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THE GREEK OF THE PETRA PAPYRI
The Petra papyri are preserved in a very fragmentary state and thus the linguistic analysis given here
cannot be comprehensive. We can, however, see that a rather high (Atticist) orthography and morphology was
preferred by the majority of writers. This overview will consider phonological, morphological, and syntactic
aspects of Greek, the main language of the dossier. Arabic and Aramaic toponyms and personal names are
reviewed separately in the current volume, while Latin legal terminology was already examined in P. Petra IV.
Multilingualism will be brieﬂy discussed at the end of this chapter.
WRITER GROUPS
A high number of literate individuals appear as writers among the Petra papyri: there are ca. 280 “acts of
writing” attested in the 87 published texts, though the exact number of writers itself cannot be established.1 It
is clear that some writers had received appropriate education in writing as well as in legal and administrative
language, while others are barely able to write even their own name. Thus, it may be useful to study the linguistic
features of the texts by ﬁrst dividing the writers up into three different groups according to their estimated levels
of education. This division is primarily based on handwriting styles, which were found to correlate to a certain
extent with the text types and therefore also with the writer types and levels of education, which again would
impact the writers’ linguistic skills. The following descriptions of the groups give further details. Table A at the
end of this chapter shows how the documents have been assigned to each group based on the main hand.2
Group A comprises writers of ofﬁcial taxation documents, including the elaborate requests for transfer of
taxation (epistalmata tou sōmatismou), written in a wide column format, and the shorter tax receipts, written
in the transversa charta format. The handwriting is always a stylish cursive slanting heavily to the right. This
handwriting style was not restricted to texts in column format, since some longer transversa charta documents
have also been written in a cursive hand sloping to the right.3 Since the writers of this latter document group
would belong to Group A based on their hand but to Group B based on document format, a hybrid category of “AB” is used for these writers, as well as for those of a few tax receipts that bear a mixed type of handwriting.4
Group B comprises scribes of the notarial contracts (i.e., private legal documents written in the transversa
charta format). We know some of the notaries (symbolaiographoi) by name because they signed the documents.5
Unfortunately, in the majority of cases, the signatures have not been preserved. Moreover, it remains uncertain
whether the symbolaiographos himself also wrote the contract (see 50, where the signature and the body of the
document are thought to have been written by the same person). The handwriting in notarial documents is most
often a large upright and rounded cursive.6

1. By “act of writing,” we mean a portion of text written by one hand in one and the same document. Some writers have performed several
acts of writing within the dossier, and we can sometimes identify them, though more often not (see Tables B and C, at the end of this
chapter). The writers of Petra are discussed in more detail in Vierros, Scribes and other writers.
2. The classiﬁcation was not always easy, especially with many poorly preserved texts in the current volume, for which the “main hand”
or “document type” may have been difﬁcult to ascertain.
3. E.g., 28 (division), 36 (draft), 39 (settlement) 40 (defensio), 43 (agreement), 52 (draft of a will), 53 (draft or annotations).
4. See further, e.g., 72, which was written by a practiced but upright cursive hand; the nature of the document is not quite clear.
5. Alpheios, s. of Valens (22 m9), Alpheios, or N, s. of Alpheios (29 m10; similar notarial signature in 30 m7, 31 m6, and 12 m5/m2), N, s.
of Alpheios (50 m1, m4), Anastasios (43 m7), Leontios (28 m6, cf. 62 m4), Vales (57 m8).
6. The “notarial” handwriting places also, e.g., 74 in this group, even though it seems to be a list, not an agreement.
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Group C comprises people who wrote miscellaneous smaller documents and whose handwriting often shows
a lack of regular practice. A small group of writers of poorly preserved documents were not classiﬁed.
Three other writer groups must be considered separately from the main scribes: ﬁrst, the signatories (i.e.,
people who wrote their own signatures at the end of the contracts); second, the people who wrote signatures
on behalf of illiterate parties (proxy/p.p.); third, the witnesses. All these people signed with their own name,
so we can identify some people who wrote more than once (see Table B). Some of the signatories, proxies, and
witnesses may be assigned to the groups mentioned above (e.g., some signatories could be counted as Group C
writers based on their handwriting and linguistic skills, while some witnesses may be placed into Group A on
the basis of their handwriting). It is also natural to assume that seasoned writers were favored as proxies or
witnesses. In the Tables of Orthography in the end, the symbols S and W refer to signatories and witnesses
(including proxies).
The anonymous scribes of taxation documents and notarial contracts can occasionally be recognized in
several documents by their handwriting. While this method of identiﬁcation is not always reliable, we have
nevertheless presented in Table C the documents we believe to have been written by the same hand.
FRONT VOWELS
PHONEM E /I / – ORTHOGRAP HIC VARIANTS Ι , ΕΙ
The interchangeability of graphemes ι and ει in marking the phoneme /i/ is common in all kinds of positions:
prevocalic, between consonants, and in stressed and unstressed syllables.7 This is a very frequent graphemic
interchange in the Petra papyri and takes place also in the texts of better-educated scribes: basically the only
orthographic mistakes in 2, written in Gaza, are between ι and ει. However, Group A and B writers more
commonly err in the direction ι > ει,8 a relatively rare mistake for Group C writers (see Table 1), who tend to have
much more variation in the direction ει > ι (Table 2). This difference may indicate that Group C writers more
often wrote the sound as they heard it, with little regard for orthographic rules, while Group A and B writers
tried to adhere to a learned orthography, though they were not always successful and thus ended up quite often
writing hypercorrect forms. In any case, it is clear that the raising of /e:/ (previously represented by the digraph
ει) towards /i:/ had already taken place.9 The vowel’s etymological length no longer seems to play a role.10
Nouns ending -ια, -ιον are often written -εια, -ειον, and sometimes vice versa, presented according to the
direction of the mistake in Tables 1 and 2. Since both -ια/-ιον and -εια/-ειον were orthographically standard
depending on the word in question, one needed to know in each instance which ending was the norm, making this
an interesting case of scribal education. The writer of 3–5, who in general made very few orthographic mistakes,
confused ι and ει especially in these nouns, favoring -ια where he should have written -εια, except in the word
ἐπαρχία (“province”), which he wrote as ἐπαρχείαϲ. It seems that by the sixth century the spelling ἐπαρχεία
had become as good as standard in many places, including Palestine.11 Nevertheless, some writers in Petra still

7. The occurrences of all words with orthographic variation in the Petra Papyri are collected in tables 1–11, at the end of this chapter.
Heavily reconstructed words were not taken into account. Orthographic variants in document 39 are discussed separately at the end of
this chapter (see also Table 12).
8. Following the use of Gignac, Phonology, ι > ει means that the standard iota is written ει in the papyrus.
9. See Gignac, Phonology, 189: “There is very frequent interchange of ει and ι (whether long or short etymologically) in all phonetic
environments throughout the Roman and Byzantine periods. This indicates the identiﬁcation of Classical Greek /ei/ diphthong with the
simple vowel /i/.” See also Horrocks, Greek, 160–63.
10. In second-century Attic inscriptions, e.g., the original long /i:/ was replaced with ει more often than the short /i/ even after the loss of
distinctive vowel lengths; cf. Threatte, Phonology, 198–200.
11. A search in the Papyrological Navigator (23 June 2016) produced 102 hits for “επαρχια” (some attestations were abbreviated in the
end) and 54 hits for “επαρχεια.” Of these 54 cases, seventeen (and almost all before the 4th century) come from the region of Palestine
(eight from the Babatha archive, three from P. Hever, and six from Petra). The Babatha texts usually refer to the new era (κατὰ δὲ τὸν
ἀριθμὸν τῆϲ ἐπαρχείαϲ Ἀραβίαϲ). Later, Antinoopolis (especially the Dioskoros archive) features quite prominently as well.
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used the original, correct form of ἐπαρχίαϲ (22 and 25).12 Another word frequently used in the dating formula
is ὑπατεία (“consulship”): the non-standard spelling ὑπατία was used only in 3 and 81C. Moreover, the word
ϲυντέλεια (“taxes”) was often written as ϲυντέλια, but the correct form is found among all writer groups.13
Especially with personal names, it is not always clear what the “correct” spelling was. For example, the name
Αλφειοϲ / Αλφιοϲ appears written both with ει and ι. We may adopt a Greek interpretation and take it as Ἄλφειοϲ
(the stance taken in our apparati critici). However, sometimes it was systematically written Αλφιοϲ. The names
Αλφιοϲ and Ολφιοϲ occurred frequently in inscriptions from the Southern Levant and may be traced back to
Arabic or Aramaic ḫlf or ḥlf.14 Thus, for some writers in Petra Ἅλφιοϲ might rather have been the norm.
Phoneme /i/ or /y/ – Orthographic variants οι, υ, η
The graphemes ι or ει were very rarely confused with η, or οι, υ, or other itacistic alternatives (see the few
examples in Table 3). When they are, most errors occur among Group C writers—i.e., less professional ones,
like Flavius Nonnos, e.g., εἴκηϲιν pro οἴκηϲιν and ἀρχηδιακα̣ νῳ pro ἀρχιδιακόνῳ (37), and from signatories or
witnesses, e.g., ἐμι instead of ἐμῇ (46 m3) and ἐμεῖ pro ἐμῇ (37 m3). Since the confusion between ι/ει and η is
so rare in our material, we may suspect that these individuals had a different linguistic background than the
majority of our writers, e.g., they might have had Greek as a native language.
Slightly more common was the confusion between οι and υ/ι, between υ and ι, and between other spellings
that reﬂected the sound /y/ or /i/ (Table 4). According to Gignac, the interchange of οι and υ was very common
and occurred unconditionally from the ﬁrst century on.15 We must note, however, that only a couple of Gignac’s
examples come from the sixth century. The interchange of υ and η occurred “frequently,” and υ and ι “occasionally,”
according to Gignac, but we ﬁnd proportionally more occurrences of them between the sixth and ninth centuries
and the same tendency can be found in the confusion between οι and ι, between υ and ει, and between ει and οι.16
In Petra, these spellings come mainly from Group C, but the presence of the Group B writer of 17 is noteworthy.
An extreme case with regard to these graphemic interchanges is Flavius Thomas, son of Nikephoros, a signatory
in 42 (m3): τ[ὸ] πει̣ο̣ ̣ ῖν καὶ μένιν καὶ ϲτυχῖν instead of ποιεῖν καὶ ἐμμένειν καὶ ϲτοιχεῖν.
In 55, we ﬁnd one and the same name written both in Latin and Greek. In Latin, the name of a presbyter,
Cyricus, son of Petrus, was spelled with y. In Greek, it was written as Κηρυκόϲ, referring to both the presbyter
Kyrikos and the martyr Kerykos (see 55 7 and 21–22 comms.). The martyr is attested as Κηρυκόϲ also in 39,
while, as the name of a living person, it was written with upsilon both throughout Egypt as well as in Petra:
Φλ(άουιοϲ) Κύρικοϲ, husband of Arista (37), and Κύρικοϲ (1 and 16).17 In 55, the martyr’s name may have
affected the spelling of the presbyter’s name as well.
Phoneme /e/ – Orthographic variants η, ε, αι
The letter eta was usually not confused with the letters representing the /i/ sound in Petra, so it does not seem
to have followed the itacistic development that occurs very frequently in papyri from Egypt. On the contrary,

12. Our editorial policy has not been entirely consistent here: the form was sometimes not standardized in the apparatus criticus (17 and
23), while it was once corrected in the opposite direction (25). These are now listed in the Corrigenda.
13. For example, the writer of 19 and 23 (and its copy 24); the scribe of 22 (but not in signatures); Nonnos, writer of 37, has several different
variants with ει/ι and η/ε.
14. Al-Jallad, Graeco-Arabica I, 120.
15. Gignac, Phonology, 197–99.
16. Gignac, Phonology, 262–73; for example, a search in the Trismegistos Text Irregularities database yielded 156 occurrances of υ
instead of η from the period between 300 b.c. and a.d. 499, and 122 from the period a.d. 500–800 (http://www.trismegistos.org/
textirregularities/index.php).
17. While κῆρυξ/κήρυκοϲ (“messenger”) and its derivatives appear in the DDbDP around 120 times, we ﬁnd only eight instances where
the string κηρ has been corrected in editions to κυρ: Κήριοϲ, Κηρηναῖοϲ, Κηριακη, Κηριλλοῦν, Κῆριϲ, ϲυγκηρούντων (bis), ἄκηρον;
the only word where upsilon was corrected to eta was πριμικυρί-. Thus, the personal name Κυρικόϲ normally appeared with upsilon,
whereas the common noun was always written with eta. Apparently, the martyr had ceased to be a “normal” person.
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it was commonly confused with epsilon. This is an interesting feature in relation to the fact that the short high
vowels of the Arabic dialect in Petra are realized lower than their Classical Arabic counterparts, with *i as /e/
written with ε (with iota only in closed stressed syllables). The Arabic long *i was also written with ε/η in close
vicinity to emphatic consonants.18
On Egyptian papyri, Gignac notes: “There is an interchange of η with the symbols for the /ε/ phoneme ε and
αι throughout the Roman and Byzantine periods. Most examples of these interchanges occur in speciﬁc phonetic
conditions” (Phonology, 242). The phonetic conditions then given by Gignac cover quite a broad spectrum,
but still do not always describe the instances in the Petra papyri. For example, η > ε following or preceding
γ/κ or θ/τ is quite common (Table 5). These contexts coincide sometimes with the Petraean Arabic emphatic
consonants, and therefore the substrate language might at least partly explain why this orthographic variation
was so common in the Greek of Petra.
There is some diversity among the different writers in Petra. First, some writers do not confuse these letters at
all, e.g., the Group A and A-B scribes of 2, 3–5, 18, 1919, 22, 25, 32–34, and 40. However, some Group A scribes
did confuse ε and η, e.g., those of 23 and 28 to a considerable extent and those of 55, 66, and 68 once. Among
the signatories, Patrophilos, son of Bassos, for example, confused them in several documents, as in 18. The nonprofessional writers of Group C had more difﬁculties with these graphemes, especially in the direction η > ε.
For the Latin e, the basic rule is that ĕ was transcribed with ε, while ē was transcribed with η, though there
was some ﬂuctuation. In Petra, the usual ληγάτου was written in 36 as λεγάτου. A shortening of sorts is ἐδήϲεν
pro ἐδέηϲεν, interpreted as a spelling error (see 30 39 with comm.). For variation in the spelling of defensio,
see below.
For the old diphthong αι, pronounced as /e/ in the Roman period at the latest and often confused with ε,
which Gignac counts as the most frequent interchange in the papyri after ει and ι, we have less evidence in
Petra than for the interchange between ε and η (Table 6). Group A writers are notably absent from Table 6 (the
only exception being 41), suggesting either that the writing of the old diphthong was taught very efﬁciently or
that there was in fact some difference in pronunciation. The fact that the hypercorrect spelling ε > αι is more
common than αι > ε suggests that difference in education may be the more likely explanation. The existence
of the diphthong /ay/ in Arabic may also have been a factor helping to preserve the spelling αι in Petra. Note
ﬁnally that the Latin loanword for “prefect” was written πραιφέκτω̣ ν in 23.
BACK VOWELS
Back vowels did not produce a signiﬁcant amount of variance in spelling in Petra. Only a couple of instances
can be found between the sounds /a/ and /o/, in the direction ο > α, or between the sounds /a/ and /e/ (Table 7).
In her study of Greek inscriptions from the Near East, Di Segni discusses the sounds /a/ and /o/ speciﬁcally,
the shift between which was in her view elsewhere unparalleled, pointing to Arabic vocalization as the likely
reason behind this phenomenon.20 We may consider this general Semitic inﬂuence, since in the Egyptian papyri
Gignac counts Coptic interference as the reason for the same phenomenon, because in all Coptic dialects /o/ was
only an allophone of /a/ (occurring merely in stressed positions).21 In the papyri, however, confusion between
the sounds /a/ and /e/ is more frequent (cf. Gignac, Phonology, 278–86).
The old diphthong ου was pronounced as a monophthong already in Classical times; its confusion with the
/o/ sound was frequent in Roman and Byzantine papyri (Gignac, Phonology, 208–14) but not very common
in Petra (Table 8). This issue relates also to the case system of the masculine nouns ending in -οϲ, where the
18. See p. 35, below. For Egypt, see Gignac, Phonology, 235f.
19. Although, if the scribe of 19 is identical with the scribe of 23, he did show confusion between ε and η.
20. Di Segni, Greek Inscriptions in Transition, 367.
21. Gignac, Phonology, 286–89; examples from papyri of interchanges between /a/ and /o/ (α > ο occurred exclusively in unaccented
syllables, mainly in ﬁnal syllables ending in -ϲ, whereas ο > α is attested both in accented and unaccented syllables).

