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The following article was written within the framework of the project “From the Nile to the Caucasus”
(14674-G), funded by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF) which I thank for its continuous support. The
papyrus was first transcribed in 2010 when I joined Amin Benaissa and Nikolaos Gonis in cataloguing
the unpublished papyri of the Bodleian library. Thanks go to Lajos Berkes and Nikolaos Gonis for
comments on the edition and Paul Schubert for checking the Geneva papyrus catalogue. Peter Toth
kindly provided a picture of P.Bodl. 1 73. Remaining errors are my own responsibility.

The papyrus edited in this article is one of the latest legal documents from Egypt written in Greek. The
sheet is complete, all margins are preserved. The format is unusual for a contract: it was neither cut
from a roll and written with the fibres, nor was the roll turned and written fransversa charta alongside
its height, as would be expected from a notarial document. Its width rather suggests that the roll was
split in half to accommodate two documents written #ransversa charta, and then cut after the writing
was completed. This is known especially for letters in the 7th century, see CPR 30: 38 for the practice
in the Senouthios-archive, and would also fit with the space around the notarial signature (written in a
larger contract cursive and in pale ink), which might suggest that a window was left to be written in at
a later stage. The 15 lines of text slightly slant to the right. Lines 5—7 are damaged; the papyrus is held
together by a few vertical fibres. Most of the back fibres are missing. The last semi-loose fragment

on the right needs to be moved half a centimetre to the right, in order to join the my of vopod in L.

4. There is evidence of slightly uneven horizontal folds (which are not parallel to the bottom margin,
but higher on the right-hand side), suggesting that the document was stored folded up. These folds

run parallel to the writing on the recto as well as to the endorsement on the verso (now unfortunately
illegible), which was probably written at 180° rather than in the same direction as the recto. This is
supported by a few legible letters (a, v, m) and by the fact that the last fold at the bottom is incomplete
which implies that the document was folded from top to bottom; if it was not turned after folding, the
docket would indeed run at 180° in relation to the recto. The papyrus displays a typical eighth-century
minuscule. The date can be confirmed on prosopographical grounds, see below II. Most abbreviations
belong to the dating in 1. 12, as is customary. The subscription is in Coptic.

The papyrus was donated to the Bodleian library by Lucy Hunt, A.S. Hunt’s widow, in 1934.

I. Provenance

This compromissum was drawn up by a notary named loannes on the 21st of Phamenoth in an 11th
indiction. The origin of both parties suggests that it was written in Leukogion ( TM Geo 1248), an
important harbour (6ppoc) and trading place between the Arsinoite and Heracleopolite nomes. Its
location is unknown; Falivene 1998: 122 places it at the Nile, but Morelli in CPR 22 3.5n. at the
Bahr Yusuf at the entrance to the Fayum. It is mostly referred to as kcdun (‘village”) or ktijpa (‘piece
of land, estate’) and might once have belonged to the Arsinoite nome ( P.Cair. Isid. 9.282, 284 [309]),
but it is exclusively attested in the Heracleopolite nome from the 6th to 8th centuries. Although
notarial documents were usually drawn up in the nome capitals, Leukogion seems to have had its
own notarial practices, at least in the 7th and 8th centuries, which differ from the tabellionic tradition
of Heracleopolis.! Apart from Ioannes, son of Phib, we only know of three more local notaries,
Eugenios in P.Dubl. 24, and two unread names in P.Bodl. 1 73 and P.Gen. 4 181, cf. the corrections in
Appendix II. All 7th- and 8th-century documents from Leukogion are collected in Appendix I.

This goes along with a number of Heracleopolite localities that we encounter as places of composition in the 5th to 8th centuries, which
all appear to be on edge of the Heracleopolite nome either bordering the Arsinoite (Bousiris: P.Rain. Cent. 124 [492], Leukogion,
Tinteris: P.Michael. 126 [538]) or Oxyrhynchite (Kerkesephis: SPP 20 127 [463], Koba: SPP 20 117 [411], Papa megale: P.K&ln 7
323 [7th/8th c.], Pasei: P.Vind. Sijp. 7 [463], Phebichis: P.Rain. Cent. 123 [478], Tosachmis: SB 6 9593 [6th/7th c.]). Perhaps the
distance to the nome capital was the deciding factor for the development of local notarial traditions, or, as in the case of Leukogion, the
importance as a centre of trade, see Morelli 2004: 184, n. 39.
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II. Date and Notary

The date of the Bodleian papyrus may be narrowed down thanks to additional information on the
notary who appears in two other documents from Leukogion. One of them is an unpublished deed

of sale housed in the Pushkin Museum (inv. -4814; 1.1. 608), which preserves the end of the body

of the document and the subscriptions, including the notarial signature of loannes. There is another
fragment in the same collection (-4812; 1.1. 706), the beginning of a contract of similar width, written
in Leukogion, in the same clear and upright minuscule which seems to connect it to -4814, and with a
precise dating to 4 April 718 (Diocletian era year 434, 1st indiction). They were initially assumed to
be part of the same document, but this cannot ultimately be confirmed. Nevertheless, there is a strong
indication that these papyri are related.> The Bodleian papyrus was drawn up in an 11th indiction
which, if we bear in mind the date of -4814 (718), likely corresponds to either 713 or 728. If so, this
would make it the latest attested contract in Greek known from Egypt.?

The other papyrus signed by the notary Ioannes is P.Gen. 4 189, in which the notarial signature is
only partly preserved as [ 1. ©1B éypdon. It can now be restored with the help of the two

other documents as [T &t éu]od [Twdv]vov viod @B &ypden T . Drawn up in Pachon (day of the
month unclear) of a 15th indiction, it could be tentatively dated to April/May 717. The indiction in
the Heracleopolite nome ran concurrently to the Egyptian civil year, starting with Thoth, and there is
no reason to assume this changed in the post-conquest period.* In Arsinoite and Heracleopolite papyri
from 657 onwards we additionally find the era of Diocletian, which is calculated from the first year
of Diocletian’s reign). Discrepancies between era dating and indiction usually differ a whole year and
are of no help in establishing the starting point of either the indiction or the era. The Geneva papyrus
lacks the invocation that usually introduces the prescript of a notarial document and provides only

an informal date with month, indiction, and place of issue. It is written with the fibres in a vertical
format, meaning its length corresponds to the height of a papyrus roll. It is almost complete with

only the beginning of the notarial signature broken off, but it is partly abraded. Diethart and Hasitzka
2011: 239 and Gascou 2015 suggested corrections to the unread parts of the document in the body
and the Coptic subscription (= SB 4 Kopt. 1807). The papyrus was bought by Edouard Naville for
Jules Nicole in the ‘période d’achat 1882-1897°.5 At first glance, therefore, there is no indication of a
shared provenance for the documents drawn up by our notary loannes.

The diversity of these three documents in format, layout and style attests to the blurring of Late Roman
traditions in the 8th century: two of the three testimonies of this notary dispense with the proper
prescript (the Oxford and Geneva documents), and two use the minuscule (Oxford and Moscow). This

Thumbnail images and metadata for both papyri were once available on the website of the Pushkin Museum but have since been taken
down; see the catalogue of Chepel 2018, which records the two documents as belonging together. However, the woman subscribing in
-4814, 1. 6 (what else survives of the contract is likewise formulated in the singular) does not match the group of people who appear

as the issuing party at the beginning of the greeting formula in -4812, 1. 4. Both papyri were once part of the private collection of V.S.
Golenischev, who sold them to the Moscow museum (through the Egyptologist B.A. Turaev) between 1908 and 1912.

This is something I claimed before for another compromissum from the 8th century, edited in Kovarik 2020: 67 for which I suggested
the date 724725 (?).

Rarely do we find the specification with dpyfi/télet after the month; no Arab-period examples are preserved for the Heracleopolite
nome. In the Arsinoite nome, where the indiction starts in Epeiph, we find té\et still for Payni ( CPR 24 33.3 [653]), SPP 8 866.4

(7th ¢.) and &pyA still for Epeiph ( SPP 20 243.5 [648], SB 1 4763.3 (2nd half 7th ¢.), SPP 8 941.2 [7th ¢.]) or Mesore ( P.Mich.

15 748.2 [651] or even Thoth ( CPR 14 16.7 [6447?]. If, however, for some reason the starts of indiction became unified in the Arab
period, beginning in Pachon (like in the Thebaid and probably the delta), then P.Gen. 4 189 would date to the year 716. -4812.3 dates
to Pharmouthi and has no indication of téAe1, SB 20 15092.4 (2nd half 7th ¢.), also from Leukogion, from Pachon has no dpyfii which
of course does not count for much. From Oxyrhynchos, however, we have the case of P.Wisc. 1 11.3-4 (646?): "Engip 1 tvd(ucti)o(voc)
tetdpng, apy(f) ovv B(ed) mépmng and P.Mich. 15 748.2 (651): Mecopn « ivd(iktiovog) 0, dpy(fi) oOv 8(e®) dekdang i(vSiktiovog),
which must refer to the fiscal indiction and is in line with Oxyrhynchite practice since the late fifth century, see e.g. P.Mich. 15 731.2
(499) Enlo [ ] ivd(wtiovog) € dpx(R) n.

The online catalogue also notes that “C. Wehrli renvoie dans son catalogue a P.Gen. inv. 61, mais ce dernier manque dans la collection
de Geneve depuis 1987 — this latter papyrus, however, seems to be P.Gen. 4 198 (P.Gen. inv. 150), of Arsinoite origin, which dates to
634.
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would not happen in a standard tabellionic document, which remained a refuge of the cursive until the
very end (apart from subscriptions), see Kovarik (forthcoming b). Two of the documents (Geneva and
Oxford) contain a Coptic subscription. All three notarial signatures, however, are written in cursive
and are identical in their composition and possibly even in handwriting (see 1. 15n.), but for a cross
above the omega of "Iodvvov in the Moscow papyrus. The verb of completion is &ypden, which is

not typical for contemporary notarial documents from this region. loannes also mentions the name

of his father, Phib, which is also uncommon in late Heracleopolite documents, but the other two (or
three) notaries from Leukogion ( P.Dubl. 24, P.Bodl. 1 73) also do this; cf. Appendix II. We do not
know of any notarial documents in Greek from the 8th century from outside the Heracleopolite region
(see Kovarik 2020), but there are Coptic documents with Greek notarial signatures, which also use
gypdon. On family relations and the long-lasting notarial traditions in those late texts, see Kovarik
(forthcoming).

III. Compromissa

Among these Arsinoite and Heracleopolite contracts from the 6th to the 8th centuries there is a
preponderance of compromissa. A compromissum is an agreement between two contractual parties

to appoint one or more arbitrators to resolve an ongoing conflict between them with their judgement
(8poc, sententia) and is a stage in the process of out-of-court arbitration. Another route of dispute
resolution is the settlement (d1dAvoic), which accounts for most of our documentation in this context; it
usually recounts all stages of the conflict in detail, see Kreuzsaler 2010: 22-25. Arbitration decisions,
on the other hand, are very few and vary in style. All these document types (compromissum, dialysis,
horos) seem to have required the participation of a notary.

