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8. Settlement concerning a house and a courtyard, from Jeme  

Jennifer Cromwell & Elizabeth Penland* 

Codex Tischendorfianus LI and LII  late 720s–730s  
Vollers 1090E and F  Jeme 
Pl. LXII–LXIII   

The text comprises 15 large and 10 small fragments mounted across two plates. 
The plates were originally assigned two separate inventory numbers, perhaps 
due to perceived variations in letter forms and papyrus condition. The fragments 
in these two plates belong to one settlement document (διάλυσις) written in a 
single hand. The settlement concerns a house and a courtyard in the village of 
Jeme and is between NN (first party, whose name is lost) and Nohe son of 
Jeremiah (second party). Nohe is well attested in the Jeme legal corpus, as priest 
and hegemon of the Holy Church of Jeme (see commentary). His dates, in com-
bination with further prosopographic information, allow the text to be dated 
within the first third of the eighth century CE, and more precisely to the late 
720s or 730s. 

The papyrus is of a medium brown color with several lighter vertical strips 
running through the surface. The quality of papyrus is good: it is on the thick 
side with a smooth surface. The document is written along the fibers. The ink is 
brown-black and in decent condition, showing little exposure to the elements. 
The fragments are broken mostly in a rectilinear fashion and the left and right 
text margins are preserved for many of the larger pieces. Damage to the docu-
ment occurred mostly along the width of the papyrus, likely as a result of how it 
was rolled, but there is also vertical damage evident that resulted in several 
smaller fragments. The written line width varies greatly: the longest complete 
line width, 17.4 cm, occurs in fragment F8, the smallest, 13.4 cm, in fragment 
E6. Neither the top nor bottom margins survive—the Greek protocol that would 
have prefaced the settlement is missing and the list of witnesses is represented 
by one small fragment. The surviving text comes primarily from the body of the 
document. As not all papyri documents were cut from the beginning of the papy-

 
* We would like to thank Anne Boud’hors, Frederic Krueger, and Sebastian Richter for their dis-
cussions on different aspects of this text. 
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rus roll, it is not possible to determine whether a sheet bearing the Arabic 
protokollon was originally attached to this document or not.1 

The most substantial fragments, i.e., those preserving the left and right mar-
gins of the text, have a total length of 65.2 cm. Even though an unknown amount 
of text has been lost from the beginning and end of the document, estimating 
from the formulaic elements allows for a total document length of 4–5 sheets, ca. 
120–150 cm. Three kolleseis are evident in sections B and E below (original 
fragment numbers E5 and F9, and F6 respectively). On the verso, there are ink 
traces, but these appear to be transfer from contact with another papyrus rather 
than remnants of an actual address.  

The scribal hand is practiced: it is fluid and variable with several cursive for-
mations and ligatures. The width and spacing of letters and lines varies greatly. 
Vowels are often pointed with dots, and diaresis occurs over the ⲓ in ϩⲟⲓ̈ⲧⲉ (l. B1, 
below) and ⲏⲓ̈ (l. E2, below). Supralinear strokes are evident over names (ⲛⲯⲙ͡ⲱ, 
l. A2; ⲛⲁ̅ⲩ̅ⲑ̅ⲉⲛⲧⲏⲥ, l. E8), and there are abbreviation strokes as well (evident in 
ⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ), l. E10). The Greek letters in particular are highly cursive. Vertical 
strokes at the end of the lines tend to be lengthened. Some of the final sigmas are 
non-lunate (e.g., in ⲑⲉⲱⲇⲟⲣⲟⲥ, l. E15) and there are cursive and non-cursive 
forms of ⲡ. 

Reconstructing the document 

The 1906 catalog by Vollers lists the plates under two separate inventory num-
bers, 1090E and 1090F.2 The content is identified as documentary and the text 
condition is listed as consisting of “einzelne Streifen.” The inventory number 
preceding these fragments (1090D) also refers to a fragmentary eighth-century 
CE documentary text from Jeme (here as P.Lips.Copt. I 7). While the fragments 
of this settlement were originally mounted separately, the fragments all belong 
to a single document and the original order in which they were mounted does not 
reflect the correct order of the two pieces. The text, as it is edited here, compris-
es seventeen of these fragments, with eight fragments being too small and bear-
ing too little text to allow their position to be determined definitively in relation 
to the other pieces. In order to retain the archival information of the pieces, the 
following list provides the original mounted position of the numbers (E and F 
refer to the two inventory numbers, which are on separate plates): 

(A): E1. Introductory formulae; provision of officials. 
(B): F6. Summary of ownership. 