12

THE PETRA PAPYRI V

dative ending (-ῳ) may have been replaced by the genitive (-ου). In a couple of instances in Petra, we cannot
decide whether the reason for the graphic interchange of <ου> and <ω> is due to a phonological cause or case
confusion (see also the section “Dative,” below).
VOWEL LENGTH
Vowel length opposition was lost in the /o/ sound already in Hellenistic times (Horrocks, Greek, 118), and,
according to Gignac, the interchange between ο and ω occurred very frequently in papyri throughout the Roman
and Byzantine periods in all phonetic conditions (Phonology, 275). The interchange was common in the Petra
papyri as well (Table 9). It must be noted, however, that the error ω > ο was considerably more frequent than
the other way round. In 43 the writer corrected himself twice upon having ﬁrst erroneously written omega and
subsequently correcting it to an omikron (in ὑπέθεντο, [τ]ὸ).
In Latin loanwords, omikron was occasionally used to transcribe an etymologically long vowel: ἰνδικτίονοϲ
pro ἰνδικτίωνοϲ (3–5, 20, 22, 50, 51, 65 m3, 66, 71); ἀ̣ δ̣νωτατίον[ο]ϲ̣ pro ἀδνωτατίωνοϲ (29); δηληγατίονι pro
δηληγατίωνι (47). However, all these instances concerned oblique cases, whereas Greek third-declension nouns
had a short stem-vowel even if the nominative had a long vowel (e.g., δαίμων, δαίμονοϲ). Thus, the graphemic
representation of vowel length in these examples seems to have followed Greek rather than Latin grammar,
suggesting that such loanwords had been integrated into Greek morphology. It might therefore be argued that
such instances would not need to be corrected in the apparatus criticus (and they are thus not included in
Table 9).22 Note, however, the great variation of both epsilon/eta and omikron/omega in 39: δηφε̣ ν̣ϲίονοϲ,
[δ]η̣ φονϲίονοϲ, δηφενϲίωνι̣, δεφηνϲιονι, δηφενϲίωνι, δηφ̣ ε̣[νϲ]ί̣ο̣[νοϲ].23
A similar problem with the standard form underlies the military title priōr. A search in the Papyrological
Navigator shows that this word occurs in singular only in Petra. The accusative was there written both with
omikron and omega: πρίορα (43 156 m4) and πρίωρα (l. πρίορα) (39 54, 43 170 m6). The nominative attestations
are all somehow uncertain, but they have been read with omega as πρίωρ.24 Most dictionaries, however, give
only the plural οἱ πρίορεϲ, while LBG gives as singular πριόρεϲ/πριώρηϲ. WB does use the singular πρίωρ, and
the examples therein are all in plural. Again, whether we read the standard nominative singular with omega or
not, the oblique cases should have omikron in accordance with Greek orthography. The lack of distinction in
pronunciation must have confused the writers in oblique cases.
The /e/ sound in λεγάτου pro ληγάτου (36) illustrates a different case concerning vowel length, but it may
be considered together with the general confusion between ε and η (see above).
CONSONANTS
False aspiration, e.g., in the word ἔτοϲ (“year”), was consistent in the Petra papyri, as can be seen from
its combination with the preposition κατά, always written καθ’ ἔτοϲ instead of κατʼ ἔτοϲ. This phenomenon,
well attested also in Gignac’s material, was due to the loss of initial aspiration in speech. In some words false
aspirations may have arisen by association with similar words, e.g., in the case of ἔτοϲ from ἡμέρα (“day”).25
That ἔτοϲ in particular was aspirated without exception in Petra is noteworthy. As Gignac notes, traditional
spellings were always more common than irregular ones, and the papyrological material from sixth-century

22. Gignac, Morphology, 48, notes that Latin nouns ending in -(i)ō, -(i)ōnis were normally declined -ιών, -ιῶνοϲ, but indictio, e.g., ﬂuctuated
between ἰνδικτίωνοϲ and ἰνδικτίονοϲ. In Petra, omega may be found only in a very uncertain case (87). In most instances, the word
was abbreviated.
23. We have not been entirely consistent in the apparatus of previous volumes, as δηφηνϲίων has been treated differently in comparison
to other words: in the apparatus (39), omikron has been accepted in the oblique cases, except by mistake in two instances, which have
now been amended in the Corrigenda.
̣ ̣ ρ̣ , 59 5 π̣ ρ̣ίω
̣ ̣ ρ, 31 πρ̣ ίρ̣ ο (l. πρίωρ). In addition, there are abbreviated or restored attestations: 37 45:
24. 39 232 [πρί]ω̣ ρ, 39 501 m7 π̣ ρ̣ίω
πρ(ίοροϲ?), 39 146 [πρίορι], 43 147, 163.
25. Gignac, Phonology, 133–36, esp.p. 133 n. 5.
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Egypt includes signiﬁcantly more instances of the non-aspirated κατʼ ἔτοϲ than aspirated. False aspiration in
ἀ̣ ν̣θεξομ[ο]λ̣ [ογοῦντοϲ] pro ἀντεξομολογοῦντοϲ in 23 may be explained by association with the verb ἀνθομολογέω
without the intervening preposition ἐκ. Such phenomena, as well as the use of φάκτον for πάκτον in 50 6 (see
also comm.), might also have been related to the tendency of the Petraean Arabic dialect to use the aspirated
version of voiceless stops (see below, p. 37). However, some confusion appeared also with the voiced dentals,
as in ἤ̣ θ̣η pro ἤδη (23). The Macedonian month Ξάνδικοϲ was spelled Ξάνθικοϲ (67), but this seems to have
been a universal phenomenon.26
Assimilation of nasals. The writers present a signiﬁcant number of nasals which were at word-junctions
(graphemically) and unassimilated to the following consonant (Table 10). This goes against the trend proposed
by Gignac (Phonology, 166), where unassimilated spellings dominate assimilated ones at a ratio of 10:1 in the
ﬁrst century, then of 5:1 in the second century, becoming subsequently less and less frequent, so that, in the
sixth century, assimilated spellings were used “predominantly.” It is illustrative that the scribe of 1 wrote the
unassimilated form ἔνγραφον, whereas in the same document both Patrophilos and Theodoros used ἔγγραφον
in their signatures. The scribe of 28 did not assimilate the forms ἔνγραφον or [ἐ]νμένον[τι] either, and the
same habit continued in Elaphia’s signature, written by a proxy, in ἐν̣μένω for ἐμμένω. In the Latin loan word
invent(ari)um, the nasal had been assimilated in 2 and 55 (ἰμβεντάριον, ἴμβεντον). The Latin words presumably
reﬂected actual pronunciation, while the Greek words betrayed the education of scribes, as they seemed to favor
unassimilated spellings of the prepositional preﬁxes.
Some writers voiced the velar stop in compounds, e.g., ἔγλημψιν pro ἔκληψιν (17, 48 m3) and ἐγνικήϲεωϲ
pro ἐκνικήϲεωϲ (50), and the writer of 17 even in πάγ[τα] pro πάκτα. Note also the addition of the nasal /m/ in
front of the labial in ἔγλημψ- for ἔκληψ- (17, 48 m3, 52, 59).
Gignac notes that, for γίγνομαι, the older Attic orthography with γιγν- became more common in Byzantine
papyri, after γιν- had been the normal spelling in the Roman period.27 In Petra, we have no evidence of the
spelling γιγν- and only once γινομέ̣ ν̣ων pro γιγνομένων (4) and γεινομεν- pro γινομεν- (25). The participial
form, which was commonly used in Petra, was derived from the aorist stem γενομεν-/γεναμεν-.
Gemination and degemination. The doubling of single consonants took place occasionally in Petra. Gignac
connects this phenomenon to the loss of the quantitative distinction of vowels, associated with the change of the
Greek accent to one of stress.28 In the Petra examples (Table 11), gemination mostly occurred at the end of the
accented (stressed) syllable—that is, in our opinion the stress lengthened the vowel and the following consonant,
which properly belongs to the following syllable (e.g., Τ[ρ]ίττηϲ pro Τρίτηϲ, ἔννατον pro ἔνατον, μάλλειϲτα pro
μάλιϲτα). It happened in syllables which were otherwise “weak” (or “open”)—i.e., that end in a vowel (CV).
The gemination “closed” the syllable—i.e., made it “heavy” (CVC). It was thus possible to place the stress on
it if one followed Arabic rules for what types of syllables can be stressed.29 In the cases in Table 11 where the
accent does not fall on the vowel preceding the added consonant, the gemination still seems to originate from
the stressed syllable of the word’s basic form (i.e., nominative singular or ﬁrst person singular present indicative,
non-compound word), e.g., τυγχαν̣ νούϲηϲ (τυγχάνω), καταλιμπαννόμενα (καταλιμπάνω), πρόκριμμα (κρίμα),
ἐϲϲώτερα (ἔϲω), τετρα/τριακοϲϲιόϲτου (-κόϲιοι); this was probably, by analogy, also the case behind εἴκοϲϲει,
despite its own basic form of εἴκοϲι. Thus, gemination of the consonant may be taken to mark the stressed

26. See 67 2 comm.: the spelling with theta was common in the late antique Near East, whereas previously delta was favored. For the use
of the Macedonian calendar in Petra, see P. Petra III, pp. 7–11.
27. Gignac, Phonology, 176.
28. Gignac, Phonology, 154–55 and 325–26.
29. I thank Sonja Dahlgren for bringing the idea of the Arabic stress to my attention. Although Arabic grammatical treatises did not discuss
stress, it is assumed that in Classical Arabic the stress was placed mainly on a closed syllable: on the penultimate if it was closed and on
the antepenultimate if the penultimate was open; local vernaculars may have had rules of their own, and the same applies to historical
dialects (Fischer, Grammar, 20; Versteegh, Arabic, 90). Heavy and weak syllables function similarly in Greek meter, so the weight of
the metric syllable might have been relevant in the new Greek stress/accent system.
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syllable in the basic word form. The Latin name of the province Ϲαλλουταρία[ϲ] pro Ϲαλουταρίαϲ is the only
instance where an explanation along these lines is difﬁcult (unless we go all the way back to salus). In general,
the individual writers were not systematic in their use of gemination. However, it seems simplest to explain that
it served occasionally as a marker of Greek lexical stress.
Degemination (i.e., writing only one consonant where two would be standard) took place more rarely but
mostly in similar places to gemination. This apparent caution suggests that the risk of erroneous gemination
was recognised by some writers, and, when trying to avoid it, they occasionally ended up using hypercorrected
single consonants. Gemination and degemination did not occur in the texts of the same writer. We may also note
that, while gemination was most common with nasals and sibilants, there are no examples of the degemination of
nasals and only two of sibilants. In contrast, liquids were more often degeminated than geminated.30 The word
ἐκκληϲία (or ἐκκληϲιαϲτικόϲ) was quite often written with a single stop: ἐκληϲ- (e.g., 2, 12, 17, 25, 37, 42 m4,
m7, 62, 76 m4, 85, 87) but sometimes also according to the norm (31, 39, 48, 49 m3, 55, 64).31
Sound /v/. The Latin consonantal u (v) was transcribed either with <ου> or <β> (cf. Gignac, Phonology,
68–70). In Petra, it seems that the ﬁrst alternative was used before /a/, in Οὐάληϲ, Οὐαλέριοϲ, and the second
alternative before /e/ and /i/, in Βίκτωρ, ἰνβεντάριον, ἴνβεντον, and βέρβα. The word Φλάουιοϲ was always
abbreviated as Φλ( ), so we do not know which letter(s) the people of Petra would have used for the /v/ sound.
The forms Φλάβιοϲ, Φλαβία, and Φλαβιανόϲ also appear in the papyrological corpus but seem to be quite
exceptional, with only 39 examples in the Papyrological Navigator.
NUMERALS
The use of numerals in dates varied, especially since there were several systems used (see P. Petra III,
pp. 7–11). The Roman date contained cardinal numbers, e.g., τὸ ιθ̣ πρὸ τρειῶν καλανδῶν Ἰανουαρίων (25).
The Macedonian date had either ordinal numbers with or without καί in ﬁgures above twelve, e.g., μηνὸϲ
Λῴου εἰκοϲτῇ ἐνάτῃ (23) and μηνὸϲ Περιτίου πεντεκαιδεκάτῃ (25), or substantival numerals ending in -άϲ,
e.g., [μηνὸ]ϲ Γορπ[ιαίο]υ τριακάδι (66).32 The use of the substantival numeral in dates can already be found in
Ptolemaic papyri, e.g., P. Eleph. Wagner 1.3 (3rd c. b.c.): ἤτουϲ (l. ἔτουϲ) δωδεκάτου Ἁθὺρ τετράδι καὶ εἰκάδι.
DATIVE
The use of the dative case was generally falling out of use already in the Hellenistic period. However, in
Byzantine high-register literature, the dative was used even more widely than before due to its Atticist tendency.
The dative was a marker of style, though it did not always adhere to Attic conventions. It has also been suggested
that the use of the dative increased in the Byzantine period not only in high-level literature but in all text types
(Wahlgren, Case, Style and Competence). Recent studies on syncretism of the dative case show that, in Greek
papyri in the Roman and Byzantine periods, there was a steadily increasing tendency to replace the dative with
genitive or accusative.33 However, the (personal) dative was not lost in the secondary object function of the
dative in the vernacular before the tenth century.34
We do ﬁnd the dative used in the Petra papyri in a variety of functions, which can be categorized roughly
as follows: 1) verbal complement (i.e., as secondary object—recipient or possessor); 2) instrumental (temporal
or spatial); 3) with prepositions.
In requests for transfer of taxation, the verb ἐπιϲτέλλω (“order, command”) is formulaically used, taking as a

30. In 22 a personal name Ichmallos was written with two lambdas, [Οβεδουϲ Ιχμ]α̣ λ λου, by the scribe, but with only one, Οβεδουϲ
Ιχμαλου, by the signatory Flavius Ailianos, son of Monaxios (m4).
31. Cf. Gignac, Phonology, 160, where this same word features very prominently with a single kappa.
32. Cf. Gignac, Morphology, 205.
33. Stolk, Case Variation; with focus especially on the personal pronouns.
34. Horrocks, Greek, 185, based on Humbert, Disparition du datif; cf. also Wahlgren, Case, Style and Competence.
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complement the second-person singular pronoun in the dative, ϲοι, often followed by a deﬁnite article, honoriﬁc
title, and the name of the person to whom the request was addressed, all in the dative case, e.g., ἐπιϲτέλλω ϲ̣ οι τῷ
αἰδεϲιμωτ(άτῳ) Βαϲιλ̣ είῳ καὶ τοῖϲ κατὰ και̣ρὸν αἰδεϲ[ι]μ̣ ω̣τ(άτοιϲ) ὑπο̣ δ̣[έ]κ̣ ταιϲ (19 12–13; see also 23–25). The
personal pronoun could also be replaced with the possessive personal pronoun ϲόϲ (“thy, thine”) and an abstract
honoriﬁc noun, e.g., ἐπιϲ[τέλλ]ω τῇ ϲῇ αἰδεϲιμώτ(ητι) (l. αἰδεϲιμότητι) (4 8). The person to whom the order was
addressed is also presented in the dative case at the beginning of the request. In 3 3 the addressee precedes the
verb, and the verb is then followed by a direct object in the accusative: ἐ̣π̣ιϲτέλλω τὰ̣ ὑ̣ ποτ̣ετ̣α̣γ̣μέ̣ ν̣α̣ (cf. 25 2–4).
In 23 4, the recipient is greeted as in a letter, and the pronoun is also included: ϲοὶ τῷ εὐδοκιμω̣ τ̣ (άτῳ) Ἀλφε̣ ίῳ
Οὐάλεντοϲ δημοϲίῳ χαρτ[ο]φύλακει χα(ίρειν).
Another group of verbs which took a personal dative as the secondary object denote the transfer of property
to others—i.e., giving, donating, or selling (e.g., δίδωμι, ἐκχωρέω, παρέχω, πιπράϲκω, τίθημι, and their
compounds with prepositional preﬁxes). Dative pronouns were used with ﬁnite forms of these verbs as well as
with participles.35 In this function, the dative seems to have been very stable, as there was no confusion with
other cases, and even the less educated Group C writer of 6 correctly used with δίδωμι the dative cases of both
the ﬁrst- and third-person pronouns. The plural ﬁrst-person pronoun was very rarely found in the dative in
Petra but is found with δίδωμι in 55 115, ἐ̣ κδοθ̣ ῆνα̣ ι ἡμῖν τὰ π̣ επραγμένα. In 39, both ἡμῖν and ὑμῖν/ὑμεῖν are
exceptionally well attested, most often as secondary objects, e.g., π̣ α̣ρέχω̣ μ̣ ε ν ὑμεῖν (39 288). The likely reason
for the frequent use of the plural forms of the ﬁrst- and second-person personal pronouns only in 39 is the fact
that a large part of this text is written in direct speech, whereas contracts more often employ the third person
and singular number.
The verb ὑπάρχω (“belong to”) 36 has received a detailed treatment in Stolk, Phraseological Variation. Stolk
notes that the genitive case gained more ground as the complement of ὑπάρχω to indicate the possessor over
against the previously more common dative complement. According to Stolk, the genitive was generally used
by the sixth century. In Petra, we see some ﬂuctuation between the genitive and dative with ὑπάρχω, but the
dative was indeed still being employed. It is worth considering this in more detail. First, as Stolk shows, the
verb could be used in three types of construction: 1) verbal use (ὑπάρχει μοι); 2) attributive use of the participle
(τὰ ὑπαρχοντά μοι noun); and 3) substantival use of the participle (τὰ ὑπαρχοντά μοι/μου πάντα). In the third
case, where the participle is modiﬁed by πάϲ, it was understood as a substantive (“all possessions”), which could
again be modiﬁed by a normal genitive possessor. In the Byzantine period, the ﬁrst type was used much less
frequently than the second and third types (only 3%; see Table 1 in Stolk). It was more popular in the Ptolemaic
period (29%), though even then the second type was the most common (61%). In light of these ﬁgures, it is
interesting that, in Petra, we ﬁnd an example of the verbal use in a.d. 539–40: 19 3 χωρίον ἀμπ̣ ελικὸν ἐμοὶ
τ[ῷ] Θεοδώρῳ ὑ̣ π̣άρχει (“I, Theodoros, own a plot of vineyard”). The document is an epistalma, so the writer
belonged to Group A. Participial uses were, of course, more frequent than the verbal ones, and the third type
with a genitive possessor seems to prevail in our material, e.g., πά̣ ν̣τα α[ὐ]τῶν̣ τὰ [ὑπάρχοντα] κ̣ α̣ὶ ̣ ὑπάρ̣ ξον[τα
πράγματα] (1 76); τῶν ἐν Ϲερίλ[ων ὑπαρ]χ̣ [όντων] πατ̣ρ̣ῴων αὐτοῦ πάντων̣ (18 6; cf. also 50 132, 51 167).

35. 1 20 [πάντα τὰ] ἐκχωρηθέντα αὐτῷ, 39 τὰ αὐτῷ διαφέροντα, 75 ὑπ̣ οθ̣ ή̣μ̣ ενοι (l. ὑποθέμενοι) ἀλλήλοιϲ; 3 4 παρέχειν τῷ̣ α̣ ὐτῷ λαμπρο(τάτῳ)
Πα̣ ν̣ολβ̣ ίῳ; 6 11 ἔδοκα αὐτ  (l. ἔδωκα αὐτῷ), 13–15 οὐκ ἀνέδοκεν (l. ἀνέδωκεν) μοι αὐτά; 23 7 δ̣ [ι]αφερο[ύϲ]ηϲ ἐ̣ [μο]ὶ̣, 9 παραδο[ὺ]ϲ̣
αὐτῷ, 12 τὴν ἐπ[ι]γεγραμμένην μοι, 15–16 (m2) τῆϲ ἐπιγεγραμμ[έν]ηϲ (l. τὴν ἐπιγεγραμμ[έν]ην) μοι; 25 4 πέπρα[κα] τῷ θεοφιλ̣ εϲτάτ[ῳ]
Φιλου̣ μ̣ έ[ν]ῳ, 4–5 τ[ὴ]ν διαφέρουϲάν μ[οι] ἐπί[ρρυ]τον μ[ίαν γ]εωργίαν; 28 71 προϲθέντων κἀμοὶ (l. καὶ ἐμοὶ) παρὰ ϲοῦ; 29 αὐτῷ
δοθέντα; δ̣ οθείϲη̣ ϲ̣ [αὐτῷ]; π̣ ε̣ [ρὶ] τῶν̣ [π]ρ̣ [ο]γ̣ [εγ]ρ̣ αμμένων αὐτ[ῷ πα]ρ̣ [α]τ̣εθέντων [καὶ] αὐτῷ̣ παρ’ αὐτοῦ δοθέντων; δέδωκεν κατὰ
τὸ προϲὸν αὐτῷ; 31 [λ]όγον̣ δέδωκα ϲ̣ ο̣ι ϲ̣ τέργειν; 39 191–92 ἔ̣ δωκ̣ ε ν ἐμοὶ ἀν̣ έδρ̣ α̣ϲ̣τ̣[ο]ν̣ [καὶ ἄκαιρο]ν ὅρκον, 259 τοῦτο δεδομένον
τοῖϲ βουλομένοιϲ, 462 τοῦ̣ π̣ ρ̣α̣θέντοϲ Λεοντίῳ Θαανούμου, 487 ὅτ]ι ἔδοξ̣ ε ν δοῦ̣ ναι Λεοντίῳ τῷ μακαρ(ιωτάτῳ), 492 ἐτύπωϲα δοῦναι
τῷ μακαρ(ιωτάτῳ) ϲου πατρὶ; 40 2 π̣ ρ[αθ]έντων μ̣ [ο]ι, 4 πέπ̣ ρακά ϲο̣ [ι], 6 παραδε̣ δ̣οκότο<ϲ> (l. παραδεδωκότοϲ) ϲοι, 7 [τ]ὸ πραθέν̣
[ϲ]ο̣ ι παρ’ ἐμ[οῦ]; 41 col. iii 4 ὅτι πέπρα[κέ]ν ϲοι, 9 π[ωλ]ῆϲαι μ̣ οι, 13 τῆ̣ ς̣ οἰκήϲεω[ϲ] π̣ ραθείϲηϲ μ[ο]ι παρὰ τ̣οῦ ϲοῦ π̣ [ατρὸ]ϲ; 50 143
δι̣[ηνεκὲϲ παραδέ]δοκα ϲοι ϲοματικῶϲ, 151 διη̣ [νεκὲϲ παραδέδω]κά ϲοι ϲωματικῶϲ; 70 6 περιποιεῖν ϲοι, 8 ]μα̣ ι ποιϲέ (l. ποιῆϲαί) ϲοι
τὴν παρούϲη[ν ἀπόδειξιν], 25 (m3) ] παρ̣ α̣δε̣ δ[ω]κότα̣ ϲ ϲο̣ ι ν[.
36. Literally, ὑπάρχω means “exist.” As in the dative of possession, however, “there exists an X to Y” amounts to “Y owns an X.”

