Translation:
There isn't a translation but there is a summar% provided. The issue at stake
here is the repayment of a loan together with the amount due in interest.
Petheus appears to own an olive-yard and a piece of marshland. With this
property as security (?) he seems to have borrowed a sum of money from
Limnaios, who might have been in partnership with Papnuthios mentioned by name
in line I2. The rhetor denies that he borrowed money in connection with his
piece of marshland; he says nothing about the olive-yard. Limnaios now states
that manager of Petheus@@%s olive-yard received a certain amount of money from
Papnuthios in connection with the olive-yard on a certain day in the month of
Payni, in the thirteenth year of an unknown emperor; he does not refer to the
Qiece of marshland either. Rhetorically he exclaims whether failure to repa{ a
oan within the time agreed implies that no money was borrowed. Petheus replies
that his opponent did receive something in connection with the olive-yard.
Limnaios says or asks something about the interest. Then, after Petheus®&®
incomprehensible reply, the plaintiff apparently asks whether it would not be
simplest for Petheus to reﬁay the principal sum borrowed as well as the
interest, as he obtained the money by fraudulent means. At this point Petheus
seems to make a mistake by saying that he has already paid interest several
times and that he refuses to pay double. The strategus immediately asks how it
1s possible that, although he has paid interest, he denies having borrowed
anything. Then Petheus makes a remark about the payment of interest and the
strategus asks whether Petheus can show receipts, which however, he is not able
to do. The rhetor asks to show something, whereupon Petheus repiies that he has
already done so. The opponent seems to admit that a certain part of the
interest has indeed been received. Petheus and his party (probably in the
person of the rhetor) dispute the possibility that their oEponent has received
interest only once for the period of four years, because the contract was not
concluded for a year at a time, but for the whole period of four years. Then,
suddenly, Petheus appears to ask fro an extension of payment. It is not clear
why, or by reason of what judgment or motive Petheus, who makes the impression
that he 1is attempting everything to bring the case, 1n which he is clearly 1in
the wrong, to a favorable conclusion, suddenly turns round and gives 1in.
Limnaios reveals that Petheus still has other possessions left and consequently
should not be granted extension of Bayment. Finally the strategus decides that,
should this be true, Limnaios will be entitled to remove everything (probably
the harvest as well as the implements.