 
1 See, for example, CROMWELL, Village Life, p. 8. 
2 LEIPOLDT, “II. Christliche Literatur”, p. 426) 
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(C): E7. From introductory formulae. 
(D): F4. From introductory formulae. 
(E): E2, F10, E8, E4, E5, E12, F9, E5, F1, E6, F2. Description of the two proper-

ties. 
(F): E3. Agreement of resolution. 
(G): E14. Witness statement. 

The following fragments have not been edited, and the relation to the above 
fragments cannot be determined: E9,10,11,13,15, F3,7,8. 

(A) 

 [] ϩ̣ ϩ̣ⲩ̣[]ⲛ̣ⲱ̣ⲣ̣[ⲭⲁⲏⲗ] 
 ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲯⲙ͡ⲱ ⲁϥⲧⲛⲛⲟⲩ ϩⲉⲛⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ     
 ⲙ̣ⲛ ⲡⲉⲕⲱⲧ ⲟⲩⲁⲓ[] 
 ⲙⲙⲱⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲛ [ ca. 11–14 ] 

5 [][][ ca. 14–19 ] 

(B) 

1 ϩⲛ ⲛⲟⲩⲃ ϩⲛ ϩ̅ⲁ̅ⲧ̅ ϩⲛ ϩⲟⲓ̈ⲧⲉ ϩⲛ ⲏⲓ ϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧⲕⲓⲙ 
 [ϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧ]ⲕⲓⲙ ⲁⲛ ϣⲁ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉⲩⲁⲙⲉⲧⲱⲡ 
 [][] 

(C) 

1 ⲉϫⲱⲛ ⲉⲙⲏⲧⲉ ⲉⲧ̣ⲉ̣ⲧⲉⲛⲛⲁⲟⲩⲟⲛϩϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ 
 ϩⲓ ⲧⲉⲧⲓⲁⲗⲏⲥⲓ̂ⲥ ⲛⲧⲟⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲱϩⲉ ⲡϩⲏ- 
 [ⲕⲟⲩⲙⲉⲛⲟⲥ] 

(D) 

1 [ ca.10–12 ][][] 
2 [ ca.10–12 ]ⲉⲣⲏⲩ ⲙⲡⲙⲉⲣ̣[ⲟⲥ] 

(E) 

        [ⲛⲧⲟⲕ ⲛⲱϩⲉ ⲡϩⲏ-] 
 ⲕⲟⲩⲙⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲁⲕⲧⲁϩⲟ ⲡⲏⲓ̈ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ [ⲉⲣⲟ]ϥ ϫⲉ ⲡⲏⲓ̈ 
 ⲡⲁϩⲁⲙ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲁⲛϩ ϣⲁⲣⲁⲧⲏⲩ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉϥⲭⲣⲓⲥⲧⲉ- 
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 ⲣⲓⲱⲛ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲁⲛⲩⲅⲓ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲡⲏⲓ ⲇⲉ ⲉϥϩⲓ 
5 ⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡ͡ⲣⲱ ⲛⲓⲱⲛⲟⲫⲣⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲕⲟⲩϩⲏⲩ 
 ⲛⲧⲁϣ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡⲏⲓ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ 
 ⲉⲡⲉϥⲧⲟⲩⲧⲣⲁⲕⲟ︤ⲛ︥ ⲉⲩⲕⲱⲧⲉ ⲡϩⲏⲧ ⲡ̅ⲣ̅ⲟ̅ 
 ⲛⲁ̅ⲩ̅ⲑ̅ⲉⲛⲧⲏⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϩⲓⲣ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ̈ ⲉⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲛⲁⲛ[ⲓⲁⲥ] 

 ⲡⲉⲙⲛⲧⲉ ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ ⲥⲟⲩⲟⲓ ⲡⲣⲏⲥ 
10 ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲙⲁⲕ(ⲁⲣⲓⲟⲥ) ⲓⲱⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ ⲕⲁⲗⲏ 