There are two such 8pot preserved from early 7th-century Leukogion, P.Paramone 16.1, 17 (616)
and P.Paramone 17.1 (early 7th c.), both broken off at the bottom. They, too, do not begin with a
prescript, but start directly in medias res: 5pog (1. Spov) dedwkapev Npelg + names. Another Spoc,
which probably comes from the Heracleopolite nome, is P.Gen. 4 181, assigned to the early 7th
century, but it is probably not earlier than the middle of the century.® Perhaps their small number is
due to the fact that they were usually announced orally, and not necessarily written down.

There are more than 100 papyri, in Greek and Coptic, attesting alternative dispute resolution (see
Kreuzsaler 2010: 17), among which are ca. 25 published Greek compromissa and a few inedita. Their
structure consistently contains the same elements from the 4th to the 8th centuries. The compromissum
is usually (at least in part) styled objectively as a bilateral document (see Kovarik 2012: 213-217),
and is potentially signed by both parties, who agree on arbitrators (who are mostly specified by name)
and pledge to abide by their ruling; otherwise a penalty (poena compromissi) had to be paid (cf.

1. 12n.), see Kreuzsaler 2010: 19; Ziegler 1971: 90—104. A discussion of the cause of the dispute

is not required in this kind of document. There is no trace in the papyri of the counterpart of the
arbitrators, the receptum arbitri, in which the arbitrators confirm that they will act as such in the case,
see Kreuzsaler 2010: 20-21; Ziegler 1971: 77-80. Almost as silent is the situation for arbitration
proceedings, one famous exception being the Coptic P.Budge’ which also resulted in a dialysis, SB 6
8988 (Apollonopolis, 647).8

Two more Heracleopolite compromissa also date from the 8th century, P.Rain. Cent. 121 (719) and
SPP 3 415 + P.Vindob. G 40284, both (re)edited in Kovarik 2020: 60, 62. Both were drawn up by
the notary Paulos and display an anomalous format, i.e. written fransvera charta while not preserving

It is the arbitrators who issue and sign the document (8m8é3wxa), cf. P.Paramone 16.1, 17 and 17.1. On this papyrus, see further
Appendix II.
See Schiller 1968. The papyrus is currently being reedited by T.S. Richter with a legal discussion by M. Wojtczak and J. Urbanik.

On alternative dispute resolution, see in general Steinwenter 1925, Modrzejewski 1952, Ziegler 1971, Gagos and van Minnen 1994,
Urbanik 2007, Kreuzsaler 2010 and Wojtczak 2016.
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a vertical format. This could again have been a half-roll-format, but a taller one with 37cm for the full
roll. There is no prescript; the first line starts directly with the greeting formula.

Another fragmentary compromissum from Leukogion is CPR 6 7. This has been linked to the deci-
sions recorded in P.Paramone 16 and P.Paramone 17 by Morelli 2004: 182, in particular P.Paramone
16, in which the same person, Chonis, son of Naaraous, might appear and which may have been
written by the same hand, cf. 1. 3n. SB 1 4673, from the late 6th century, preserves only the end of
the document, SPP 3 402, which breaks off in the middle of the text and might be a draft from the 6th
or early 7th century, and the unpublished P.Vindob. G 26321, which again only preserves the top part,
complete the picture of the Heracleopolite compromissa. The latter two omit the prescript, similar to
the Bodleian papyrus edited here.

More compromissa survive from Arsinoe,” but none of them is as late as the Heracleopolite material.
Recently, the latest dated Arsinoite compromissum from 675 was published in Harrauer and Pintaudi
2021: 56-57, with the same opening as the Bodleian papyrus (see l. 1n.) and preserved in its entirety.
The names of the arbitrators are curiously omitted, but they are referred to in their capacity as judges
of the public prison. Although clearly a compromissum, the summary in the endorsement describes the
document as a horos. For more details and corrections, see Appendix II.

MS. Gr. Class. e 135 (P) 18.8 (h) x 15.6 (w) Leukogion
digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk 17 March 713 or 728

4] Fig. 1: MS. Gr. Class. e 135 (P) recto.
[a) Fig. 2: MS. Gr. Class. e 135 (P) verso.
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BGU 1 315 (627/642), P.Prag. 149 (643), SB 15681 (624), and SB 30 17412 (596) are preserved in full. SB 14 12194 (mid 7th c.)
is almost complete. Fragmentary are BGU 1 309 (602), BGU 21 2895 (624), BGU 21 2896r (659), CPR 6 8 (509?), P.Lond. 2 456
(2nd half 7th c.), P.Prag. 1 48 (615), SB 1 4847 (6th-7th c.), see Appendix II, SB 15257 (mid 7thc.), SB 1 5271 (615), SB 8 9775
(649), SB 24 15899 (608), and a handful of Viennese inedita. From Oxyrhynchos is only P.Iand. 3 41 (6th c.). See Appendix II for
corrections to BGU 1 315, SB 15257 and SB 1 5681
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15 (ml1) T3 éuod Twdvvov viod P1p &ypden T T

1 On the one side Pekysios, priest, son of Naaraous, and on the other side Sambas (?), son of
Naaraous Pkanee, both from the village Leukogion of the Heracleopolite nome, make the present
compromissum with each other of their own free will. Because they have a disagreement with
each other about some matters between them and they could not agree among themselves, they
chose of their own free will Kosmas, son of Papas, and Menas, son of Antonios, that they should
make a judgement for them; the party that does not abide by the judgement they deliver, should
hand over as fine to the complying party 4 gold solidi. Written on the 21st of the month of
Phamenoth, 11th indiction T. (Coptic) I, Pikosh, priest, I agree with the compromissum. T+ Written
by me, loannes, son of Phib { .

1 The format and formulary of compromissa usually fall into one of two distinctive categories: either
the document, as in the present case, emphasises the kopnpdpiccov at the very beginning, followed
by the bilateral objective greeting formula — 10 TapoOV KOPTPOUIGGOV TOLODVTOL ... 8K TOD EVOY/ETEPOD
uépovg ... yaipewv — which appears to be the Heracleopolite version!? of the introductory 163¢ 10
Kounpdpiscov wowodvrat, typical of the 7th-century compromissum in Arsinoe;!! or it is reduced to
just the greeting formula, omitting any reference to the compromissum, followed by npicavto Kowi
yvdun in some Heracleopolite documents.!? In the Arsinoite material, there is also a variant in which
the contracting parties are both mentioned in the nominative: N. N. xai N. N. (GAMiroic) y(aipew).!3
Cf. Kovarik 2012: 213-216.

2 The Name Pekysios (TM NamVar 12766) is very common throughout Egypt, as well as Naaraous

( TM NamVar 2750), the Middle Egyptian variant of the name Inaros. Naaraous is a particularly
common name in Leukogion, including both fathers in our text, 1. 2-3.!14 One Pechysios, son of
Naaraous Chonis appears in P.Paramone 16.3, dated to 616 — perhaps an ancestor? In general, the
onomastic material in the Leukogion documents is limited. This either suggests that people chose from
a narrow pool of names or that these documents concern the same people and families. See the table of
Leukogion documents in Appendix .

2 [ pépoug
3 1 vidg

4 cotr. €X TOUOV
1 dpeiBoralv]
8 [ Kooudv

[ Mnvav

13 ie Greek mpeoPitepog

1.e. Greek otoryelv

14
15
10
11

12
13

14

or KOYN|npwMICWN, Ze. Greek KoumpSuocov

or (m3)

Also probably CPR 6 7 (early 7th c.) and P.Vindob. G 26321 (6th c.) as well as the Arsinoite compromissum PL 111/1029.

BGU 1 309 (602), subjective; BGU 1 315 (627/642); CPR 6 8 (6th ¢.): todto 10 kopmpduccov; SB 15271 (615), subjective; SB 1
5681 (624), SB 14 12194 (2nd half 7th c.), SB 24 15899 (608)

SPP 3 402 (6th c.), P.Rain. Cent. 121 (719), SPP 3 415 + P.Vindob. G 40284 (720s)

SB 30 17412 (596), P.Prag. 1 48 (615), P.Prag. 1 49 (643), SB 8 9775 (649). The Heracleopolite document P.Gen. 4 189 (717?),
mentioned above, seems to be constructed the same way.
Naaraous, father of Pechysios in P.Paramone 16.3; father of Chonis in CPR 6 7.6 and P.Paramone 17.3; father of Maria and Georgios
in P.Dubl. 24.1, 5, and son of Senouthios in in P.Dubl. 24.6; father of Makarios in CPR 7 44.5. Naaraous in P.Lond. 2 391.1,4, 5,9,
10, 12 and the deceased husband of Tamene in P.Gen. 4 189.3; Naaraous, son of Andreas as Aypographeus in -4814.7, and the father of
two witnesses, 1. 8.
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3 éx 8¢ 10D devtépov pépovg: The use of the ordinal is singular; typically, £tépov pépovg is found, but
sometimes this is replaced by Oatépov, as in P.Rain. Cent. 121.2.

Apmo vid Noap(ao)v Ikavee: Auma is most likely Zaupac, written haplographically with the sigma of
uépoug before, like e.g. P.Ross. Georg. 3 32.14, 15 (Arsinoe, 504), where after vidg the initial sigma

is omitted.!®> There is a Sambas, brother of Theodoros, in the Pushkin Museum -4812.4 (718); the
papyrus breaks before the patronym.

ITkavee: or perhaps Ilkaved. There is no exact equivalent, but there are similar names in 8th-century
Aphrodito like ITkava ( TM Nam 49969). Pkanee could either be an alias of the father, or the name of
the grandfather.

The specification of a person with three determinants is common in this period; this could either be
three names or two names and the profession, like in the case of the priest Pekysios in 1. 2, who

also gives the name of his father. When three names are arranged one after the other, it is not easy

to ascertain whether the third name is the name of the grandfather or the alias name of either the
person in question or their father. In the documents from Leukogion, we see in P.Paramone 17.1:
Amavdxiog viog Evay viog Alodiog, where the filiation vidg indicates that the third name is the one
of the grandfather (although it should then actually be viod). Different is the case in P.Paramone 16.3:
[Teyvoio vid Nap(dov) Xdvi, where initially the name Chonis was written and Nap(dov) was added
above the line only later.

[Ea] Fig. 3: P.Paramone 16 line 3.

If we assume Pechysios’ father is the same person who appears as X@vic vioc Noaapaov in CPR 6
7.5-6, this would mean that he shared his father’s name — not very common in late antiquity, when
papponymy prevailed — but was actually known as Chonis. According to Morelli 2004: 188, the
second is the principal name. We see something similar in P.Dubl. 24.1, where the alias must also
refer to the father of the issuing party (Mopiac Quyatpog Na[ap]aodg Iay®dq); this only becomes
apparent as such in the Aypographe, 11. 10-11, where the name Naaraous is dropped: A[Opn]itog
Mopag Bvyatpoc Hoxoc.!® In P.Gen. 4 189.3, Tamene is called widow of Naaraous without any alias
at all; the second name, Elias, appears only in the Coptic Aypographe in 1. 14, which omits Naaraous.
It thus seems that when names are added one after the other without filiation, the second is the

father’s (mostly) Egyptian alias. See also SPP 32 68.1 'Ovogpiov vidc Mnva ITpovet, P.Paramone 16.2
[Tagevoddiog viog Toone Tovaak.!” In contrast, in SB 20 15092.5-6: AdpAdogZev [
010¢] 0D pokapiov Avodr 6 kol Kav[, the alias-name, although given after the patronym, in fact refers
to the issuer Aurelios Sen[outhios?] himself. In this case, however, 6 kol needs to be included for
clarity.

