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This roll was found next to 39 (see P. Petra IV, p. 43, Fig. 1). It was broken up into three parts (B1, B2, and B3). 
The fragment stack containing the series labeled Cγ1 belongs between the fragments labeled B3B and B2L. The 
text was written transversa charta, the width of the column being approximately 24 cm. The lines begin with 
fragments labeled L(eft), which preserve a left margin of 0.9–1.4 cm. The right margin is nowhere extant, and 
the number of missing letters before it varies greatly. The shortest reconstruction is two letters (l. 2), while the 
longest may well contain thirteen letters (ll. 28–29). The lines which have been restored with some confidence
had altogether ca. 51 ̶ 60 letters. After the roll was read for the last time, the beginning of the text was left in the 
core. The top margin was considerable, ca. 6 cm, but even a broader margin would not be unusual in our papyri 
(see P. Petra III, p. 3). Toward the outer surface of the roll, the layers become more and more fragmentary. The 
outermost fragment (A1) still contains writing belonging to the signatures, with no bottom margin. The total 
length of the extant roll is difficult to estimate because of the poor state of the outer layers, but it was at least
78 cm.

The text is dated in the fourth regnal and postconsular year of Justin II, the year 463 of the Arabian era, 
i.e., early in the Julian year 569. The passages giving the Roman and Macedonian month and day are poorly 
preserved, but a date on the sixth day before the Ides of January is likely, corresponding to the twenty-third day 
of Audunaios, i.e., January 8. The document was drawn up in Petra.

Leases or labor contracts for vineyards are not very numerous in papyri.2 This text concerns a lease of a 
vineyard, though it is not a lease in the usual sense. It was written in the form of a unilateral cheirographon, 
where the person appearing in the first person singular is Monaxios, son of Leontios, a prior of the garrison of 
Sadaqa. He had at an earlier phase leased from a man called Valens a plot in Sadaqa for deep tilling (βαθουργία), 
a process required before vines could be planted. The other party of the present agreement, addressed in the 
second person singular, was a woman called Hyperechia, living in Petra. She was the “most reverend” wife 
of (evidently the same) Valens, a deacon. The purpose of the agreement is summarized in ll. 28–29: “For 
as security for Your Reverence that [these (facts)] are clear, [I have made] the present written [agreement].” 
Unfortunately, the middle part of the document especially is so badly preserved that, for us, these facts remain 
largely unclear.

59. AGREEMENT ON LEASE OF VINEYARD

Inv. 84a
Field No. XIII
Glass Plates 313–15, 317
Plates LXXVII–LXXXI

24 x at least 78 cm
left margin 0.9–1.4 cm
top margin ca. 6 cm

 Petra
 January 8 (?), 569

1. For practical reasons, the code Cγ is in this edition replaced by Cg, cf. P. Petra IV, p. 41, n. 5.
2. See the lists in the introduction to P. Col. X 280; P. Soter., pp. 36–38; and the discussion by A. Jördens, P. Heid. V, pp. 233–59; Rathbone, 

Economic Rationalism, 188–95; Rowlandson, Landowners and Tenants, 228–36, 324–26; Dry, Lease of a Vineyard, 99–100; Hickey, 
Wine, Wealth and the State, 39–89 (on the Apion estate).



It seems reasonably certain that Monaxios had indeed once leased the land from Hyperechia’s husband. 
The lease contract (ἔκλημψιϲ) had determined that he undertook the deep tilling in order to render the plot 
vine-bearing under his own cultivation (ll. 9–13). Thus, the lease concerned an area destined to become a new 
vineyard.3 Apparently this earlier contract contained detailed provisions on the cultivation and care of the vines, 
as well as on the division of profit, topics not further described here (cf. ll. 25–26). Later, circumstances must
have changed, as the lady now seems to possess only a part of the original plot (perhaps only a half, cf. ll. 14–
15, 34). Evidently Valens had died—he may have been mentioned as deceased in the gaps, e.g., with the title 
μακαριώτατοϲ—leaving his wife a share of the plot, while the rest had gone to one or more other heirs.

Starting from this initial setting, we offer two possible scenarios for the purpose of the present agreement. In 
the first scenario, the other heir(s) had somehow wished to alter the conditions of the original contract, notably
by requiring a payment (τιμή), which the lessee could not afford. Therefore, Monaxios had denounced his lease 
for that part of the plot (ll. 18–19, ἀπεταξάμην τῇ το̣ιαύτῃ ἐκλήμψει)̣. Now, he wished to make the situation clear 
for Hyperchia, confirming that he had, of his own free will and volition, renounced the lease of the other part
of the plot (ll. 20–22) but continued to lease the part now belonging to the woman. Thus, he acknowledged in 
written form that the terms stipulated in the original contract would still be valid for this part of the land (ll. 24–
31, 39–40). The role of a certain Obodianos, son of No...tios, in the matter (ll. 22–23, 37) remains obscure. He 
might be the new owner of the other part of the land, whether having inherited or purchased it.

In an alternative reconstruction, Monaxios may actually have wished to terminate his lease of the part 
belonging to the woman herself, ll. 19 and 20–22 thus referring to this denouncement. The mysterious Obodianos 
may have been a new tenant who took the plot on lease after Monaxios, accepting the original terms (see l. 17 
comm.). The extra payment (τιμή) might have been somehow connected with the change of tenancy. This 
scenario explains many details of the text, but it would be odd for Monaxios to place so much emphasis on the 
terms of the lease, since, after the present notice, they would have no meaning for him. Perhaps he could rid 
himself of the contract only if Hyperechia came to no harm from the change. Obodianos and Hyperechia would 
of course make a new contract between themselves.

The document proper (ll. 1–31) was written in a middle-sized, upright, professional hand. As was usual in such 
unilateral agreements, only Monaxios appears to sign the agreement (ll. 31–44?). He wrote in unaccustomed 
capitals, and his ortography is often faulty (ε for η, ο for ω). There are perhaps five witnesses who provide their
signatures, of which the majority seem to represent a short type, while the last has a longer formulation. The 
layers are so fragmented and confused that it is mostly impossible to tell where the different hands begin or 
end. Thus, they do not present much additional information.

↑
 (vacat) F1–4
1 † βαϲιλείαϲ καὶ ὑπατεία̣̣ϲ̣ τοῦ θε̣[ι]ο̣τ̣ά̣τ̣ο̣υ̣ κ̣α̣ὶ ̣ε̣ὐ̣[ϲεβεϲτά]του ἡ̣μῶν δεϲπ̣[ότου]  F5
2 Φλ(αουίου) ᾿Ιουϲτίνο̣[υ τοῦ α]ἰω̣ν̣ίου Αὐγούϲτ[ου] κ̣α̣ὶ ̣αὐτο̣[κ]ρ̣άτ̣ορ̣ο̣ϲ̣ ἔτουϲ τετά̣ρ̣τ̣[ου,]  F6
3 π̣ρ̣ὸ̣ ἓ̣ξ̣ ε̣ἰδ̣̣ῶ̣ν̣ [Ἰ]α̣νουρίων, μηνὸϲ [Αὐδυναί]ο̣υ̣ ε̣ἰ[̣κοϲτῇ τ]ρ̣ίτ̣̣ῃ, ἔτουϲ τῆϲ ἐπα̣[ρχείαϲ]
4 τετρακοϲϲιοϲτοῦ [ἑ]ξ̣ηκοϲτοῦ τρί[το]υ ἐ̣[ν Πέτρᾳ μητροπό]λ̣ε̣ι ̣τ̣ῆϲ τρίτηϲ Πα̣[λαιϲτίνηϲ] F7
5  Ϲαλλουταρία[ϲ.] Φ̣[λ(άουιοϲ)] Μ̣[ονά]ξ̣ιο̣̣ϲ̣ Λεοντίου [] π̣ρ̣ίω̣̣ρ ἐξ εἴλ̣(ηϲ) [  5–9  ] F8
6 Ζα̣δακαθων̣ κ[(άϲτρου) ὅ] ἐϲτιν̣ ἐν̣ορίαϲ τῆ[ϲ εἰρημ]ένη̣[ϲ μ]η̣τ̣ρ̣ο̣πόλεωϲ, ὁρμώ[μενοϲ]
7 ἀπὸ τοῦ αὐτοῦ κάϲτρου, τὰ νῦν ἔνταυθ[α] παρο̣[ικῶν, Ὑπερε]χ̣ί[̣ᾳ] τ̣ῇ̣ εὐλαβ(εϲτάτῃ) γ[υναικὶ] F9
8 Οὐάλεντοϲ διακ̣[όνο]υ̣, [ὁρμω]μένῃ ἐκ τῆϲ εἰρη[μένηϲ μ]ητροπόλεωϲ, ὁμ̣[ολογῶ]
9 τὰ ὑ̣ποτεταγμέν̣[α· ἐπεί]περ κατὰ ἔνγραφον̣ [ἔ]κλημψ̣ιν γεναμένην μεταξὺ̣ [ἐμοῦ ] F10