 ⲡⲉⲓⲃⲧ ⲧϩⲓⲣ ϩⲟⲙⲉⲟⲥ ⲉⲣⲏⲥ ⲁϫⲛ ⲧⲉⲣⲥ̅ⲱ̅ 
 ⲉⲓⲥ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲧⲁϣ ⲙⲡⲏⲓ ⲛⲧⲁϣ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡ̅ⲁ̅ⲛ̅ϩ̅ 
 ⲱⲙⲉⲟⲥ ⲉⲡⲉϥⲧⲟⲩⲥⲁ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲉ ⲡϩⲏⲧ 
 ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ ⲕⲟⲥⲧⲁⲛⲧⲓⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉϥⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ 

15 ⲡⲣⲏⲥ ⲫⲉⲗⲟⲑⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲑⲉⲱⲇⲟⲣⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲓⲃⲧ 
 ⲧϩⲓⲣϩⲓⲣⲉ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲣⲟ ⲛⲁⲩⲑⲉⲛⲧⲉⲥ ⲟⲩⲟⲛ 
 ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲙⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲏⲓ̈ ⲛⲛⲱϩⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ 
 ⲉⲓⲥ ⲛⲁⲓ ϩⲱⲙⲓⲱⲥ ⲛ̅ⲉ̅ⲛ̅ⲧⲁϣ ⲙⲡⲁⲛϩ 
 ⲉⲡⲉϥⲧⲟⲩⲥⲁ ⲧⲁⲣⲉⲕⲣ ⲡⲉϥϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ 

20 ⲛ̣ⲧ[ⲟ]ⲕ ⲛⲱϩⲉ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ [ⲛ]ⲓⲏⲣⲏⲙⲁⲓⲁⲥ 
 ϫⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲕⲧⲁϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ 
 ϣⲁ ⲉⲛⲉϩ ⲛⲧⲟⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲱϩⲉ ⲡϩⲉⲕⲟⲩⲙⲉ- 
 [ⲛⲟⲥ ] 

(F) 

1 [][][ ca. 8–10 ] 
 ⲱⲙⲱⲗⲟⲕⲏ ϫⲉ ⲙ̅ⲛ̅ⲧⲉⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ ϩⲛ ⲡⲕⲉⲛⲟⲛ 

(G) 

1 [ ca.? ] ⲁⲩ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲫⲉⲗ[ⲟⲑⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲑⲉⲱⲇⲟⲣⲟⲥ?] 

B: 2 l. ⲉⲩϩⲁⲙ ⲛⲧⲱⲡ | C: 2 διάλυσις, δέ 2-3 ἡγούµενος | D: 2 µέρος | E: 1 ἡγούµενος | 3-4 
χρηστήριον | 4 ἀνήκειν, δέ | 6 δέ |7 τετράγωνος | 8 αὐθέντης, 8 ἅγιος | 10 ⲙⲁⲕ/ pap. (µακάριος) | 11 
ὁµοίως, l. ⲉϫⲛ | 13 ὁµοίως | 14 κληρονόµος | 16 αὐθέντης | 18 ὁµοίως | 21 µέρος | 22 δέ, 
ἡγούµενος | F: 2 ὁµολογεῖν, κοινόν.  

Translation 

(A) 
|1 [ … Chael] |2 the son of Psmo sent officials |3 and the builder […] |4 us and our 
[…] 

(B) 
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[…] |1 in gold, silver, garments, houses, in movables |2 and immovables, down to 
the smallest thing |3 […] 

(C) 
[…] |1 between us, which you will reveal |2 in the settlement. You, Nohe, he-
gumen […] 

(D)  
|1 […] … |2 […] of the part(y/ies) […] 

(E) 
|1 [… you, Nohe, he-]|2-gemon, you received the house that is called the house 
(of) |3 Paham and the courtyard, in their entirety, with every-|4-thing that belongs 
to them.  
The house is out-|5-side of the door of Onophrios son of Kohêu. |6 These are the 
borders of that house, |7 to the four surrounding corners: north, the front |8 door 
and the road down to Saint Ananias; |9 west, David (son of) Swai; south, |10 the 
children of the late Johannes (son of) Kale; |11 east, the road similarly south-
wards, towards the sheepfold. |12 Note: these are the borders of the house.  
These are the borders of the courtyard, |13 likewise to its four sides: north, |14 Da-
vid son of Konstantinos and his heirs; |15 south, Philotheos son of Theodoros; 
east |16 the small street inside, onto which the front door opens; |17 west, the 
house of Nohe our father. |18 Note: likewise, these are the borders of the court-
yard |19 to its four sides. You shall become its owner, |20 you, Nohe (son of) Jer-
emiah, |21 because you have received your share forever, you, Nohe, hegum[en 
…] 

(F) 
|1 […] … […] |2 agree that we hold nothing in common. 