In light of this naming practice, Pekysios, son of Apakyrios in -4812 (718), which was probably drawn
up by the same notary, could indeed be the same individual as our Pekysios, son of Naaraous, with
Apakyrios serving as alias. The father, Naaraous, in turn, could also have been the deceased husband
of Tamene in P.Gen. 4 189.3 who was likely a priest as well.

15

A potential variant of AuBog ( TM Nam 41053) can be excluded. It is only recorded in P.Ross. Georg. 3 32.15, which clearly concerns
the name Sambas. SPP 3 314.1 (7th c., Hermopolis) probably has vocok(opiov) tod ayiov ABB[a Aleovtiov and not Aup[a; SB 18
13218.13 (713, Aphrodito) Apfa Kovuva is the name Appaxovy, transliteration of biblical Habakuk ( TM Nam 8469). The name
Ambas does not exist.

Perhaps Chonis ( TM Nam 12942), a name exclusively attested for this person, is a nick-name for Pachos ( TM Nam 4777), then the
Naaraous Pachos, father of Maria could also be the same person.

I would suggest that the Makdpig vidog Nagpdov Iay[{ov mentioned in CPR 7 44.4-5 (2, 5th-6th c.), referred to only as Makarios, son
of Papsios in the Aypographe (1. 20), gives reason to assume a 7th-century Heracleopolite provenance for this text which seems to be
confirmed by paleography (,,Hand A”, see Appendix II).
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0106 (1. 2) — vid (1. 3): Both parties should be introduced in the nominative; the structure nominative
— dative, however, recalls the pattern of the introduction of the contractual parties in unilateral
documents, i.e. the standard tabellionic instrument. It is likely that this structure was used by analogy
with the usual practice, see Kovarik 2012: 214.

4 xoung Agvkoyio[v]: Leukogion is also called ktfipa. The other examples of our notary Ioannes,
P.Gen. 4 189.2 and -4812.3, also have koun. The expression ktiipo seems to disappear in the
Arab period; the latest dated example is P.Paramone 16.4 and the other texts from this dossier (see
Appendix I). P.Paramone 17 and P.Dubl. 28 are noteworthy in that they distinguish between kdpun
and ktfipa as places of origin. In P.Paramone 17, the arbitrators (1. 2) are from the koun, while the
conflicting parties are associated with the ktfipa (1. 4). In P.Dubl. 28, one party originates from the
kdpn, the other from the xtfipo. !

4-5 apgiporeia[v] &[x]ovte[c] net’ aAMA[wv: The reference to the dispute as dupeiBolria (‘ambiguity,
uncertainty of mind”) does not occur very often and is mostly found in the context of arbitration
(compromissa and dialyseis) in the 6th to 8th centuries ( P.Cair. Masp. 3 67313.16 [Aphrodito],
P.Heid. 7 404.15 [Arsinoe], P.Mich. 13 659.125, 134 [Antinoe], SB 22 15764.17 [Arsinoe], SPP

3 402.2 [Heracleopolis]); cf. P.Heid. 7 404.15—16n. An exact parallel is the Heracleopolite CPR 6
7.8 with Tpog aALovg instead of pet’ GAANA@v. P.Paramone 17.6 similarly has [ta peta]&d avtodg
xapw TV [ap]eiBariiopévov map’ avtdy, while the Arsinoite compromissa have dixknv &xovteg mpog
arilove, see BGU 1 315.11 and SB 1 5681.23-24, and éneinep diknv &ovoo in SPP 20 243.12
(648). Sometimes the synonyms @ilovikia or dueiopritnoig are used, e.g. in P.Dubl. 24.4 éneidn nepi
erovikiog yevapévng peto&d nuav, or P.Apoll. 28.2: dueiopriitnoig éyéveto peta[EL avtd]v. There
is also the clause diya mdong dpeiBoriag kol dikng kol kpicewe vel. sim. in contracts of the Thebaid
tradition, showing the ambivalence of the terminology ( P.Cair. Masp. 3 67305.21, P.Lond. 5 1716.8,
P.Vat.Aphrod. 1.24), cf. 1. 11n..

5-6 wle[pl tlvav [adTtdV K]e[@]oAaimv: Tt is written as in dupév[o]vtiin 1. 11 with jota ascending
over the line. CPR 6 7.10 contains the same expression: mept Tivov adtdv kepol(aiwv); the Arsinoite
compromissum SB 1 5681.24 has nepl tvov kepalaiov. kepdhatov is a legal technical term, the
exact meaning of which is not entirely clear; see the detailed discussion in Simon 1969: 21-24. SPP
20 243.24-27 (Arsinoe, 648) illustrates how, after asking a relative to represent her in a legal dispute,
Christodora agrees to regard as valid everything done by him in this present matter (kephalaion):
ndvta Ta Tapa 6od vEp Enod mpattdueva kol TpayxOnodueva &l T mapdvtt keporaim. In BGU 12
2173.2-3 (Hermopolis, 498), a certain Eucharistia brings an action (aiticiav) against someone who
was liable to her in various points (évexopévov avth émi Stopdpoic keparaior). These points are then
enumerated (11. 4—7) and seem to denote either the charges brought or the offences committed: he
violently forced his way into a house in Hermopolis, where he illegally took up residence and stole
moveable belongings deposited there as well as the servants. In 1. 15 the kepdhawa are specified as
ypnuoTikd or éykAnpatikd, that is, civil and criminal claims.

67 pn du[vnbévtleg [81 Eavtdv d]marlayfivar: The same collocation appears in the compromissa SB
1 5681.25-26. un dvvnbévteg d1” £avtovg a[mar]iaykiivon and again, as for the preceding lines, CPR 6
7.10—12 pn duynBévieg 81’ E0vT@V TO TPAY O ATaAloyTivaL.

7-8 fi[pécav]to £[kovoiug] adtdv yvoung: This expression is used in three other late Heracleopo-
lite compromissa ( CPR 6 7.13, P.Rain. Cent. 121.2 and SPP 3 415 + P.Vindob. G 40284.2), see

18 Another example of ktiipa used for a village that is otherwise referred to as kdpn (e.g. SPP 3% 71.2) is the Arsinoite Tamauis in
P.Dubl. 26.2. Interestingly, this designation of the village is used in the case of an inhabitant of Onne, a Heracleopolite village near
Leukogion, who was residing at Tamauis (cf. Appendix I).
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Kovarik 2020: 63, while in Arsinoite compromissa, we find aipéopat in infinitive-constructions!?
such as €3o0&ev avtovg aipicacOor (BGU 1315.12-13, SB 1 5681.26) or Oporoyd aipicacdot

(SB 30 17412.9-10). Some Arsinoite documents have different constructions, such as 6poloyoduev
ducdoacBar Tpoc dAAiAovg émi + anonymous arbitrators ( P.Prag. 1 49.15-16, SB 14 12194.16-17, PL
111/1029.10, ed. in Harrauer and Pintaudi 2021: 56, cf. 1. 9n.).

9 dikaoroynoachat: dikaoroyéopon means “plead one’s cause before the judge” (LSJ), which cannot
be what is required of the arbitrators: in this context they were rather called upon for their opinion,
and in consequence, a decision. This is otherwise attested in three 6th-century dialyseis, P.Lond. 1
113, 1.16 (Arsinoe, 6th c.), P.Mich. 13 659.40, 53, 108 (Antinoopolis, 527-547), and P.Miinch. 1
6.54 (Syene?, 583), where it refers to the pleading of the parties. There are also numerous attestations
of dwcaroroyla, e. g. P.Miinch. 1 14.35 (Syene, 594). In our case it might have been mistaken for
dikdoacdor, see 1. 7-8n.

10-11 mapofaivov and Euuév[o]vti are termini technici for the breaching- and non-breaching party to a
contract and typical for the penalty clauses in both compromissa and dialyseis.

11 8ixnv refers to the decision of the arbitrators. It is not a specific technical term, since other terms
(8ixn, 8pog or kpicic) may also indicate the decision or judgement of the arbitrators. These terms are
sometimes used within the same text, which suggests that they were synonyms associated with certain
clauses (see also introduction). 8ikn, however, is most common, and a fixture of the éuuévev-clause
in all compromissa: kol éupéverv or éupeivar Th didopévn Nuiv or TH avT®dV dikn vel. sim. in BGU
1315.15-17, P.Gen. 4 181.2, P.Prag. 1 49.21-22, SB 1 5681.33-34, SB 14 12194.18-20, SB 26
16564.4 (unknown origin, probably a compromissum) and PL 111/1029.10, as well as in SPP 20
243.18 (see n. 19.) and 28 in the context of a lawsuit. Yet dikn is also the reason given: “we have a
conflict” (diknv &ovteg Tpog dAAlovc) in BGU 1 315.11, SB 1 5681.23, and SPP 20 243.12. Most
often, the word appears in the ka0dmnep &x Sikng-clause, where 8ikn means ‘trial’. This can lead to
terminological confusion. Cf. l. 4-5n.

The designation for the few written judgements that we have (which were already discussed in the
introduction), is, however, always 6pog (‘boundary, landmark’), see P.Paramone 16.1 and P.Paramone
17.1, which start with -} 8poc Sedkapev Nueic + names; SB 22 15764.22 has &ypden 6 mapav 8pog
&K OVAC TOV eipnuévov dikact®v. We find it also — erroneously — in the summary of PL I11/1029.25
in the place of xounpduiccov (see Appendix IT). The penalty clauses of SB 14 12194. 21 and SB 26
16564.5 refer to 8pog as well: &1 8¢ Tig €€ Nudv un otépén @ Spw, while BGU 1 315.17-18, P.Prag.1
49.23, SB 1 5681.34-35 and PL I11/1029.10, and SB 1 4847.3 (see Appendix II for corrections)

on the other hand use kpicig in this context: €1 8¢ Tig £k TOV uep®(V)/EE NUAV un oTépEn ThH adTdV
kpioet. Along the same line, the decision-makers, the arbitrators, are either called Sikootai like in SB
22 15764.22, SB 14 12194.21, SPP 20 243.22; Opiotoi in P.Prag. 149.19 and SB 14 12194.17, so
someone who settles boundaries, and kptai potentially only in PL I11/1029.10 (see Appendix II for
corrections). SPP 3 402.3 mentions an dkpoatng, someone who listens.