16

THE PETRA PAPYRI V

Unfortunately, in many cases the possessor is lost in a gap, but it has usually been restored in the genitive. One
example of a dative can be found, again with a Group A writer: μέρο̣ [ϲ δί]μοιρ̣ ον̣ [τού]των τῶν ὑ̣ [π]αρχόντω̣ [ν]
αὐτῷ [] των̣ (4 4). The uncertain word following the dative leaves open the question of whether we should
take this as an attributive or substantive use of the participle.37
In addition to ὑπάρχω, the verb λαγχάνω is also common in the Petra papyri. Used with a similar meaning
as ὑπάρχω, λαγχάνω denotes property which had fallen into one’s lot or share. The participle is always used
attributively, and, if present, the possessor is always in the dative.38 The verbal use is somewhat more common
than with ὑπάρχω: it is used intransitively in 30 and 3139 but transitively in 1740 (see ll. 62–64 comm. and p. 88
for a discussion).
The impersonal ἔξεϲτι (“it is allowed, possible”) appears in the Petra papyri with dative personal complements
(“to whom something was possible”): 1 42 ἐξεῖναι τῷ βουλομένῳ πιπρ[ά]ϲ̣ [κειν; 17 112–13 πρὸ̣ [ϲ τῷ] ἐξ̣εῖναι
αὐτῷ Ἐπιφανίῳ ἐπιβῆναι ἐπὶ τῷ δώματι (“in addition, that the said Epiphanios be allowed to enter onto the
roof of the house”). Another similar structure appeared with the verb (ϲυν)δοκέω, with a dative complement
(“it seems good to someone, they agree”), e.g., ὁμοίωϲ δὲ καὶ τοῦτο αὐτοῖϲ ϲυνέδοξεν (1 44).41 The dative here
was sometimes replaced by the genitive preceded by the preposition μεταξύ, e.g., ὡϲ ἔδοξεν μεταξὺ αὐτ̣[ῶ]ν
(30 146). This seems to have taken place mostly in participial phrases.42
Apart from the dative “proper,” dative is also used independently in the instrumental sense,43 found in Petra
especially in legal phrases, e.g., 18 51 [τῷ ἰδ]ίῳ αὐτοῦ κινδύνῳ̣ ; 10 12 ἰδιο (l. ἰδίῳ) μου κινδ[ύνῳ]; 17 31, 120
ἰδίοιϲ πόνοιϲ κ(αὶ) ἀναλώμαϲιν; 1 6–7 ἑκουϲίᾳ αὐτ[ῶν] γνώμῃ καὶ αὐθερέτο  (l. αὐθαιρέτῳ) πρ[ο]α̣ ιρέϲει; 17
62, 72, 76, 89, 135, 159, 176, 198, 21444 ἀκολούθωϲ ταῖϲ πηχθ(είϲαιϲ) ὁρ(ο)θ(εϲίαιϲ). Body parts constituted a
middle category between locative and instrumental uses and thus often appear in the signatures of our texts in
the dative, e.g., χειρὶ ἐμῇ (“with my own hand”). The legal phrases and instrumental usage were familiar also
to Nonnos, a Group C writer, e.g., 37 22 εἰδ[ίῳ μο]υ κυνδύνῳ, and 45 χειρὶ.
The locatival dative occurs mostly in prepositional phrases.45 Of course, the preposition ἐν with the dative was
commonplace in Petra, e.g., ἐν αὐλῇ ποτε Οὐάλεντ[οϲ] Ῥ̣ ωμανοῦ (17 201).46 As time was typically conceived of
metaphorically in spatial terms, the same construction was used temporally as well, e.g., ἐν μη̣ ν̣ὶ ̣ Λωί̣ῳ̣ (18 21).
However, there are also some instances of the dative without preposition used temporally (the regular expression
for “time at which” in Classical Attic), all of which occur in receipts in which the expression is abbreviated
and/or restored, but the omission of the preposition seems clear, and, at least in 10 7, we see that the case used
was the dative.47 In addition, ἐν with the dative represents the so-called container metaphor,48 for which we
have several examples in Petra, denoting in which document something had previously been agreed, e.g., ἐν
τ̣οῖϲ α̣ [ὐτ]οῖϲ ὑπομ̣ νη̣ ϲ̣τ̣ικ̣ οῖϲ (4 5).
The dative also appears in legal phrases with the comitative preposition ϲύν, e.g., ϲὺν παντὶ δικαίῳ (“with
every right,” e.g., 17) and ϲὺν θεῷ (e.g., 3 8, 23 13, 24 3). Only a couple of uncertain cases are attested

37. The space seems too large to accommodate merely πάντων, nor do the traces quite ﬁt. It is not totally out of the question that a nu could
have followed after αυτω, producing the genitive αὐτῶν, but the plural pronoun would be strange since Panolbios was the referent.
38. 3 7 ἐκ̣ τοῦ λαχόντοϲ αὐτῷ τρίτου [μέρουϲ] (cf. also l. 6); 17 63 ]ἐ̣ ν̣ [α]ὐτῷ τῷ λαχόντι αὐτῷ [], 120 λαχ̣όντοϲ τῷ Βάϲϲῳ ἀδελφῷ (cf.
l. 212); 30 103 τοῦ λαχόντοϲ τῷ εὐδοκιμωτ(άτῳ), 221 λαχόντοϲ μοι.
39. 30 46 [ὃ ἔλαχεν] Θεοδώρῳ̣ , 88 ἔλαχεν αὐτῷ; 31 40 ἔ̣ λα̣ χ̣ε̣ ν̣ τῷ αὐτ[ῷ θε]οφιλεϲτάτ[ῳ], 158 ο̣ [ἰ]κήματα ἔλαχεν τῷ α̣ ὐτῷ.
40. E.g., l. 136 ὁμοίωϲ ἔ̣ λ̣αχεν ὁ αὐτὸϲ αἰδ(εϲιμώτατοϲ) ᾿Επιφάνιοϲ, 138 ἔλαχεν καὶ Ϲαβεῖ[νοϲ.
41. See also 1 36, 55; 29 46–47; 36 89; 39 450, 491; 51 103, 137; 56 33.
42. Cf. 23 11 τὰ μεταξὺ̣ μοῦ καὶ αὐτοῦ ϲ̣ [υν]δεδογ̣ μ ένα; 42 40?; 43 137–38 [τὰ μεταξὺ] μοῦ καὶ ϲοῦ δόξ̣ [αν]τα (cf. ll. 123–24); 52 125
[πάν]τα τὰ μεταξὺ μοῦ (καὶ) αὐτοῦ δόξαντα.
43. Luraghi, On the Meaning, 63.
44. This list includes only the instances where the dative article is wholly or partly preserved.
45. Luraghi, On the Meaning, 63.
46. Note also 17 211 δ̣ ι ε̣ ϲταλμένον ἐν τῇ ῥύμῃ (“opening to the street”). This usage may reﬂect direction or location.
47. 7 5 [ἐγράφ]ε μη(νὶ) (l. [ἐγράφ]η), 10 7 ἐγράφ(η) μη(νὶ) Λῴῳ, 48 45 ἐγράφ(η) μ[ηνὶ].
48. For the semantic roles of ἐν, see Luraghi, On the Meaning, 82–94.49..
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outside of such expressions, viz. ϲὺν αὐ[τοῖϲ] (22 103) and ϲὺν̣ π̣ α̣ρ̣αφέρνο̣ ιϲ (42 53). For this comitative sense,
the preposition μετά with genitive was far more common, as was true throughout the history of Greek from
Classical times onwards. It is rather noteworthy that ϲύν appears at all, because it was generally rare already in
Koine Greek as, e.g, in the New Testament.49
OTHER VARIATIONS OF THE MORPHOLOGICAL CASE
There may be an accusative form instead of the expected dative in the witness statement of 43 159 (m5):
πα[]ρ̣ ήμ̣ ε ν Θ̣ ωμᾷν instead of παρήμην Θωμᾷ. This phrase, however, uses the dative in a similar statement a few
lines before (l. 152: παρέμεν Θομᾷ), and, since the patronymic of Thomas begins with a nu (Νικηφόρου), we
might take this simply as an instance of dittography.50
In 37 37, we cannot be sure if the writer actually intended to use the dative case or if he meant to use the
accusative but instead wrote omegas of omikrons: τὼ ἀζέμιω[ν] pro τὸ ἀζήμιον. However, since he confuses ο
and ω in other places, too, while this same line has accusative plurals ending in -ουϲ, it is probable that he did
mean to use the accusative and that this is just an example of shaky spelling.
The accusative of the words θυγάτηρ and μήτηρ is, in Petra, at least occasionally written -αν instead of -α:
[κα]τ̣[α]λεῖψαι τ̣[ὴν αὐτὴν Ϲτεφανοῦν] τὴν κοϲμιοτάτην γαμετὴν̣ [μ]ὲν Θεο̣ [δ]ώρου, αὐτοῦ δὲ [Πατροφίλου]
θυγατέραν (l. θυγατέρα) (1 29); ὡϲ εἰ ϲυμβῇ Πα̣ λλαδ[ί]αν τὴν εὐλαβεϲτάτην [μ]ητέραν̣ (l. μητέρα) (1 56);
Θεοδώραν τὴν αὐτῆϲ θυγατήραν (l. θυγατέρα) (52 143).51 This is a sign of the partial merger of the ﬁrstand third-declension case endings.52 However, in 55, the correct accusative form is repeatedly used (τὴν ἐμὴν
μητέρα). In the other texts where θυγάτηρ and μήτηρ occur, they are used in the genitive or dative. The word
πατήρ is correctly inﬂected in the accusative as πατέρα (and πατήρα) in 19 and 39, and γυνή as γυναῖκα in 39.
In a list (6) where other items were in the accusative, the nominative singular (ὄρνιϲ) is used for six birds
instead of the expected accusative plural (ὄρνιθαϲ). Another possible case of a nominative instead of an accusative
is 18 52, ὑ̣ π̣ο̣θέμενοι pro ὑποθεμένουϲ, but this scribe also had problems in distinguishing ου / οι.
Perhaps an accusative plural (τυγχάνονταϲ) was used instead of the genitive plural (τυγχανόντων) in 55 19
(repeated in the other copies, once as τυγ̣ χάνοντε[ϲ], once with gemination). However, the syntax in this passage
is not altogether clear.
A genitive instead of an accusative is found in the signature of Dusarios in 23 15 (m2): τῆϲ ἐπιγεγραμμ[έν]ηϲ
pro τὴν ἐπιγεγραμμένην, which is supposed to agree with ϲυντέλιαν, located some distance away in the following
line. This word was most likely attracted to the subsequent word, in genitive.
PREPOSITIONS
The most common preposition used in the Petra papyri is εἰϲ, although κατά is almost as popular. These two
are followed (in a rough quantitative order) 53 by ἐν, ἀπό, παρά, ἐκ (ἐξ), πρόϲ, ὑπέρ, ἐπί, μετά, διά, ὑπό, πρό,
and περί. The least frequent are ἀνά (once) and ἀντί (twice). This order of frequency is in line with the general
development of the Greek prepositions, as evidenced, for example, in the Gospel of Mark: in addition to ἀνά
and ἀντί, which did not occur at all in Mark, the absence of ἀμφί is also in common with our material, replaced
by περί, and only six occurrences are attested in the whole papyrological corpus.54

49. Cf. Bortone, Greek Prepositions, 184: “μετά supplants ϲύν; the fact that the latter required a dative was probably a factor.”
50. See also 43 159 comm. for speculation caused by the space within the verb πα[]ρ̣ ήμ̣ εν.
51. In 52, the papyrus breaks off right after θυγατήραν, so we cannot exclude the possibility that the nu in fact belonged to the following word.
52. See Horrocks, Greek, 120–21 and 286. Cf. also Gignac, Morphology, 45, for similar examples in the words “mother,” “daughter,” and
“father.”
53. The Index does not give an accurate count of preserved instances, because restored words are included.
54. In a search querying #αμφι# in the Papyrological Navigator (June 14, 2016), three of the hits returned occur in very fragmentary
positions and one is probably the beginning of a name. On prepositions in the Gospel of Mark, see Bortone, Greek Prepositions, 178
(Table 5.1), cf. 184.
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Some of the prepositions are worth examining more closely (on ἐν and ϲύν, see above). The preposition εἰϲ
usually expresses the time up to which a certain state of affairs was to continue55 (often “forever,” εἰϲ τὸν ἑξῆϲ
ἅπαντα χρόνον) or a target (including humans) to(wards) which an action was directed,56 εἰϲ τοὺϲ κατὰ καιρὸν
ὑποδέκτ[αϲ], or εἰϲ κληρονόμουϲ (51 20).
The preposition ἀπό occurs only with inanimate nouns, most often with the (indiction) year, which explains
its frequency in our contracts. However, as noted by Bortone, ἀπό was, in Hellenistic and later Greek, gaining
ground on ἐκ (ἐξ). In Petra, ἐκ is the more common of the two, e.g., when a person’s place of residence is given,
but we do also ﬁnd, e.g., ὁρμώ[μενοϲ] ἀπὸ τοῦ αὐτοῦ κάϲτρου (59 6–7), and ἀπό could be connected with words
like “house” or “inheritance,” e.g., ἀπὸ τοῦ δόματ̣οϲ (6 7).
The preposition διά is used both with animate and inanimate headwords and most often with the genitive case
(e.g., 10 9, 16 διὰ ϲοῦ, or 55 73 διὰ ταύτηϲ μου τῆϲ νόϲου). The accusative appears in a few cases, e.g., with the
substantivized inﬁnitive in 39 (e.g., ll. 249, 317, 454, but genitive in l. 245) and 84 21 (διὰ τὸ εἶναι) and only twice
with a noun (39 316 δ̣ιὰ τὴν εἰρημένην; 56 30 διὰ τὸν Κύριον). Whether there was a semantic difference between
the use of the accusative and genitive is difﬁcult to assess, because the examples are so fragmentary.57 However,
the development through which the accusative became the most common case used with all prepositions had not
yet taken place in the Greek of Petra.58 The accusative also prevailed with the preposition κατά.
The preposition ἐπί could govern all three cases, between which there was signiﬁcant semantic overlap.59 In
Petra, ἐπί is also attested with the three cases, though the dative is clearly the most frequent. With prepositions
where a semantic distinction was otherwise sharp between cases, it was still clear as well in Petra. Thus, μετά
denoted “after” with the accusative, e.g., μετὰ τὴν ὑπ(ατείαν), μετὰ ταῦτα, μετὰ δὲ θάνατον, and “with” with
the genitive, e.g., μετὰ κληρονόμων αὐτῶν διαδόχων, μετὰ ϲυναινέϲεωϲ.60
The prepositions παρά and ὑπό occur with all oblique cases but mostly express the agent with the genitive of
animate nouns, e.g., 39 488 ὑπὸ Ἀβοῦ Χερέβου τοῦ φυλάρχου. As expected, παρά is somewhat more frequent
than ὑπό, as παρά was used in postclassical prose more widely than ὑπό, a style that was falsely considered an
Atticism.61 The often fragmentary context of our occurrences precludes a detailed analysis of the verb types
here, but it should sufﬁce to say that both agentive expressions could be used in the same sentence:
πάντα τὰ παρ’ ἐμοῦ καταλιμπαννόμενα οἱαδήποτε πράγματα διοικεῖϲθαι ὑπὸ Κηρ[υ]κ̣ οῦ Πέτρου (55 73–74)
“All the belongings whatsoever I leave behind should be administrated by Kerykos, son of Petros.”
τῆϲ ἀγ̣αθῆϲ πίϲτεωϲ παρὰ ϲοῦ ἐπηρ̣ [ωτημένηϲ κα]ὶ ϲοῖ ὑπὸ ἐμοῦ ὡμολογη̣ [μ]ένηϲ (59 30–31)
“Good faith has been asked by you and agreed upon for you by me.”
The preposition παρά with the dative of a personal pronoun is found in the autograph subscriptions of
Theodoros and Stephanos (archdeacon and deacon) in 39 513, 522 ἐπὶ τοῖϲ τεθεῖϲιν παρ᾿ αὐτῷ ἐνεχύροιϲ. This
is not to be understood as an expression of agency, however, in spite of the translation (“on the sureties placed
by him”) but rather in a more concrete sense, (“beside him;” see comm.). In addition, ὑπό with the dative is
found in the fragmentary text of 2 164 and with an inanimate noun in 39 337 (ὑπ̣ ὸ̣ [τῇ] ἁψῖδι); at least in the
latter case, the meaning is “under.”
The preposition παρά is found with an accusative only in a monetary context, namely when carats were
subtracted from solidi, παρὰ κεράτια x (“minus x carats”).62 The original meaning of proximity denoted by