3. Cf. l. 11 comm.; P. Petra II, pp. 3–4.
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10 [καὶ τοῦ      c. 9   ]τ̣ά̣τ̣ο̣υ̣ Οὐά̣λ̣εντοϲ []ω [] ἐ̣κ̣λ̣η̣μπτορικῷ̣ δ̣[ικαίῳ]
11 εἰϲ βαθουργείαν ἐξέλαβον π̣ρ̣ὸ φανερ̣οῦ χ̣[ρ]ό̣ν̣ο̣υ̣ [τὸ χωρίον λ]ε̣γ̣ό̣μ̣εν̣ον τό(πον) Εἰλ̣[  c. 8  ] F11
12 διακε̣ίμ̣ενον ἐ̣ν̣ τ̣[ῷ] Ζ̣[α]δ̣[α]κ̣[α]θο̣ν δικ[α]ίῳ̣̣ [ἐκ νό]τ̣ο̣υ̣ τ̣ῆ̣ϲ̣ α̣ὐ̣τ̣ῆ̣ϲ̣ κώμη̣ϲ, ἐ̣φ’ ὃ πο̣[ιεῖν]
13 ἀμπελοφόρο[ν δι’ ἐμ]ο̣ῦ̣ γε̣ωργούμενον []γ̣ε̣[]ε̣ιον περιεχόμενο̣ν̣ [τῇ αὐτῇ] F12
14 ἐ̣κλήμψε̣[ι ]ληθεῖϲα ἡ ϲὴ ε̣[ὐ]λ̣[ά]β̣ε̣ια̣̣ []ϲ̣α̣ι ̣α̣ια ἐπὶ τοῦ παρ[όντοϲ]
15 ὅϲον ἐπὶ τῷ ἀνέκοντει ϲο̣[ῖ] ἐκ τούτου̣ ἐ̣ϲ̣[τ]ὶ ̣κ̣αὶ ̣ἐντ̣ελ̣ε̣[][]ιρ̣ω̣τ̣η̣[ c. 6 ] F13
16 ἐ̣ξ [][ c. 6 ]ε̣ε̣[] [το]ύ̣του χ[ά]ριν [τ]ὸ παρὸ[ν] φθ̣[ά]νω τω[  c. 8  ]
17 τ̣ω̣[][ c. 6 ] β̣ουλόμε̣ν̣ον ε̣ἰϲ̣̣ακ̣ολ̣[ο]υ̣θ̣εῖν̣ εἰϲ γ̣ῆν τοὺϲ̣ α̣ὐτ̣οῦ χυ̣[ c. 6 ] F14
18 ξ̣[]ϲι αὐτοὺϲ̣ ἔχ̣ε̣ιν̣̣ []ϲ̣τ̣ε̣[      c. 9   ] εὐπορεῖν̣ με δοῦ[ναι τὴν]
19 τιμὴν ἀπεταξάμην τῇ το̣ιαύτῃ ἐκλήμψει ̣κ[ ]ηϲεν [  5–10    F15
20 κ[ατ]ά̣δη̣λον ποιῆ̣[ϲαι] `ϲ̣ο̣ι´ ἐ̣[νγ]ρ̣άφωϲ τ[][   c. 8   ] καὶ [τ]ὸ δηλωτ̣[ι]κὸν ἔνγ̣[ραφον,]
21 δ̣[ι’ ο]ὗ ὁμολογῶ ἑ̣[κου]ϲίᾳ μου γνώμῃ καὶ αὐθαιρέτῳ προαιρήϲει ἀποτάξα[ϲθαι] F16
22 τ̣ῇ̣ εἰρημένῃ ἐ̣κ̣λ̣[ήμψει ] εἰρημέ[ν][  c. 10   ]α̣ὐ̣τοῦ τ̣ο̣[ c. 6 ]
23 Ὀβοδιανοῦ Νο[]τ̣ίου καθοϲιωμένου· ἴϲω̣ϲ̣ []ο̣[][δι]καίω̣ϲ̣ [.]η̣[  c. 8   ] F17
24 τ̣ῆϲ̣ εἰρημένηϲ ἐν̣γ̣ρ̣ά̣φ[ου] ἐκλήμψ̣εωϲ [πα]λαίαϲ δε[]λ̣ούϲηϲ κ̣ρατεῖν κ[ατὰ τὴν ἐγ-]
25 [κειμέν]η̣ν αὐτῇ δύν̣[αμιν] κ[α]τὰ ἐ̣[π]ε̣ρώτηϲιν ἐπὶ τῇ γεωργ̣ίᾳ καὶ φιλοκαλε̣ί[ᾳ καὶ] F18
26 [π]ρ̣οϲόδου δόϲει καὶ [πᾶϲ]ι τοῖϲ ἄλλο̣ιϲ̣̣ [αὐ]τῇ δ̣ηλ̣ο̣υ̣μ̣έ̣ν̣οιϲ μ̣εταξὺ ἐμοῦ καὶ ̣[  4–9  ]
27 λονται παρὰ ϲοῦ []ρ̣[]λ̣[][]χ̣ω̣ρ̣[       c. 18      ]διάδοχοι ̣[ϲοῦ] F19
28 καὶ αὐτοῦ· πρόϲ γαρ ἀϲφάλε̣[ιαν τῆϲ] ϲῆϲ ε[ὐ]λαβ[είαϲ περὶ] τοῦ δ[ῆ]λα̣ εἶναι τ̣[αῦτα πεποίημαι]
29 τὸ παρὸν ἔνγραφον ὁ̣[μολόγημα,] ὅ̣περ ὑπογραφ̣[όμενον] καὶ ἀπολυόμεν̣[ον κύριον ἔϲται] F20–19
30 κ̣αὶ βέβαιον [π]ανταχοῦ προφερό̣μενον, τῆϲ ἀγ̣αθῆϲ πίϲτεωϲ παρὰ ϲοῦ ἐπηρ̣[ωτημένηϲ]
31 [κα]ὶ ϲοῖ ὑπὸ ἐμοῦ ὡμολογη̣[μ]ένηϲ. m2 † Φ̣[λ(άουιοϲ) Μ]ονά̣[ξιοϲ] Λ̣ε̣ο̣ν̣τ̣ίου πρ̣ίρ̣ο[ 2–4 ]
32 Ζ̣α̣δακαθον ὁ̣ προγ̣ε̣γ̣[ρα]μμέ̣ν̣ο̣ϲ̣ πεπο[ίημαι ][  8–10   ] F21
33 [εὐ]λ̣α̣βεϲτάτη̣ν̣ [Ὑ]π̣ερεχία̣ν̣ τ̣|δ̣ε̣ τ̣||ειν|νον[  6–8  ]
34 []ϲ̣τ̣ου|[   c. 8   ]ρ̣ο̣[]υ̣ [γ]εουχ|ικοῦ | μέροϲ ἥ̣μ̣[ιϲυ] F22
35 []μ̣εν̣ον ϲ̣|ου[]ε̣ρ̣[]φον|π[][ c. 6 ]|υ̣πον̣|ε[]
36 [    ]     traces     [                       ]ε̣ε̣||[  c. 8  ] F23
37 [         ]ε̣ι ̣Ὀβ̣ο̣δ̣ια̣νο̣[] []υ̣[]ϲδ[ ]το[ ]ριον[  6–8  ]
38 [         ]λ̣ι̣κ[]ρ̣ε̣ κρ̣ατ̣ε̣ῖν̣[  c. 10   ]ε̣[ ἐκλή-?]
39 ψ̣ε̣ο|ϲ̣ κατ̣ὰ τ̣ὲ[ν ἐμ]φ̣ε̣ρομ|έ̣νν|εν̣ | α̣ὐτ | δ̣ύνα|μίν τε καὶ ̣ἐ[περώ-] F24
40 [τ]η̣ϲ̣ιν̣̣ γεοργ̣ία̣̣ϲ̣ καὶ [φ]ιλ̣̣οκ[αλίαϲ κα   c. 6 ]κῆϲ προϲό̣δ̣[ου]
41 [  c. 10   ]ο̣υ̣μ̣ο̣υ̣ν̣[    c. 13    ][  6–8  ] F25
42 [     c. 15     ]υ̣ μέλλον|τ̣οϲ ἀ|γορα|ακ|τὸ αὐτ[  c. 8  ]
43 κα̣ι|̣ρ̣ον̣ν[][             ]κ̣|ρ̣| καὶ ἐ̣π̣ε̣ρ̣ω̣[τηθεὶϲ] F26
44 [π]α̣ρὰ̣ ϲ̣ο̣ῦ̣ ὁ̣μ̣ο̣|λόγεϲ̣[α ἕκαϲτα καθὼϲ π]ρ̣ογ̣έγ̣[ραπται] ἀ̣κολούθο̣ϲ []
45 [         ]  traces    [                          ]ε̣|[]κ̣ι[   ]
46 [m3?]ε̣χ̣οιτ̣[   ]κ̣[]ειν[][ c. 6 ][     ] F27
47 [                 ] m4? † Φλ[(άουιοϲ) []λ̣[ c. 6 ]ρ̣ην̣[     ]
48 [   ]τ̣ρ[               ]φ[][      ] F28
49 [   ]χ̣ιρ̣̣ὶ ἐμ̣[ῇ                                  ]
50 [παρ]ή̣μεν | καὶ μ̣[  ][   ][                ] F29
51 μεταξὺ τ̣η[                                     ] F40

2 Φλ Pap.   3 Ἰανουαρίων   ἐπαρχίαϲ   4 τετρακοϲιοϲτοῦ   5 Ϲαλουταρίαϲ   7 εὐλαβ⳽ Pap.   9 ἔγγραφον   ἔκληψιν   10 ἐκληπτορικῷ   
11 βαθουργία   12 Ζαδακαθων   14 ἐκλήψει   15 ἀνήκοντι   19 ἐκλήψει   20 ἐγγράφωϲ   ἔγγραφον   21 προαιρέϲει   22 ἐκλήψει   
23 καθωϲιωμένου   24 ἐγγράφου   ἐκλήψεωϲ   25 φιλοκαλίᾳ   29 ἔγγραφον   31 πρίωρ   32 Ζαδακαθων   39 ἐκλήψεωϲ   τὴν   ἐμφερομένην   
αὐτῇ   40 γεωργίαϲ   44 ὡμολόγηϲα   ἀκολούθωϲ   49 χειρὶ   50 παρήμην



16759. AGREEMENT ON LEASE OF VINEYARD

(Lines 1–5) In the fourth year of the reign and consulship of our most divine and pious Lord Flavius Justinus, 
eternal Augustus and Emperor, on the sixth day before the Ides of January, on the [twenty-]third day of the 
month [Audunaios], in the four hundredth sixty-third year of the province, in [Petra, Metropolis] of the Third 
Palestine Salutaris.

 (Lines 5–9) I, Flavius Monaxios, son of Leontios, the . . . prior of the . . . ala of the garrison of Sadaqa, 
[which] belongs to the district of the said Metropolis, originating from the same garrison, at present residing 
here, to [Hyperechia], the most reverend [wife] of the deacon Valens, [originating] from the said Metropolis, 
acknowledge the following.

(Lines 9–14) Since I, according to the written lease made between [myself and the] most . . . Valens . . . with 
the right concerning leaseholds, took at a certain time on lease, for deep tilling, [the field] called plot Eil[ . . . ], 
situated in the area of Sadaqa, to the south of the same village, on the condition that [I render] vine-bearing, 
cultivating it [myself, the plot?] comprised in [the same] lease . . .

(Lines 14–23) Your Reverence [wishing?] at present . . . as much of it as belongs to you and [at the end of 
the period of?] . . . . . Therefore at present I have . . . wishing to obey? . . . to the ground his . . . to have them 
. . . [that I do not?] have the means to give [the] price, I renounced that kind of lease . . . [to] make clear to you 
in written form the . . . and the notificatory document, through which I acknowledge that I have, of my own
free will and voluntary choice, renounced the said lease [of] the said [plot?] . . . the most devoted Obodianos, 
son of No...tios.