12 mpootipov xpu(cod) vo(uioudrio) &: It is not clear whether there is a correlation between the
amount of the penalty and the value that lies at the heart of the dispute, since the context is not given

in the compromissum agreements. The four solidi could indicate a substantial sum as cause of the
conflict, but there are examples of higher sums, such as the 12 solidi in PL I11/1029.15-16; see also
Kovarik 2020: 65-66. This penalty is usually paid to the other contractual party. But in the 8th-century
parallels from Heracleopolis ( P.Rain. Cent. 121.5, SPP 3 415 + P.Vindob. G 40284.5) and some
Arsinoite documents from the 7th century ( P.Prag. [ 49.26 and SB 14 12194.22-23), the penalty was

19 Also, in SPP 20 243.17-23 (Arsinoe, 648), when Christodora asks to be represented: xai un dvvndgica v todTny diknv tonicacor
npOg avTovg mopoxékAn[kd] og droddooey 10 Eud(v) Tpdconov Kai aipécacdar Tpdg adT(odg) &l 1AV peTald cod kai adTdV
aipednoopé(vov) dikactdv kol koprpdpicoa kbécbu kal pdotipov ém wapapociv.
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to be paid to the praeforium, the residence or office of a high official, possibly the dux, topoteretes, or
pagarch, see Kovarik 2020: 64-65. As there will have been no such a building in Leukogion, the other
party would have been the rightful recipient of a any penalty.

13—14 The subscription is written in Coptic. There are parallels in late 7th- and early 8th-century
contracts for this practice, mostly from the Heracleopolite region: first and foremost, P.Gen. 4 189,
which was signed by the same notary loannes from Leukogion, P.Eirene 2 6, SB 6 9146, and a
number of unpublished papyri from Vienna.

[Meww (TM NamVar 54904), a variant of the more common INMesww or INekwa), is the Coptic
equivalent of Pekysios and is attested in a variety of contemporary texts. On the person Pekysios, see
above 1. 2n. and L. 3n.

15 For the notary loannes, son of Phib, see introduction. The use of patronyms in Heracleopolite
documents is only known from Leukogion: the three testimonies of our notary loannes, as well

as P.Dubl. 24, P.Bodl. 1 73, and probably P.Gen. 4 181 (see Appendix II). P.Dubl. 24 even has

a digraphic Latinate-Greek signature. For the use of patronyms in notarial signatures of Arsinoite
documents, where mentioning the father is customary, see Kovarik 2023b: 197-199 and 210-212. On
the notarial signature in general, see Kovarik 2023. In Heracleopolite documents, however, this is not
common practice and our notary is exceptional in this way.

gypdon is written with a peculiar and idiosyncratic ligature of phrand eta which is added low at

the descender of phi. Then two or more strokes run through it. The same can be found in his other
two signatures in -4814 and P.Gen. 4 189. All three signatures are virtually identical in their various
elements, written in cursive with minuscule intrusions in form of the hooks on the descenders and the
shape of ny.

(4] Fig. 4: MS. Gr. Class. e. 135 (P) line 15.
Ea) Fig. 5: Pushkin Museum inv. -4814; 1.1. 608 line 10.
] Fig. 6: P.Gen. 4 189 line 18.

Appendix I: Leukogion

The following table lists all documents from the 7th to 8th centuries (there are no attestations for the
5th—6th centuries) from or relating to Leukogion.2’ Most of these documents are legal in nature and
were either drawn up in Leukogion (év Agvkoyio vel. sim.) and/or involve parties from there. Some

of them only mention Leukogion in passing. In total, there are about 30 testimonies, which fall into a
few distinct groups or dossiers of papyri. It is all the more striking that their acquisition history appears
to be varied. The majority date from the early 7th century, and then there is the small dossier of our
notary loannes from the early 8th century, as well as some contemporary fiscal documents. These
papyri may therefore stem from only two archival finds.

For the 7th century, the documentation can be assigned to various sub-groups according to different
criteria like handwriting, prosopography or acquisition.

The first and earliest group is connected via the script (“hand A”’) and comes from the early 7th
century: SB 30 17667 (603), P.Dubl. 28 (611/612), P.Bodl. 1 73 (615/616), and P.Paramone 17 are
all written by the same hand. Another papyrus ( CPR 7 44), assigned to the fifth/sixth century and said
to be of unknown provenance, is written in the same hand (and shares other peculiarities typical of

20 The names kodun and ktfipa are used interchangeably, cf. above introduction. I exclude lists of toponyms, such as SB 26 16442.11
(6th-7th c.) and SPP 10 149.8 (6th c.). There is also a small sub-group of documents from the Heracleopolite village Onne, which
appear to be connected.
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Leukogion, see Appendix II). Also, P.Bodl. 1 73 concerns a Menas, son of a late Apollds, who in turn
might be identical with Apollon, son of Menas in SB 30 17667. There is no obvious connection by
acquisition history. The three Vienna papyri ( SB 30 17667, P.Paramone 17, CPR 7 44) were bought
(or registered) in different years?! ; the Bodleian papyrus was donated as well by Hunt’s widow in
1934 (but bought sometime between 1894/5 and 1906/7). The papyri at Trinity College Dublin, by
contrast, are of unknown provenance.

The second group concerns a conflict and its resolution involving a certain Pechysios, son of Naaraous
( P.Paramone 16), his father Chonis, son of Naaraous ( P.Paramone 17, CPR 6 7) and a priest named
Herakleides ( P.Paramone 16), who also appears in P.Dubl. 28, P.Lond. 2 391, and P.Lond. 2 392.
P.Paramone 16 can be dated to 616, and the other documents are approximately from the same

period — similar to group 1. On the whole dispute see Morelli 2004. The first three papyri belong

to the Vienna collection, the other three to Trinity College Dublin and the British Library. Through
Herakleides and “hand A”, this group is connected to the first and the third groups.

There is another small group connected by acquisition, which is housed in the British Library. Like
the Vienna papyri, they were bought from Theodor Graf, in March ( P.Lond. 2 450) and April 1893
(P.Lond. 2 391, P.Lond. 2 392, P.Lond. inv. 399, ed. Gonis 2023: 124) respectively. They again come
from the early 7th century, and P.Lond. 2 392 can tentatively be dated to 621. P.Lond. 2 391 and
P.Lond. 2 392 also concern the priest Herakleides, the former also a Theophilos like in P.Paramone
16, which connects this group as well to the other two groups. P.Lond. 2 450 (7th c.) mentions a
Leukogiotes (see Gonis 2023: 124 and Gonis 2024: 144-145).

A common provenance was already established by Morelli 2004: 180—183, who counted six docu-
ments as belonging to the dossier of Pekysios and Chonis, a combination of all three groups ( P.Par-
amone 16, P.Paramone 17, CPR 6 7, P.Lond. 2 391, P.Lond. 2 392, P.Dubl. 28). It is possible
that there are more documents to be added to the dossier (see Morelli 2004: 183, n. 32 “sospetti

mi sembrano ad esempio P.Dubl. 24, 25, e 26, cronologicamente e geograficamente vicini al nostro
gruppetto di documenti”).

The povn (tod) Agvkoyiov that is mentioned in P.Lond. 2 392.2-3 (14th indiction) also appears

in PUG 1 50.6 (6th—7th c.) from a 15th indiction; the latter was acquired by B.P. Grenfell on the
antiquities market before 1897 (cf. PUG 1, p. 103). It appears to concern “des liturgies postales”

( Gascou 2014: 215). The importance of Leukogion for the cursus publicus is underlined by the
existence of a postal station (GAAayn) in SPP 8 952.2 (6th c.): otafkit(n) y( ) dAioyn( ) Agvkoyy ),
which is probably Arsinoite.

Three other contemporary papyri from Leukogion are P.Dubl. 24, SB 20 15092, purchased in Egypt
by B.P. Grenfell and F.W. Kelsey in March—April 1920 and kept in Michigan, and SPP 32 68 from
the Vienna collection which was purchased in Heracleopolis. P.Dubl. 24 might be connected by its
handwriting to the arbitration papers of the second group via CPR 6 7 and P.Paramone 16. P.Dubl.
24 has a Latinate signature, which seems to imitate the official notarial tradition, but it is written
transversa charta and without a prescript and uses a hypomnematic greeting formula (té® d&ivi Tapa
toD 0gtvoq); both parties come from Leukogion. It is also possible that the fathers of Pechysios in
P.Paramone 16.3 and Maria in P.Dubl. 24.1, 10-11 are the same person, see l. 3n. with n. 16. There
are also some paleographical similarities, especially in the form of the ny, between SB 20 15092 and
SPP 32 68, but they are not sufficient to suggest a common origin. All three preserve indiction datings;
P.Dubl. 24 is dated Mesore of a 3rd indiction which could equate 600/615/630. In SB 20 15092, a
delta remains from the indiction-number, but there is no regnal year, so Pachon in a 10th (dekdng),

21 1881, 1883 and 1896. But the Vienna inventory is not entirely reliable. The recorded provenance for SB 30 17667 as Hermopolis is
clearly unlikely. Erroneous Hermopolite provenance for papyri from the First Fayum find in the Vienna collection is not uncommon,
see e.g. Morelli 2008: 142-144.
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12th (8wdexdng) or 2nd (devtépac) indiction, and probably less likely also a 4th (3), could be meant,
covering the years 623, 625 or 629 of the Sasanian occupation (a date after the Arab conquest seems
less likely). SPP 32 68 records Payni of a 14th indiction, potentially 611/626; one party comes from
the kome Onne, which connects this document, in turn, to P.Dubl. 25, a loan in which all parties come
from Onne. On the back is a draft of a labour contract ( P.Dubl. 26) in which a certain Kosmas (1. 1),
potentially the same person who is mentioned on the other side (only the patronym survives in 1. 2),
now resides in the Arsinoite village of Tamauis. These documents could have been acquired together
with P.Dubl. 24 or P.Dubl. 28. Two more documents concern the village Onne and both come from
the Vienna collection, P.Rain. Cent. 137 and SPP 3 371. The latter is a fragmentary receipt written in
a similar style and with a typical ny. In P.Rain. Cent. 137.1 Enoch and Theodoros appear; people by
this name are attested in P.Paramone 17.1 and PUG 1 50.4. In P.Dubl. 25.2 there is a Daniel whom
we may know from P.Lond. 2 392.2, but without any indication of filiation and profession. However,
these are common names connected with different villages, so that it is not possible to draw any firm
conclusions.

Lastly, there is one document in the dossier of the (probably) Arsinoite notary Apollds from the 7th
century, who works for people who come explicitly from the Arsinoite ( SPP 3 344, SPP 32 40),

as well as Heracleopolite ( SPP 3% 185) nomes; SB 1 4681 and SB 1 5259 have Arsinoite-style
completiones. One ineditum in the dossier of this notary also mentions Leukogion (P.Vindob. G
26398.5), but it is too fragmentary to give any more context. Apart from SB 1 4681, bought from
Chester in June 1879 and housed in the Louvre, all the papyri are currently kept in Vienna and were
bought in the 1880s.22

While some of these documents are only loosely connected, groups 1-3 are clearly related and may,
despite the difference in acquisition history, all concern one archival find which was later dispersed
and spread around in different collections. This presumptive common provenance might even extend
to all early 7th-century documents from this same geographical region, including the village of Onne.