55. Cf. Luraghi, On the Meaning, 110.
56. Cf. Luraghi, On the Meaning, 107–9.
57. Moreover, the semantic difference between the genitive and accusative with διά is a complicated issue; see Luraghi, On the Meaning,
168–87.
58. See, e.g., Bortone, Greek Prepositions, 183–84.
59. Luraghi, On the Meaning, 298.
60. For the predominance of the accusative also in the meaning “with” in Medieval Greek, cf. Bortone, Greek Prepositions, 204–5.
61. Hult, Syntactic Variation, 37–39.
62. See 55 24–25 comm. for the solidi and carats.
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παρά with the accusative (“beside”) was transformed to express abstract location (“beyond/below”) and, as
here, “apart from.”63 On the other hand, ὑπό with the accusative is attested only in one fragmentary place (52
84 ὑπὸ τὴν κρεαν).
Bortone notes that the use of the so-called “improper” prepositions (i.e., prepositions that cannot act as
preﬁxes) clearly increased in Hellenistic Greek.64 In Petra, the number of improper prepositions is not very
signiﬁcant, with the exception of the rather common μεταξύ. For some reason, quite many of them appear
solely in 17 (ἐγγύϲ, ἔνδοθεν, ὀπίϲω, πληϲίοϲ, ὑποκάτω), or in only a few other documents (ἔξωθεν, ἐπάνω).
Somewhat more widespread were ἐκτόϲ, ἕνεκεν, ἐντόϲ (ἔντοϲθεν only in 39), ἔμπροϲθεν, ἔξωθεν, ἕωϲ, μέχρι(ϲ),
and χωρίϲ.
OPTATIVES AND SUBJUNCTIVES
The construction comprising conditional εἰ with the optative was revived in the Byzantine period after
an epoch in which it had been virtually absent. This construction is found in the papyri both in Petra and in
Egypt.65 In Petra, there are fewer than ten instances, all of which occur in formulaic contract clauses, presenting
different scenarios and their implications for the contract: 1 67–68 ἔτι δὲ κα̣ [ὶ ϲυνέδοξεν ὡϲ] εἰ φανείη ὁ
εὐδ̣ ο̣κ̣[ιμότατοϲ Πατρ]όφι[λοϲ] (“if the most honorable Patrophilos should turn out”); 4 6, 9 εἰ οὕτω τύχοι (“if it
should so happen,” referring to possible extraordinary taxes); 17 225–27 εἰ δέ τιϲ αὐτῶν πιραθείη (l. πειραθείη)
παραβῆ[ν]αί τι τῶν προγεγραμμένων (“But if any one of them should attempt to violate any of the abovewritten (clauses)” and similarly in 29 171–73, 51 154–55, and 64 116); and 52 116 εἰ ἕλοιτο. The only example
of a present optative with εἰ is 42 46–47 [εἰ δὲ] τελ̣ ευτᾶν μέλλοι (“if she should be about to die;” cf. future
periphrases, below). Since the Petra material consists mainly of contracts, conditional clauses are common. The
regular alternative construction here is εἰ (or ἐάν) with an aorist subjunctive, e.g., 1 18: ὡϲ εἰ μὲν ϲ̣ υμβῇ (“that if
it should happen;” cf. also ll. 26, 42, 56); 55 16, 35, 55, 73, 88, 104: εἴγε διὰ ταύτηϲ μου τῆϲ νόϲου τοῦ παρόντοϲ
βίου ὑπεξέλθω (“if, indeed, I do withdraw from the present life through this illness”). However, the imperfect
indicative is also used as an alternative for the optative in conditional clauses, e.g., 39 187 εἰ δ᾿ ἔ̣θελ̣ ον - - - τὴν
ὑδραγωγίαν - - - μεταγαγε̣ ῖν̣.
For optatives independently denoting a wish, we only have three examples. They are again all formulaic
additions appearing in both the present and aorist (cf. Mandilaras, Verb, §627–29): 1 22–24 ὅπερ ἀπείη (“let this
not happen”); 31 136 π̣ αντ̣ελῶϲ ἐφ’ ὅϲον περιε̣ ίῃ̣ ̣ χρόνον (“altogether as long as he lives”); 42 32–33 [γένοιτο]
ἢ μὲ (l. μὴ) γένοιτο (“should it happen or not”).
For the potential optative (i.e., optative with ἄν), we have only two examples from the same document, though
neither has a strictly potential sense and both seem to convey a generic meaning: 51 23–27 [ὧν] ἄν βουληθ̣ ε̣ίη̣
(“as he would wish”); 117 ἀϲτοχίαν ὁποίαϲ ἄν εἴη καὶ ϲυμ[β- (“failing, whichever kind it should be”). Again, the
aorist subjunctive with ἄν (the regular expression of generic meaning) also appears, e.g., 31 186 ὡ̣ ϲ ἂν β̣ ούλ̣ ηται
(“as he would wish”); 51 95 κἄν τε ἐπιμελέθη, κἄν τε ἀμελ[έθη] (“whether it would be cared for or neglected”);
52 13 ὁϲάκειϲ ἂν ϲυμβῇ αὐτοὺϲ (“as often as it would happen that they”); 61 63 καὶ ἄν τιϲ ἐπέλ̣ [θῃ?] (“and if
someone would proceed”). It is not clear what form was meant by ἔχει in 39 153: ὡϲ ἂν εἰϲ ϲ̣ ήμερον ἔχει δίκαιον
(“claiming that he still today has this right.” It may have been a correctly written present indicative, or a poorly
spelled optative ἔχοι or subjunctive ἔχῃ (i.e., “as if he had”).
PAST TENSE FORMS
The perfect tense, like the dative, was in a process of disappearing often characterized as a merger of the
63. See Luraghi, On the Meaning, 144–45; Luraghi offers lengthy discussions on both παρά (pp. 131–45) and ὑπό (pp. 225–43), explaining
the shift from the original meanings towards agentivity.
64. Bortone, Greek Prepositions, 180; see also 118–19 for the term and a list of the most common “improper” prepositions.
65. See Mandilaras, Verb, §649, Gagos—van Minnen, Settling a Dispute, 82–83 comm.
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aorist and perfect.66 However, like the dative, in Byzantine literature the perfect was used as a marker of high
style, though there was variation between different genres.67 Ioannes Malalas in particular stands out, as his
texts almost entirely lack the perfect tense. This is probably one of the reasons why he is generally thought to
be closer to the vernacular than most other authors. In the Petra papyri, the aorist is clearly dominant over the
perfect, and the aorist is often used with the function of a perfect. In fact, ﬁnite perfect forms are extremely
rare if we exclude the formulaic πεποίημαι in signatures.68 Evidence of confusing different aorist stems and
endings is also very rare, but an interesting case is, e.g., ἐλά̣ θεϲεν pro ἔλαθεν(?) (39 332).69 The imperfect
appears occasionally, e.g., 39 298 ἐδόκουν but 450, 461, 477, 489, 491 ἔδοξεν.70 In the case of the verb “to be,”
the Koine imperfect conjugations (ἤμην as the ﬁrst person singular instead of ἦ/ἦν) appear regularly in the
witness statements.71
Non-ﬁnite perfect forms are another matter, however, and the perfect passive participle is the only ancient
perfect form to survive even in Modern Greek. In Petra, participles are abundant, often used as nouns, e.g., π̣ ερὶ
τῶν ὑποτεταγμένων (1 11). Probably the most popular ones are εἰρημένοϲ (“the said”) and προγεγραμμένοϲ
(“the above-written”), which belong to Byzantine administrative and legal phraseology. The perfect inﬁnitive,
too, appears more often than the ﬁnite forms, e.g., 28 69 διαμεμερίϲθαι; 31 33 δεδωρῆϲθαι; 37 8 ἀ̣ πεϲχηκέν[αι
καὶ] π̣ επληρῶ̣ ϲθαι). These perfect inﬁnitives are all governed by the verb ὁμολογῶ, marking the prior time of
the decision the party has (just) made: “I agree/He agrees to have divided vel sim.”
FUTURE (PERIPHRASES)
The use of the future tense was declining in the Hellenistic and Roman periods, and it was mainly replaced
by the present tense and subjunctive forms.72 Several phonological mergers, e.g., η / ει, and ο / ω (and ου),
made future forms interchangeable with the aorist subjunctives also in other persons than the ﬁrst.73 Since the
subjunctive was also used to indicate future actions, it is no surprise that the forms became indistinguishable.
The Petra papyri evidence a stage in this confusion, as it is not always clear whether a writer is aware of the
difference between the future and the aorist subjunctive. For example, the following forms could simply be taken
as ﬁrst-person singular futures: 18 82–84 (m4) παραϲκευ̣ άϲω, [π]αρήξω, πληρώϲω; 30 225 [κ]αθαροποιήϲω, 235
[καθαροποιήϲω καὶ] βεβαιώϲω.74 However, when the same phrase is used in plural, the forms seem to be those
of aorist subjunctive: 17 220 οἰκο̣ δ[ομή]μ̣ α̣τα ἀ[λ]λ̣ ή̣λ̣ο̣ιϲ̣ ̣ β̣ ε̣β̣α̣ιόϲωϲιν κα̣ ὶ ̣ καθαροποιήϲωϲιν ἀπὸ παντὸ̣ ϲ (“they
will mutually secure all these landholdings and clear them”).75 Furthermore, in one phrase, a passive aorist
subjunctive was accompanied by a form that could be either future or aorist subjunctive: 39 517–18 (m9) εἰ δὲ

66. See, e.g., Horrocks, Greek, 131 and 174–78.
67. Hinterberger, The Synthetic Perfect is an interesting study on what the perfect represented in different authors’ works.
68. One clear case is 1 6 τήνδε τὴν ἔνγραφον ἀϲφάλιαν πεποίηντ̣αι πρὸϲ ἀλλή̣ λ ουϲ, another 41 iii 4 ὅτι πέπρα[κέ]ν ϲοι. In 50 137
(m2), we have a perfect accompanied by an aorist: [ἀντι]δέδωκα καὶ ἀντέλαξα (l. ἀντήλλαξα). Less certain occurrences are 51 110
κ[α]τ̣α̣β̣έ̣β̣λ̣η̣κεν, and 80 23 δέ̣ [δ]ωκεν (the following letters cannot be read with certainty, so it is not sure that what we have here is a
ﬁnite form). In signatures, πεποίημαι is frequently used, e.g., in 1 82 (m2) πεπ[οίημαι], and 37 50 (m2) πεπύεμε.
69. Cf. Horrocks, Greek, 110. The kappa-aorist forms of the verb δίδωμι are quite common in our material, thus the two possible instances
of the perfect reduplication (see previous note) are interesting. As Horrock notes, Greek, 177, reduplication basically lost its signiﬁcance
in the Koine, when the aorist and perfect began to merge.
70. See also 51 3 with comm., ϲυνεδό̣ κει̣ τ̣ [αύ]τη[ν] α̣ ὐτῷ ἐμφυ[τεύϲαϲθαι]. Several imperfect forms appear in 39 (see below).
71. Cf. Horrocks, Greek, 154.
72. Markopoulos, Future, 46–47.
73. Horrocks, Greek 117; Mandilaras, Verb, §540–46
74. See also 40 10 ἀ̣ π̣ὸ τ̣ [οῦ νῦ]ν χ̣ωρ̣ [ή]ϲ̣ ω κα̣ τ̣[ὰ] τ̣ [οῦ] Γεωρ[γ]ί̣ου; 61 81 [] π̣ ω̣λήϲῃ τῶ̣ ν κληρ(ονόμων); 65 10 κατε̣ δεξάμην καὶ κουφ[ίϲω]
καὶ β̣ αρήϲ[ω].
75. See 17 220 comm.: “The two forms are to be understood as βεβαιώϲουϲιν and καθαροποιήϲουϲιν, since the future tense is standard in
ﬁnite and participial bebaiosis clauses.” However, the example used there, P. Lond. V 1686.38, has the verb in the ﬁrst person singular,
which does not allow this deduction. A search in the Papyrological Navigator (July 3, 2017) yields only four preserved examples of the
future form βεβαιώϲουϲιν: BGU I 316.30 (359), BGU VI 1222 (144 b.c.) P. Louvre I 10.12 (written βαιβαιώϲουϲι, 1st c.), and PSI VIII
909.19 (44).
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ἐναντιωθῶ καὶ παραιτήϲομαι τοῦτο ποιῆϲα̣ ι (“if I oppose and refuse to do this”).76 In the same subscriptions of
39, we also ﬁnd a form that could be a contract future, though, by this time, the contract future is expected to
have been replaced by the sigmatic future: ll. 506 (m8) and 516 (m9) ἐνμενῶ καὶ ποιή̣ ϲω καὶ πληρώϲω (“I shall
stand by and do and keep my promise”).77 It is, of course, possible to take ἐνμενῶ simply as the present tense.
Even unambiguous future forms are occasionally attested. For example, the third-person singular copula
ἔϲται is used in validity phrases, e.g., κύρια καὶ βέβαια ἔϲται (18 56, 28 52, 65–66, 29 200). In similarly
formulaic expressions, the present and future inﬁnitives may be paralleled, e.g., 29 212, 225 μηδὲ ἀγωγὴν μήτε
δίκην ἔχειν ἢ ἕξειν μὴ κεινεῖν ἢ κεινήϲειν (cf. 57 176). However, occasionally the aorist ending replaces the
future one: 29 207–8, (cf. 244 m2) κ̣ [ύρια] κα̣ ὶ βέβαια καὶ [ἀϲ]ά̣ λ̣ε̣υ̣τα τ̣α̣ῦ̣[τα] ἡ̣ γ̣ ῖϲθαι καὶ εἰϲ ἀεὶ̣ [ἡγ]ήϲαϲθαι;
however, this may have just been an accident (cf. the medial third person plural present and future in 29 147–48
κύ̣ ρ̣ι[̣ α] κ̣ α̣ὶ βέβαια καὶ ε̣ ἰ[̣ ϲχυρὰ καὶ] ἀϲάλευτα ἡ̣ γοῦ̣ νται καὶ ἡγήϲονται̣ τ̣ὰ π̣ α̣ρόντα ἀ̣ [νθ]ομόλογα).78 Similar
coupling of present and future forms in legal phrases occurs with participles, e.g., πάντα μου τὰ ὑπάρχοντα καὶ
ὑπάρξοντ̣α̣ πράγματα 31 297; 61 73; a future participle is also found, e.g., in 4 9 ϲυ̣ μ̣[β]η̣ ϲομένω[ν].
The declining future tense was also replaced by auxiliary verb constructions (i.e., periphrastic forms),
e.g., μέλλω with an inﬁnitive.79 According to Markopoulos, μέλλω with an inﬁnitive gained popularity in the
Hellenistic and Roman periods and remained so in Early Medieval Greek (ﬁfth to tenth century): the tense of the
inﬁnitive in the early medieval papyri was usually aorist. Horrocks, on the other hand, notes ὀφείλω alongside
μέλλω as the earlier auxiliaries in future periphrases; later, ἔχω and θέλω were the preferred alternatives.80
The Petra material contains some examples of μέλλω and ὀφείλω, which occur especially in 39 (for the special
features of 39, see below). However, since the context is often fragmentary, the semantic interpretation (the
futurity) may be uncertain (see the list of examples below). We may also note that the participle of the verb
μέλλω often referred to the future, e.g., 3 8 τῆϲ̣ [ϲὺ]ν θεῷ εἰϲι̣έ ναι μελλού̣ ϲ̣ηϲ δευ̣ τέρ[α]ϲ [ἐπινεμήϲεωϲ].81 In
Petra, μέλλω did not have only aorist inﬁnitives as complements, as was suggested by Markopoulos, but also
present ones. It is noteworthy that the contemporary writer Malalas also used mainly present inﬁnitives as the
complements of μέλλω, including many examples of μέλλω plus τελευτᾶν, as in 42.82 The verb θέλω appears
only in 39, where it can be said to express a wish rather than mere futurity and is never connected with ἵνα.83
Thus, the elements of the Modern Greek future were not yet visible in Petra. All the instances of ὀφείλω in 39
denote past events and unfulﬁlled future actions from the past perspective. As far as other Petra documents are
concerned, it would be possible to interpret the relevant examples involving a reduced sense of obligation and a
corresponding shift towards futurity (the translations are as they stand in the editions). It seems that the verbs
βούλομαι and ἔχω were not used as future auxiliaries in Petra.84

76. The same phrase also occurs in l. 507 (m8), where the letters are uncertain.
77. Cf. Gignac, Morphology, 284.
78. We have also an example of the opposite, of a future stem used with an aorist ending where the aorist was meant: 50 115 καλή[ϲαι ἢ
ἐπ]ελεύ[ϲ]αϲθαι ἢ παραϲαλεῦϲαι; see comm.: “The form ἐπελεύϲαϲθαι joins an aorist ending to a future stem, a common phenomenon
for this verb already in Ptolemaic papyri; see Gignac, Morphology, 333–34. As the two other verbs here display a correct aorist form,
it is clear that the scribe believed ἐπελεύϲαϲθαι to be an aorist as well.”
79. Markopoulos, Future 46–47, 88–91.
80. Horrocks, Greek 130. Markopoulos, Future, 60, dates the ἔχω periphrasis earlier, suggesting that a semantic shift from ability or
obligation to futurity occurred with this auxiliary already in the 1st/2nd century. Markopoulos only examines the auxiliaries μέλλω,
ἔχω, and θέλω.
81. “The coming, God willing, second indiction year;” cf. 4 13, 5 6, 51 4, 21, 59 42, 65 3, 8.
82. D. Kölligan, “Future periphraseis in Malalas,” paper presented in the conference Postclassical Greek: Intersections of Philology and
Linguistics, Mainz, February 2016.
83. Rather, θέλω is connected with a present inﬁnitive in 42 150 ] καὶ θέ[λ]ει οἰκο̣ δ̣[ομε]ῖ̣[ν (“and wishes to build”), ll. 187–88 εἰ δ᾿ ἔ̣θελ̣ ον
π̣ ρὸ [] α̣ ὐ̣τοῦ τὴν ὑδραγωγίαν τῶν οἰκ̣ [ημ]άτων αὐτοῦ μεταγαγε̣ ῖν̣ (“If I wished before his . . . to reroute the water conduit of his
house.”); cf. also ll. 202, 259–61, 415, 429.
84. A possible case of a future auxiliary might be, e.g., 59 17 [ c. 6 ] β̣ ουλόμε̣ ν̣ον ε̣ ἰϲ̣ ̣ ακ̣ ολ̣ [ο]υ̣ θ̣εῖν̣ εἰϲ γ̣ ῆν (“wishing to obey?”), but most
instances clearly denote desire and wish, e.g., 39 224, 317 “my opponent did not want;” 52 123. Only one instance of ἔχω in Petra could
be interpreted as a future periphrasis: 39 259–60 εἶχον πολλοὶ ἀποϲτηρεῖϲθαι (“many people would be deprived of their own rights”).
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39 190 καὶ οὐκ̣ ἔ̣μελλο̣ ν αὐτῷ πε̣ρ̣[ὶ αὐ]τ̣οῖ[ϲ ἐγ]καλῆ̣ [ϲαι] τῶν π̣ ρ̣ο̣δούλω̣ ν̣ τοῦ ὑποκάν̣ π̣ρ̣ο̣υ̣· (“and I
would not accuse him in this matter over the servitudes of the downturning spout?”)
39 210 [ε]ἰ̣ [μ]έ̣λ̣λ̣ε̣ι ἔτ̣ι ̣ δ̣ια̣ ̣ ϲ̣ω̣θῆναι (“if he thinks he can still save himself”)
42 47

[εἰ δὲ] τελ̣ ευτᾶν μέλλοι τοῦ ἀνδρ[ὸϲ ἔτι περιόντοϲ -ca.?- ] (“if she happens to die”)

52 78

μέλλο̣ ν̣το̣ ϲ ἀποκῖϲθαι χρ̣ υϲ̣ί[̣ ο]υ̣ ε̣(“. . . gold to be stored in reserve”)

ὀφείλω: 39 201 ὄφιλεν ὁ ἐμὸ̣ [ϲ] διάδικωϲ κατὰ π̣ α̣[λαιὸν - - - ε]ῖϲ̣θ̣α[ι] (“my opponent should have, according
to the old [custom]”)
39 253 [ὁ ἐμ]ὸ̣ ϲ διάδικοϲ ὡϲ κατέμαθε̣ ν̣ τὰ̣ [ϲ] τ̣[οποθ]ε̣ϲ̣ία̣ ̣ ϲ ὄφιλ̣ ε̣ ν̣ π̣ ε̣ιϲ̣ ̣θ̣ῆ̣[να]ι̣ (“my opponent, as
soon as he learned about the surveys?, should have been persuaded?”)
39 270 ὀφίλω ἔχειν τὸ ἐ̣μὸν αὐλίδρ[ιον] (“I ought to have my outbuilding”)
39 357 ο̣ ὐ̣κ̣ [ὄ]φιλεν εἰϲ τὴν τ̣οιαύ̣ τη̣ ν̣ ϲ̣ υκοφαντίαν ἐ̣λ̣θ̣[ε]ῖ̣ν̣ (“he should not have committed such
chicanery”)
39 405 ὤφε̣λ̣ε̣ν̣ [μ]ὲν ὅτι ἀπέδιξέν με (“he ought to have demonstrated that I”)
51 113 ὀφείλο̣ ντα γεωργεῖν κα̣ [ὶ (“being obliged to cultivate and”)
52 43