(Lines 23–31) Equally . . . . . rightfully . . . the said old written lease [shall?] be valid [with] its [inherent] 
power according to the formal question concerning the cultivation and care [and] the cession of profit and
[everything] else described in it between me and [you/him?, if your] and his [heirs and] successors [wish? . . . ] 
from you . . . For, as security for Your Reverence [that these (facts)] are clear, [I have made] the present written 
[agreement] which, signed and released, [will be valid] and firm wherever presented. Good faith has been asked
by you and agreed upon for you by me.

(Lines 31–44) (2. H.) † I, the above-mentioned Flavius Monaxios, son of Leontios, prior . . . of Sadaqa, 
have made to [you,] the most reverend Hyperechia, this . . . . . half part of . . . belonging to the owner . . . . . 
Obodianos . . . . . the lease according to its inherent force and the formal question (concerning) the cultivation 
and care and . . . profit . . . . . future . . . . . and asked by you I have agreed [to every particular as] is written 
above, accordingly . . .

(Lines 47–51) (Several witnesses) † Flavius . . . . . with my own hand . . . . . I was present and . . . . . between 
. . .

1–4 The indications of the year are clear: the fourth regnal and postconsular year of Justin II (ll. 1–2) and the year 463 of the Arabian 
era (ll. 3–4) point to the beginning of the Julian year 569 (before March 22). On the other hand, the traces for the exact date in l. 3 
are minimal. Most promising is the beginning of the Roman date: the deep downward curve coming from this line is most likely a 
xi, suggesting that we read π̣ρ̣ὸ̣ ἓ̣ξ̣. The following word should be Idus, since both Nonae and Kalendae would bring the date to the 
December of the previous year, which is not possible. The reading ε̣ἰδ̣̣ῶν̣ is, however, uncertain since the traces are ambiguous and 
occur on a floating fragment (M). Before μηνόϲ, beginning the Macedonian date, the genitive plural of the Roman month is clear. 
We have combined this fragment (fr. B3B25)  with fr. B3R1, which should belong to this fold (cf. frs. R2–R4 in the subsequent even 
folds), so we read the month as Ἰανουάριοϲ (with the erroneous omission of the second alpha).
 μηνὸϲ [Αὐδυναί]ο̣υ̣ ε̣ἰ[̣κοϲτῇ τ]ρ̣ίτ̣̣ῃ: the mention of the Macedonian date before the year of the Arabian era is unique in the Petra 
papyri. The supplements rely on the Roman date.

5 Φ̣[λ(άουιοϲ)] Μ̣[ονά]ξ̣ιο̣̣ϲ̣ Λεοντίου: of the lessee’s name, Μ̣[ονά]ξ̣ιο̣̣ϲ̣, only the xi can be clearly read, the upper curve being 
visible on fr. B3B19 and the lowest part on fr. B3B26. The name recurs in the first signature in l. 31, where ]ονα̣[ can be read. The 
name Monaxios is found frequently in the Petra papyri, most often referring to the father of Ailianos and Nikias (see Index V, and 
Introduction to 45–47). As the brothers were already adult in the 540s (22 and 45), while the present document is from the year 569, 
it is not likely that this Monaxios was their father. He can, however, belong to the same family; it may be noted that at least one plot 
in 46 was situated in Sadaqa. The father’s name, Leontios, is too common in Petra to be of any help.

[] π̣ρ̣ίω̣̣ρ ἐξ εἴ ̣λ(ηϲ) [   ]: the lessee is a prior (non-commissioned officer). The men of this military rank carry in
the Petra papyri either the honorific καθωϲιωμένοϲ (43) or εὐδοκιμώτατοϲ (39), but neither of these titles fits the traces, nor can
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ἀπολύϲιμοϲ or ἀπολυθείϲ (“discharged from military service”) be read. The first two letters could be ιο̣̣ or τ̣ο̣, but other readings are 
possible. At the end of the line, we restore hesitantly ἐξ εἴ ̣λ(ηϲ) [, though the letters look like ελ rather than ειλ. After the prominent 
curve of the lambda, there is a horizontal trace high up, perhaps the sigla for abbreviation, and then an obscure low-reaching trace (iota 
or lambda?), which could begin the name of the equestrian unit (ala) in question: there is, at the end of the line, space for 5–10 letters. 
Cf., e.g., P. Mich. VI 428.18 (154), ἀπολύϲιμοϲ ἀπὸ ἱππικῆϲ [ϲτρατί]αϲ ἐξ εἴληϲ οὐατρ(ανῆϲ) (l. οὐετρ-) Γαλλικῆϲ. The abbreviation 
εἴλ(ηϲ) or ἴλ(ηϲ) is common, but in the few Greek papyri from Egypt where the combination ἐξ εἴληϲ is found, it is always used of a 
person released from military service, while the unit of those in active service is given simply by the genitive, e.g., BGU I 69.1 (120), 
[Οὐαλέριοϲ] Λόγγοϲ [ἱ]π[πεὺϲ] εἴληϲ Ἀπριανῆ[ϲ]. As Monaxios was a former resident of Sadaqa but was now living in Petra (ll. 6–7), 
he may indeed have been exempt from military service.

6 [ὅ] ἐϲτιν̣ ἐν̣ορίαϲ τῆ[ϲ εἰρημ]ένη̣[ϲ μ]η̣τ̣ρ̣ο̣πόλεωϲ: ἐνορία in the sense “district, region” appears in 2 68, 601; see also 57 14–15 with 
comm. In the Greek papyri from Egypt, it is used both of regions of a village (e.g., P. Amst. I 47.7) and larger districts (e.g., P. Michael. 40). 
In the Nessana papyri, the corresponding expression is ὁρίου πόλεωϲ Ἐλούϲηϲ, e.g., P. Ness. III 16.2 (512). Cf. 39 48 comm.

7–8 Ὑπερε]χ̣ί[̣ᾳ] τ̣ῇ̣ εὐλαβ(εϲτάτῃ) γ[υναικὶ] | Οὐάλεντοϲ διακ̣[όνο]υ̣: the other party of the agreement is a woman, as is made clear 
by the participle [ὁρμω]μένῃ (l. 8). The traces of her name in l. 33 suggest Ὑπερεχία (see comm. ad loc.). The last word of l. 7 may 
be either γ[υναικὶ or γ[αμετῇ, and there is no further space at the end of the line. Thus, Valens must be the name of her husband, and 
his patronymic was omitted here. Valens was a deacon, and his name was one of the most popular in Petra. A deacon Valens, son of 
Boethos, appears as a witness in 43, but, since the document is dated to 592/93, it is unlikely that the persons could be identical.

9 [ἐπεί]περ κατὰ ἔνγραφον̣ [ἔ]κλημψ̣ιν: this is a typical way in Petra to introduce the actual contents of a document, after the opening 
formulas, and it is sometimes followed with a reference to an agreement made earlier, as in 23 4 ἐ̣π̣ίπ̣ε[ρ] κατὰ ἔγ̣γραφον ἐγχώρηϲειν, 
cf. 3 4, 4 4, 25 3.

ἔ̣κλημψ̣ιν: ἔκληψιϲ, usually written as ἔκλημψιϲ, is the term generally used in the Petra papyri instead of μίϲθωϲιϲ (see P. Petra 
II, pp. 6–7).

9–10 μεταξὺ̣ [ἐμοῦ] | [καὶ τοῦ   c. 9   ]τ̣ά̣τ̣ο̣υ̣ Οὐά̣λ̣εντοϲ []ω []: the parties mentioned must be Monaxios, here 
in the first person, and the deacon Valens. As the number of missing letters at the end of lines cannot be exactly known, it is not sure
whether [ἐμοῦ] was the last word in l. 9 or if it was followed by [καὶ]. The most likely supplement in the next line has five letters,
so this line could hardly contain [ἐμοῦ καὶ τοῦ]. The gap at the beginning of l. 10 spans ca. 15 letters and probably included Valens’ 
honorific title. However, the letters before Οὐά̣λ̣εντοϲ are very uncertain, and we would expect the honorific to be abbreviated, as in
l. 7. Moreover, as Valens was already mentioned in l. 8, he should here be provided with [τοῦ εἰρημένου or αὐτοῦ], followed by the 
abbreviated honorific. If he was dead (see Introduction above), the title should have been μακαριωτάτου, μακαρ( ), or μακαριωτ( ); 
alternatively, τῆϲ μακαρίαϲ ⁄ λογίαϲ ⁄ λαμπρᾶϲ μνήμηϲ are also found in Petra (see 22 11–12 comm.). The two letters following the 
name of Valens could be alpha and nu or pi, which might suggest ἀ̣π̣[ογενομένου ϲοῦ ἀνδρόϲ] (cf. 28 16 τοῦ μακαριωτ(άτου) Ἠλίου 
Ἰϲακίου ἀπ̣[ογενομένου αὐτῆϲ ἀνδρὸϲ; 29 102, 237), but there is not space enough for it. Moreover, after the gap, the traces visible 
on fr. Cg15 pose a problem, since there may be several layers on the fragment (note that, in both Fold 8 and 12, the corresponding 
fragment or a part of it is missing). The upper part of Cg15 seems to belong in this Fold 10, since the lowest tips of the iota and rho in 
l. 8 εἰρη[ can be seen at the fragment’s uppermost edge, as well as the right edge of the omikron in l. 9 ἔνγραφον̣. In the lower part of 
the same fragment, the lowest line, which should come from l. 10, clearly has an omega with a vertical stroke above it. If this stroke 
is of the same layer, [μακαρι]ωτ̣(άτου) is a possibility, abbreviated as usual with the tau written above the omega and its horizontal 
stroke hidden under a piece on top. However, the space after Οὐά̣λ̣εντοϲ is perhaps too narrow for μακαρι. After the omega, the next 
traces could be alpha and nu, but the following traces do not suggest ἀνδρόϲ ϲου or similar. Another possibility is that, after the 
name of Valens, the name of the village was mentioned, perhaps ἀ̣π̣[ὸ κ]ώμ̣[η]ϲ̣ [], since in l. 12 we have [ἐκ νό]τ̣ο̣υ̣ τ̣ῆ̣ϲ̣ α̣ὐ̣τ̣ῆ̣ϲ̣ 
κώμη̣ϲ, and Sadaqa is elsewhere in Petra always called κάϲτρον, not κώμη (see below). However, it seems odd that the village would 
be mentioned before the location of the plot in l. 12, and the vertical above the omega remains inexplicable.

