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Fig 1. In original mounting (front)

Fig. 2. In original mounting (back)

In its untouched form P.Kraft.Cart.052.8 comprised one complete papyrus layer (= and ||) along with bits of an additional split layer (||) adhered to the front, presumably from the cartonnage process (see fig. 1). One stray bit had come loose from the bottom edge in storage (see figs. 1 and 2). 
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Fig. 3. Uncovered (front)


Fig. 4. Uncovered (back)

The front of the fragment had traces of ink on the bottom left, but these were partially obscured by the bits of split layer overlying them (see fig. 3). The back was entirely plastered over with a dry mud paste, also presumably from the cartonnage process (see fig. 4). 
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Fig. 5. Humidified and separated (front)
Fig. 6. Humidified, separated, brushed (back)

Following an initial, unsuccessful attempt to peel back the split-layer pieces with tweezers, the fragment was subjected to simple room-temperature humidification. It was placed on a porcelain platform in the upper chamber a vegetable steamer over an inch of standing water, covered, and left for 48 hours. 

Happily, P.Kraft.Cart.052.8 responded beautifully to room-temperature humidification, after which the top split layer pieces readily came up with tweezers (see fig. 5). Their removal revealed parts of three characters written against the fibers, only one of which is clearly visible. This rounded character looks to be a Greek omicron or sigma (or equivalent, if another language). The largest of the four split layer fragments, too, was found to have a small ink mark on its underside. In both cases, though, the writing is too sparse to be identifiable. That the text runs against the fibers, though, is significant. (Could it have come from a document of a sort commonly written against the fibers, e.g., a will?)

As for the back side, after humidification, the plaster was removed with a soft brush, revealing an unwritten surface (see fig. 6). It is likely, then, that the document of which our fragment was a part was in the form of a roll, not a codex. Unfortunately, given the condition of the writing preserved on it, little more can be said with any certainty about P.Kraft.Cart.052.8.