(G) 
[…] I Phil[otheos son of Theodoros? …] 

Commentary 

(A) 

2 [Chael] son of Psemo: Based on parallels, [NN] son of Psmo must be a sen-
ior official, before whom the dispute was bought, who selected other officials to 
mediate the case; cf. similarly P.KRU 42.8–11, in which the parties bring their 
dispute first before the local Arab official Abd al-Rahman (ⲁⲃⲇⲉⲣϩⲟⲙⲁⲣ; see 
LEGENDRE, “Perméabilité linguistique”, p. 402, for the transcription of the 
name), who delegates a local official to mediate, who in turn assigns local offi-
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cials to the matter (see CROMWELL,“Western Thebes” pp. 138–139). The official 
in question in our document is most likely Chael son of Psemo, who served as 
dioiketes and lashane (i.e., magistrate and village headman respectively; see 
BERKES, Dorfverwaltung for these titles) of Jeme in the late 720s and 730s (see 
TILL, Datierung und Prosopographie, p. 68 for further details). 

3 The builder in this context refers to an expert called upon to mediate in dis-
putes concerning properties (CRUM, Dict., 123a). He occurs together with the 
officials (the ‘great men’) in P.KRU 23.26–27, P.KRU 42.11–13, and P.KRU 
45.22–23. The second of these documents is of particular note here, because 
Nohe, the second party to this document, occurs there amongst the officials 
ⲁϥⲧⲛⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲱϩⲉ ⲡϩⲩⲅⲟⲩⲙⲉⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲑⲱⲙⲁ ⲛⲃⲓⲕⲧⲱⲣ ⲙⲛ 
ϩⲁⲣⲱⲛ ⲛⲁⲛⲇⲣⲉⲁⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲓⲥⲩⲛⲑⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲯⲩⲣⲟⲥ ⲡⲉⲕⲱⲧ ‘he sent the officials, namely 
Nohe, the hegemon, Thomas son of Victor, Aaron son of Andreas, and the 
builder Pesynthios son of Psyros’). Two sale documents, P.KRU 3.40–41 and 
7.28–29, refer to examination (δοκιµασία) by the builder. 

(B) 

This fragment is placed here, as it is understood to be referring to the entire 
property about which the officials are reaching a decision. It may be the case that 
this is an inheritance dispute. While this phrase encapsulates the entirety of the 
estate, the real issue concerns the house and courtyard that Nohe receives. As an 
example, P.KRU 38 (dated 738) concerns the inheritance of the woman Elisa-
beth daughter of Epiphanius (for whom see WILFONG, Women of Jeme, p. 47–
68) between her son and his stepfather and his half-siblings. Immediately after 
reference to the officials, the inheritance is described (ll. 21–25): ⲁⲩⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲙⲏⲧⲉ 
ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲛⲉⲣⲏⲩ ϩⲁ ⲧⲉⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲓⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ ϩⲛ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲛ ⲛⲟⲩⲃ ϩⲛ ϩⲁⲧ ϩⲛ ⲃⲁⲣⲱⲧ ϩⲛ 
ⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡⲉ ϩⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲃⲁⲉⲕ ⲛⲃⲉⲥⲛⲏⲧ ϩⲛ ⲛⲏⲓ ⲉⲩⲕⲏⲧ ϩⲛ ⲉⲓⲁϩⲟⲩⲃⲣⲃⲱⲧ ϫⲓⲛ ⲡⲉⲧⲕⲓⲙ ϣⲁ 
ⲡⲉⲧⲕⲓⲙ ⲁⲛ ϫⲓⲛ ⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩⲓ ϣⲁ ⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ ϩⲛ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲁ ⲫⲱⲃ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲓⲁ 
‘They (i.e., the officials) came between us concerning the entire inheritance, in 
everything, in gold, silver, bronze, iron, smithing tools, built houses, vacant land, 
from moveables to immoveables, from small to great, in everything concerning 
the entire matter of the inheritance.’ 