ἐ̣κ̣λ̣η̣μπτορικῷ̣ δ̣[ικαίῳ]: this expression is not attested elsewhere, but the adverb ἐκληπτορικῶϲ (sometimes opposed to κτητορικῶϲ) 
is found in Byzantine literary sources, as well as ἐκληπτορικὸν ἔγγραφον (sometimes opposed to ἐκδοτήριον ἔγγραφον). δ̣[ικαίῳ] 
would be a natural supplement, cf. P. Oxy. LXIII 4388.7 (423), [π]αρειληφέναι παρὰ ϲοῦ μιϲθωτικῷ δικαίῳ; P. Coll. Youtie II 72 
dupl. 4, τὰ δὲ προκείμενα ἔϲχον [προ]ωνητικοῦ δικαιοῦ (l. -κῷ δικαίῳ); P. Cair. Masp. III 67299.5–6 (527–65), (ἐπὶ ---) πληρ]εϲτάτῳ 
ἐμφυτευτικῷ δικαίῳ ἀναφαιρέτωϲ.

11 εἰϲ βαθουργείαν ἐξέλαβον: βαθουργία is a new word, though βαθουργῶ, “till deeply,” is found both in 17 and in Byzantine 
literature; see P. Petra II, pp. 3–4. In 17, it always appears in the formula τὸ βαθουργεθὴν (r. βαθουργηθὲν) διὰ τοῦ δεῖνοϲ and refers 
to a lease or working contract of a new vineyard, where the planting of vine requires deep tilling, in contrast to old vineyards, the lease 
of which is expressed by the formula τὸ ὑπὸ τὴν ἔκλημψιν τοῦ δεῖνοϲ. Here, the concepts of βαθουργία and ἔκληψιϲ are combined.



16959. AGREEMENT ON LEASE OF VINEYARD

π̣ρ̣ὸ φανερ̣οῦ χ̣[ρ]ό̣ν̣ο̣υ̣: the phrase in the singular is found elsewhere in papyri only once, P. Cair. Masp. I 67019.12 (548–49), in 
the plural genitive twice in Egypt, but four times in the Petra papyri (29 97, 234, 39 131, 52 27–28; see 39 131–33 comm.). In Petra, 
the phrase generally (except possibly in 39) refers to the past. The passage shows that there already existed a lease between Monaxios 
and Valens, and this document, between the same lessee and Valens’ wife, was drawn up after some changes had taken place (see 
Introduction above).

[τὸ χωρίον λ]ε̣γ̣ό̣μ̣εν̣ον τό(πον) Εἰλ̣[   ]: cf., e.g., 50 103–6 τῶν] προγεγραμ[μένω]ν χωρίων ϲπορίμω̣[ν   ϲ. 20   ] | 
[ ϲ. 11   καλο]υ̣μ̣ένων τό(που) αλ-Μαυφα̣α̣ κ̣α̣ὶ τ̣[ό(που) Μαλ αλ-   4–10   ἀντι-]|[δοθέντων αὐτῷ; 23 15–16 τ̣ῆ̣[ϲ π]ρ̣οκιμένηϲ 
τοπ[οθε]ϲία[ϲ] λε[γομ]ένηϲ τό(ποϲ) Ερακ ελ-Κου αλ-Θ̣ιρ ἤτοι Ϲο̣ργ Λοφφα; 25 14 γ[ε]ωργί[αϲ λεγομένηϲ] τό(ποϲ) Μαλ ε[λ-Αμρα 
ἤτοι] Μαλ ελ-[; 37 11 μέρουϲ ἕκτου τοῦ χορίου τό(που) Ϲαργαδι[̣; see Introduction to 17, p. 71. As the missing noun must here 
be masculine or neuter, χωρίον is the obvious alternative. After λ]ε̣γ̣ό̣μ̣εν̣ον, τό(πον) seems here to be meant as a part of the plot’s 
identification, while Εἰλ̣[ is the beginning of the Arabic name. The participle λεγόμενοϲ is somewhat more frequently used in Petra 
than καλούμενοϲ. On fr. B2R8, there is a curve that could be the lower part of a lambda or epsilon. The dot after it seems to fit better
a gamma than epsilon or omikron, and the probable location of the fragment favors λ]ε̣γ̣ό̣μ̣εν̣ον.

12 διακε̣ίμ̣ενον ἐ̣ν̣ τ̣[ῷ] Ζ̣[α]δ̣[α]κ̣[α]θο̣ν δικ[α]ίῳ̣̣ [ἐκ νό]τ̣ο̣υ̣ τ̣ῆ̣ϲ̣ α̣ὐ̣τ̣ῆ̣ϲ̣ κώμη̣ϲ: the article is the masculine or neuter dative, since there 
is no trace of the high vertical of an eta. For the word beginning with δικ[, δικ[α]ίῳ̣̣ is the most obvious supplement, though the last 
letters are ambiguous. Here, the word presumably refers somehow to the administrative district of Sadaqa. For different interpretations 
of the term δίκαιον in estate documentation, see Hickey, Wine, Wealth and the State, 58–61. Hickey understands it as a fiscal reference
to a holding that has retained the name of its former owner in an unrevised fiscal register. The examples discussed by him, however,
refer to former personal properties, not to the administrative area of a village, as here. We simply note a possible connection with the 
mysterious abbreviation δεικ( ) in 62 (see Introduction to 62, p. 193). At the end of the line, the plot’s location is further clarified by
the mention of a village, cf. P. Ness. III 24.6, διακειμένην ἐκ νότου τῆϲδε τῆϲ κωμῆϲ καὶ περὶ αὐτὴν ἐν τόπῳ καλουμένῳ Αλαγραθ 
[ἐνγυτ]έ̣[ρ]ῳ. If the village is not Sadaqa itself, it must have been mentioned before, probably in l. 10. It may be noted that, elsewhere 
in the Petra papyri, Sadaqa is called a garrison, κάϲτρον (as here ll. 6–7), not a village, κώμη.

12–13 ἐ̣φ’ ὃ πο̣[ιεῖν] | ἀμπελοφόρο[ν δι’ ἐμ]ο̣ῦ̣ γε̣ωργούμενον: at the end of l. 12, there probably begins the very common formula 
headed by ἐφ’ ᾧ or ἐφ’ ὅ, specifying the terms of an agreement. All the other examples in Petra read ἐφ’ ᾧ, but we have not corrected 
the case here, as ἐφ’ ὅ is also found in the Greek papyri from Egypt, e.g., P. Cair. Masp. II 67158.23 (568); P. Lond. V 1677.13 
(568–70), and since the orthography of this scribe does not have the variation ω/ο except l. 12 Ζ̣[α]δ̣[α]κ̣[α]θο̣ν (but with omega 
in l. 6). The expression can be construed with the verb either in the indicative or infinitive. We have supplemented the verb in
the present infinitive, following the two cases in Petra where the construction is clear (11 7; 51 23–27), but it could equally well 
be πο̣[ιήϲειν or πο̣[ιῆϲαι. In the Greek papyri from Egypt, ἀμπελοφόριμοϲ is attested in P. Cair. Masp. II 67151 dupl. 105 (570); 
III 67313.43 (6th c.). It is abbreviated ἀμ( )φο( ) in P. Bingen 109.24, 27, 38 (212–50) and Chr. Wilck. 232.10 (115 b.c.), and in 
the latter opened ἀμ(πελο)φό(ρου). In literary sources, only ἀμπελοφόροϲ is found, usually with γῆ, “bearing vine” or “suitable 
for viticulture.”

13–14 []γ̣ε̣[]ε̣ιον περιεχόμενο̣ν̣ [τῇ αὐτῇ] | ἐ̣κλήμψε̣[ι ]: we may have here a phrase similar to 1 15 τὰ καὶ περιεχόμενα̣ τ̣ῇ̣ 
γ̣εν̣ομέ[ν]ῃ̣ [ἐν]γ̣ρ̣ά̣φ̣[ῳ] ἐ[κ]χ̣ω̣ρ̣ήϲει, with a neuter (more likely than masculine) noun before περιεχόμενο̣ν̣ referring to the plot of 
land mentioned in this former lease. A plausible supplement would be [τὸ] γ̣ε̣ώ̣[ρ]γ̣ε̣ιον, but the letter after the epsilon does not seem 
to be omega (or omikron).

14 ]ληθεῖϲα ἡ ϲὴ ε̣[ὐ]λ̣[ά]β̣ε̣ια̣̣ []ϲ̣α̣ι ̣α̣ια ἐπὶ τοῦ παρ[όντοϲ]: the participle could be κα]ληθεῖϲα or, more likely, 
βου]ληθεῖϲα, possibly preceded by καί. After that, ἡ ϲή seems to be the only possible interpretation of the letters which are clear 
enough. For ε̣[ὐ]λ̣[ά]β̣ε̣ια̣̣, cf. l. 28 and the title used in ll. 7 and 33. This abstract noun is not found as an honorific elsewhere in the
Petra papyri, but cf. αἰδεϲιμότηϲ in 3 7, 10; 4 8 11; 5 3; 25, 9; and λαμπρότηϲ 4 5. Similarly, εὐλάβεια as an address is frequently 
found in the Greek papyri from Egypt. The traces of ε̣[ὐ]λ̣[α]β̣ are on fr. B3B28, while the uncertain traces of ε̣ία̣̣ come from the upper 
edge of fr. d5.

Afterwards, one would expect an infinitive connected with [βου]ληθεῖϲα. There is a low curve of a letter in the upper-right corner 
of fr. d5 which could be from a beta. The clearly visible traces on the lower edge of fr. B2L5 are ambiguous and may not represent 
the same layer. After the gap, the ink has faded so that almost nothing can be discerned. The letters ϲ̣α̣ι,̣ if correctly read, probably 
end the expected infinitive. After that, there may be faint traces of two high verticals. A possible but very speculative supplement is 
β̣ε̣[βαι]ῶ̣ϲ̣α̣ι ̣τ̣ὰ̣ δ̣ίκ̣̣α̣ια, cf. the equally hypothetical τ[ὴν] β̣[εβαίωϲιν] in l. 20 comm. Cf. also the use of words from the root βέβαιοϲ, 
βεβαιόω in 57 (see Introduction to 57). There must have been a change of situation expressed by ἐπὶ τοῦ παρ[όντοϲ], in contrast to 
l. 11 π̣ρ̣ὸ φανερ̣οῦ χ̣ρ̣ό̣ν̣ο̣υ̣. Following the death of the original lessor, Valens, his widow and other heirs had evidently (perhaps after 
a period of joint possession) divided the vineyard. Subsequently, the widow had either wanted to confirm the validity of the former
lease or had to accept the lessee’s renunciation (see Introduction above).
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15 ὅϲον ἐπὶ τῷ ἀνέκοντει ϲο̣[ῖ] ἐκ τούτου ἐ̣[ϲτ]ὶ:̣ probably ἀνήκοντι was meant, though the formula ὅϲον ἐπὶ τῷ ἀνήκοντι is not found 
elsewhere. The sense would be “as much as belongs to you of it,” sc. of the plot cultivated by the lessee. Cf., e.g., P. Cair. Goodspeed 13.5 
(341), ϲὺν τῷ ἀνήκοντι μέρι τοῦ φρέατοϲ καὶ τοῖϲ ἄλλοιϲ χρηϲτηρίοιϲ καὶ ἀνήκουϲι πᾶϲει καὶ εἰ[ϲ]όδοιϲ καὶ ἐξόδοιϲ.