]οιϲ μετὰ γεωργῶν ὀφι̣λούϲηϲ ἀγοραϲθῆν[α]ι (“with tenants, due to be bought”)

52 57

ὀ̣ φιλούϲηϲ ἀγοραϲθῆναι κ̣λ̣ (“due to be bought”)

INFINITIVES
Inﬁnitives are used in various way in Petra. Plain inﬁnitives are frequently employed as complements to
verbs, like objects for verbs denoting an order or command (cf. Mandilaras, Verb, §796), e.g., in requests for
the transfer of taxation, where the normal formula is “ἐπιϲτέλλω - - - κουφίϲαι μὲν - - - βαρῆϲαι δὲ.” With
verbs denoting agreement, like the common ὁμολογῶ, an inﬁnitive is used as the object, either in the present or
perfect tense, e.g., [ὁ]μολογῶ ποιεῖν καὶ πληρο̣ [ῖν] (18 64 m2); ὁμολογῶ διαμεμερίϲθαι πρὸϲ ϲὲ (28 69). The
impersonal δοκεῖ (“it is decided”) and ϲυμβαίνει (“it happens”) often received an inﬁnitive complement with the
accusative (cf. Mandilaras, Verb, §791), e.g., ἔδοξε̣ [ν] ἐ̣μ̣ὲ παρέχειν (3); ἔ̣δοξε[ν] ἐμὲ - - - μέροϲ δίμ[οι]ρ̣ ον τούτων
καταβ[ά]λ̣ λειν - - - καὶ ϲυντελεῖν (4); ἔ̣δ̣ο̣ξ̣[ε]ν̣ αὐτοὺϲ Κ̣ αϲ[ϲίϲα]ι̣[ον] κ̣ [α]ὶ̣ [Γρηγο]ρ̣ [ί]α̣ ν [τὴν] γ[υν]α̣ ῖκ̣ [α αὐ]τ̣ο̣ῦ̣
καθαροποιῆϲαί (39 127–28); ε̣ [ἰ] δ̣ ὲ ϲυμβῇ τὸν εἰρημέν[ον [εὐ]δοκιμ̣ [ότατον] Πατρόφιλον - - - [κα]τ̣[α]λεῖψαι
(1 26–27).
The articular inﬁnitive was a very popular construction in the Koine and in the papyri from Egypt, being
a part of the “bureaucratic” register of Hellenistic chancelleries.85 In Petra, it appears quite frequently as well,
most often with prepositions (πρόϲ, πρό, εἰϲ, διά, ἐπί, μετά). For example, in 18, articular inﬁnitives recur in the
signatures (in the text proper, they fall in lacunae): ll. 66–67 (m2): [ἐ]π̣ ὶ ̣ τῷ διαπ̣ αγ̣ νη (l. διαπαγῆναι) [μετὰ] τὼ
(l. τὸ) ὡϲ [εἴρητα]ι̣ ἀλλ[αγῆ]νη (l. ἀλλαγῆναι) τὰ προι̣κ̣ῷ̣α̣ (“on the condition that it remains ﬁxed, as stated, after
the marital assets have been exchanged”); ll. 76–77 (m3): ἐπὶ τῷ δ̣ια̣ ̣ [παγῆναι] μετὰ τὸ ὡϲ εἴρηται [ἀλλ]αγῆνα̣ ι;̣
l. 84 (m4): εἰϲ τ̣ὼ̣ (l. τὸ) [π]αρήξω (l. παρέξω) μετὰ τὸ ἀλλαγῆναι. Here, the instability between omikron and
85. Horrocks, Greek 94–96. The reason for its popularity given by Mandilaras, Verb, §839, seems unwarranted (“the earlier ﬁnal and causal
constructions have suffered a loss of expressive force”).
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omega obscures the identiﬁcation of the inﬁnitives’ grammatical case. In 17, the articular inﬁnitive appears
with prepositions πρόϲ (ll. 113, 206, 222) and εἰϲ (ll. 118–19, 218). In 19 10, διά is used with an inﬁnitive in the
accusative: διὰ τὸ το[ϲ]αῦτα καταβεβλῆϲθαι ὡϲ εἴρηται (“because as much has been paid as stated above”). In
39, however, διά was used both with genitive and accusative, though the meaning seems to have been the same in
both cases: l. 245 δ̣ιὰ̣ τοῦ ἀμελῆϲαι (“because of the neglect of its care”); cf. l. 249 διὰ τὸ μὴ ε[ἶ]ν̣α̣ [ι] (“because
it is not”), l. 317 δ̣ιὰ τ̣ὸ̣ μ̣ ὴ̣ β̣ ο̣ύ̣λ̣ηϲθαι (l. βούλεϲθαι) - - - οἰκοδομῆϲαι (“because [my opponent] does not want
to build”). According to Mandilaras’ list (Verb, §840), διά does not appear with genitive in the papyri at all.
The genitive does occur, however, with the preposition πρό: 39 210 [ε]ἰ̣ [μ]έ̣ λ̣λ̣ε̣ι ἔτ̣ι ̣ δ̣ια̣ ̣ ϲ̣ω̣θῆναι πρὸ τοῦ ὅρ̣ κ̣ῳ̣
πληροφορῆ̣ ϲαί̣ (“if he thinks he can still save himself before satisfying [me] by oath”). The articular inﬁnitive
may have been used more often in signatures and in 39, which reproduced the parties’ direct speech, than in
the contracts proper, drawn up by professional scribes, e.g., 25 18, m4 διὰ τὸ ἐμὲ μὴ ἠκριβϲθαι (l. ἠκριβῶϲθαι)
̣ ̣ δυνεῖν (“because I am not accurate enough to write well and
καλῶϲ γράφειν καὶ κατὰ ϲτ[ι]χῖον γράφοντα περ̣ ιω
I am in great pain if (when) I write letter by letter”).
DIRECT SPEECH IN P. PETRA IV 39
P. Petra 39 is treated separately here because it differs in several respects from the other Petra contracts. The
document is a settlement of a dispute, considered to be private because it was not drawn up in a court but rather
in the presence of just the parties, the arbitrators, and the scribe and without a notarial signature. Nevertheless, it
is the longest text in the dossier. The hand of the main scribe (m5) is a professional, ﬂuent cursive slanting to the
right. Yet it is not in all respects similar to the hands of the Group A writers, since certain letters remind us more
of the notarial upright cursive (especially tau and pi and occasionally theta). The spelling is also reminiscent
of Group B writers, e.g., omega instead of omikron is relatively common, something which does not usually
happen with Group A writers.
As explained in the Introduction to 39, the text is unique in having major parts representing the direct speech
of the disputing neighbours, Theodoros, son of Obodianos, and Stephanos, son of Leontios. We therefore have
several acts of speech both by Theodoros (1st: ll. 90–142, 2nd: ll. 201– ca. 271, 3rd: ll. 334–48, 4th: 379– ca. 389)
and by Stephanos (1st: ll. 145–98, 2nd: ll. 272– ca. 334, 3rd: ll. 350–77, 4th: ll. 391–449); these were written
down by the main scribe. In addition, we have the autograph signatures of Theodoros (ll. 504–14) and Stephanos
(ll. 515–23). The scribe was responsible for formulating the beginning of the document (ll. 44–89) and the
intermediate clauses where the speaker changed and for recording the decision of the arbitrators (ll. 449–97),
all of which are presented in an objective format. Especially interesting is the fact that written statements were
prepared for the ﬁrst acts of speech by Theodoros and Stephanos but not apparently for the following three,
given orally. Therefore, it seems worthwhile to examine the language of these acts of speech separately in order
to see how much (or how little) the scribal orthography changed between the statements of the speakers and
the objective reports of the text and also within the statements of the speakers themselves, between those that
were written and those that were presented orally. Finally, in general terms, it will be useful to look for different
syntactic or lexical features in the direct speech over against the formulaic contracts which form the majority
of the Petra dossier.
Some characteristic spelling features are present in all sections written by the main scribe, especially the
interchange of the graphemes ι and ει. For example, the word κοπροδοχεῖον, one central topic of the dispute, was
consistently written κοπροδοχῖον. However, it may, for instance, be signiﬁcant that, in Theodoros’ ﬁrst round of
speech, based on a written statement, the correct form of πατέρα is used twice, whereas πατήρα is used twice
in the scribe’s introduction and once in Stephanos’ ﬁrst round of speech. Moreover, the interchange between
omikron and omega occurs only in the direction ω > ο in Theodoros’ ﬁrst round of speech but in both directions
in all other places. Stephanos’ written statement is said to have been written by a notary (l. 144 ἐγγράφωϲ
ϲ̣ [υμβο]λ̣ αιογραφὲν). The notary in question may possibly have been the same person who also drew up 39
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itself (although, in that case, not in the role of a notary; see 39 26 comm. on ἰδιόχειρα). Note that, in contrast
to most documents in our dossier, 39 was written not in Petra but in Sadaqa, where Stephanos also resided.
It is interesting that, with the graphemes ε and η, the mistakes in all of Theodoros’ rounds of speech almost
exclusively follow the direction ε > η, whereas, in the scribe’s texts and Stephanos’ rounds of speech, they occur
in both directions and more frequently as well. Theodoros’ rounds of speech again differ from the texts of the
scribe and Stephanos in terms of gemination: while no gemination as such is attested, in Theodoros’ signature
we do ﬁnd degemination. Stephanos’ rounds of speech, by contrast, have several occurrences of gemination,
and the scribe has one similar example (λαμβάννοντοϲ). We may never be able to explain satisfactorily such
differences. They might be mere coincidences, unless the parties had some inﬂuence on the written form of
their oral statements, e.g., at some point checking what the scribe had written down.
The introductions to the acts of speech are not well preserved but seem to take the form of a participial
construction. For example, Theodoros’ speech in l. 201 begins with οὕ[τ]ωϲ λέγον (l. λέγων)· (“saying as
follows:”). Stephanos’ ﬁrst round of speech, based on a written deed, was introduced in ll. 144–45 ἐ̣ [ν]ε̣ [πέ]δ̣ ω̣κε[ν]
ἡμῖν ἐγγράφωϲ - - - τὸν αὐτοῦ δικαιο̣ [λό]γ̣ ιο̣ ̣ ν ἔχον ο̣ ὕτωϲ· (“[Stephanos] submitted - - - his plea in written form
- - - as follows:”).
The majority of the ὅτι clauses in the Petra papyri also come from 39, which may simply point to the spoken
element present in this document. In most cases, ὅτι was directly followed by a ﬁnite verb, e.g., l. 99 [λ]έ̣ γ̣ω̣ν̣
ὅτι ἔχ̣ε̣ι ̣ [, 127 ὅτι ἔ̣δ̣ο̣ξ̣[ε]ν̣ αὐτοὺϲ, 186 ὅτι ἔλυϲ̣ α̣, etc.
Present and imperfect tenses, otherwise rare, appear suddenly in 39. While imperfects were used occasionally
in other acts of speech (ll. 67, 73(?), 190, 224), there is a cluster of them in Stephanos’ second round of
speech, where he narrates what happened before—i.e., giving background information (ll. 282, 293(?), 298,
310, 321(?), 328). This use of the imperfect tallies well with the aspect of the imperfect, but it is exceptional in
our archive.
Interestingly, Stephanos’ ﬁrst act of speech, which is said to be based on a written statement, includes
an obscure passage of genitive absolute constructions and otherwise strange syntax (ll. 163–66): μάλλειϲτα
(l. μάλιϲτα) ἐμοῦ ἐνκαλήϲαντοϲ̣ μ̣ ε̣τὰ ὄν̣ [τοϲ] ἐν ζωῇ τοῦ πατρόϲ μου καὶ μετὰ θάνα̣ τ̣ο̣ν αὐτοῦ ὅτι ἡνί̣κα
ἐβο̣ ύ̣λ̣[ευϲεν ὁ] φύ̣ λαρχο[ϲ] Ἄ̣β̣ ο̣υ̣ Χήρηβοϲ (l. Χέρεβοϲ) ἐπαρῖ̣ν (l. ἐπαρεῖν) τὴν̣ [ἄμ]πελον ϲ̣ υνετάξα̣ τ̣[ο ὅπωϲ]
ὑπὲρ εὐ̣ νοίαϲ καὶ ἀϲμ̣ [ε]ν̣ ιϲ[μο]ῦ̣ τοῦ τ̣[ε]λ̣ ε̣υταί̣[ου τε]ί̣ϲῃ νομίϲματα δύο. First, there is the adverbial μάλιϲτα
(“above all”), which does occur in papyri throughout the Hellenistic and Byzantine periods, but usually in
letters and petitions, thus giving a certain spoken ﬂavor here. The consecutive genitive absolute constructions
(“Above all, as I accused together with my father, when he was still alive”) appear to come from someone who
is not accustomed to using genitive absolute but feels that they would suit this type of ofﬁcial statement. For the
interpretation of the rest of the syntax, see 39 163–66 comm.
The oath which was demanded from Stephanos, and later from Theodoros, included the oath particle μά—see
ll. 480 and 491, εἰπεῖν ὅτι μὰ τὰ̣ ϲ ἁγίαϲ γραφὰϲ ταύτα̣ ϲ (“and say that ‘by these holy scriptures’”). The particle
is sporadically attested in documentary papyri but usually in combination with words like “Lord,” “God,” or
“Salvation.”86
MULTILINGUALISM
Evidently, Greek was, in the sixth century, the major written language in Petra.87 Still, we have every reason
to believe that the people’s native languages were Arabic and/or Aramaic.88 Thus, in addition to the bilingualism
86. Search for #μὰ# (not ignoring diacritics/accents) yielded 53 hits in the Papyrological Navigator (Jan 25, 2017).
87. Cf. Di Segni, Greek Inscriptions in Transition, 356: “Greek was the dominant written language in late antique Palestine and Arabia,
especially among the Christians, who by the sixth century were the majority of the population in the region.”
88. On this, see below, p. 41; Grifﬁth, From Aramaic to Arabic; Di Segni, Greek Inscriptions in Transition, on Christian Palestinian
Aramaic (CPA) being the native language of Christians in the regions of Palestine and Transjordan. CPA was a written language, too, but
surviving texts in CPA are mainly translations from Greek. Di Segni notes that CPA and Syriac were very rarely used in inscriptions.
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of Arabic and Aramaic, there was quite a signiﬁcant segment of the society that possessed very good skills in
Greek as well, at least in writing. We do not have much evidence of the extent to which Greek was spoken.
Some people knew Latin as well; the Latin lines in 55, for instance, may have been written by the same person
who wrote the body of the document (m1 and m3) in Greek. Perhaps a Latin education is evidenced also in the
avoidance of omega in Latin loanwords (especially in Group A), because Latin did not use different graphemes
for long and short vowels.89 The measures koriaia, satiaia, and kabiaia in 3 and 5 seem to be the only integrated
Semitic loanwords in the Petra papyri.
A direct reference to the multilingual environment has been preserved in one of the Petra papyri, where
the recitation of a translation (ἑρμηνεία) of a plea is mentioned (39 333), while, in another passage, Stephanos
requests to have the same information both in Greek and Syriac or Arabic (?) letters: ἐ̣ κ̣ ἧ̣ ϲ κα[ὶ] ἐγγρά[φωϲ]
π̣ α̣ρ[έχει τὰϲ μαρτυ]ρία[ϲ] τ̣ὰ̣ϲ αὐτὰϲ γράμμαϲ̣ ιν̣ ̣ Ἑλλη̣ νικοῖ `ϲ´ κα̣ ὶ ̣ Ϲ̣ [υ]ρ̣ [ια]κοῖϲ (“of which he presents in
written form the same evidence in Greek and Syriac letters,” 39 366–67). Unfortunately, the name of the other
language has not survived intact. We might read arabikois, though syriakois is more plausible in terms of space
and surviving letter forms—Syriac should here refer to Aramaic (see comm.). Earlier in the same document
(l. 155), Theodoros refers to the translation of an old sale document made by his father. This must have been a
translation into Greek, suggesting perhaps that Theodoros did not understand the Aramaic original, though his
father possibly did. Another possibility is that the legal authorities required the contract to be translated into
Greek at some point.
The impact of any substrate language on the writers’ Greek is very difﬁcult to trace, since the orthography
and syntax are in line with the phonological and syntactic development of later Greek, and also reﬂect the literate
education and the maintenance of Atticist writing standards. The almost silent hints of the writers’ vernacular,
Arabic, may be found in the vowel confusion between ε and η and the possible impact of the Arabic stress
system in the gemination of consonants.

CONCLUSIONS
In the Petra papyri, the effort put into the education of writing is apparent in the differences between the
writer groups classiﬁed herein. Classical spelling standards were clearly maintained. No haphazard variation
existed between different ways of writing phonemes that sounded the same, as standard spellings prevail over
nonstandard ones. Even the spelling confusion present in all writers’ texts, between ι and ει, does not appear
arbitrarily. The writers of Groups A and B tried to adhere to the standard they had learned, since they end up
more often writing hypercorrect forms, whereas the writers of Group C show less knowledge of the standard
and thus used simpler alternative (ι) more often. As regards vowel lengths (basically ο/ω), Group C writers had
more nonstandard spellings between ο and ω than between ι and ει. Moreover, the group of signatories and
witnesses shows a remarkable amount of confusion between ο and ω. Thus, it seems that the issue of itacism
had been more carefully emphasized and taught than that of vowel lengths.
There is generally a good command of classical morphology with only occasional mistakes in declinations
and stems or endings. We do not ﬁnd many features of later Greek in the syntax. For instance, the dative case
is still a living feature attested with prepositions and as a secondary object case even in Group C writers.
The shift to the periphrastic future forms may be discerned to some extent. The accusative with inﬁnitive is
attested abundantly and not often replaced with ὅτι structures. All these statements must, of course, be read
in consideration of the formulaic language we are dealing with in these texts; such language might preserve
structures not necessarily used in daily communication. Moreover, the fragmentary state of the texts may
obfuscate many morphosyntactic peculiarities.
89. On Latin legal terminology in Greek, see Buchholz, Römisches Recht auf Griechisch.
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ON

WRITERS

Table A. Writer Groups
Writer group

Document (main hand)

A

3–5, 7–10, 11(?), 19, 21, 23–25, 35, 40, 41, 45–47, 55, 60, 65, 66, 67(?), 68, 78, 79, 84

A-B

18, 20, 28, 32–34, 36, 39, 43, 52–54, 72, 73

B

1, 2, 12–16, 17, 22, 29–31, 42, 44, 50, 51, 56–59, 61, 62–64, 71, 74, 75, 76, 77, 82

C

6, 26, 27, 37, 38, 69, 70, 86, 87

Not classiﬁed (nc)

48, 49, 80, 81

Table B. Signatories and witnesses who have written in more than one document
Name of signatory/witness

Document and hand

Fl. Ailianos s. of Monaxios

22m4; 45m3, 46m4?, 47m3

Fl. Dusarios s. of Valens

18m4; 23m2 (rapid cursive), 65m3

Fl. Eustathios s. of Theon (curator of Theodoros)

1m4, 18m5

Fl. Nikias s. of Monaxios

22m5, 45m4, 46m4?

