer to it:

(39) STrROPPA 2017, pp. 11-12, on his n°® 8 (= P.Leit. 11). See in particular n°® 3b, 17-20 (=
P.Leit. 5=SB VIII 10196, ca. 180°): kata mpotedev O adtod [Snpos]ig pdypappa obteg Exov:
(...), “according to a public announcement made by him, with the following wording (...).” Also
3a, 14-16. N° 10-18 are original announcements and therefore were intended for public posting.

(40) P.Rev. Laws? ix, 3 (259/258%); P.Ryl. IV 675, 6 (16/177); P.Cair. Isid. 1, 17 (2977).

(41) PHib. 129, 10-11 (= W.Chr. 259 = C.Ptol. Sklav. 16, ca. 265%).

(42) SB XXVI 16531, 6-7 (uncertain date, the writing suggests II%).

(43) SB XX 14662, ii, 16-18 (= BGU 11 372 = W.Chr. 19, 1547).
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amoypdgp[o]uot [£]ig Tovg mept Kpokodihmv ol kota to éxtedev Exbepa
{eig Tovg} pulakitac.

1 am being registered among the guards in the Krokodilopolis area in ac-
cordance with the public posting (44).

Responsibility for posting

Local officials were held answerable for the posting ordered by their supe-
riors, who in their letter could request that they sign the notice:

10 & vrokeipuevov Tpdypoppo EkTeONITO {1} Kol d10 THG TOD KOUOYPOLLLOL-
TEOC YvOUNG, 0¢ k[a]i ped Dp@v vd v EvtoAny {&} dmoypdeet.

Let the following proclamation be published with the concurrence of the
komogrammateus, who shall append his signature to the edict together with
yours [i.e. the village epistatai] (45).

Below the letter itself, after the final greeting and the date, the official added
the precise text of the public notice that had to be posted by the village epistatai.
This confirms the notion that public notices found on papyrus were for the most
part not intended for actual posting. The signature requested from the local offi-
cials was probably meant to be appended to a copy that would be filed in an
archive. This is the interpretation given by Ulrich Wilcken to a partly preserved
document, where a strategos circulates a copy of a letter he received from the
Praefect of Egypt in 34/35 regarding the right to bear arms (46). The heading

(44) PUG II1 101, 4-6 (2219). A similar formula appears in P.Hels. I 11, 5-6 (163“). See also
UPZ 1116, 2-3a: droypdeopar kato. 10 éktedev mpdotaypa, “I declare according to the posted
ordinance (...)".

(45) P.Tebt. 135, 8-11 (= W.Chr. 309 = Sel. Pap. 11223, 1119). Translation by Grenfell and
Hunt, who chose to translate Oroypdget by a future «shall append». The scribe was presumably
influenced by the wording Siatypagny 0@ fiv vroypdeet NN O dvtrypageic, “a contract under
which the checking-clerk adds his signature”, found in many documents from the Ptolemaic
period.

(46) W.Chr. 13. No image of this document is available, and the papyrus’ location remains
unknown. See also WILCKEN 1912, p. 369 (W.Chr. 309 = P.Tebt. I 35, quoted above), who makes
an explicit connection with W.Chr. 13.
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(1. 1) is followed by a short introduction to the Praefect’s letter (1. 2); then comes
the Praefect’s letter itself (1. 3-11); there follows the signatures of some village
leaders (MyobYuevor, 11. 12-20), and finally a date. If the identification is correct,
it merely continues a practice already in place in the late Ptolemaic period.

Conclusion: the Peukestas order, an exceptional case of posting on
papyrus?

Coming back to the starting point of this survey, a reappraisal — or at least
some qualification — of Turner’s claim that «no doubt many such [notices] will
have been written on papyrus, but few have survived» seems necessary. Prima

facie, the absence of parallels to this notice is hardly surprising: papyrus being

a relatively fragile material, it could be used only for short-term display, after
which a notice would be discarded. Peukestas’ order, after all, was found in a
dump. We cannot exclude that, in some Egyptian homes, people with a suffi-
cient level of literacy would have posted reminders and notes on their walls, as
we do nowadays on the doors of our refrigerators. The Peukestas order, how-
ever, as well as public notices, are of another kind. At least two points in the
survey presented above suggest that papyrus was not a suitable writing support
for the posting of public notices: a) when the writing support is explicitly men-
tioned, it is a leukoma, i.e. a wooden board with a layer of gypsum, following
the regular practice in the Greek world; b) posted notices had to be accessible
for a while, sometimes for a whole month.

In the case of the Peukestas order, we are dealing with an improvised device
established within the context of an army that had recently taken its quarters in
Egypt. It is specific to its immediate context and would have no relevance if it
had been posted elsewhere. The scribe did not know exactly how to prepare his
notice, hence his initial hesitation when he started writing the order and then,
on second thought, inserted the general’s name at the top. The civil administra-
tion that soon took over could resort to a more elaborate procedure when it came
to posting notices for all to read, in every town or village in Egypt. Whether pa-
pyrus was used, perhaps for informal posting, especially in protected places
such as closed buildings, is anyone’s guess. The absence of parallels to Peu-
kestas’ order, however, suggests that this was not as widespread a practice as
Turner had surmised.
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