κ̣αὶ ̣ἐντ̣ελ̣ε̣[][]ιρ̣ω̣τ̣η̣[   4–6   ]: probably we have here a word from the root τέλοϲ. The phrase ἐν̣ τ̣έλ̣ε[ι, often found 
with τοῦ ἐνιαυτοῦ, does not suit the context. The line consists of many small fragments, some of which could not be placed exactly. We 
suggest tentatively κ̣αὶ ̣ἐν τ̣ελ̣ε̣ίῳ̣ κ̣α̣ιρ̣ῷ̣ τ̣ῆ̣ϲ̣ , though this would be a bit short. The phrase ἐν τελείῳ καιρῷ is not found elsewhere, 
but cf. P. Mich. XIII 666.29 (616–43), ταῦτα λογίϲαϲθαί ϲοι ἐν καιρῷ τελειώϲεωϲ τοῦ χρόνου τῆϲ παρούϲηϲ ἐγγράφου μιϲθώϲεωϲ, 
and the frequent expressions with a genitive like ἐν καιρῷ τρύγηϲ (e.g. BGU XII 2175.5 [5/6th c.]). If this in on the right track, the 
expression may refer to the end of the period determined by the original lease, which might have elapsed and been continued with only 
a tacit agreement (relocatio tacita): this was not uncommon (Hickey, Wine, Wealth, and the State, 20, 78). The change of ownership 
may have made it desirable to confirm the agreement in writing.

16 [το]ύ̣του χ[ά]ριν [τ]ὸ παρὸ[ν] φθ̣[ά]νω τω: it seems that a new sentence begins here, [το]ύ̣του χ[ά]ριν summarizing the situation 
described in the preceding lines from ἐπεί]περ in l. 9, while [τ]ὸ παρὸν̣ (probably adverbial “at present”) refers to a new phase in the 
contract’s history. In the next word, phi seems clear, and, as νω most likely is the first person singular ending, φθ̣[ά]νω is an obvious 
choice for the verb. It appears in the papyri often with an aorist or perfect participle or infinitive, referring to a previous action (“I 
have already done something”) as, e.g., P. Cair. Isid. 79.3 (301–25), φθάνω τῇ προπαρελθούϲῃ ἡμέρᾳ β[ι]βλία ϲοι ἐπιδεδωκώϲ; 
SB XVI 12331.9 (2nd/3rd c.), φθάνω κατάγραψαι. Here, the construction as well as sense remain unknown. The following τω probably 
is a dative article τῷ, since the last visible trace does not look like a nu.

17 β̣ουλόμε̣ν̣ον ε̣ἰϲ̣̣ακ̣ολ̣[ο]υ̣θ̣εῖν̣ εἰϲ γ̣ῆν τοὺϲ̣ α̣ὐτ̣οῦ χυ̣[   ]: the participle β̣ουλόμε̣ν̣ον may have been used in a generalizing sense, 
[τὸν] β̣ουλόμε̣ν̣ον, since an individual person could hardly appear in the preceding gaps. If φθάνω was used in the meaning “to be 
beforehand with, get ahead of,” the participle could refer to the person whose actions were overtaken. It cannot refer to the lessee 
Monaxios, since it is in the accusative, and, at any rate, the genitive α̣ὐτ̣οῦ (“his”) most naturally refers to this same person. The 
participle is most likely followed by an infinitive ending with -θ̣εῖν̣, though -ε̣ϲ̣εῖν̣ might perhaps be read instead. The beginning of the 
verb is on small fragments. If the verb is a form of ἀκολουθέω, the prefix cannot have more than two letters, e.g. ἐξ, or, more likely, 
εἰϲ, where the combination of epsilon and iota does not require more space. ε̣ἰϲ̣̣ακ̣ολ̣[ο]υ̣θ̣εῖν̣ εἰϲ, with the repeated prefix/preposition, 
would be a likely phrase, though the compound εἰϲακολουθέω is not found in the extant Greek sources. The compounds of ἀκολουθέω 
are usually intransitive verbs, meaning “to follow” (in different senses); this means that the plural accusative τοὺϲ̣ α̣ὐτ̣οῦ χυ̣[   ] 
should be the subject of the infinitive. However, in another hypothetical interpretation, βουλόμενον εἰϲακολουθεῖν εἰϲ γῆν might mean 
that someone would be willing to take on the lease after Monaxios, that is, substitute him as lessee. As the verb is not known from 
papyri, it is difficult to judge if it could possibly mean either “follow as a lessee” or “inherit the land.” The new lessee would then
probably be the Obodianos in l. 23. See Introduction above for the two alternative scenarios behind the document.

εἰϲ γ̣ῆν τοὺϲ̣ α̣ὐτ̣οῦ χυ̣[      ]: it is also possible that the next words refer to some concrete works of agriculture, maybe planting 
or sowing, which proved too costly for Monaxios (cf. ll. 18–19). The phrase εἰϲ (τὴν) γῆν appears in the Greek papyri from Egypt 
mostly for the sowing of cereals. The gamma of γ̣ῆν could, less likely, be read as tau, but after τὴν, τοὺϲ would be awkward, and one 
cannot read τοῦ αὐτοῦ. At the end of the line, the letter following chi could best be an upsilon, although the scribe almost always 
writes it with a sharply angular lower part; a rounded upsilon is visible only as the second letter of l. 7 αὐτοῦ. Less likely possibilities 
are alpha or epsilon, while omega is quite unlikely. Of the following letter, only a smudge of ink is visible, unless we read upsilon and 
mu written as a ligature. It is unlikely that a letter with a long downward vertical would follow, as nothing is visible on the fragment 
below. Palaeographically possible words connected with viticulture are those beginning with χαμαι, cf. Geoponica 5.2.14–15, where 
the terrains suitable for different types of vine are discussed: καὶ ἡ ἐν τοῖϲ γηλόφοιϲ δὲ τόποιϲ ἀνηπλωμένη, καὶ ἐν ταῖϲ ὑπωρείαιϲ, 
ἁρμόζει ταῖϲ χαμαιζήλοιϲ καὶ χαμαιπετέϲιν ἀμπέλοιϲ (“Terrain extending along ridges or on mountain foothills requires low-trained 
and ground-trained vines,” transl. Dalby). This kind of vine is also called χαμῖτιϲ (Geoponica 3.1.5). As the noun is here preceded by 
the masculine article, it cannot be feminine (like χαμῖτιϲ or ἄμπελοϲ), nor the neuter χύμα (“measure for wine”), which is, in papyri, 
often found in the phrase ἐν χύματι, referring to the measure used by the cultivator, cf., e.g., CPR XIV 4.11 (6th c.).

18–19 ] εὐπορεῖν̣ με δοῦ[ναι τὴν] | τιμὴν ἀπεταξάμην τῇ το̣ιαύτῃ ἐκλήμψει:̣ εὐπορεῖν̣ may be preceded by μ]ὴ̣, cf. P. Abinn. 50.6 
(346), μὴ εὐ[πο]ρ[ο]ῦ̣μαι ϲῖτον (cf. also ibid. l. 24); P. Oxy. XVI 1895.7 (554), τανῦν μὴ εὐποροῦϲα ἀποθρέψαι [αὐτὴν]. The medial 
ἀποτάϲϲομαι with the dative usually means “part from somebody” or “renounce, give up something” (see LSJ s.v. IV). Here, “I gave 
up that kind of lease” would make sense.

]ηϲεν [: possibly the end of the third person singular aorist, or to be divided as ]ηϲ ἐν[.

20 κ[ατ]ά̣δη̣λον ποιῆ̣[ϲαι] `ϲ̣ο̣ι´ ἐ̣[νγ]ρ̣άφωϲ τ[][ c. 8 ] καὶ [τ]ὸ δηλωτ̣[ι]κὸν ἔνγ̣[ραφον]: κατάδηλοϲ has hitherto been attested only 
in P. Lips. I 64 = Chr. Wilck. 281 (368/69), where it similarly appears with ποιέω in ll. 27–28, τοὺϲ δέ γε ὑποδέκταϲ --- κατάδηλον 
ποίηϲο̣ν ἔχειν, and with different constructions in another part of the dossier, ll. 33 and 37. Here, ποιῆ̣[ϲαι] suits the space better 
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than ποιή̣[ϲειν]. After ἐ̣[νγ]ρ̣άφωϲ, the tau is clear and suggests a following article. Next, a loop is visible, reaching down to the 
top of the eta of γνώμῃ in l. 21; it is too low for an epsilon and perhaps too narrow for a lambda, but could be a beta, perhaps τ[ὴν] 
β̣[εβαίωϲιν].

καὶ [τ]ὸ δηλωτ̣[ι]κὸν ἔνγ̣[ραφον]: δηλωτικόϲ is likewise very rare in Greek papyri; the only other instance is P. Münch. I 2.14–15 
(578), εἰϲ τὴν ἀμερ[ι]μνίαν ταύτην ϲοι πεποιήμεθα τὴν δηλωτικὴν ἔγγραφον ἀπόδειξιν τῆϲ προβατορίαϲ τῆϲ ϲῆϲ ϲτρατίαϲ. Probably 
ἔνγ̣[ραφον was here used as a noun, not an adjective, since there is hardly space enough for a neuter noun at the end of the line. The 
sense “agreement, document” for ἔνγ̣[ραφον also makes the seeming tautology with ἐ̣[νγ]ρ̣άφωϲ less apparent.

21 αὐθαιρέτῳ: the beginning of this word was on the left side of fr. B2L9, the right side belonging to ll. 17–18. It is only visible on the 
first photographs (from which it is reproduced in Pl. LXXVIII), as it was later removed in an attempt to read the layer underneath.