Fl. Patrikios s. of Diphilos

5m3, 35m2; possibly: 87m1

Fl. Patrikios, s. of Ailianos

22m3, 45m2, 46m2, 47m2, 50m2, 65m2

Fl. Patrophilos, s. of Bassos

1m2, 18m2, 29m3 (hand unlike that of 1)

Fl. Theodoros, s. of Obodianos
*= handwriting different from the basic slanting cursive

1m3, 12m3, *18m3, 23m3, 25m2, *29m2, 30m2, *31m2,
39m8, 61m2; uncertain: 58m2 or m3, 64m2, 76m2

Fl. Thomas s. of Nikephoros

42m3, 43m2

Fl. Diphilos s. of Gessios, politeuomenos (W)

29m6, 61m6

N. son of Euthenios, politeuomenos (W)

28m4, 29m5, 31m3

Table C. Scribal hands identiﬁed in several documents
Scribal hand

Documents

Scribe i

3, 4, 5

Scribe ii

7, 8, 10

Scribe iii

29, 30, 31 (+ 12, 51, 71?)

Scribe iv

45, 46, 47 (cf. 8, 25, and 66)
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ORTHOGRAPHY

Table 1. ι > ει
Spelling

Writer
group

Examples (document number)

ι > ει

A, A-B

κεινη- pro κινη-, προικεὶ pro προικὶ (18) ὁ̣ ρε̣ [ί]ω̣ ν pro ὁρίων; κώδικει pro κώδικι; μέχρει pro
μέχρι (19) δηληγατίωνει pro δηληγατίωνι (20) αἰω[ν]είου pro αἰωνίου, Αὐγου[ϲ]τοκ̣ ο̣[λω]ν̣ είᾳ
pro Αὐγουϲτοκολωνίᾳ, ἐπε̣ ιϲ̣ ήμῳ pro ἐπιϲήμῳ, Παλαιϲτείνηϲ pro Παλαιϲτίνηϲ, χαρτ[ο]φύλακει
pro χαρτοφύλακι, ἐπ[οι]κ̣ ε̣ίου pro ἐποικίου, ἐπείϲταλμα pro ἐπίϲταλμα (23), αἰωνείο[υ] pro
αἰωνίου, τρειῶν̣ pro τριῶν, γειν[ο]μένο̣ [ιϲ] pro γιν[ο]μένο̣ [ιϲ] (25); θ̣ ε̣ε̣ικ̣ ̣ ὴν pro θεϊκὴν (36);
γείνεϲθαι pro γίνεϲθαι (43); ὁϲάκειϲ pro ὁϲάκιϲ, κείνητα pro κίνητα (52); γει̣ν̣ομέν[οι]ϲ̣ pro
γινομένοιϲ, ἐ[πί]π̣ ερ̣ pro ἐπείπερ (66)

B

ἀκεί [̣ ν]ητα pro ἀκ ί νητα, ἀνεί ϲχυρον pro ἀνί ϲχυρον, βαϲιλεικὴ ν pro βαϲιλικὴ ν (1); Μαειων
pro Μαΐων, χωρε̣ [ὶϲ pro χωρ[ὶϲ], ἀρχεικὴν διαλαλ̣ εί̣[α]ν pro ἀρχικὴν διαλαλία[ν], Διειφιλοϲ,
Διφειλοϲ pro Διφιλοϲ, [ἀ]ναλείϲκοντεϲ pro ἀναλίϲκοντεϲ, μ̣εχρεὶ pro μεχρὶ, φημε̣ ὶ ̣ pro φημὶ;
κεινη- pro κινη- (2); Ϲαβεῖ[νοϲ pro Ϲαβῖνοϲ, θεεικὴν pro θεϊκὴν, ἐμμέ[νο]υ̣ ϲ̣ει̣ν̣ pro ἐμμένουϲιν,
χ[ρυϲ]είνουϲ pro χρυϲίνουϲ, εἴκοϲϲει pro εἴκοϲι (17) κεινή ϲειν pro κινή ϲειν (et al.), διά λυϲειν pro
διά λυϲιν; ε̣ ἰ[̣ ϲχυρὰ] pro ἰϲ[χυρὰ], κ̣ ανόϲειν pro κανόϲιν, πᾶϲειν pro πᾶϲιν, ἅπαϲειν pro ἅπαϲιν,
αὖθειϲ pro αὖθιϲ (29); πολλάκειϲ pro πολλάκιϲ, μ̣εταθέϲεϲειν pro μεταθέϲεϲιν (31); γεινομένpro γινομέν- (42); [Π]ε̣ τρα̣ εικήν pro Πετραικήν, γεινομένων pro γινομένων, ἐπι]χ̣ε̣ιρήϲουϲειν
pro ἐπιχειρήϲουϲιν, βεβαίωϲειν pro βεβαίωϲιν (50); ἐλ[η]λύθαϲειν pro ἐληλύθαϲιν, γεινομένων
pro γινομένων, μέρεϲειν pro μέρεϲιν, ἐπιχειροῦϲειν pro ἐπιχειροῦϲιν, ἀκε[ίνητα] pro ἀκίνητα
(51); μητρεὶ pro μητρὶ, ἀϲφαλείϲαϲθαι pro ἀϲφαλίϲαϲθαι (56); αὐτοκείνητα pro αὐτοκίνητα (57);
γ]ε̣ ιν̣ ο̣ μέ̣ νω[ν] pro γινομένων (58); ἀνέκοντει pro ἀνήκοντι (59); ἑκουϲε̣ ί[̣ ᾳ pro ἑκουϲίᾳ, παϲεὶν
pro παϲὶν (64)

C

θεο]φειλεϲτ[άτ]ῳ pro [θεο]φιλεϲτ[άτ]ῳ, εἴκουϲει pro εἴκοϲι, εἰδ[ίῳ pro ἰδίῳ (37)

S, W

χειρεὶ pro χειρὶ (1m4, 18m5, 25m4); τ̣ρ̣ε̣ία pro τρία, [προ]ι̣κεὶ pro [προ]ικὶ (18m2, m3); κεινεῖ[ν]
pro κινεῖ[ν] et al; πᾶϲειν pro πᾶϲιν (29m2+m3); εἰουγ̣ έ̣ρου pro ἰουγέρου (37m3)

A, B, nc

ἐπαρχείαϲ pro ἐπαρχίαϲ (1, 3, 4, 23, 66); (ϲυν)ομολογεια- pro (ϲυν)ομολογία- (2 passim);
Αὐγου[ϲ]τοκ̣ ο̣[λω]ν̣ είᾳ pro Αὐγουϲτοκολωνίᾳ, ἐπ[οι]κ̣ ε̣ίου pro ἐποικίου (23); αἰωνείο[υ] pro
αἰωνίου (25); Ἁγείαν pro Ἁγίαν (50); βαθουργείαν pro βαθουργίαν, φιλοκαλε̣ ί[ᾳ pro φιλοκαλίᾳ
(59); ὁ̣ μολογείαν pro ὁμολογίαν, ἑκουϲε̣ ί[̣ ᾳ pro ἑκουϲίᾳ, (64); [οἰ]κείαϲ pro οἰκίαϲ (81C)

Spelling

Writer
group

Examples (document number)

ει > ι

A, A-B

ϲυντινούϲαϲ pro ϲυντεινούϲαϲ (19) δια̣ κ ι[μένου pro διακει[μένου (20) ἐ̣ π̣ίπ̣ ε[ρ] pro ἐπείπερ,
ἰ̣κότωϲ pro εἰκότωϲ (23); ἐπ]έϲτιλα pro ἐπέϲτειλα, προ]κιμένηϲ pro προκειμένηϲ, πλίω pro πλείω
(24) Βαϲιλίου pro Βαϲιλείου (25) ἡμιϲί αϲ pro ἡμιϲεί αϲ, πλί ω pro πλεί ω, ἐπίπερ pro ἐπείπερ (28);
ἀπόδιξιν pro ἀπόδειξιν (35); τ̣ελίωϲ pro τελείωϲ (36); οὐδὶϲ pro οὐδεὶϲ, γ̣ ίτ̣[ον]α̣ ϲ, πιρωμ[ένο]υ̣ ϲ,
ἔδι pro ἐδεῖ, πιρ̣ ώ̣νται̣ pro πειρῶνται, ἐ̣ κ̣ ίν̣ ου pro ἐκείνου (40); ἀν̣ α̣λαβῖν̣ pro ἀναλαβεῖν (41);
[ἁ]ρ̣ μόττιν pro ἁρμόττειν, πι̣ρ̣[αθείη pro πειραθείη, πιρωμ[ένῳ] pro πειρωμένῳ (43); γ̣ ιτ̣ ονίᾳ
pro γειτονίᾳ, ὀφι̣λούϲηϲ pro ὀφειλούϲηϲ (bis), ἀποκῖϲθαι pro ἀποκεῖϲθαι, κιμηλιοφυλακίῳ pro
κειμηλιοφυλακίῳ, ἐμμῖναι pro ἐμμεῖναι (52); ἐνοφιλομένην pro ἐνοφειλομένην (68 bis)

B

ἐκῖϲ̣ ε pro ἐκεῖϲε (16); ἐπικίμ[ενον] pro ἐπικείμενον, μαγιρ̣ ε̣ [ί]ου pro μαγειρείου, γιτονεϲ pro
γείτονεϲ, ἔχιν pro ἔχειν, μ̣ε̣ [τ]έπιται pro μετέπειτα, πιραθείη pro πειραθείη (17); ὑποκῖϲθαι pro
ὑποκεῖϲθαι; [β]λ̣ ά̣β̣ι pro βλάβει (22); ἀνελλίπτω̣ [ϲ] pro ἀνελλείπτωϲ, ἀμιότ[ωϲ pro ἀμειώτωϲ,
ἀπομίν̣ [αντοϲ] pro ἀπομείναντοϲ, τίκτιν pro τίκτειν, μί ζονα pro μεί ζονα, πι̣ρ̣αθείη pro πειραθείη,
ἡ̣ γ̣ ῖϲθαι pro ἡγεῖϲθαι (29); ἡ̣ μιϲίαϲ pro ἡμιϲείαϲ (30); κ̣ α̣τα̣ λῖ̣ψ̣αι̣ pro καταλεῖψαι (31); ἡγῖται pro
ἡγεῖται (57); ὀφιλόντων pro ὀφειλόντων (77)

C

κλιδίον pro κλειδίον (6); ἔχιν pro ἔχειν (37); λυπῖ pro λυπεῖ (26); γρ[α]φῖϲαν pro γρ[α]φεῖϲαν
(37); γα]μεθίϲηϲ pro γαμηθείϲηϲ (38); ἀποδίξι pro ἀποδείξει (70)

-ια, -ιον >
-εια, -ειον

Table 2. ει > ι
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S, W, nc

προδιηγεθῖϲαν pro προδιηγηθεῖϲαν (1m2); ἄγιν pro ἄγειν (18m2); χιρὶ pro χειρὶ (18m4, 25m5,
29m7, 37m4, 44 m3, 59m4); ἔχιν pro ἔχειν (22m3); ἐπέϲτιλα pro ἐπέϲτειλα, π]ρ̣ οκιμένηϲ pro
προκειμένηϲ, πλίο pro πλείω (23m2); ἀπι̣λεφήναι pro ἀπειληφέναι, [ἡ̣ ]γ̣ ῖϲθαι pro [ἡ]γεῖϲθαι
(29m3); ἀπόδιξ(ιϲ) pro ἀπόδειξ(ιϲ) (32m4, 33m2, 34m2); ἀπόδιξιν pro ἀπόδειξιν (35m2);
ἐπεροτεθὶϲ pro ἐπερωτηθεὶϲ (37m2); εἰουγ̣ έ̣ρου pro ἰουγέρου (37m3); προκιμένοιϲ pro
προκειμένοιϲ, πει̣ο̣ ̣ ῖν καὶ <ἐμ>μένιν καὶ ϲτυχῖν pro ποιεῖν ἐμμένειν ϲτοιχεῖν (42m3); --τιν
ἐμ̣έ̣ ν̣ιν̣ pro –τειν ἐμμένειν, [πρ]οκίμ̣ [ενα pro προκείμενα, ἀ̣ ριϲθιϲ[pro ἀρεϲθειϲ[ (43m3);
λιτουργῶν pro λειτουργῶν (48m3, 49m3); ἀπόδιξιν pro ἀπόδειξιν (48m4); ἰδέναι pro εἰδέναι
(57m4); ἀποδίξεο[ϲ pro ἀποδείξεωϲ (70m3); ἀ̣ πόδιξιν pro ἀπόδειξιν (70m4); ἐπερωτηθὶϲ pro
ἐπερωτηθεὶϲ (76m2); ἰ̣κ̣ο̣ϲ̣τ̣ο̣ῦ pro εἰκοϲτοῦ (81Am6); χ̣ ιρ̣ ὶ pro χειρὶ (81Bm3)

A, A-B, B,
C, S, nc

ἀϲφαλια- pro ἀϲφαλεια- (1, 7, 10, 18m2); ὑπατίᾳ pro ὑπατείᾳ; ἀδίαϲ pro ἀδείαϲ (3); ϲυντελίαϲ
pro ϲυντελείαϲ (4, 5) ϲυντελιῶν pro ϲυντελειῶν (8, 9); δεϲποτίαϲ pro δεϲποτείαϲ (22m1);
ϲυντέλιαν pro ϲυντέλειαν (22m4, 23m2, 25m4, 31, 36, 37m2, 81A) δες̣π̣ [οτ]ίαν pro δεϲπ[οτ]είαν
(31); κοπροδοχί̣ον (39, 41); ἐπικέ̣ρ̣δια̣ [ν pro ἐπικέρδειαν, τελίων pro τελείων, μεθοδίαϲ pro
μεθοδείαϲ (51); δεϲποτίαν pro δεϲποτείαν, θεραπίαν pro θεραπείαν (bis), ξ̣ε̣ ν̣ο̣δ̣οχίου pro
ξενοδοχείου, χρίαϲ pro χρείαϲ (52); ξενοδοχῖον pro ξενοδοχεῖον (56); δεϲπ̣ οτια[, δ̣ εϲποτίαϲ pro
δεϲποτεια[,δεϲποτείαϲ (57); [εὐϲ]εβίαϲ pro εὐϲεβείαϲ (64); δε]ϲποτίαν̣ pro δεϲποτείαν (69)

Table 3. η~ι~ει~ε
Spelling

Writer
group

Examples (document number)

ι>η

C, W

ἤχνη pro ἴχνη (27); ἀρχηδιακόνου pro ἀρχιδιακόνου (29m8): ἀρχηδιακ-α/ω-νω pro ἀρχιδιακόνω
(37)

η>ι

C, W

πειραθι pro πειραθῇ(?) (18) ἐμι pro ἐμῇ (46m3) ἑξικου[ϲτοῦ] pro ἑξηκο[ϲτοῦ] (37); NB ἐμιῇ pro
ἐμῇ (37m5)

ει > η

S/W

ὄρῃ pro ὄρει (48m4)

η > ει

S/W

ἐκλε̣ ιϲ̣ [ίαϲ] pro ἐκκληϲ[ίαϲ] (12m2); ἐμεῖ pro ἐμῇ (37m3)

ι>ε

B

Βελεϲαρίου pro Βελιϲαρίου (1); ἐνεφανε̣ϲ̣ε̣ pro ἐνεφάνιϲε (2); Ἀρτεμε[ϲίου] pro Αρτεμιϲίου (75)

ε>ι

A-B

ἐμιϲιτεύθ̣ ηϲαν pro ἐμεϲιτεύθηϲαν (18m4); ἰνβινταρίῳ pro ἰνβενταρίῳ (52)

Table 4. οι~υ~ι~η(~ει)
Spelling

Writer
group

Examples (document number)

υ > οι

A, B, C?

ποιλῶνοϲ pro πυλῶνοϲ (17); νοινὶ pro νυνὶ (38); τοιγχά νον[τα] pro τυγχά νον[τα] (41)

οι > υ

B, C

ἀν ῦξα[ι] pro ἀνοῖξαι (17); πεπύ εμε pro πεποί ημαι (37m2); ϲτυχεῖν pro ϲτοιχεῖν (42m2+m3)
κυ̣ νονίαν pro κοινωνίαν (42m3); ἐκτιθεμέ{ϲ}νυ̣ ϲ pro ἐκτιθεμένοιϲ (43m5, comm.); see Table 12.

οι > ι

C?

ϲτ[ι]χῖον pro ϲτοιχεῖον (25m4)
εἴκηϲιν pro οἴκηϲιν (37); πει̣ο̣ ̣ ῖν pro ποιεῖν (42m3)

οι > ει
ου > οι

A-B

π̣ λ[η]ροῖν pro πληροῦν (18 scribe and Theodoros)

ι>υ

C

κυνδύ νῳ pro κινδύ νω bis (37); δύ μοιρον pro δί μοιρον (37), see Table 12.

υ>ι

S

ἥμιϲι pro ἥμιϲυ (18m3)

η > οι

S

τοῖϲ εἰρεμένοιϲ pro τῆϲ εἰρημένηϲ (37m3)

η>υ

See Table 12.
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Table 5. ε~η
Spelling

Writer
group

Examples (document number)

ε>η

A, A-B

τη pro τε (7, 10, 20); ε[ἴ]δηϲιν pro εἴδεϲιν (9), μεταθή ϲεωϲ pro μεταθέ ϲεωϲ, ϲυνέθη̣ [το] pro
ϲυνέθετο (23); αὐθαιρή τῳ προαιρή [ϲει] pro αὐθαιρέ τῳ προαιρέ [ϲει], οι ̓κή του pro οι ̓κέ του,
ϲυνοικηϲίου pro ϲυνοικεϲίου [but also ϲυνοικέϲιον]; ἀϲφαλὴϲ pro ἀϲφαλὲϲ, διαμεμηρίϲθαι
pro διαμεμερίϲθαι (28); ἐτέληϲε̣ ἐτέλεϲε (36); διηλθεῖν pro διελθεῖν (41); ἄφηϲιν pro ἄφεϲιν,
ἐλευθηρουμένων pro ἐλευθερουμένων, ἐμὴ pro ἐμὲ (bis), Δη̣ μ̣ετρίου pro Δημητρίου, ε̣ ἴδηϲιν pro
εἴδεϲιν, ϲ̣ φητηρίϲ̣ α̣ϲ̣θαι pro ϲφετερίϲαϲθαι, θυγατήραν pro θυγατέρα (52); α̣ ἰδη̣ ϲ̣ι[̣ μότητα] pro
αἰδεϲι[μότητα] (66); ἐπληρόθεν pro ἐπληρώθην (68)

B

ϲυντιθημέ ̣ ν̣ο̣υ pro ϲυντιθεμέ νου, [ϲυναι]ν̣ ήϲεω̣ [ϲ] pro ϲυναινέϲεωϲ, ὑπ̣ οθ̣ ή̣μ̣ενοι pro ὑποθέμενοι
(1); ἀϲτηγάϲτου pro ἀϲτεγάϲτου (17); [ϲυν]ήρηϲεν pro ϲυνήρεϲεν (29); [ἐν]καλή[ϲαι] pro
ἐγκαλέϲαι (50); ηὐχῆϲ pro εὐχῆϲ, ἐλευθηρί̣α̣ν pro ἐλευθερίαν (57); ἐ̣ τ̣ ή̣λ̣ε̣ϲ̣[α] pro ἐτέλεϲα
(58m10); προαιρήϲει pro προαιρέϲει (59)
NB ἐδήϲεν pro ἐδέηϲεν 30

C

[μητρ]οπόληωϲ pro μητροπόλεωϲ, ἡνὸϲ pro ἑνὸϲ, πέντη pro πέντε, ἠνιαυτ[ῶν] pro ἐνιαυτῶν,
ϲυντηλείαϲ pro ϲυντελείαϲ, ϲ̣ υ̣ν̣[τ]η̣ λ̣ί[αϲ] pro ϲυντελείαϲ, πε̣ ν̣θη̣ ρῷ pro πενθερῷ, τη pro τε (37);
ϲ̣ υ̣ν̣τ ήλει(αν) pro ϲυντέλει(αν) (86)