A second, larger dossier is the one around our notary Ioannes?® from the beginning of the 8th century,
with the Bodleian papyrus edited above (MS. Gr. Class. e. 135 (P)), the Geneva ( P.Gen. 4 189) and
Moscow pieces -4814 and possibly also -4812 (see n. 2), the latter dated 718. This suggests that the
remaining papyri in this group date to the early 8th century (713/728 and 717).

These dates coincide with a number of tax documents from Leukogion. CPR 8 76 (698), SB 6 9262
(714), and SB 20 14234 (716) have no obvious internal or external connection. The first belongs to
the Vienna collection and was acquired in Heracleopolis; the second is in Cairo and the last came

to Berlin via the collection of the German Egyptologist Heinrich Brugsch in 1891. SB 20 14234,
however, forms part of a small archive of well-preserved and sealed tax receipts around Menas, son
of Senouthios Baouch who is known from two more tax receipts ( SB 18 13269, SB 18 13268), from
719 and 722 respectively; his brother, Georgios, is found in another receipt ( SB 18 13270) dated to
719. These papyri also come from the Brugsch collection and have the consecutive inventory numbers
P. 7885-7888 in the Berlin museum, suggesting that they were acquired together. Two more entagia

( P.Grenf. 2 105 and P.Grenf. 2 106), issued in 719 by the same Arab official, also refer to Leukogion;
they were both purchased by the Bodleian Library from B.P. Grenfell in 1896. P.Grenf. 2 106 refers to
Menas, son of Senouthios Baouch, which connects these texts to the rest of the dossier (on this group
of texts see Gonis 2001: 225-226 with n. 6). Apart from their dates (714-719), there seems to be no

22

23

The few catalogue entries seem to match the internal information: SB 1 5259 (P.Vindob. G 24442) “Ex 1881/4 Erster Faijimer Fund”
and SPP 32 40 (P.Vindob. G 11040) “Fayum ex 1883” come from the Fayum; SPP 32 185 (P.Vindob. G 11040) “Ahnas ex 1883” from
Heracleopolis.

This dossier of notarial or pseudo-notarial documents from the Heracleopolite countryside fits with other documents from similar
localities, mostly from the 5th century, see n. 1 above.
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reason to connect these documents to the deeds from Leukogion (MS. Gr. Class. e. 135 (P), P.Gen. 4
189, -4812 and -4814), which are probably datable to 713-718.24

The two Bodleian documents from the early 7th and the early 8th centuries, P.Bodl. 1 73 and MS.
Gr. Class. e. 135 (P), both of which were donated by Lucy Hunt,? link the two larger chronological
dossiers through a possible common provenance.

The onomastic material in these texts is very limited, but it is unclear whether this means all the people
with the same names are identical or related. A few people in the two major groups can, however, be
identified with a fairly high degree of certainty: Apollon, son of Menas in 1, Menas son of Apollos in
3. Chonis in 4, 5 and 6 (and 13 (?), cf. n. 16); the priest Herakleides in 2, 4, 9 and 10. A Theophilos
appears in 4 and 9; Biktor, son of Aioulios in 5 and 6 (another or the same as the Aioulios in 5). There
is a Menas, son of Senouthios Baouchi in 21 and a Menas, son of Baouch, son of Menas in 26. The
same “hand A” (or the same writing style?) appears at least in 1, 2, 3, 5, 7 and “hand B” in 4, and 6,
and perhaps 13.

The following table brings together all the information discussed above, listing papyri in chronological
order and adding details about the contracting parties,?® genre, handwriting, place names, and acquisi-
tion history.

Date Publication Place Genre/Hand Parties Acquisition history
Early 7th century
1 603
SB 30 17667 1. 4: év [Aevkoyil®  loan 1. Aur. Apollén, s. of  Vienna
ktip[at] (ypoppdreiov) Menas (1) (?)
(P.Vindob. G from Theodor Graf
14047) both parties Hand A 2. Aur. Naaraous alias  “Ex 1883 Hermopo-
Papa, s. of Apa Pnas  lis Magna”
same hand as 2, 1)
3,5,7
2 611/612 Dublin, Trinity
P.Dubl. 28 1. 4: év Ag(vkoyiov)  loan 1. pair of brothers College
kt(fpaty) corr. Go-
(Pap. Gr. 113) nis 2023: 125, n. 2 Hand A 2. Heraklides, priest,

s. of Assias, priest
same hand as 1, first party xoun 1. 6;

3,5,7 second ktipa 1. 9
3 615/616

PBodl. 17327 &v1® Asvkoyin loan 1. Aur. Menas, s. of  Bodleian Library;

xtipor, 1. 3, corr. Apollés (1) donated by Lucy
(MS. Gr. class. c.  Gonis 2023: 125,n. Hand A Hunt in 1934,
123 (P) 2 2. -

relation to MS. Gr.

same hand as 1,  both parties class. c. 124 (P) =
2,5,7 P.Bodl. 1, p. 334

(fragments from the
back of P.Bodl. 1
73)

24
25

26
27

It may only be noted that a Damianos from Leukogion appears in SB 6 9262.2 and in a witness subscription in -4814.8.

The donation was recorded as having taken place in 1934 in the catalogue of E. Lobel, then Keeper of Western Manuscripts. However,
Sampson (2022: §20, n. 53) questions this date in favour of 1935, stating: “But I have confirmed the 13 March 1935 date in the
Bodleian’s Register of donations, 1932-1936 (Oxford, Bodleian Libraries, Library Records b. 220).”.

A T means that the mentioned person was deceased.

See Appendix II for the correction.
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4 616
P.Paramone 16

(P.Vindob. G
35606)

same hand as 6

5 early 7the.
P.Paramone 17 =
SPP 10 234
(P.Vindob. G
12234)

same hand as 1,
2,3and7

6 carly 7the.
CPR67

(P.Vindob. G
25954)

same hand as 4

7 early 7the.
CPR 7 4478

(P.Vindob. G
26722)

same hand as 1,
2,3and5

P.Lond. inv.
399a, ed. Gonis
2023: 124

8 early 7thec.

9 carly 7the.
P.Lond. 2 391

(Pap 391)

10 early 7thc.

(620/621) P.Lond. 2 392

(Pap 392)

both parties G4m0 t0d
Agvkoylov ktipatog
1.4)

arbitrators md
kdpng Agvkoyiov (1.
2)

parties 40 T0D
avtod krhpatog (1.
4)

both parties dmd Tod
Agvkoyiov kTipatog
(1. 6-7)

[8v T® Agvkoyim
kriipot] (?)

Oikonomos tig
povAg To\b/
Agvkwyiov (1. 2-3)

8pog

Hand B

3pog

Hand A

KOUPOeoov

Hand B

division of prop-
erty (Swaipeoic)

Hand A

loan

lease

receipt

1.Theophilos, s. of
Theonas

2. Paphnouthios, s. of
loseph Pouaal

for Heraklites, priest
and Pechysios, s. of
Naaraous Chonis

1. Apanakios, s.
Enoch, s. of Aioulios

2. Ioannes, s. of Timo-
theos for Chonis, s. of
Naaraous and Biktor,
s. of Aioulios

1. Aur. Biktor, s. of
Aioulios

2.Chonis, s. of Naar-
aous

1. Petamos alias Ka-
pareou, s. of Phib

2. Makarios, s. of
Naaraous Papsios

3. Apollés, s. of Geor-
gios hypographeus

1. Theophilos and
Naaraous and Hera-
klite, priest

2.—

1. Alexas and Daniel,
orkonomos

2. Herakleitai, priest

28

See Appendix II for the correction.

Vienna
from Theodor Graf

cf. CPR67

Vienna
from Theodor Graf

“ex 1886” (edition)

Vienna
from Theodor Graf

“Erster Faijimer
Fund ex 1881/4”

“2 Stiick amtlicher
Art, 1 Compromiss
und 1 8poc*, prob-
ably P.Paramone
16, see Morelli
2004 : 186

Vienna

from Theodor Graf

“Ex 1896”

British Library
from Theodor Graf
April 1893

British Library

from Theodor Graf
March 1893

British Library

from Theodor Graf
March1893
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11

12

13

14

15

16

6th-7th c.

Tth c.
(6th c. ed.)

2nd ind.

7th c.

7th c.

7th c.

7th c.

(14th ind.
596 or 611
ed.pr.)

7th c.

7th c.

PUG 150

(number un-
known)

SPP 8 952

(P.Vindob. G
11662)

P.Dubl. 24

(Pap. C 2)

SB 20 15092

(P. 489)

P.Lond. 2 450

(Pap 450)

SPP 32 68

(P.Vindob. G
11068)

P.Dubl. 25

(Select Box
136.1), back
P.Dubl. 26

P.Dubl. 26

(Select Box
136.2), back
P.Dubl. 25

monastery (?), see
Gascou 2014: 215

1. 6: Omep T0D
GOV UEPOLG HOVAG
Agvxoyiov

monastery (?), see
Gascou 2014: 215

1. 2: otafAit(n)

¥( ) drayn( )
Agvkoyy( )

both parties rd T0d
Agvkoyiov kripatog

(L.2)

1. 5: év Agvkoyle ,

corr. Gonis 2023:
125,n.2

both parties 40
kdpng (11. 8, 11)

1. 2-3:
kvp(iov) Twdvv(ov)
Agvkoyidt(o)v

1. dmd kopng) ’Ovviy

2. o kdpung
Agvxoyiov (1. 3)

1.+2 from kdpun
’Ovviy

1. from Onne, but
now in Tamauis

2. from either Onne
or Tamauis

receipt

order

Gueptpvio/
dopdhrein (con-
flict resolution)
Hand B (?)

loan

receipt

receipt

Loan with mort-
gage

Same hand like
P.Dubl. 26 (Hand
B?)

Draft contract of
labour

grammateus Pekysios

1. Abraamios, s. of
Thomas (), bouleutes

2. Theodoros, s. of
loannes (t), bouleutes

1. N.N. from Arsinoe
(village)

2. N.N. stablites, via

Apa (?) scholasticus,
s. of Menas

1. Matthias, s. of
Phoibammon
2. Maria, d. of Naar-

aous Pachos

1. Aur. Senouthios (?),
s. of Anoup () alias
Kan[

2. Aur. Markos, s. of
Andreas (1)

1. loannes stippourgos
2. loannes, Leuko-
giotes

1. Onnophrios, s. of

Menas Pmouei and

Paniskos, s. of Peky-
sios

2. Menas, s. of Eiatros

1. N.N,, s. of Daniel

2.N.N,, s. of Menas

1. Aur. Kosmas, s. of

2. Aurelios (draft)

Genova

Vienna

from Theodor Graf

“Faijim ex 1883”

Dublin, Trinity
College

Ann Arbor
purchased in Egypt
by B.P. Grenfell

and F.W. Kelsey in
March-April 1920

British Library
from Theodor Graf
April 1893

Vienna

from Theodor Graf

“Ahnas ex 1883”

Dublin, Trinity

College

Dublin, Trinity
College
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6th c.
P.Rain. Cent.
137
(P.Vindob. G
25880)
6th—7th c. SPP 3 371
(ed. pr. Sht— (P.Vindob. G
6th c.) 11276)

17 P.Vindob. G
6th-7thc. 26398
notary
Apollos

Late 7th to 8th century

18 698

CPR 8 76
(P.Vindob. G
11837)

19 MS. Gr. Class. e.
713/728 135 (P)
notary
Ioannes

20 714

SB 6 9262

(P. Fouad 131)
21 716

SB 20 14234

(P. 7888)

22 P.Gen. 4 189 (P.
8th c. Gr. 149)
(7177

1. Onne

boethos of Onne is
mentioned

1. 6 Agvkoyiov

1. 2: Omgp
(0 ) xo(pro )
Agvk(0)y(fov)

both parties

6o kdpng (1. 4)

1. 2: 4mod x(opiov)
Agvkoy({ov)

Damianos from Leu-
kogion (ywpiov)

1. 2: 4md x(opiov)
Agvkoy(fov)

1. 2: &v xddun
Agvkoyio

both parties

6o kdpng (1. 6)

Same hand like
P.Dubl. 25 (Hand
B?)