21–22 ἀποτάξα[ϲθαι] | τ̣ῇ̣ εἰρημένῃ ἐ̣κ̣λ̣[ήμψει  ]εἰρημέ[ν][ c. 10 ]α̣ὐ̣τοῦ τ̣ο̣[ c. 6 ]: as the dative εἰρημένῃ must 
denote the item which is renounced, the feminine noun ἐ̣κ̣λ̣[ήμψει is an obvious choice (cf. ll. 10, 14, 19, 24). On fr. B3B38, where 
the end of the word should be, it cannot be seen: the visible traces come from other layers. The subsequent participle, εἰρημέ[ν-, most 
likely refers to the plot in question, so τοῦ] εἰρημέν[ου χωρίου is a plausible supplement. After the lacuna, the letter before α̣ὐ̣τοῦ 
could be sigma, making something like ἤτοι μέρου]ϲ̣ α̣ὐ̣τοῦ̣ possible (cf. ll. 15, 34). The following word could be the article τ̣ο̣ῦ̣, 
either continuing the qualification of the hypothetical χωρίου ἤτοι μέρου]ϲ̣, or beginning that of Obodianos. The end of the line may 
have contained Obodianos’ honorific.

23 Ὀβοδιανοῦ Νο[]τ̣ίου καθοϲιωμένου: if this Obodianos was a relative of Theodoros, son of Obodianos, it would explain 
the document’s presence in the archive. The trace following No- looks like the beginning of nu, but it might be pi or perhaps eta or 
upsilon. However, we have found no name beginning with Νον- (or Νοπ-, Νοη- or even Πον- etc.) and ending with -τίου or -γίου. 
Among names starting with Νου-, Νου̣[μα]τ̣ίου could be possible. The name may recur in the poorly preserved signature in l. 37. As 
Obodianos’ title points to the army, he might have belonged to the garrison of Sadaqa, like the prior Monaxios.

24–25 τ̣ῆϲ̣ εἰρημένηϲ ἐν̣γ̣ρ̣ά̣φ[ου] ἐκλήμψ̣εωϲ [πα]λαίαϲ δε[]λ̣ούϲηϲ κ̣ρατεῖν κ[ατὰ τὴν ἐγ-] | [κειμέν]η̣ν αὐτῇ δύν̣[αμιν]: after 
]λαί, there are two separate fragments labeled B2L7, with the letters ]αϲ[ and ]δε[, where the last letter may be delta or omikron. 
The letters of the latter fragment do not quite correspond to the usual forms of delta and epsilon of m1, but might be possible. It is 
tempting to take the first fragment as the end of [πα]λαίαϲ. However, the second fragment with ]δε[ does not tally with the following 
]λ̣ούϲηϲ, which appears to be the feminine singular participle linked with the genitive ἐκλήμψ̣εωϲ, with two to four letters between 
it and [πα]λαίαϲ. Possible verbs are, e.g., ὀφει]λ̣ούϲηϲ or μελ]λ̣ούϲηϲ, “the said old written lease which should be / shall be valid.” 
The verb δη]λ̣ούϲηϲ does not fit the syntax equally well. Less likely readings are ]χ̣ούϲηϲ or ]κ̣ούϲηϲ. The second fragment may not 
belong here in Fold 17 at all, as the sequence of the fragment series B2L has obviously been confused both in Folds 11–17 and later 
(see l. 33 comm.). However, the way the lines run on this fragment does match with Fold 17.

κ̣ρατεῖν κ[ατὰ τὴν ἐγ-] | [κειμέν]η̣ν αὐτῇ δύν̣[αμιν]: in the signatures of the parties in 22 and 29, we find several times the formula
ΝΝ πεποίημαι τήνδε τὴν ἔγγραφον ἀπόδειξιν ⁄ ἀϲφάλειαν κατὰ τὴν ἐγκειμένην αὐτῇ δύναμιν (or similar).

25–26 κ[α]τὰ ἐ̣[π]ε̣ρώτηϲιν ἐπὶ τῇ γεωργ̣ίᾳ καὶ φιλοκαλε̣ί[ᾳ καὶ] | [π]ρ̣οϲόδου δόϲει καὶ [πᾶϲ]ι τοῖϲ ἄλλο̣ιϲ̣̣ [αὐ]τῇ δ̣ηλ̣ο̣υ̣μ̣έ̣ν̣οιϲ μ̣εταξὺ 
ἐμοῦ καὶ [ 4–9 ]: cf. ll. 39–40. These words seem to summarize the many different terms of the earlier agreement as regards the 
various works required in the vineyard and the sharing of products between the landlord and lessee, cf. the details of viticulture in 
Rowlandson, Landowners and Tenants, 228–36, with Tables 15–16, pp. 324–26. These details were not dwelt upon again in the present 
document. The iota of [πᾶϲ]ι is visible on the bottom layer of fr. B3B38 (Fold 16). At the end of l. 26, the other party is apparently 
either ϲοῦ or αὐτοῦ. The latter would perhaps not be clear enough as a reference to Valens (who has been last mentioned, as far as 
we can discern, in l. 10), especially since the name of Obodianos was mentioned in between. However, in l. 28 αὐτοῦ most probably 
does refer to Valens. Furthemorer, the clauses in ll. 24–26 seem to emphasize the continuity of the terms of the original agreement 
made with Valens. If the present contract was intended to confirm the lease between Monaxios and Hyperechia, l. 26 could be restored 
μ̣εταξ]ὺ ἐμοῦ καὶ [ϲοῦ]: all the former terms should now be valid between them, as far as her part of the plot was concerned.

26–28 καὶ[ 4–9 ]|λονται παρὰ ϲοῦ []ρ̣[]λ̣[][]χ̣ω̣ρ̣[   c. 18   ]διάδοχοι ̣ [ϲοῦ] | καὶ αὐτοῦ: there are several options 
for the verb, the most obvious being βού]λονται, βάλ]λονται, and ὀφεί]λονται. After παρὰ ϲοῦ, the lower parts of the rho and 
lambda are characteristic enough to make the reading plausible, and it is tempting to see here a form of παραλαμβάνω, perhaps 
π̣[α]ρ̣[α]λ̣[α]β̣ε̣ῖ[̣ν. Cf. Chr. Mitt. 57.13–14 (40⁄41), καὶ ἡμῶν ὀφειλόντων παραλαβεῖν τὰ ταύτηϲ ὑπάρχοντα, referring to the property 
of a deceased mother; BGU XIX 2831.21 (501–50), ἐπὶ τοὺ]ϲ παρά ϲου μεταπαραλημψομένο[υϲ; P. Köln IV 193.3 (5⁄6th c.), τοὺϲ 
παρ’ ὑμ̣ῶ̣ν̣ μεταπαραλημψομένουϲ.

] διάδοχοι ̣[ϲοῦ]: probably preceded by a form of κληρονόμοι as usual, with or without καί. The phrase mentioning the heirs 
is short; it could be something like [εἰ βού]λονται παρὰ ϲοῦ π̣[α]ρ̣[α]λ̣[α]β̣ε̣ῖ[̣ν] τ̣[ὸ] χ̣ω̣ρ̣[ίον οἱ κληρονόμοι κ]α̣ὶ ̣διάδοχοι ̣[ϲοῦ] καὶ 
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αὐτοῦ, evidently referring to the feminine lessor and her deceased husband. Cf. BGU I 98.6–7 (211), ἐπὶ κληρονόμοιϲ τοῖϲ γεγονόϲι 
ἐξ ἐμοῦ καὶ αὐτοῦ.

28–29 πρόϲ γαρ ἀϲφάλε̣[ιαν τῆϲ] ϲῆϲ ε[ὐ]λαβ[είαϲ περὶ] τοῦ δ[ῆ]λα̣ εἶναι τ̣[αῦτα πεποίημαι] | τὸ παρὸν ἔνγραφον ὁ̣[μολόγημα]: the 
gap before τοῦ seems to require a preposition, which in corresponding phrases is usually περί and sometimes ὑπέρ. For the phrase, cf. 
P. Oxy. X 1264.16–18 (272), πρὸϲ τὸ πᾶϲι δῆλα εἶναι τὰ ὑπόντα μοι τῆϲ εὐπαιδείαϲ δίκαια. For the end of the line, cf. 37 44 κ̣[α]ὶ πρὸϲ 
ἀϲφάλει[αν ὑμετέραν ταύτην πεποίημαι τὴν ἀπόδειξιν] (at the end of the homologia proper), 50 πεπύεμε τέ̣νδε τ̣ὲν π̣α̣[ροῦϲαν ἀπόδειξιν 
(in the signature); 48 33 ταύτην τὴν] ἀπόδιξιν πεποίημαι. The supplement of thirteen letters at the end of l. 28 is rather long, but cf. 
the secure nine letters at the end of l. 4 and the hypothetical supplements in the next lines 29–30 (13 and 4+8 letters respectively).

The first letter of the neuter word referring to the type of document has a curving lower part, ruling out such words as ὑπόμνημα, 
ὑπομνηϲτικόν, or γραμμάτιον. It is probably ὁ̣[μολόγημα], which is attested once in Petra, 39 273–74 τ̣ὸ̣ γ̣[ενό|μ]εν̣ον μεταξὺ μ[οῦ 
καὶ αὐτοῦ ὁ]μ̣ολ̣[όγ]η̣[μα τῆϲ τει]μ̣ῆϲ, and was, in the 6th and 7th centuries, common in the Greek papyri from Egypt. Less likely 
is ἀ̣[νθομόλογον], which in Petra is usually found in the plural, but once apparently in the singular: 29 220–21 πεποίημα[ι τ]ό̣δ̣ε [τὸ 
ἔγγραφον ἀνθομόλογον κατὰ τὴν ἐγκει]μ̣έ̣ν̣η̣ν̣ αὐτῷ [πᾶ]ϲ[αν δύ]ν̣αμιν̣ (see 29 9 and 220–21 comm.). In Monaxios’ signature, the 
word referring to the agreement is not visible.

29–30 ὅ̣περ ὑπογραφ̣[όμενον] καὶ ἀπολυόμεν̣[ον κύριον ἔϲται] | κ̣αὶ βέβαιον [π]ανταχοῦ προφερό̣μενον: an almost identical phrase 
but without the participle ἀπολυόμενοϲ recurs in 1 80, 30 178–79, and 42 67. Moreover, ἀπολύω is frequently used by the parties in 
their signatures in the formula ὑπογράψαϲ χειρὶ ἐμῇ ἀπέλυϲα (e.g., 22 180), while the witnesses in Petra sometimes use the formula 
παρήμην τῇ ποίηϲει καὶ ἀπολύϲει (e.g., 29 306). The phrase with participles is not found in Greek papyri outside Petra. For the 
meaning and use of ἀπολύω, Latin absolvere and dimittere, see P. Petra III, p. 5. Fr. B2L8 apparently has two layers, with ο̣μ̣ε̣ on a 
small piece of the top layer, while the subsequent vague traces are on the bottom layer and should come from l. 33.