S, W, nc

[π]αρήξω pro παρέξω (18m4); ϲυνενήϲε̣ω̣ϲ̣ pro ϲυναινέϲεωϲ (29m8); ἥκτο̣ υ pro ἕκτου (bis)
(37m2) ἡνὸϲ pro ἑνὸϲ (37m3=S/W); ἠμοῦ pro ἐμοῦ (43m5); εὐαρηϲάϲαν pro εὐαρεϲάϲαν (61m2);
ἐ̣ γένη[το pro ἐγένετο (81A)

A, A-B

[ἐγράφ]ε pro ἐγράφ]η (7); γεγέ νεται pro γεγέ νηται (23); επ̣̓ ̣ λη[ρ]ώθεν pro επ̓ ληρώθην (35);
λεγάτου pro ληγάτου, ἔτοι pro ἤτοι (36); [πρ]ο̣ ϲ̣ο̣φλεθεντ[ pro προϲοφληθεντ[, ὑπομνε̣ [ϲ]τ̣[ικὰ pro
ὑπομνηϲτικὰ (43); [ἐ]κ̣ κ λε̣ϲί̣[αϲ] pro ἐκκληϲίαϲ (55)

B

βαθουργεθήν pro –γηθέν (17); ἐ]π̣ ερώτηϲεν̣ pro ἐπηρώτηϲεν, ἐ̣ [π]ερωτημένηϲ pro
ἐ[π]ηρωτημένηϲ (29); διαιρεθναι pro διαιρεθῆναι (30); δ̣ ιενε̣ κ ῇ pro διηνεκῇ (31); μὲ pro μὴ (42);
ἐπιμελέθη pro ἐπιμελήθη (51); ἀνέκοντει pro ἀνήκοντι (59)

C

ἐδεξάμμ̣ εν pro ἐδεξάμην, κρεμάϲεͅ pro κρεμάϲῃ90 (6); ξεροκ[ήπιον] pro ξηροκήπιον (27);
ἐμϲ pro ἐμῆϲ, [ἐ]μὲ pro ἐμὴ, ἀζέμιω[ν] pro ἀζήμιον, [πε̣ρ]ι̣π̣ οιέϲο̣ [.0–7] pro [περ]ιποιήϲω or
περιποιηϲο[, ἐπιζε[τεῖ]ν pro ἐπιζητεῖν (37); [γα]μεθίϲηϲ pro γαμηθείϲηϲ (38); ἐπ]ινεμέϲεοϲ pro
ἐπινεμήϲεωϲ (69)

S, W, nc

προδιηγεθῖϲαν pro προδιηγηθεῖϲαν, ἐμ pro ἐμῇ (1m2); Εὐθενίου pro Εὐθηνίου (12m2);
ὑ[πομν]ηϲτικὸν pro ὑ[πομν]ε̣ϲτικὸν, [εἰ]ρ̣ ε̣μένον pro [εἰ]ρημένον, διαπ̣ αγ̣  νη pro διαπαγῆναι
(18m2); ἐπ̣ [ινε]μέϲεωϲ pro ἐπινεμήϲεωϲ (22m4); παρέμην pro παρήμην (22m7, 76m4, m5);
[πα]ρέ μεν pro παρή μην (25m6, 61m6); οι ̔ονδέ ποτε pro οι ̔ονδή ποτε (29m3); [ὡμ]ολόγεϲα pro
ὡμολόγηϲα (30m3); [ϲυντι]θημέ̣ ν̣ῳ pro [ϲυντι]θεμένῳ (31m5); ἐμ<ϲ> pro ἐμῆϲ, τέ̣ νδε pro τήνδε,
τ̣ὲ ν pro τὴν, ἐπεροτεθὶϲ pro ἐπερωτηθεὶϲ, ὁμο̣ λόγε̣ϲα pro ὡμολόγηϲα, εἰρεμέ̣ [νη] pro εἰρημένη
(37m2); εἰρεμένοιϲ pro εἰρημένηϲ (37m3); κατεδεξάμεν pro κατεδεξάμην (42m2); παρέμην pro
παρήμην (42m4); πεποίεμη pro πεποίημαι (43m2); [ὑ]π̣ ηθέμ̣εν pro ὑπεθέμην (43m3), παρέμεν pro
παρήμην (43m4, m6); Οὐάλεϲ Βωέθου pro Οὐάληϲ Βοήθου (43m5); ἀλλέλουϲ pro ἀλλήλουϲ,
[ὑπο]μ̣ ν̣εϲ̣ τ̣ικὰ pro ὑπομνηϲτικὰ (43m6); ἀντέλαξα pro ἀντήλλαξα (50m2); [παρ]ή̣ μεν pro
παρήμην (59m4); ἐπιϲτοϲάμεν pro ἐπιϲτωϲάμην (64m3); [ἐ]μͅ pro ἐμῇ (76m2)

η>ε

Table 6. αι~ε(~η)
Spelling

Writer
group

Examples (document number)

ε > αι

A, B, C

ἀναβαθμαιῶνοϲ pro ἀναβαθμεῶνοϲ, (ϲυν)διαιλομέν- προ (ϲυν)διελομέν-, δωραιαϲτικοῦ pro
δωρεαϲτικοῦ, καθαροποιήϲαιων pro καθαροποιήϲεων (17); μαι pro με (24);91 ε̣ χ̣αιται pro
ἔρχεται/ ἔχεται? (26); ]ἀ̣ νέ̣ρχαιται pro ἀνέρχεται (27); ἐνναιακαιδέκα[τον pro ἐννεακαιδέκατον
(28); δωραιὰν pro δωρεὰν (31, 31m3); ἐπι[π]αίδουϲ pro ἐπιπέδουϲ (41); δωραιᾶϲ pro δωρεᾶϲ
(42); εὐχαιρῶϲ pro εὐχερῶϲ? (57)

90. See Ast, Review.
91. This occurs in the signature but is written by the scribe (m1) who copied the entire document. Apparently, he also reproduced the
spelling errors.
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αι > ε

B, C, W

αὐθερετο pro αὐθαιρέ τῳ (1); με]ϲον pro μεϲαῖον, ἐπεωρουμένου pro ἐπαιωρουμένου (17);
ὑπο̣ [γρ]άψε pro ὑπο̣ γράψαι (25m5); Πετρέων pro Πετραίων, ϲυνενήϲε̣ω̣ϲ̣ pro ϲυναινέϲεωϲ
(29m8) διερ̣ έϲε[ωϲ pro διαιρέϲεωϲ (30m5); πεπύ εμε pro πεποί ημαι (37m2); πεποίημε pro
πεποίημαι (48m3); ϲ̣ υ̣ν̣ε νοῦντόϲ̣ pro ϲυναινοῦντοϲ (64m2); ποιϲέ pro ποιῆϲαί (70)

η > αι

B

θαιμοβολῶνοϲ pro θημοβολῶνοϲ (17)

αι > η

S

διαπ̣ αγ̣  νη pro διαπαγῆναι, ἀλλ[αγῆ]νη pro ἀλλαγῆναι (18m2); πεποίεμη pro πεποίημαι (43m2)

Spelling

Writer
group

Examples (document number)

α>ε

A, A-B

τέϲϲαρεϲ pro τέϲϲαραϲ (3, 5, 5m2); κατέβαλε(ν) pro κατέβαλα(ν) or κατέβαλο(ν) (32);
ἀμετέθετον pro ἀμετάθετον (36)

ο>α

A-B, B, C

[γε]ναμέ[ν]ηϲ pro γενομένηϲ, γ̣ ε̣ ν̣α̣μ̣έ̣ [ν]η̣ pro γενομένη (1, 41), γεναμένῃ pro γενομένῃ (30);
κατέβαλε(ν) pro κατέβαλα(ν) or κατέβαλο(ν) (32), αρχηδιακ-α/ω-νω pro ἀρχιδιακόνω (37)

ε>ο

W

ὑπόγρ̣ [αψα] pro ὑπέγραψα (64m5)

Table 7. α~ο~ε

Table 8. ο~ου~ω
Spelling

Writer
group

Examples (document number)

ου / υ > ο

A, A-B

Αὐγόϲτου pro Αὐγούϲτου (3), Αὐγόϲ̣ [των] pro Αὐγούϲτων ? μ̣ετρομενο μετρουμενο (28); ποιοντ̣[
pro ποιουντ[ (40); Αὐδοναίου pro Αὐδυναίου (or: Αὐδναίου) (81A)

ου > ω

B, C, S, W

β̣ ε̣β̣α̣ιόϲωϲιν κα̣ ὶ ̣ καθαροποιήϲωϲιν pro βεβαιώϲουϲιν καὶ καθαροποιήϲουϲιν (17); Θεο̣ δώρω pro
Θεοδώρου (29m8); δόλω pro δόλου (37), ϲ̣ υ̣μβίω pro ϲυμβίου (37 m2)

ο > ου

C, S

εἰκουϲτοῦ pro εἰκοϲτοῦ, ἑξικου[ϲτοῦ] pro ἑξηκο[ϲτοῦ], εἴκουϲει pro εἴκοϲι (37) ποιούμενουϲ pro
ποιούμενοϲ (37 m2)

ω > ου

B, C

Αἰλιανοῦ pro Αἰλιανῷ, [ἰλ]λ̣ ιϲ̣ τρίου pro [ἰλ]λουϲτρίῳ(?) (37); εὕρουϲιν pro εὕρωϲιν (64)

Spelling

Writer
group

Examples (document number)

ω>ο

A, A-B

ἰδιο pro ἰδίῳ (10); Εὐζοΐο(υ) pro Εὐζωΐου (19); ἔδ̣ οκ[εν] pro ἔδωκεν, Θ̣ [εό]δοροϲ pro Θεόδωροϲ
(20); Ἀντονιανῇ pro Ἀντωνιανῇ, κολονιῶν pro κολωνιῶν (23); [πα]τ̣ριμον̣ [αλ]ί ο̣ ̣ υ pro
[πα]τ̣ριμων̣ [αλ]ί ο̣ ̣ υ (25); ϲό̣ μα̣ τα pro ϲώματα? (28); παγιοθὲ ̣ ν pro παγιωθὲ ν, Αὐγο]υϲτοπόλεοϲ
pro Αὐγουϲτοπόλεωϲ, διακολῦϲαι̣ pro διακωλῦϲαι, κυ̣ παρίϲο̣ ν pro κυπαρίϲϲων (36);
παραδε̣δ̣οκότο<ϲ> pro παραδεδωκότοϲ (40); ὁριϲμ[ένοιϲ pro ὡριϲμένοιϲ (43); ὁρμομένου
pro ὁρμωμένου, χαλκόμαϲιν pro χαλκώμαϲιν, ψυχοφελῆ pro ψυχωφελῆ, κιμηλιοφυλακίῳ pro
κειμηλιοφυλακίῳ, ἐναντίοϲιν pro ἐναντίωϲιν, ἔξοθεν pro ἔξωθεν (52); Ἀαρὸν pro Ἀαρὼν (54);
[πα]τριμονίου̣ pro πατριμωνίου (66); ἔδ̣ οκ(εν) pro ἔδωκ(εν), ἐπληρόθεν pro ἐπληρώθην (68)

B

αὐθερετο pro αὐθαιρέ τῳ, κοϲμιοτάτηϲ pro κοϲμιωτάτηϲ (1), εὐδοκιμότατοϲ pro εὐδοκιμώτατοϲ
(1, 22); μακαριοτ- pro μακαριωτ- (1, 22) ἐ̣ [λ]α̣ ινοϲ pro ἐλαιῶνοϲ (2); γονία[ϲ] pro γωνίαϲ,
β̣ ε̣β̣α̣ιόϲωϲιν pro βεβαιώϲουϲιν, φρικοδέϲτατο̣ ν̣ pro φρικωδέϲτατον (17); α̣ ὐτ̣ὼν pro αὐτὸν,
πιϲ̣ τ̣ο̣ϲάμεν̣ [οϲ] pro πιϲτωϲάμεν[οϲ], ὁ̣ μολογημένηϲ pro ὡμολογημένηϲ (29); Ὀ]κτο[βρίων]
pro [Ὀ]κτω[βρίων], Ἀντ]ονιανῇ pro [Ἀντ]ωνιανῇ, πυλνοϲ pro πυλῶνοϲ (30); [τ]ελευτ̣ ν̣τ̣[α]
pro [τ]ελευτῶντ[α] (31); διομοϲία̣ ϲ pro διωμοϲίαϲ (57); ἐ̣ ν̣ τ̣[ῷ] Ζ̣ [α]δ̣ [α]κ̣ [α]θο̣ ν δικ[α]ί̣ῳ
pro Ζαδακαθων but in l. 6 correctly Ζα̣ δακαθων̣ (59); παραδεδοκ̣ έ̣ ν̣[αι pro παραδεδωκ̣ έ̣ ν̣[αι,
ἰδιοτικο̣ ῦ pro ἰδιωτικοῦ (61); κόμ[ῃ pro κώμῃ, Πέτρον pro Πέτρων (62); ἐνωμοτ[ pro ἐνωμοτ[
(64);

Table 9. ο~ω

31

INTRODUCTION: THE GREEK OF THE PETRA PAPYRI

ο>ω

C

γνο͂ϲιϲ ν ἀπόλεϲα ἐγὸ pro γνῶϲιϲ ὧν ἀπώλεϲα ἐγώ, ὑπονοο pro ὑπονοῶ, δόματ̣οϲ pro δώματοϲ,
ἐδοκα αυτο pro ἔδωκα αὐτῷ, ἀνέδοκεν pro ἀνέδωκεν (6); ἐναρ̣ έτο̣ ϲ pro ἐναρέτωϲ? (27);
ὁ̣ ρ̣[μω]μ̣ενοpro ὁρ[μω]μένω, χορίου pro χωρίου bis, εἰρημένον pro εἰρημένων, Θεωδόρ̣ [ο]υ pro
Θεοδώρ[ο]υ, [πε̣ρ]ι̣π̣ οιέϲο̣ [0–7] pro [περ]ιποιήϲω or περιποιηϲο[, διαδοχο pro διαδόχων(?) (37);
Ζ̣ α̣ δ̣α̣καθον̣ pro Ζαδακαθων, ὀκτὸ pro ὀκτὼ, ἐπ]ινεμέϲεοϲ pro ἐπινεμήϲεωϲ (69); κληρονόμον pro
κληρονόμων (70); π]επληρ[ϲθα]ι̣ pro πεπληρῶϲθαι, Θ]εόδοροϲ pro Θεόδωροϲ (86)

W, S

Θεόδορ[ο]ν pro Θεόδωρον (1m2); [ἐπ]ω̣ μωϲάμην pro [ἐπ]ωμοϲάμην (1m2, m2); πρόσ̣ οπον
pro πρόϲωπον (5m3 bis); πιϲτο̣ ϲ[ά]μενοι pro πιϲτωϲάμενοι (12m4); ὄριϲα pro ὤριϲα (12m5);
ὁμολόγεϲα pro ὡμολόγηϲα (13m2, 50m2, 76m2); ἐξομω̣ ϲάμην pro ἐξωμοϲάμην (18m2);
ἀνυπερθέτοϲ pro ἀνυπερθέτωϲ, π̣ ροδεδήλοται pro προδεδήλωται (18m4); ἐξ̣ό[μοϲα] pro ἐξώμοϲα
(22m4); πλίο pro πλείω (23m2); ἠκριβϲθαι pro ἠκριβῶϲθαι (25m4); ὅριϲα pro ὥριϲα (29m3),
ἀγογὴν pro ἀγωγὴν, ἀ̣ κ̣ο̣λ̣ούθοϲ pro ἀκολούθωϲ (29m4), εὐ̣ δ̣οκιμοτ(άτου) pro εὐδοκιμωτ(άτου)
(29m6), ὁρμόμηνοϲ pro ὁρμώμενοϲ (29m8), ἐπεροτεθὶϲ pro ἐπερωτηθεὶϲ ὁμο̣ λόγε̣ϲα pro
ὡμολόγηϲα (37m2); τ pro τω (40m4); αὐτ pro αὐτῷ (42m2); τνδε τῶν προικόων pro τῶνδε
τῶν προικῴων (42m5); Γεοργίου pro Γεωργίου (42m9, 43m2); δεκαοκτὸ pro δεκαοκτὼ (43m2);
ἀκολούθοϲ pro ἀκολούθωϲ (43m3, 49m1); πόλεοϲ pro πόλεωϲ pro Θωμᾷ, Ζαδακάθον pro
Ζαδακάθων, Γεοργ[ίου pro Γεωργίου, κοϲμιοτάτη pro κοϲμιωτάτη (43m4); Ζαδακάθον pro
Ζαδακάθων (43m5, m6); πρότη[ϲ pro πρώτηϲ, ἐπινεμέϲεοϲ pro ἐπινεμήϲεωϲ (47m2); Θεωδόρου
pro Θεοδώρου (48m5); κ̣ α̣θοϲ̣ ιωμένο pro καθωϲιωμένῳ, [παραδέ]δοκα pro παραδέδωκα,
ϲοματικῶϲ pro ϲωματικῶϲ, καθα]ροποιέϲο pro καθαροποιήϲω (50m2); πρ̣ ίρ̣ ο pro πρίωρ,
Ζ̣ α̣ δακαθον pro Ζαδακαθων, γεοργ pro γεωργ[, ὁ̣ μ̣ο̣|λόγεϲ̣ [α pro ὡμολόγηϲα, ἀ̣ κολούθο̣ ϲ pro
ἀκολούθωϲ (59m2); [Θ]ε̣ώ̣δορον pro Θ]εόδωρον (61m7); ἐπιϲτοϲάμεν pro ἐπιϲτωϲάμην (64m3);
π̣ ρό̣ ϲοπ̣ [ον pro πρόϲωπον (65m3) π̣ ληροθ[ pro πληρωθ[, ἀποδίξεο[ϲ pro ἀποδείξεωϲ (70m3);
Ἀρον[ὸϲ (?)] pro Ἀρωνὸϲ, ἀξιόϲι̣ pro ἀξιώϲει (81A); Ἰοάννην pro Ἰωάννην, ἀναγνοϲθέντο̣ ϲ pro
ἀναγνωϲθέντοϲ (81Am6)

A, A-B

τῇ ϲῇ αἰδεϲιμωτ( ) pro αἰδεϲιμότ(ητι) (4, 5); [δ]ιωμολογηθεν pro [δ]ιομολογηθεν[ (21);
[ο]ἱωνδήπ̣ [ο]τε pro οἱονδήποτε (40); λεγωμεν̣ [- pro λεγομεν[, πλείωνο[ϲ] pro πλείονοϲ (43);
προϲώδου pro προϲόδου (52); ὡμολο̣ γ ήϲαντε̣ϲ̣ pro ὁμολογήϲαντεϲ (66); τινωϲ pro τινοϲ (73)

B

ἐπομωϲάμενοι pro ἐπομοϲάμενοι (17); ἐξωμώ̣ ϲατο pro ἐξωμόϲατο (30); [ἀντ]ι̣δώ̣ ϲ̣ εω̣ ϲ pro
ἀντιδόϲεωϲ (5092)