2 ⲁⲙⲉⲧⲱⲡ: ‘A needle’ occurs as the epitome of a small object in a number of 
Jeme documents, e.g., P.KRU 36.26 (ϫⲓⲛ ⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ ϣⲁ ⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩ[ⲓ] ϣⲁ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉⲩⲉⲓⲇⲟⲥ 
ⲛⲃⲗϫⲉ ⲛⲉⲗⲁⲭⲓⲥⲧⲟⲛ ⲙⲛ ⲟⲩϩⲁⲙⲉ ⲛⲧⲱⲡ ‘from great to small, down to a humblest 
pot and a needle’); cf. similarly P.KRU 65.61 and 68.53. 

(C) 

1 ⲉϫⲱⲛ ⲉⲙⲏⲧⲉ: There are no parallels in the Jeme corpus. It is understood 
here as referring to the decision that was made between the two parties, which 
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will be set down in the following clauses of the document. As such, this frag-
ment follows the previous two, which introduce the officials and the property in 
question. 

2 Nohe, as is made clear later, is the son of Jeremiah (l. E20), priest and 
hegemon of the Holy Church of Jeme. Nohe is well attested at Thebes: P.KRU 
21.104 (witness; 725 CE); 42.11 (official) and 54 (witness; 725/6 CE); 45.70 
(witness; 725 CE); 46.49 (witness; 725 CE); 12.59 (witness; 733 CE); 13.75 
(witness; 733 CE); 106.226 (735 CE); 95.36 (amanuensis; mid-8th c.); 
O.Vind.Copt. 67.5 (scribe; 738 CE); all dates are from TILL, Datierung und 
Prosopographie, p. 147 (for possible alternative dates for some of these docu-
ments, see CROMWELL, Village Life, pp. 48; 58). This is the first document in 
which he occurs as one of the principal parties.  

(D) 

This small piece is difficult to place. ⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ in settlements from Jeme means ei-
ther a “share” of the property to be divided, or one or the two ‘parties’ to be set-
tled, as in the frequent formula ⲡⲣⲟⲥ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲥⲣ ⲁⲛⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲥⲛⲁⲩ ‘as it pleased 
both parties of us’ If ⲙⲡⲙⲉⲣ̣[ⲟⲥ refers to something happening to the two parties, 
it may refer to the disputes that took place between them, or their agreement to 
seek arbitration. If ⲙⲡⲙⲉⲣ̣[ⲟⲥ refers to the share (µέρος) that Nohe received from 
the settlement, it is possible that the explication of the share immediately fol-
lows, hence its placement here before section E. 

(E) 

2–3 It is interesting to note that the house is not described as belonging to 
Paham, but is named as such. This is, to the best of our knowledge, the only ex-
ample of a house that is described in this way. In fact, this expression is only 
otherwise used twice to refer to parts of the village: ‘the street that is called 
Tpailakine’ (P.KRU 1.53: ⲡϩⲓⲣ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϫⲉⲧⲡⲁⲓⲗⲁⲕⲓⲛⲉ) and ‘that land 
which is called the cabbage land’ (P.KRU 3.21: ⲛⲕⲁϩ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲉⲩⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ 
ϫⲉ ⲛⲕⲁϩ ⲛⲅⲣⲁⲙⲡⲉ). 

5 Onophrios son of Kohêu occurs in P.KRU 24.6,62 (763 CE) as a house 
owner. If the dates of these two documents are correct, and this is the same 
property, then Onophrios lived in the same house for circa 30 years. In support 
of this, Onophrios’ house in P.KRU 24 is also noted as being in the vicinity of 
Apa Ananias, for which see l. 7 below.  