30–31 τῆϲ ἀγ̣αθῆϲ πίϲτεωϲ παρὰ ϲοῦ ἐπηρ̣[ωτημένηϲ] | [κα]ὶ ϲοῖ ὑπὸ ἐμοῦ ὡμολογη̣[μ]ένηϲ: the notion of the Latin bona fide is 
rarely found in the Greek papyri of Egypt (see 18 54–55 comm. and add P. Prag. I 33.17, καλῆϲ πίϲτεωϲ παρὰ [ ). It is certainly no 
coincidence that it is frequently attested both in Petra (1 77–79, 18 54–55, 29 201–4 [with a reference to “both parties”], 218–19, 
50 133–34) and elsewhere in the Near East; see, e.g., P. Babatha 20.40 (130), πίϲτεωϲ ἐπερωτημένηϲ καὶ ἀνθομολογημένηϲ; P. Hever 
65.14 (131); SB XXIV 16171 = P. Euphr. 10.19–20 (250); 16170 = P. Euphr. 9.27–28 (252); P. Dura 32.19 (254); in the two latter ones, 
the restored ἐπερωτηθείϲηϲ might be better read as ἐπερωτημένηϲ, as in the other examples. Note also SB XXIV 16169 = P. Euphr. 
8.29–30 (251), with πίϲτι ἐπερώτηϲεν (the buyer) and πίϲτι εὐ̣δο̣κ̣[ῶν] ὡμολόγηϲεν (the seller). Our document is the only one where 
παρὰ ϲοῦ and ϲοῖ ὑπὸ ἐμοῦ are added to the participles. Cf. also 60 3.

31 † Φ̣[λ(άουιοϲ) Μ]ονά̣[ξιοϲ] Λ̣ε̣ο̣ν̣τ̣ίου πρ̣ίρ̣ο[2–4]: this is the beginning of the lessee’s signature, written in big rough capital 
letters. The end of the line is problematic. The rank of prior would be expected here, and there is a pi followed by a faint vertical 
trace, but the next letters are on a combination of three fragments, the exact positions of which are not certain. The present positions 
are chosen on the basis of the fragments in the neighboring even folds. The letters on these fragments look like ]ιρ̣ο[ , and the last 
one cannot be rho. A small omikron between the iota and rho is unlikely. It thus seems that Monaxios has written his rank erroneously. 
In fact, the letters resemble more m1 than m2, but there is no place where such a sequence could be found in the nearby folds, and 
the fragments do resemble the corresponding ones found in the neighboring Folds 18 and 22.

32 Ζ̣α̣δακαθον ὁ̣ προγ̣ε̣γ̣[ρα]μμέ̣ν̣ο̣ϲ̣ πεπο[ίημαι ][ 8–10 ] : there are probably no letters missing before the name of Sadaqa. 
After that, the article ὁ, usual with προγεγραμμένοϲ, would be expected, though the letter looks rather odd for an omikron. After 
πεπο[ίημαι, there should follow the type of the document made, as was usual in the Petra papyri, e.g., τήνδε τὴν ἔκλημψιν / τόδε 
τὸ ὁμολόγημα. There is, however, not enough space for such an expression, since it should be followed by εἰϲ ⁄ πρὸϲ ϲὲ τὴν, before 
[εὐ]λ̣α̣βεϲτάτη̣ν̣, at the beginning of the next line. It is thus more likely that the other contracting party was here mentioned straight 
after πεπο[ίημαι; the line need not have been longer than εἰϲ ⁄ πρὸϲ ϲὲ τὴν.

33 [εὐ]λ̣α̣βεϲτάτη̣ν̣ [Ὑ]π̣ερεχία̣ν̣: there is a clear oblique line at the place of the eta in -τάτη̣ν̣, and it may be that an epsilon has been 
corrected into eta. After that, there should follow the name of the lessor. As the letters ερεχι are rather clear, Ὑπερεχίαν is a likely 
candidate. This name, the female counterpart for the masculine Ὑπερέχιοϲ, is found in P. Lond. V 1761.9 (6th c.), P. Lond. III 1028.15 
(7th c.), and P. Sorb. II 6 (618–34).

τ̣|δ̣ε̣ τ̣||ειν|νον[ 6–8 ]: the traces are so smudged that it is impossible to identify them with certainty. Thus, the gender of 
the article is not clear, though the neuter used for the agreement in l. 29 would suggest a neuter here, too. There could be a word-end 
in -νον, which does not solve the question of gender. After this, there is on the lower piece of fr. B110 a rounded trace, too flat to be
an omikron, and on the lower end of the upper piece a diagonal curving to the left, which together could form a delta. It should be 
noted that placing the fragments from the series B2L and B2R in the signatures is very uncertain, especially in the uneven folds. Thus, 
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frs. B2L2 and B2R2 (the latter with ]ειν[ ) may not belong here, and we have found no place for fr. B2L1 (the two B2L fragments do 
not offer legible letters). From this line onwards, we cannot give any continuous text for the signatures. The fragments are marked as 
separate with a vertical stroke ( | ) where a lacuna does not make it self-evident. The fragments in the different stacks are given mostly 
in the order in which they were marked by the conservator, but some of them may very well belong somewhere else. The letters are 
often illegible, and it is mostly impossible to identify the phrases which, though partly formulaic, are used in slightly different ways 
in Petra. There are several different hands, probably of the witnesses, but it is difficult to establish the places where the hands change,
as it seems to happen in the middle of the lines, as in ll. 31 and 47.

34 []ϲ̣του|[ c. 8 ]ρ̣ο̣[]υ̣ [γ]εουχ|ικοῦ | μέροϲ ἥ̣μ̣[ιϲυ]: the exact position of the two fragments numbered B3A11 is 
difficult to know, but the form of the fragments in the neighboring even folds suggests this location. The first visible trace could
be alpha, giving -ά̣ϲτου or -α̣ϲ̣ τοῦ. The adjective γεουχικόϲ appears also in 2 89 δ̣ιαφόροιϲ γε̣ου̣χ̣ικ̣̣[οῖϲ c. 5] | κ̣α̣ὶ ̣ψ̣ιλ̣̣ο[ῖ]ϲ̣ τ̣ό̣ποιϲ, 
“different plots of the landlord and vacant lots.” The term is often used of the part of the profit belonging to the landlord, e.g.,
P. Hamb. I 68.32, ὑπὲρ ἀργυρικοῦ τοῦ γεουχικοῦ ὑμῶν ἡμίϲουϲ μέρουϲ (548–64). However, as μέροϲ is here in the nominative/
accusative, it may refer to the half of the plot belonging to the landowner (cf. l. 15), and thus may be the object of a preceding verb 
mentioning the agreement’s purpose. The traces before γεουχικοῦ do not suggest χωρίου, but τ̣ό̣[πο]υ̣ might be possible. However, 
the position of fr. Cg10 with ]υ̣ [ (with next line ]π[ ) is uncertain. In the numerical order, the fragments Cg11 and 10 should be in 
the Folds 22 and 24, respectively. We have changed the order, since the position of the lines in fr. Cg10 does not match the lines in 
Fold 24, and the reading of fr. Cg11 ]εν[ might make sense in Fold 24.

35 []ϲ̣μ̣εν̣ον ϲ̣|ου[]ε̣ρ̣[]φον|π[][ c. 6 ]|υ̣πον̣|ε[]: here, too, we can offer only guesses. In the beginning, 
there may be a participle connected with the accusative μέροϲ, followed perhaps by ϲ̣ο̣[ῖ. The most common word ending in ]φον in 
the Petra papyri is ἔγ/ἔνγραφον, but it would be surprising here, as the type of the document had probably already been mentioned 
in l. 33. A possible word would be ἀ]ν̣έ̣π̣[α]φον, “unencumbered,” but this is usually connected with sales and linked with synonyms 
like καθαρόν, βέβαιον, ἀνεπιδάνειϲτον, ἀνενεχύραϲτον, etc.

37 ]ε̣ι ̣Ὀβ̣ο̣δ̣ια̣νο̣[] []υ̣[]ϲδ[ ]το[ ]ριον[ 6–8 ]: the name Obodianos can probably be read here, but its case is 
not clear. It should be followed by the father’s name, as in l. 23, where we read Νο[]τ̣ίου. Here, it might be possible to discern 
Ν̣ο̣-, but the rest of the letters are almost invisible. At the end of the line, ]ριον may represent the end of a word, but such words as, 
e.g., κ]ύ̣ριον or χ]ω̣ρίον do not offer any suitable formula, nor do the preceding very uncertain fragments provide any help. We have 
placed fr. B18 with ]ριον[ in this fold, since B17 clearly belongs in the next uneven Fold 25, where the upper parts of the letters 
match the letters of B133. The upper and lower traces of B18 may also possibly match with the neighboring folds. This arrangement 
is supported by the fact that B17 should be the last fragment written by Monaxios, since the next uneven Fold 27 has been written by 
another hand. However, the arrangement is still problematic, leaving fr. B19 without a place, as B110 certainly belongs in Fold 21, 
which is the first uneven fold written by Monaxios. Fr. B19 is awkward also because its parts do not correspond to the form of the 
neighboring B1 fragments. It may have been numbered erroneously and actually belong somewhere else. Almost nothing is visible on 
the two parts of B19. They are left out of the reconstruction and now placed at the right edge of Pl. LXXIX.