C

[Θ]εωδόρῳ(?) or [Θ]εωδοροϲ(?) pro Θεοδώρῳ, αρχηδιακ-α/ω-νω pro ἀρχιδιακόνω, ὡμολο̣ [γῶ]
pro ὁμολο[γῶ], π[α]ρ̣ ελ̣ [θ]ώ[ν]τ[οϲ] pro π[α]ρελ[θ]ό[ν]τ[οϲ], τὼ pro τὸ, μελαλωπρε(πεϲτάτῳ)
or μεγαλωπρε- pro μεγαλοπρε(πεϲτάτῳ), τὼ ἀζέμιω[ν] pro τὸ ἀζήμιον, ὠλιγωγραμμάτου pro
ὀλιγογραμμάτου (37)

W, S

τὼ pro τὸ (18m2, m4); ἐξομω̣ ϲάμην pro ἐξωμοϲάμην (18m2); θεωφιλέϲτ[α]τοϲ pro
θεοφιλέϲτ[α]τοϲ, τὼν pro τὸν, εὐ̣ δ̣ο̣κ̣ ιμώτατων̣ pro εὐ̣ δ̣ο̣κ̣ ιμώτατον (25m5); [ϲεβάϲ]μιων ὅρκων
pro [ϲεβάϲ]μιον ὅρκον, ὠ γδοη̣ κοϲτοῦ pro ὀγδοηκοϲτοῦ (43m3); Βωέθου pro Βοήθου, τὼν pro τὸν
(43m5); πρωτεύωντι pro πρωτεύοντι (50m3); [Θ]ε̣ώ̣δορον pro Θ]εόδωρον (61m7); ἐξωμωϲάμην
pro ἐξωμοϲάμην (76m2)

Table 10. Assimilation and unassimilation of nasals
Unassimilated

Assimilated

ἔνγραφ-/ ἔγγραφ-

1, 28, 50, 59, 61m3

1m2,m3, 2, 18, 22m3, 23, 29m1, m2,
(30, 31?), 40, 41, 43, 53

ἐνγεν-/ ἐγγεν-; ἐνγεγρ-/ ἐγγεγρ-

2393, 25m4

ἐνχειρ-/ ἐγχειρ-

29, 50, 57

ἐνκειμ-/ ἐγκειμ-; ἐνκαλ-/ ἐγκαλ-

29; 39

22m5

ἐνμέν-/ ἐμμέν-

28m1,m2, 29m1,m2, 42m2

1m2, 43

ἔνπροϲθεν/ ἔμπροϲθεν

17, 52

30

92. 50 85 comm.: “No other word seems to ﬁt the traces. However, in ll. 113 and 135 the scribe could spell ἀντιδόϲεωϲ correctly.”
93. However, the writer of 23 assimilates, too, both correctly and hypercorrectly: ἔγ̣ γραφον ἐγχώρηϲειν pro ἐκχώρηϲιν.
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ἐνγὺ(η)- / ἐγγύ(η)-

17, 41

18m1,m5, 36

ϲύνενγυϲ / ϲύνεγγυϲ

17

ϲύνβιο- / ϲύμβιο-

17, 37m2,m3 42m3

31

ϲύνπαντα / ϲύμπαντα

17

18?, 53

ϲυ̣ ν̣[πε]π̣ οίη̣ μαι

22m4

ϲυνφερ-/ ϲυμφερ-; ϲυνφων-/ϲυμφων-

43

ϲυνχωρ̣ - / ϲυγχωρ

63

18, 29, 31, 43m3

Table 11. Gemination and degemination
Consonant type

Gemination

Degemination

Nasals

ἐδεξάμμ̣εν pro ἐδεξάμην (6); ἐν̣ νεϲτ[ώϲηϲ pro ἐνεϲτώϲηϲ (22m3);
τυγχαν̣ νούϲηϲ pro τυγχανούϲηϲ (23), τυγχάνν̣ [ει pro τυγχάν[ει
(?); ἔννατον pro ἔνατον (25 + sign, 66); πρόκριμμα pro πρόκριμα
(39; 61); ἀναλαμ̣ βά̣ ν ν[ειν] pro ἀναλαμβάν[ειν], λαμβάννοντοϲ pro
λαμβάνοντοϲ (39); δεκαέννα pro δεκαένα (49m3); ὑπολιμπ̣ α̣ν̣ νόμε̣ ν̣α̣
pro ὑπολιμπανόμενα, καταλιμπαννόμενα pro καταλιμπανόμενα,
τυγ]χ̣ά̣ν νοντα̣ ϲ pro τυγχανόντων (55); [Δι]φ̣ ί λλο[υ] pro [Δι]φίλο[υ] (67)

Sibilants

τ̣ρι̣[α]κο̣ ϲ̣ϲι̣[ο]ϲ̣ τ̣[ο (5); εἴκοϲϲει pro εἴκοϲι, ἐϲϲώτερα pro ἐϲώτερα (17);
εἰκοϲϲιτέϲϲαρων, -α (18m2, 52); τετρακοϲϲιοϲτοῦ pro τετρακοϲιοϲτοῦ
(37; 59); ἡμίϲϲουϲ pro ἡμίϲουϲ (37; 70) πα]ροῦϲϲιν pro παροῦϲιν (55)
ε̣ ἴκ̣ οϲϲ̣ ι ̣ pro εἴκοϲι (57); πρ̣ |ᾶϲϲιν pro πρᾶϲιν (58m3)

Γέϲιον (12m2); ἐλάϲω pro ἐλάϲϲω
(28); κυ̣ παρίϲο̣ ν pro κυπαρίϲϲων
(36)

Dentals

Τ[ρ]ίττηϲ pro Τρίτηϲ (23); τρίττον pro τρίτον (41)

πιτακίω[ν] pro πιττακίων (83)

Liquids

μάλλειϲτα pro μάλιϲτα (39); Ϲαλλουταρία[ϲ] pro Ϲαλουταρίαϲ (59)

προρ̣ ηθέντοϲ pro προρρηθέντοϲ
(23, 24); ἐπίρυτον pro ἐπίρρυτον
(25 m4, 51, 66); ἄλ<λ>ο;
ἀλ<λ>ήλων (36); ἀντέλαξα pro
ἀντήλλαξα (50m2); ἐλείποντοϲ
pro ἐλλείποντοϲ (60)

Table 12. Orthographic variants in P. Petra IV 39
Spellings in
P. Petra IV 39

Scribe’s turns
1: introduction
2–3: middle introductions
4: arbitrator’s decision

Theodoros’ turns
1: based on written text
2–4: presented orally
Signature: autograph

Stephanos’ turns
1: based on written text
2–4: presented orally
Signature: autograph

ι > ει,
ει > ι

1: ἐ̣ π̣αρχε̣ ί[̣ αϲ] pro
ἐπαρχί[αϲ], κοπροδοχίου
pro κοπροδοχείου,
κε̣ ι[νηθείϲηϲ] pro
κιν[ηθείϲηϲ], τρε̣ ι[ῶν] pro
τρι[ῶν]

1: κοπροδοχίου pro κοπροδοχείου;
κ̣ εινουμένων pro κινουμένων

1: ὑμεῖ̣ν pro ὑμῖν, [ἑρ]μενία̣ [ν] pro
[ἑρ]μηνεία[ν], ὑμε̣ ῖ [̣ ν] pro ἡμῖ[ν]
(?), μάλλειϲτα pro μάλιϲτα, ἐπαρῖ̣ν
pro ἐπαρεῖν, ἐρίπια̣ pro ἐρείπια,
ἐρ̣ ιπ̣ ̣ [ό]μ̣εν̣ο̣ϲ̣ pro ἐρειπ[ο]μενοϲ,
ἀφανε̣ ιϲ̣ μ̣ ὸ̣ν̣ pro ἀφανιϲμὸν, μίωϲιν
pro μείωϲιν

4: κοπροδοχῖον̣
pro κοπροδοχεῖον,
κοπροδοχίῳ, ἐπερίαϲ pro
ἐπηρείαϲ, προεπερίαϲ pro
προεπηρείαϲ

2: ὄφιλεν pro ὄφειλεν, ὑ̣ [μ]ε̣ ῖ [ν pro
ὑ[μ]ῖ[ν], ὑ̣ γ̣ ιν̣ ̣ ὸ̣ν̣ pro ὑγιεινὸν, ἐφίδαται
pro ἐπείδετε, γ̣ ίτ̣ ̣[ο]ν̣ [εϲ] pro γείτονεϲ,
ἐριπωθ̣ έ̣ ν̣των pro ἐρειπωθέντων
κοπροδοχῖ̣ο̣ν̣ pro κοπροδοχεῖον,
ἐ[πιμ]ελία̣ ϲ pro ἐπιμελείαϲ, ὄφιλ̣ ε̣ ν̣
pro ὤφειλεν, ἔ̣ κ̣τ̣ιϲιν pro ἔκτειϲιν,
[ἐ]π̣ ιρ̣ ̣ άθη pro [ἐ]πειράθη, ἐπὶ pro ἐπεὶ,
κοπροδοχῖων pro κοπροδοχεῖον, ὑ̣ μεῖν
pro ὑμῖν, ἐφί̣δαται pro ἐπείδετε,

2: κοπροδοχί- pro κοπροδοχείalways, ὑμεῖν pro ὑμῖν
bis, ἠ̣ σ̣φ[α]λ̣ ειϲάμεθα pro
ἠϲφ[α]λιϲάμεθα, ἐπιδὴ pro ἐπειδὴ
bis, χρῆϲειϲ pro χρῆϲιϲ, ἐπι̣[ρά]θεν
pro ἐπει[ρά]θην
3: ἐπέριαν pro ἐπήρειαν, χρίαϲ pro
χρείαϲ, [ὄ]φιλεν pro [ὤ]φειλεν,
χ̣ ρ̣ία̣ ν pro χρείαν, κει̣ν̣η̣θέντ̣α pro
κινηθέντα
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η~ε

οι~υ~ι~η

ὀφίλω pro ὀφείλω, κοπροδοχίου pro
κοπροδοχείου
3: κεινήϲαντ[ο]ς̣ pro κινήϲαντ[ο]ϲ
4: [κο]π̣ ροδο̣ χ̣ίου pro [κο]προδοχείου,
ὄφιλ̣ ε ν pro ὤφειλεν, ἐπιδὴ pro ἐπειδὴ

4: ἀπέδιξέν pro ἀπέδειξέν, νομίζι̣ν̣
pro νομίζειν, πολλάκειϲ pro
πολλάκιϲ, ἐπιμῖναι̣ pro ἐπιμεῖναι,
ὑμεῖν pro ὑμῖν tris, υ̣ εἱοῦ pro υἱοῦ,
πάλειν pro πάλιν tris

Sign: ἐφιορκείᾳ̣ pro ἐπιορκίᾳ, μεϲιτίᾳ
pro μεϲιτείᾳ

Sign: μεϲιτίᾳ pro μεϲιτείᾳ

1: ἐθιϲ̣μ̣[έ]ν̣ ωϲ pro εἰθιϲμ[έ]νωϲ

1: ἀν̣ ε νιγκ[εῖ]ν̣ pro ἀνενεγκεῖν

1: Γρε[γ]ο̣ ρία[ϲ] pro
Γρη[γ]ορία[ϲ], πατήρα pro
πατέρα, δηφε̣ ν̣ϲίονοϲ pro
δηφηνϲίονοϲ, πατήρ[α] pro
πατέρ[α]

1: ἐνετήθη pro ἐνετέθη, δ̣ η̣φ̣ε̣ [νϲίωνα]
pro δηφη[νϲίονα], κ̣ ε̣ιμ̣ ̣ελίων pro
κειμηλίων, δηφεν̣ ϲ̣[ίονοϲ] pro
δηφηνϲ[ίονοϲ], [δ]ε̣φ̣η̣ [νϲίονοϲ] pro
[δ]ηφη[νϲίονοϲ]

1: ἀνοέτ̣ω̣ϲ̣ pro ἀνοήτωϲ, π̣ [α]τήρα
pro π[α]τέρα, ἥ̣ ν̣ε̣κεν pro ἕνεκεν,
Χήρηβοϲ pro Χέρεβοϲ

4: θημηλ̣ ίο̣ ̣ [υ]ς̣ pro
θεμελίο[υ]ϲ, ϲτ̣ η̣γ̣ά̣ζειν
pro ϲτεγάζειν, ἐπέρθη
pro ἐπήρθη, ἐπερίαϲ pro
ἐπηρείαϲ, κα̣ τ ηλήμφθη pro
κατελήφθη, ἕνηκεν pro
ἕνεκεν

2: ἤ̣ θελ̣ [ον] pro ἔθελ[ον], ὑποθή̣ ϲεωϲ
pro ὑποθέϲεωϲ, [ὑ]ποθή[ϲεωϲ]
pro [ὑ]ποθέ[ϲεωϲ], ἤ̣ δε pro ἤδη,
μήνοντοϲ pro μένοντοϲ, θε̣μ̣η̣[λίων]
pro θεμε[λίων], ἀληθήϲ pro ἀληθέϲ,
ἀποϲτηρεῖϲθαι pro ἀποϲτερεῖϲθαι,
θημηλίου pro θεμελίου
4: παρεγένη̣ το pro παρεγένετο

2: δηφενϲίωνι̣ pro δηφηνϲίονι,
ἑτ̣ο̣ί[̣ μα]ϲ̣ το pro ἡτοί[μα]ϲτο,
[γ]ε̣ νήϲθα̣ [ι] pro [γ]ενέϲθα[ι],
θημηλι̣ pro θεμελι, φανη̣ ρ̣ὸν̣ pro
φανερὸν, ϲτηγάϲα̣ ι ̣ pro ϲτεγάϲαι
bis, γένηϲθαι pro γένεϲθαι
bis, β̣ ο̣ύ̣λ̣ηϲθαι pro βούλεϲθαι,
ἑρμην̣ ε̣ία̣ ̣ ν̣ pro ἑρμενείαν
3: ἐπέριαν pro ἐπήρειαν, ἕ̣ τηρόν
pro ἕτερόν, φανηρο̣ θ̣[ῇ] pro
φανερωθ[ῇ]
4: δεφηνϲίονι pro δηφηνϲίονι,
δηφενϲίω- pro δηφηνϲίο- bis,
ἐπλθεν pro ἐπῆλθεν, ϲυναί̣ν̣η̣ϲ̣ιν̣ ̣
pro ϲυναίνεϲιν, ἀ̣ μφο̣ [τ]ή̣ [ρω]ν pro
ἀμφο[τ]έ[ρω]ν, προηνεχθῆναι pro
προενεχθῆναι, δηφ̣ ε̣[νϲ]ί̣ο̣[νοϲ] pro
δηφη[νϲ]ίο[νοϲ], [ὑ]π̣ [ε]ρθ̣ ήμενοϲ
pro [ὑ]π[ε]ρθέμενοϲ

Sign: ϲ̣ υ̣ντιθ̣ ήμ̣ε̣ ν̣ο̣[ϲ] pro
ϲυντιθέμενο[ϲ]

Sign: ϲ̣ υ̣ν̣τ̣ιθήμ̣εν̣ο̣ϲ̣ pro
ϲυντιθέμενοϲ

2: ὑ̣ μῶν pro ἡμῶν

1: ὑμε̣ ῖ [̣ ν] pro ἡμῖ[ν] (?), δ̣ υ̣πλῆ pro
διπλῆ

4: δυμεροτρίτα pro
διμεροτρίτα, δύμ[οι]ρον pro
δίμ[οι]ρον, μεϲότυχεν pro
μεϲότοιχον (?)

αι~ε~(η)

α~ο~ε ~η

2: ὑ̣ μῶν pro ἡμῶν ?
4: ἡμᾶ̣ ϲ pro ὑμᾶϲ
1: ἐπερένηϲεν pro ἐπεραίνηϲεν

1: πράϲαιων pro πράϲεων,
(ὑπόκειμει pro ὑπόκειμαι)

2: ἐφίδαται pro ἐπείδετε, ἐφί̣δαται pro
ἐπείδετε
3: παρούϲαι pro παρούϲῃ

2: πε̣ρεωθῆνα̣ [ι] pro περαιωθῆνα[ι]
4: οἴδατ̣α̣ι ̣ pro οἴδατε

1: [δ]η ̣φονϲίονοϲ προ [δ]ηφηνϲίονοϲ

2: δ̣ οδ̣ ε̣μ̣έ̣ [νων] pro δεδεμέ[νων]

2: πληροφορήϲαται pro
πληροφορήϲεται, δοδ[ομέν]α̣ ιϲ pro
δεδ[ομέν]αιϲ
ο~ου~ω

4: τοῦ pro τῷ (gen pro dat)

ο~ω

1: [αὐτοκράτ]ωρ̣ [οϲ] pro
[αὐτοκράτ]ορ[οϲ], πρίωρα
pro πρίορα, Ϲαυρον pro
Ϲαύρων (?),ὠνιακὼν pro
ὠνιακὸν
3: λέγον pro λέγων

1: [κα]θ̣ ὸ̣ϲ pro [κα]θὼϲ, ἔϲοθεν pro
ἔϲωθεν, δε pro ὧδε

1: πρ̣ τ̣[ον] pro πρῶτ[ον], κολῦϲαί
pro κωλῦϲαί, λέγον pro λέγων,
γείτον pro γείτων, ἐγὸ̣ pro ἐγὼ,
ἀ̣ γ̣ο̣γ̣ὸ̣ν̣ pro ἀγωγὸν

34

Gemination/
degemination

THE PETRA PAPYRI V

4: δε̣ pro ὧδε, ὡ̣ ρ̣ [ιϲ]θ̣ ῆ̣ναι
pro ὁρ[ιϲ]θῆναι, ἔξοθεν
pro ἔξωθεν, κολῦϲαι pro
κωλῦϲαι, κ̣ ο̣λύειν pro
κωλύειν, λέγο̣ [ν] pro
λέγω[ν], Ζ̣ α̣ δ̣ακάθο[ν] pro
Ζαδακάθω[ν], πρτον pro
πρῶτον

2: διάδικωϲ pro διάδικοϲ, ἀγνωῶ
pro ἀγνοῶ, πέρο pro πέρω, λέγον
pro λέγων, ὄφιλ̣ ε̣ ν̣ pro ὤφειλεν,
κοπροδοχῖων pro κοπροδοχεῖον
4: ὄφιλ̣ ε ν pro ὤφειλεν

4: λαμβάννοντοϲ pro
λαμβάνοντοϲ

Sign: ἀπαλαγῇ pro ἀπαλλαγῇ,
Θ̣ ω̣ μάλου pro Θωμάλλου

Sign: ἡ̣ μ̣ίϲεοϲ pro ἡμίϲεωϲ

2: οἰκοδώμου pro οἰκοδόμου,
π̣ α̣ρέχω̣ μ̣εν pro παρέχομεν
(?),γείτωνεϲ pro γείτονεϲ,
[πλ]ε̣ωνάϲα̣ ι pro [πλ]εονάϲαι
3: [δι]κ̣ α̣ιοθῆ̣ [ν]α̣ ι pro
[δι]καιωθῆ[ν]αι, φανηρο̣ θ̣[ῇ] pro
φανερωθ[ῇ]
4: λέγο̣ ν pro λέγων, ὡμολογηθ̣ ε̣ὶϲ
pro ὁμολογηθεὶϲ, δηφενϲίωνά pro
δηφηνϲίονά
1: μάλλειϲτα pro μάλιϲτα
4: πρόκριμμα pro πρόκριμα
bis, εἴκ̣ οϲϲι pro εἴκοϲι,
ἀναλαμ̣ βά̣ ν ν[ειν] pro
ἀναλαμβάν[ειν], ὑ̣ π̣ολαμβάννειν̣
pro ὑπολαμβάνειν
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