Order of payment

receipt

diamartyria (?)

Dossier of Atias

minuscule

KOUTPOGo0oV

minuscule

entagion

tax receipt

minuscule

Opodroyla

1. Enoch, grammateus
of Onne

2. Theodoros, s. of Ia-
kob, through Ioannes
notarios

1. N. N. + Apa Neilos,
s. of Anysios, farmers

1. Flavius Atias, dux

2. N.N. from the vil-
lage Isiou for Leuko-
gion

1. Pekysios, s. of
Naaraous, priest

2. Sambas (?), s. of
Naaraous Pkance

Arbitrators: Kosmas,
s. of Papas and Me-
nas, s. of Antonios

1. Mohammed Aboul-
gasim

2. Damianos, deacon

1. Mohammed Aboul-
gasim

2. Menas, s. of Senou-
thios Baouchi

1. Tamene, widow of
Naaraous, s. of Ara-
sios?

Vienna

from Theodor Graf
“Ex 1881~

Vienna

from Theodor Graf
“ex 1883”

Vienna
from Theodor Graf

“Ex 1881/4 Erster
Faijimer Fund”

Vienna
from Theodor Graf
“Ex 1883 Hera-

cleopolis Magna”

donated by Lucy
Hunt in 1934

Cairo, IFAO Fouad
Collection

purchased in 1930

Berlin Sammlung
Brugsch 1891

Geneva

Bibliothéque
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23

24

25

26

27

notary
Toannes

718

notary
Toannes (?)

8th c.

notary
Toannes

719

719

719

719

722

8th c.

Pushkin Museum

-4812

Pushkin Museum

4814

P.Grenf. 2 105

(MS. Gr. Arab. d.
75 (P)

P.Grenf. 2 106

(MS. Gr. Arab. d.
75 (P))

SB 18 13269

(P.Berol. 7887)

SB 18 13270

(P.Berol. 7885)

SB 18 13268

(P.Berol. 7886)

CPR4 1712

(P.Vindob. K
4010)

from Oxy (?)

1. 3 &v kdpn
Agvkoyio

1. 4: épyo(uévov) anod
Agvk(oyiov)

L4:Mnv@) . . ..
Agvkoyei(o)v

cf. 21,26

ct. 21, 26 (brother)

cf. 21,26

1. 17: émod x(owpiov)
Agvkwy(iov)
HopTNP®D

contract

minuscule

sale (mpaoic)

minuscule

entagion

minuscule

entagion

minuscule

tax receipt

minuscule, seal
tax receipt

minuscule, seal

tax receipt

minuscule, seal

do@dAeio

Coptic

2. Lacher, widow of
Papaioannes, s. of
Pseeios, priest

1. Aur. Pekysios, s. of
Apakyrios (), s. of

Koueisan

2. Sambas and Theo-
doros, brothers

1. Maria, d. of Anoup
&)

1. Zoubeir, s. of Ziada
2. Senouthios, s. of

Aioulios Amei( ) via
Laios

1. Zoubeir, s. of Ziada

2. Menas, s. of
Baouch, s. of Menas

Menas, s. of
Senouthios Baouch

Georgios, s. of
Senouthios Baouch

Menas, s. of
Senouthios Baouch

Witness (correction of

Lajos Berkes via PN)

1882-1897 by
Edouard Naville for
Jules Nicole

from V.
S. Golenischev
between 1908-1912

from V.
S. Golenischev
between 1908-1912

SC 32373

presented by F.C.
Conybeare or
bought from B. P.
Grenfell in 1896

SC 32373
presented by F.C.
Conybeare or
bought from B.P.
Grenfell in 1896
Berlin Sammlung

Brugsch 1891,
Fayum

Berlin Sammlung
Brugsch 1891

Fayum
Berlin Sammlung
Brugsch 1891

Fayum

Vienna

from Theodor Graf
“aus Oxyrhynchus”

29  The provenance is based on an Oxyrhynchite village mentioned in the text, but the papyrus was either found elsewhere, possibly somewhere in the Heracleopolite nome,
or it originated from a small, earlier find in the area. Official excavations at Oxyrhynchos did not begin until 1895/6, while CPR II, in which the papyrus was first
published as no. CXLIX (and which includes at least one other papyrus with the same provenance, no. CL), appeared in 1895.
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Appendix II: Corrections to papyri

BGU 1 315

This compromissum is drawn up by the notary Georgios and is datable to the years 627 or 642; the
earlier date is probably more likely. A fuller (xvageic), Apa Ioulios, son of the deceased Ioseph, and

a shop-keeper (kdmnioc), loseph, son of Aioulios, agree to have Apa Hol, another shop-keeper, as
arbitrator in their dispute. This is repeated in the endorsement, read as T xounpduico(ov) yevoue(vov)
peta&(d) A[op(miiov) dra] Ifov]iiov kv[apéng viod] T[wcNe k[ai in the ed. pr. The names should be
corrected to Ama "To[v]Aiov kv[a]p(¢wq) (kat) Toone kamiA(ov). petalf has a plural abbreviation to
indicate that there was more than one party (cf. P.Prag. 1 49 and SB 1 5681, see below). The rest of
the docket is covered by cardboard.

CPR 7 44

This large and patchy document consists of two fragments and concerns a division of property
(dwipeotc, frg. 2.28) between two men, Makari(o)s, son of Naaraous Papsios and Petamos alias Kapa-
reous, son of Phib. The former omits the first alias-name of his father, Naaraous, in the Aypographe,
the second his own first alias-name. The text is not easy to understand because of its fragmentary state,
orthography and linguistic peculiarities.

The name Kapareous ( TM Nam 19571) is otherwise unattested. It first appears in 1. 3 to denote a
kella (kellia in the papyrus) of his: keAMog \Ko/mapéng — the ending survives only in traces. In 1. 6 we
have ITetapog 6 kai Kamapéoug 1o mBdiiov uépog. In Petamos, which is peculiar, to say the least,
the alpha is difficult, but the name is attested twice in earlier periods ( P. Hels. 1 24.v2 [Heracleopolis,
163/162 BCE]); P.Princ. 1 9.6 [Arsinoe, 31]); the final sigma reaches the baseline and almost has a
descender. In Kanapéovg, the final sigma is written in ligature with a following stroke. I would rather
read Kanapéov, €l 10 émBdiriov puépoc. This also finds confirmation in the signature, 1. 29, where
there is no space for a sigma. The name is thus apparently indeclinable, and reads Kamapeov in all
cases, and not Karapeve, Kanapeme, or Kamapet, as the editor assumed. Read Kamapéov also in 1. 3
accordingly.

The beginning of l. 17 is very fragmentary: ¢ =~ €  mooa[ = ] .. It can be improved, though it is
still not properly understood: 8¢_68évtmg o [; perhaps it stands for 8¢ adfev<ti>k@dq.

In 1. 24-25, xaotov &€ NUAV KPaTEY Kol KuPEVEY Kol de6moTevEW TOV [- - - | | oV Tékvolg
(the rest of the line remains unread), I would read instead: oVOv tékvoig adtod Mak[a]p(iov) Kupiede
(kai) dgomot(ebew) (kal) oikod(opficar) (ai) kpately, ., apparently repeating the phrase from the
line before.

In 1. 28, the stipulation at the end of the line, énepa(tnBéviec) oporoy(ficauev) T 1 T has indeed a
plural abbreviation, read énepo(tnbévrec) (emepp pap.) Oporoy(noapey), l. dpoloyfoapey.

In 11. 29-30, we find the concluding Aypographe: T Avpniog Komapevg atoyel ot | éypaya
[Urg]p avtod pn €i[d6tog ypd]u[p]at[a]; but what survives is more stubstantial:

(m2) T Avprihog Komapeov vi(0g) D1 otiyl pot. &yd Amold vi(0g) F'ew[pylov]

30 Eypawya [Ur]ep avtod a[ypap]p[dtov Gvtog ]

This should be the agrammatos-clause attested for Middle Egypt; on the Arsinoite one, see Kovarik
2009: 222-223.
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P.Gen. 4 181 and P.Bodl. 1 73

The text of the Geneva papyrus has already been corrected extensively by D. Hagedorn in Kruse
2013: 230, but several doubtful points remain, not helped by the poor quality of the online photo.
The signatures of the ed. pr., 1. 14-15, read éy\o/ We[elov mapav mdédoka.] T &yd Anorhmvio(q)
nla]pov Emdédwka T T &yd Todvvng vo(tdploc) pap[tupd th dtoddoet.]

However, as van Minnen 2013: 325 has already suggested, this document is a judgement, not a
dialysis. This is evident from émdédwkoa (cf. n. 6) in the only completely preserved signature at the
beginning of 1. 15, which indicates the subscription of the arbitrators. This means that the one who
signs there cannot be the same as the conflicting parties mentioned in the document. The name in the
second signature was already corrected by both Hagedorn and van Minnen to: Amollo vi0(c) [Ipaod
— he is the first arbitrator; the supposed witness subscription in the same line, also corrected by both
to T &y Todvvng vio(g) Ma. [- - - Eémdédwkal, is the signature of the second arbitrator. Hagedorn has
suggested Ma00aiov or MatOaiov; the first option seems more likely to me. I agree with van Minnen
that the supplement in 1. 15 (tfi SteAvoet) should be changed — to 1@ Spw or tfi dikn/kpicel, see 1. 11n.
For the first signature at the end of 1. 14, éy\a/ We[eiov, I concur with the correction of Hagedorn who
tentatively reads &ypd(en) instead, with supralinear alpha, un([vi)], like in the judgement P.Paramone
16.15-16: 1 8pog &ypden unvi Dapevob ks thg 8 ivd(iktiovog). The people mentioned in the body of
the document, the priest Yéeio¢ (npecPitepocg, translated in the edition as “I’ancien”), in 1. 8 and 9 and
the deacon Apollds (read as Amold(viog) in the ed. pr.) in 1. 12, are the conflict parties. They were
taken to be the signatories, but it is the arbitrators who sign, and it is a coincidence that one of them is
also called Apollos (the name is in the genitive, AmoA\®, in both cases).