38–40 ]λ̣ι̣κ[]ρ̣ε̣ κρ̣ατ̣ε̣ῖν̣[   c. 10   ]ε̣[ἐκλή-?]/ψ̣ε̣ο|ϲ̣ κατ̣ὰ τ̣ὲ[ν ἐμ]φ̣ε̣ρομ|έ̣νν|εν̣ | α̣ὐτ | δ̣ύνα|μίν τε καὶ ̣ἐ[περώ-] / 
[τ]η̣ϲ̣ιν̣̣ γεοργ̣ία̣̣ϲ̣ καὶ [φ]ιλ̣̣οκ[αλίαϲ   c. 8 ]κῆϲ προϲό̣δ̣[ου]: the infinitive κρ̣ατ̣ε̣ῖν̣ is most likely, since this passage clearly reflects the
lines 24–26 of the agreement proper, where its validity as to the cultivation, care, and profit of the vineyard is stressed in the same way.
If ]ψ̣ε̣ο|ϲ̣ is read correctly, [ἐκλή]ψ̣ε̣ο|ϲ̣ would be the most probable supplement; the word would begin at the end of the preceding line. 
The accusative δύναμιν appears in the Petra signatures in different formulas confirming the force of the agreement, e.g., 1 84 (cf. 92) 
διʼ ἧϲ ὁμολο[γῶ πλ]ηροῦν πάν[τα τὰ] | [προγεγρ(αμμένα)] κατὰ τὴν προδιηγεθῖϲαν π̣ᾶϲα̣ν̣ δύν[αμ]ιν; 22 138 (cf. 160, 183) πεποίημαι 
τάϲδε (?)] | τὰ[ϲ ἐ]γ̣γρά̣φ̣[ουϲ ἀϲφαλείαϲ κατὰ τὴν ἐγκειμένην αὐταῖϲ (?)] | δύναμ[ι]ν̣; 29 221 (cf. 253) πεποίημα[ι τ]ό̣δ̣ε [τὸ] | [ἔγγραφον 
ἀνθομόλογον κατὰ τὴν ἐγκει]μ̣έ̣ν̣η̣ν̣ αὐτῷ [πᾶ]ϲ[αν δύ]ν̣αμιν̣. The participle ἐγκειμένην cannot be read here, but cf. SB VI 8988.105 (in 
the signature), ἐθέμην τὴν παροῦϲαν διαλυτικὴν ὁμολογίαν κατὰ πᾶϲαν τὴν ἐμφερομένην αὐτῇ δύναμιν. For the uncertainty between ε 
and η, cf. l. 33 with comm. Fr. B3B36, containing the letters ]α̣ϲ̣ καὶ, should according to its number belong in Fold 28, since fr. B3B35 
belongs in Fold 26, but this location does not appear likely, as the letters certainly were written by m2, which should not be found in 
Fold 28. We have tentatively put it in l. 40, where it is in an anomalous sequence, but cf. Fold 20, where B3B37 certainly connects with 
B3B32, and Fold 16 with B3B38+30 (and in Fold 18 probably B3B38part+31); cf. also the firm position of fr. B335 in Fold 26.

]κῆϲ προϲό̣δ̣[ου [: various adjectives ending with -κηϲ are found in the papyri with προϲόδου, e.g., μητρικῆϲ, ὑδατικῆϲ, οὐϲιακῆϲ. 
Here, we could think, e.g., of γεουχι]κῆϲ, or ἀμπελι]κῆϲ. Both supplements neatly fit with the space of the lacuna.

42 [   c. 15   ]υ̣ μέλλον|τ̣οϲ ἀ|γορα|ακ|τὸ αὐτ[ c. 8 ]: in the Petra papyri, the participle of μέλλω is mostly found in the phrase 
ἀπὸ τῆϲ ϲὺν Θεῷ μελλούϲηϲ εἰϲιέναι (ordinal) ἐπινεμήϲεωϲ (e.g. 3 8, 4 13, 5 6, 13). The preceding genitive could be the article το]ῦ̣ 
or perhaps the end of a personal name if the subsequent word would be supplemented as ἀγοράϲ̣[αι. However, the placement of the 
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fragment numbered B2L4, which consists of two fragments, ]γ̣ορα[ (less likely ]τ̣ορα[ ) and ]ακ[ , is problematic. The second 
fragment is placed by the conservator to the right of the first, thus actually appearing to represent the series B2R. Moreover, fr. B2L4 
clearly has two layers, and it is impossible to say which is the topmost (i.e., from the fold nearer to the roll’s core). The upper part 
shows traces of letters in two lines. The traces in the lower line could be, e.g., from an epsilon and delta. As the form of the left part 
of B2L4 is exactly same as of B2L3, it must come either from the preceding or the following uneven fold, as also the number indicates. 
We have now placed the lower part (supposing it to be the topmost layer) in Fold 25 and the upper part (the bottom layer) in Fold 27. 
This arrangement is seen on Pl. LXXIX, and the whole fr. B2L4 is shown at the plate’s right edge. The location of the right part of 
fr. B2L4 with ]ακ[ is quite uncertain. In this position, it really would represent the stack B2R, nor does it yield any sense in this 
place. We cannot be sure if it really came from the right side of the first fragment or if it rather represents a layer on top of the upper
part of the first fragment, in which case it would derive from l. 41.

43–44 ]καὶ ἐ̣π̣ε̣ρ̣ω̣[τηθεὶϲ] | [π]α̣ρὰ̣ ϲ̣ο̣ῦ̣ ὁ̣μ̣ο̣|λόγεϲ̣[α ἕκαϲτα καθὼϲ π]ρ̣ογ̣έ[γραπται] ἀ̣|κολούθο̣ϲ [ c. 5 ]: the restoration of this 
phrase is plausible, since ἀ̣κολούθο̣ϲ (l. -θωϲ) is clear enough, cf., e.g., 29 249, 275, 288. The text of this signature may have ended 
in ἀ̣κολούθο̣ϲ or continued a little longer (cf., e.g., 18 71 καὶ ἀν̣αγνοὺ[ϲ καὶ ὑπογράψ]αϲ χε̣ιρὶ ἐμῇ ἀπέλυϲα). In view of the wording 
in l. 29, a similar formula, with minor variation, would seem likely. The meagre traces in l. 45 could belong to the same hand.

46 ]ειν[: this seems to have been written in a different, more cursive hand. However, the fragments at the beginning of the line 
show a different kind of handwriting, so the fragments in this and the following lines may not all be in their appropriate folds. From 
here onwards, the line numbers do not purport to reflect the original text, but are given solely for the purposes of the index. Only
words or letters discussed in the commentary are given in the transcript.

47 ] † Φλ[(άουιοϲ): a new signature (perhaps of the second witness) begins. The number of witnesses in Petra was usually three or 
five (as is likely here); for this and the use of witnesses generally, see P. Petra III, p. 4.

48 ]τ̣ρ[: it might be possible to read here ]τ̣ π̣α̣ρ̣ή̣[μην καὶ μαρτυρῶ, ending the signature.
]φ[: there is a conspicuous phi, which might be the beginning of another signature by a Φλ[(άουιοϲ), ending perhaps in the next 

line with ]χ̣ιρ̣̣ὶ ἐμ̣[ῇ, if fr. c7 is in the right fold; the space seems, however, rather short. This might be the third witness.

50 [παρ]ή̣μεν καὶ μ̣[: this must be the signature of another witness, probably of the short type seen, e.g., three times in 28 76–78 NN 
παρήμην καὶ μαρτυρῶ, or perhaps μαρτυρίαϲ χάριν ὑπέγραψα χειρὶ ἐμῇ. This may be the fourth witness. Subsequently, most fragments 
show traces of a largish hand written with a thin kalamos. There are, however, fragments with several different hands, which are now 
presented in the numerical order of their series, but, as they occur scattered among the fragments of the largish hand, they must have 
been somehow confused.

51 (F40) μεταξὺ τ̣η[: this was written by a large and practised cursive hand which we find already at least in Fold 32. It seems to be 
a signature of a longer type, like those in, e.g., 29 289f., where the signatures of five witnesses of the type NN παρήμην τῇ ποιήϲει 
καὶ ἀπολύϲει τῶνδε τῶν ἀνθομολογῶν γενομένων μεταξὺ --- καὶ μαρτυρίαϲ χάριν ὑπέγραψα χειρὶ ἐμῇ appear before the notary’s 
final signature.

The roll was found next to 39. It was broken up into three sections, of which the ones labeled B1 and B2 were 
to the north of part A of 39, while the section labeled B3 was to the north of part C of 39 (see P. Petra IV, p. 43, 
Fig. 1). The fragment series labeled Cg, situated to the north of the western side of part Ca of 39, belongs together 
with section B. It fits between the fragments labeled B3B and B2L. The lines begin with fragments labeled L(eft), 
which preserve the left margin. The right margin is nowhere preserved, as the roll was broken after section B1. 
The numbering of the series B3B and B1 shows that there were four empty folds (i.e., two whole revolutions of 
the roll) before the text began. The stack with the highest amount of numbered fragments is B3A/B, where the A-
fragments continue up to Fold 42. The numbering of the series B2L is very problematic. It shows that the opening 
of this stack has not been done continuously from the top layers of the roll to the core and back as, e.g., with the 
stack B1, but the conservator had to open the stack in several different batches of layers, the numbering of which 
follows the order in which she worked with them. Thus, there are several (possibly) blank layers numbered 26–33, 
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some of which probably came from the four blank folds in the roll’s core and formed the top margin. However, 
the fragments numbered 23–26 and 34–43 contain traces of strokes and big letters written with a thin kalamos, 
resembling a hand found in the signatures and thus coming from the topmost part of the roll and from both even 
and uneven folds. These fragments are not included in the plates, as their position is quite uncertain.
The symbol < before a number means that the fragment erroneously bears the number of a certain stack and 
belongs actually to the series of the preceding stack (i.e., fr. <9L, in the column of the stack B2L, belongs not to 
the stack B2L but to the stack Cg).

Fold Lines L B3A/B  L/M/R, e,  c, h B3B Cg    d B2L B2R B1 
1 22 20
2 23 13 21
3 21 9? 12 19
4 M 24 14 22
5 1 –1 B3BRM18 20 8 11 18
6 2–3 3 M    R1 25 17? 13 15 23
7 4 –2 BRM17 19 10+9b 17
8 5–6 4 M    R2 26 16 12 16 24
9 7–8 –3 BLR16 18 7 9a+8c 16
10 9–10 5 M    R3 27 15? 11 17 25
11 11–12 –4 BLR15 17L,16R 6?  8? 8ab 15
12 13–14 6 M    R4 28 10? 18 26
13 15–16 –5 BLR14 16L,17R 5?  d5?  5? 7 14
14 17–18 7 M?  R5? e2 29 14? 9R, 22 19 27
15 19–20 –6 BLR13 15L, d3       d1 6? 6 13
16 21–22 8 M  e1? <38, 30 <9L, 21 20 28
17 23–24 –7 BLR12 14L,15R 3part?, 4 7? 4 12
18 25–26 B3A13, c1 31 13 20 21 29
19 27–28 8 BLR11 13(R) 3 3+5 11
20 29–31 A12, M, c2, h2 <37, 32 12 19 24 30
21 32–33 BLR10 12 2 2? 2? 10
22 34–35 A11, c3+4? 33 10? 18 22 31
23 36–38 BLR9 11 3? 1? 8?
24 39–40 A10, c5 <36, 34 11? 17 23 32
25 41–42 BR8 10 1? 4part? L4part? 7?
26 43–45 A9, c6 35 16 25 33
27 46–47 BLR7 9 4part? 6
28 48–49 A8, c7 15 34
29 50 BLR6 8 5
30 A7, c8
31 BLR5 6+7 4
32 A6
33 BLR4 5 3
34 A5
35 BLR3 4 2
36 A4
37 BLR2 3 1
38 A3
39 BLR1 2
40 51 A2
41 1
42 A1
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