7 ⲉⲡⲉϥⲧⲟⲩⲧⲣⲁⲕⲟ︤ⲛ︥: This is an example of a hybrid combination of the Coptic 
phrase ⲡⲉϥⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲥⲁ (ⲉⲩⲕⲱⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ) ‘its four sides (which surround it)’ and 
Greek-based formula, such as ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲣⲁⲕⲟⲛⲟⲛ, ⲉⲕ ⲧⲉⲧⲣⲁⲅⲱⲛⲟⲛ, ⲉⲕ ⲧⲉⲧⲣⲁⲅⲱⲛⲟⲩ 
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(ἐκ τετράγωνου). A close parallel is P.KRU 9,46: ⲉⲡⲉϥⲧⲟⲩⲧⲣⲁⲕⲉⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲩⲕⲱⲧⲉ 
ⲉⲣⲟϥ. For other attestations of τετράγωνος, the majority of which are Theban 
(and all are eighth century), see FÖRSTER, Wörterbuch, p. 804. 

8 A church or sanctuary of Apa Ananias occurs in a number of Theban docu-
ments. Two properties within the village are referred to in connection with it: 
P.KRU 106.128 mentions a house situated in the street of Saint Apa Ananias 
(ⲡϩⲓⲣ ⲛⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ), and in P.KRU 24.65–68 a courtyard is described 
as in the vicinity of Saint Apa Ananias, the bishop (ⲡϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲁⲡⲁ ⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ 
ⲡⲉⲡⲓⲥⲕ(ⲟⲡⲟⲥ)). A group of texts (collected in BEHLMER, “Christian Use”, pp. 
167–168) refer to a church or sanctuary of Apa Ananias: O.Crum 118 (its af-
fairs), 212 (its steward), 215 (its sacks(?)), and SB Kopt. II 1030 (theft of ritual 
implements). This is presumably connected to the bishop Apa Ananias who was 
once resident in western Thebes (in the area of Theban Tombs [TT] 85 and 87; 
see BEHLMER, “Christian Use”). 

9 David son of Swai occurs once, as scribe of O.Vind.Copt. 107. 

10 Johannes son of Kale is not otherwise attested. Kale here is certainly a pat-
ronymic, rather than a toponym. Literally ‘the lame’, ⲕⲁⲗⲉ (ϭⲁⲗⲉ) is the Coptic 
version of the Demotic word gl ‘paralyzed’, which is well-attested as Greek 
proper name: Καλῆς; it could potentially be a descriptor of Johannes, as occurs 
with other physical attributes, e.g., ‘blind Jacob’ (ⲓⲁⲕⲱⲃ ⲃⲗⲗⲉ), P.KRU 27.27, 40. 

11 This is the only known attestation of a sheepfold (or cattlefold) in the vil-
lage; the term is not otherwise attested at Thebes. It occurs in a Hermopolite 
lease (P.Ryl.Copt. 302a) and two unpublished papyri in the British Library (Or. 
6201 A22 and 1073), as noted in CRUM, Dict., 302a. As the property is located 
between streets leading to a church and a sheepfold, it is likely that it is situated 
on the edge of the village, perhaps even outside the ancient mudbrick enclosure 
wall. 

14 David son of Konstantinos is not otherwise attested. However, the property 
in P.KRU 24, with which the house described in this settlement is perhaps con-
nected, was bordered by the property of an Abraham son of Konstantinos (for 
whom, see TILL Datierung und Prosopographie, p. 50). It is not outside the 
realm of possibility that Abraham and David are related.  

15 The only known occurrence of a Philotheos son of Theodoros is 
O.Medin.HabuCopt. 101.1–2, in which he is stated as being from Terkôt (south 
of Jeme in the Hermonthite nome; see TIMM, Das christlich-koptische Ägypten, 
pp. 2590–2591). It is possible, but not certain, that the two refer to the same in-
dividual. 
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16 ⲧϩⲓⲣϩⲓⲣⲉ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ, literally ‘the small street inside’, is probably best under-
stood as a sidestreet or alley. 

17 Nohe clearly had vested interest in the courtyard under dispute, as we see 
here that he also owned property to the west of it. 

(F) 

This fragment, containing part of a single line, confirms that the two parties have 
no other business with each other, and so is placed after the description of the 
properties that Nohe received. 

(G) 

This small fragment is the only one that bears traces of the witness statements. 
We tentatively reconstruct the name Philotheos son of Theodoros, who appears 
elsewhere in this document (E15). However, as Philotheos is a common name, 
this witness may instead be a different individual not otherwise connected to the 
property. 
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