An Arsinoite provenance was suggested in the edition and the name Pseeios in 11. 5, 8, 9, and 13
confirms a middle Egyptian origin, but the Arsinoite nome is not likely. Hagedorn suggests the
Oxyrhynchite nome, because of the use of xpvcood in 1. 10 and the name [Ipaodg (TM Nam 11771)
in L. 15, which he described as a “typisch oxyrhynchitischer Name”, but Praous is attested also in the
Arsinoite and Heracleopolite areas, for example in Leukogion, in the already mentioned P.Bodl. 1
73.12. Several other points indicate a Heracleopolite origin.

Paleographic evidence suggests that the papyrus likely dates from the early Arab period in the second
half of the 7th century, or possibly even later, rather than from the early 7th century as proposed

by the editors. The notary signs in Greek and we would expect an Arsinoite notarial completio,

also post-conquest, to be Latinate. However, this feature disappears soon in the Arab period in the
Heracleopolite documentation,’ see Kovarik 2023: 96-97 and Kovarik forthcoming.

The notary’s name, ’Ana. Tg[p]epi\ov/ according to the ed. pr., was again already corrected by Hage-
dorn who proposes to read it as T Anma K[0]pov viod [. In Heracleopolite deeds, patronyms within the
notarial completio are, so far, only attested from the Arab period, and exclusively from Leukogion (see
above, 1. 15n.). Specifically, the delta in ot also resembles that in the signature of P.Bodl. 1 73, another
notary from Leukogion. I would thus propose a Leukogion provenance for P.Gen. 4 181 and possibly
also a familial relationship between these two notaries. I would, in turn, suggest reading P.Bodl. 1 73,
whose notarial signature has been read as:

Torépod A fov éhayi(otov) ¥ [ I, [---]

but which should instead be read as:

30 The very few post-conquest Oxyrhynchite contracts also have a Latinate signature and show that there was no change in the decades
after the conquest, like in the Arsinoite evidence; see SB 6 8987 (644-645) P.Wisc. 1. 11 (646/661/676), PSI 1 52 (647), PSI 10
1122 (651-6527?), P.Michael. 35 (652?), P.Merton 2 98 (mid 7th c.).
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T 80 &pod Kavopov élay(iotov) vi(o)d I'em]pyiov mpeo[putépov]
(Ea] Fig. 7: P.Gen. 4 81 line 16.
] Fig. 8: P.Bodl. 1 73 line 13.

This suggests that P.Gen. 4 181 may have been acquired together with P.Gen. 4 189, which was drawn
up in Leukogion as well. The inventory numbers are P. Gr. 151 and P. Gr. 149.

Another correction to P.Bodl. 1 73.10 is Mnvdg vi(og) AnoAkd instead of Mnva\e/ ‘Qpomordd. The
abbreviation stroke running through 7ota is unmistakable.

P.Gen. 4 189

Corrections have already been suggested by Diethart and Hasitzka 2011: 239 and Gascou 2015, but
some problems still remain.

At least the notary’s signature in 1. 18 can now be emended in light of the new papyrus and the
Moscow piece, restoring the name as:

[t 8 éuod Todv]v[ov] vied @B &ypden T T

SB 14847

This is a fragment of a 6th- or 7th-century compromissum in the Louvre, the text of which can be
improved by the online photo and the help of parallels such as PL I11/1029.13-17, P.Prag. 1 49.21-
28, SB 15681.33-38, and SB 14 12194.19-24. In what follows, the reading of the editio princeps is
given on the left, and a revised version on the right.

[otépyev NG Kol &p-]

pf- - -] petvat t[fi adtdv ]{[xn]

el 8¢ T 8é€et [ Jpov duf ] &1 8¢ T1c &€ adTdV N
£tépan | Th Kkpioel adTdV, otépEn Th Kpioel adTdV
gvéyeoan 10 mapafoivov gvéyeoBan 10 mapofaiv(ov)
uépog 8186vat @ yeovy(odvt) uépog 8186var @ yeovy(m)
Aoy® mpootipov xpucod Moy® mpootipov ypusiov
vopopdrio, dmdek(a) vopopdrio dmdek(a)

xp(voiov) vo(uoudna) 1. KG[p(iov)] 10
[koumpdpicoov - - -]

SB 15271

Only the beginning and the endorsement of this seventh-century compromissum have been preserved.
A few corrections have already been made and recorded in the BL. The first party inl. 7 is a

certain Paulos who is defined by his employer as DmovpyoOc Thg £v86&ov Dnpesiog Trpatnyiov Tod
orepeu[eot]drov matpikiov (11. 8-9), followed by the filiation, viod @goddtov Kikikog (11. 9-10), and
the second party, ék 8¢ 10D £tépov uépovg Mapodc [ — —]tng [- — — x]opig kupiov [ypnuatilovoo — —
—] (1. 10-11). T suggest reading viod Ogoddtov K&, which was already suggested in BL 8 320; BL
10 183 adds the supplement of avpdg and BL 11 197 the name of the father; but the name of Marous’
father alone is not enough to fill the lacuna. The mother’s name must have followed as well, cf. BGU
1 317.3—4 (Arsinoe, 580/581): Buyd]mp tod pokapiov Fewpyio(v) untpoc dupa ‘Hpaidog [xopic kupiov
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ypnualtiCovsa.3! The whole passage would then read: éx 8¢ t0d £tépov uépovg Mapodg O[v]y[d]tnp
Tw[o6éov pntpog N.N. y]opig kupiov [avdpog xpnpatilovoa — ——].

In the endorsement, the papyrus breaks off after kopnpdpucc(ov) yev, taken as yev(dpevov), but the ab-
breviation yev[oue(vov) or yev[due(vov) is more likely. There is also a cross before T kopnpopics(ov)
and a staurogramm before the invocation written below the endorsement, which was read as a cross
and a few letters that are or are not there; therefore, instead of T év dv[du]att T0d Kvpiov kol deon[dTov
read - 8v dvépart Tod kupiov kol dec[ndtov.

SB 1 5681

This is another example of the same style of compromissumas BGU 1 315. The first party consists of
two priests, both named Georgios, sons of Ioannes (1. 6-9). The first Georgios has an alias mentioned
at the beginning of line 8 =~ [ Judpwvoc. This should be read as Zapfapiovog, with a small alpha
and majuscule-my, cf. CPR 14 10.6 (Arsinoe, 556—578).

The reading at the beginning of 1. 21, évjtad0a [£]v td Apotvoitn, appears too short for the available
space; a better restoration is évjtadOa &v 1@ avtd Apocwvoitn.

The clumsy Aypographe can be corrected in a number of small details: The first Georgios signs in his
own hand across the space of 4 lines. Instead of of vi0¢ Tdvvov [oTot]xt plot] T[6d€] T KopmpduicoV
(corrected from[ 1. [ .. ] oxounpducocov [wc] npdx[et]torin BL 12 183) in 1.

40-42, 1 read Todvvov [otot]yl p[ot] T kourpducov [@]c. In the following subscriptions in 11. 4243,
T Fempylog np(ecPitepoc). (hand 4) Dol[Bd]up[w]v O mpok(eipevog) otoyel Nuiv, og Tp(dkettar), we
find a plural formulation instead: T'ewpyiog Tp(ecPitepog) (ko) Poi[Bd]up[w]v ot mpok(eipevor), that
is, one communal signature despite the fact that the signers belong to different parties.

The notary’s name in the completio in the next line was corrected in BL 8 322 from Eliu to Fib
esemio(the), which should be read as esemioth.

The docket has T xopnp(dpuocov) [ ] peta&d Fewpylov, which should be corrected to
T kopunpduioc(ov) yevope(vov) petag(V), again with the plural-abbreviation petal, as in BGU 1 315
and P.Prag. 1 49.

PL 111/1029, ed. Harrauer and Pintaudi (2021): 56-57

This is a new and complete compromissum which is exactly dated by the era of Diocletian: £Tovg
AorA(M)t(1avod) téo O®O ks y tvd(iktimvoc) in 1. 3, which corresponds to 23 September 645. The
notary is already known from P.Ross. Georg. 3 53, dated by era-year to 674/675 (toa)), month lost.
Indeed, the second cypher, which is split by a tear on a fold-line, should be read as a goppa in PL
I11/1029 as well. Our papyrus therefore dates to the same year 675, toa (the era-year runs concurrently
to the indiction-year starting in Epeiph, see CSBE?: 66).

The two conflict parties are Aurelios Apa Hol, fruit gardener (mopapitng), son of Apa Ision (11. 5-6),
and Aurelios Phoibammon, sandal maker (cavdoldg), son of Ptollon (1. 6—7). The reading of this
patronym ITtéAh@voc, is again disturbed by a break. As already mentioned by the editors, the standard
form of the name is ITtoAA{wv, and I believe this is also what we have here: read ITtoAMwv.

31

Here, 6v3pdg should probably be added as well, suggested by contemporary Arsinoite parallels ( P.Grenf. 2 85.3-4 (536), SPP 20
139.3-4 (531), and SB 24 15899.10 (608). This addition would necessitate longer supplements in the surrounding lines. For example,
one might reconstruct [totnv v napodoav Eyypagov] dporoyiav in line 2; cf. CPR 19 50.4-5 (7th c.) rather than v [t]apodoav
Eyypagov oporoy[iav.
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In the following lines 7-9, the origin of the two parties is given: and tig | Aposwvor{vol} T@v Térew[c]
ano app[6d]ov untpordM(enc) Yommairiov | 6 8¢ Pofdppwv Kieomatpiov. Psappalliou and Kleopa-
triou are both city quarters, and we would expect a parallel construction: the one from here, the

other from there. Line 8 has to be revised to read dmo duedd[o]v 6 pev Ao OA Parmod(t)ov to
correspond to the second part — the name of the city quarter at the end of the line has been abbreviated
internally. 32

This part is followed by their agreement to have the matter judged by arbitrators in 11. 9-11:
OpoAoyodpev | dikdoachor Tpdg GAANAOLG £ml Tovg Oplotag | TN dnpoocia[v] dhay THS avTic
norewq. This passage is problematic for a variety of reasons. First, the reading of tov¢ is difficult;

tau seems to be written in two strokes and has a superfluous ascender above; perhaps something was
corrected here. Then, the expression denoting the arbitrators at the end of 1. 10 presents paleographical
difficulties. An initial omicron appears unlikely; rather, the presence of an ascender in the first letter
seems undeniable. On this basis, I would consider reading kpitdg instead. However, this term is not yet
attested for arbitrators in this specific context. That said, their decision is called kpioic in 1. 13, which
is an alternative to dikn, also used here in 1. 12, and to 8poc, found on the verso, see below and 1. 11n.
A reading opiotdg cannot be entirely excluded either; on the verso we also find dpog for 6poc.

Their remit is described in the next line, where we should read thig dnpociag puiaxfc; the arbitrators
work for the public prison. Parallels have émi tovg 0piotag émowk[iov in SB 14 12194.17 or £[x]i
0p1670D 0D avT(0D) vopod in P.Prag. 1 49.19, where the arbitrators also remain anonymous.

In 1. 16 the abbreviation of yp(voiov) has what looks like a supralinear ypsilon and should be resolved
xpv(ciov); the kyria<lause kbprov 10 xKoumpdIcoov is actually correctly written kopmpOpGGoV.

The stipulation énep(wn0évies) opoi(oyfoauev) in the following line 17 has a plural abbreviation,
opp instead of opol. The verb in the Aypographe, which starts at the end of the line with Ao

“OA kol PoB(dupmv) otory(oduev) nuiv , should be resolved otory(el) nuiv. In the second witness
subscription, 1. 20, read paptopd instead of poptvopo. And in the last witness subscription in 1. 20-21
the abbreviation is koumpouic® (®)c, not kopmpou(icom) M.

Finally, the notarial completio should be read * di emu Cosma Fib &1 &uod ®1p o 0, cf. Kovarik
2019: 251, where a Latinate signature of the same notary in P.Ross. Georg. 3 53 (674/675) is correc-
ted. PL I11/1029 shows the only complete Latinate-Greek signature (the same notary also appears with
his father’s name in Greek in SPP 3 422 and in SB 1 4699; SB 28 17202 might concern the same
notary with another fragmentary Latinate signature).

The summary in the endorsement of this compromissum reads: + ‘Qpog ®otp(dupov) covtok(ag) (kol)
"Ama “OA mop(api)t(ng), 1. mop(api)t(ng) . The first word in the docket usually indicates the type of
the contract, and we would expect kounpduiccov, but instead it is labeled as a judgement, that is
dpog, 1. Epoc. The editors took dpog as a spelling mistake for AOprikiog and resolve the whole phrase
in nominative. Instead, we have the judgement of Phoibammon und Apa Hol, and the names and
professions need to be resolved in genitive. Read thus T dpog (1. 8poc) PoBdup(wvoc) cavtod (koi)
Ara OX mop(api)t(ov), . Top(api)t(ov).

The second part of the docket, after a small vacat, which is transcribed asy  nmhyp [ ] .
webonpaoeiog téo T, is also doubtful, but the quality of the photo does not help. Complete en-
dorsements of compromissa mostly show the construction with peta&d, see e.g. P.Prag. 1 49:
Koumpdpos(ov) yevope(vov) peta&(V) Todvvou yplapp]a(ténd) [kai Tavro]v (kai) ITekvoiov 1. In

32 The name of the amphodon Yanmodliov — attested also in BGU 1 305.7, 12 (556) and CPR 14 11.9-10 (578), is more often written
Wovrarriiov. However, an examination of all known attestations shows that the spelling 7r is consistent across all examples. See the
photo of SB 14903.2 and the photo of SB 1 4899.2 (ca. 630-645) and also P.Muench. 3 100.6 (574), SB 26 16362.24 (6th-7th
c.), and SPP 20 243.9. The letter ny, often mistaken for prand vice versa, cannot form a ligature with the following letter. The variant
Wovradriov does not exist.
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our case the structure is different and the first part already gives the necessary information. In addition,
perhaps the reason for the dispute is given, the fine of 12 solidl, or the names of the arbitrators, who
however remain anonymous on the recto. Perhaps, the initial ch7 points to the second option, ypv(ciov)
vo(opdtia) 1 Ad(ym) Tpoot[ipov, but this is mere conjecture. The presumed reference to the year
t€a at the very end is obsolete with the correction above. Instead, these letters look like tpa or tpov,
and could be read with the three preceding letters as eiotpod, either as a personal name (cf. SPP 3°
68.3: Elatpod) or the profession iatpdg (physician) of one of the anonymous arbitrators. Unfortunately,
the remaining letters are too hard to read satisfactorily.

Bibliography

CSBE? (2004) = R.S. Bagnall and K.A. Worp, Chronological Systems of Byzantine Egypt. Second
Edition. Leiden.

Chepel, E. (2018) “Russian Collections of Greek Papyri and History of their Publication: An
Overview (With the Catalogue of Greek Papyri held at the Pushkin State Museum of Fine Arts in
Moscow),” Egypt and Neighbouring Countries 3: 57-62.

Diethart, J.M. and M. Hasitzka (2011) “Eine ungewohnliche koptische Schreibhelferformel in P.Gen.
IV 189 und Korrekturen zum griechischen und koptischen Teil der Urkunde,” ZPE 177: 237-239.

Falivene, M.R. (1998) The Herakleopolite Nome. A Catalogue of the Toponyms, with Introduction
and Commentary (American Studies in Papyrology 37). Atlanta.

Gagos, T. and P. van Minnen (1994) Settling a Dispute. Toward a Legal Anthropology of Late Antique
Egypt. Ann Arbor.

Gascou, J. (2014) “Un nouveau document sur le cursus publicus (P.Wiirzb. inv. 48), > APF 60: 209—
216.

Gascou, J. (2015) “Korr. Tyche 782: P. Gen. IV 189,” Tyche 30: 219.

Gonis, N. (2001) “Reconsidering Some Fiscal Documents from Early Islamic Egypt,” ZPE 137: 225—
228.

Gonis, N. (2023) “Sealed Gold for Wine,” ZPE 227: 124-126.
Gonis, N. (2024) “Abbreviations in Late Documents Resolved (111),” APF 70: 141-150.

Harrauer, H. and R. Pintaudi (2021) “Ein neuer Kompromif3vertrag (PL 111/1029),” AnalPap 33: 55—
65.

Kovarik, S. (2009) “Korr. Tyche 629-631: Zur arsinoitischen Agrammatos-Formel,” Tyche 24: 222
223.

Kovarik, S. (2012) “Der Brief in der Urkunde. Zur Briefform in spatantiken Vertragen,” in U. Yiftach-
Firanko (ed.), Law, State, Society and the Epistolary Format in the Ancient World. Proceedings of
a Colloquium held at the American Academy in Rome (28-30.9.2008). Wiesbaden: 201-217.

Kovarik, S. (2019) “Korr. Tyche 922: P.Ross. Georg. III 53,” Tyche 34: 251.

Kovarik, S. (2020) “Der herakleopolitische Notar Paulos: Ein Kompromiss aus dem umayyadischen
Agypten — der bisher spiteste griechische Vertrag,” Tyche 35: 55-70.

Kovarik, S. (2023) “The Evolution of the Notarial Signature in Late Antique Egypt. A diachronic
comparison of the Middle Egyptian Evidence (Province of Arcadia: Arsinoite, Heracleopolite,
Oxyrhynchite),” in A. Ghignoli, M. Boccuzzi, A. Monte, N. Sietis (eds.), Segni, sogni, materie e
scrittura dall'Egitto tardoantico all'Europa Carolingia. Roma: 71-118.

Kovarik, S. (2023b) “A Generous Salter and a Noble Landlady. Two New Contracts from Late
Antique Arsinoe in the British Library,” BASP 60: 185-212.


https://papyri.info/hgv/39341
https://papyri.info/hgv/39341
https://papyri.info/biblio/17873
https://papyri.info/biblio/97326
https://papyri.info/biblio/79081
https://papyri.info/biblio/15230
https://papyri.info/biblio/13571
https://papyri.info/biblio/86373
https://papyri.info/biblio/87150
https://papyri.info/biblio/70057
https://papyri.info/biblio/96726
https://papyri.info/biblio/96957
https://papyri.info/biblio/96571
https://papyri.info/biblio/77554
https://papyri.info/biblio/87430
https://papyri.info/biblio/97353
https://papyri.info/biblio/96142
https://papyri.info/biblio/96755
https://papyri.info/biblio/96554

Kovarik, S. (forthcoming) “Continuity and change in the Notarial practice of Middle Egypt,” in S.
Esders, F. Krueger, S. Polla, T.S. Richter, Chr. Wickham (eds.), The 8th Century. Patterns of
Transition in Economy and Trade Throughout the Late Antique, Early Medieval and Islamicate
Mediterranean in Multidisciplinary Perspectives. Millennium. Berlin — New York.

Kovarik, S. (forthcoming b) “The minuscule in Greek legal documents from early Arab Egypt:
tradition, functionality and deviation,” in: D. Bianconi (ed.), Proceedings of the Conference ‘La
corsiva bizantina nei secoli VII-VIII. Articolazioni, sviluppi, contesti’. Roma (forthcoming).

Kreuzsaler, C. (2010) “Die Beurkundung auBBergerichtlicher Streitbeilegung in den dgyptischen
Papyri,” in Ch. Gastgeber (ed.), Quellen zur byzantinischen Rechtspraxis. Aspekte der
Textiiberlieferung, Paldographie und Diplomatik. Wien: 17-26.

Kruse, Th. (2013) “Urkundenreferat 2010,” APF 59: 208-266.

van Minnen, P. (2013) “Review of S. Gaffino Moeri, S. Gallnd, N. Poget, and P. Schubert, Les
Papyrus de Genéve; Geneve 2010,” BASP 50: 323-326.

Modrzejewski, J. (1952) “Private Arbitration in the Law of Greco-Roman Egypt,” JIP 6: 239-256.

Morelli, F. (2004) “P.Paramone 16—17. Due sententiae arbitri e una famiglia di affaristi poco onesti,”
in J.M.S. Cowey and B. Kramer, Paramone. Editionen und Aufsitze von Mitgliedern des
Heidelberger Instituts fiir Papyrologie zwischen 1982 und 2004. Munich — Leipzig: 174-198.

Morelli, F. (2008) “SB XXVI 16222: due patrizi ¢ un Liciniano,” Tyche 23: 139-157.
Sampson, C.M. (2022) “The David. G. Hogarth Papyri,” Pylon 2: Article 5.
Schiller, A.A. (1968) “The Budge Papyrus of Columbia University,” JARCE 7: 79-118.

Simon, D. (1969) Untersuchungen zum Justinianischen Zivilprozefl (Miinchener Beitrdge 54).
Miinchen.

Steinwenter, A. (1925) Die Streitbeendigung durch Urteil, Schiedsspruch und Vergleich nach
griechischem Rechte (Miinchener Beitrdge 8). Miinchen.

Urbanik, J. (2007) “Compromesso o processo? Alternativa risoluzione di conflitti e tutela dei diritti
nella prassi della tarda antichita,” in E. Cantarella, Symposion 2005. Vortrage zur griechischen
und hellenistischen Rechtsgeschichte. Wien: 377-400.

Wojtezak, M. (2016) “Legal aspects of dispute resolution in Late Antiquity. The case of 2Mich.XIII
659,” JJP 46: 275-308.

Ziegler, K.-H. (1971) Das private Schiedsgericht im antiken romischen Recht (Miinchener Beitrage
58). Miinchen.


https://papyri.info/biblio/79781
https://papyri.info/biblio/86328
https://papyri.info/biblio/97327
https://papyri.info/biblio/40186
https://papyri.info/biblio/73452
https://papyri.info/biblio/77329
https://papyri.info/biblio/96272
https://papyri.info/biblio/47131
https://papyri.info/biblio/97352
https://papyri.info/biblio/7767
https://papyri.info/biblio/96834
https://papyri.info/biblio/96816
https://papyri.info/biblio/7792

Show

Ms

Gvebus e BSP)

=
!
i

EIESE] 49422y

Fig. 1: MS. Gr. Class. e 135 (P) recto.
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