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A nyelv sajatsagai a mondat sajatsagaiban fészkelnek

Samuel Brassai

0. Introduction

The present study joins the long line of works dedicated to the examination of the Coptic
language. Quite understandably, it was self-evident in the scholarly world before the
beginning of the 19" century that Egyptian philology means the study of the Coptic
language as there was no access to hieroglyphic texts and their language at the time. The
history of the study of Coptic, according to Etienne Quatremére, starts with Theseus
Ambrosius in the 16" century1 who studied other languages of the Near East also,?
however, the beginnings thereof in Europe might be placed even to the 15" century when
Bernhard von Breydenbach published the first printed Coptic alphabet in his Peregrinatio
in Terram Sanctum (1486) after his journey to the Holy Land and Egypt.3 Also quite long
is the history of trying to interpret the relationship so evidently present between the last
phase of the Egyptian language and Greek. Athanasius Kircher in the 17" century,
studying the Coptic language tried to define this relationship and came to the rather
interesting conclusion that Greek originates in Egyptian, more precisely in Coptic, an
opinion he himself refuted later.* Today, the study of this relationship is very intense and
advanced, but still far from concluded.

However, “the era when Coptic was the only known phase of the Egyptian language and
Egyptian philology was synonymous with the study of Coptic” ended in fact before Jean-
Frangois Champollion’s decipherment of the hieroglyphs, with Etienne Quatremére’s
1808 publication,5 which discusses the — then not completely new — theory that Coptic
must be the original language of Egypt, the continuation of that of the pharaohs. After

Champollion’s achievement, then, “the centre of scholarly interest moved inevitably to

* ”The characteristics of a language nest in the characteristics of the sentence.”

' POLOTSKY, 1987b: 5.

% He started the study of Syriac in Europe, publishing the first printed Syriac grammar in 1539, Introductio
in Chalaicam linuam, Syriacum atque Armenicam et decem alias linguas, COWPER ET AL., 1858: ix.

* As argued in IRSAY-NAGY, 2006: esp. 129-130.

Quod enim Kircherus in Prodromio Copto linguam Graecam ab Aegyptia sive Copta fluxisse asserit,
refutatione non eget, cum ipse a viris doctis monitus, & rei evidentia convictus, errorum hunc revocarit
Ling. Copt. Restit. p. 507. cited from August Pfeiffer’s Critica Sacra (1702), brought to my attention by
Professor Ulrich Luft. Reference is made therein to Kircher’s Prodromus... and Lingua Aegyptiaca..., see
Bibliography.



Ancient Egypt, (...) one must speak of a rift between Pagan and Christian Egypt”6 —a
regrettable separation of studying ancient Egyptian and studying Coptic took place.
Christian Carl Josias Bunsen, diplomat and a scholar of many interests, already warns in
the first volume of his five-volume Agyptens Stelle in der Weltgeschichte that “all hope of
significant progress depends on the indispensible prerequisite that Egyptology shall be
accompanied by an equally thorough Coptology”.” According to him the event that made
this separation final was the 1845 appointment of Moritz Gotthilf Schwartze Professor of
Coptic Language and Literature at the University of Berlin, where Richard Lepsius was
Professor extraordinarius of Egyptology — that created a Coptology independent of
Egyptology.® Bunsen’s Koptologie term refers to the Coptic language not to “Coptic

9 : 10
" — and from a “language oriented”

studies in a wider sense, which did not yet exist
approach, it really is a mistake to place it outside of Egyptology. The division of
Egyptology and Coptology can only be argued for from a “culture oriented”!! viewpoint,
as the cultural, religious and art historical studies of the two indeed require different
knowledge, although it is only natural that a country of 5,000 years of recorded history
should have quite different periods. The term ‘Coptic Studies’ was born in 1976 at the
First International Congress of Coptology in Cairo, entitled “Colloquium on the Future of
Coptic Studies”,"? and includes the study of the Coptic language, literature, architecture
and archaeology, art history, and religion; and also today, Greek-Egyptian language

contact problems are an integral part of it.

As opposed to Adolf Erman’s statement that Coptic is “the only phase of the Egyptian
language which we really understand”,"> 1 would like to emphasize that we are far from
understanding it fully, and there is no consensus on certain critical points among scholars;

it is especially true of studying its relationship with Greek.

* POLOTSKY, 1987b: 5, referring to the work entitled: Recherches critiques et historiques sur la langue et la
littérature de I’Egypte.

® POLOTSKY, 1987b: 5.

7 This quotation comes from the English translation of the mentioned book (Egypt’s Place in Universal
History, see Bunsen, 1848-67 in Bibliography), but as it was not accessible for me, I am quoting it from
POLOTSKY, 1987: 12.

8 POLOTSKY, 1987b: 12.

° POLOTSKY, 1987b: 12.

1" PoLOTSKY, 1987b: 6.

" POLOTSKY, 1987b: 6.

"2 The publication thereof, WILSON, 1978.

3 In the Preface to his Grammar, quoted in Breasted’s translation, 1894: iii.



Focusing on that issue now, Coptic scholarship is still quite far from having an agreement
on how and where the Egyptian language was affected by Greek. It is indeed an intriguing
question whether outside of loanwords Greek had any influence on Coptic, and great
scholars have raised that question several times: Hans-Friedrich Weil in 1966 said
“Griechische sowohl hinsichtlich des Sprachstiles und der Syntax mehr oder weniger
deutliche Spuren hinterlassen hat”'* and further, Hans Jakob Polotsky in 1987: ,,Dal} der
EinfluB3 des Griechischen sich nicht auf den Wortschatz, und auch auf dem Gebiete der
Syntax nicht auf den Gebrauch griechischer Partikeln beschrénkt haben wird, ist 6fters
vermutet, aber nie konkret glaubhaft gemacht worden.“'> The Greek loanwords are rather
clearly visible and evident traces of influence, drawing conclusions on syntactical
influence, on the other hand is indeed all the more difficult as the method best applicable
is not at hand. In bilingual situations when two (or even more) languages are in contact
and interference is possible, it is measured by comparing the individual languages to their
varieties elsewhere, where no language contact exists.'® The difficulty with measuring
any influencing by Greek on Coptic is that Coptic has no variety outside of Egypt, i.e.
free of Greek contact.'” Peter Nagel, when making his valuable observations on Greek
influence, also points out: "Wenn man sich klarmacht, dass die koptische Schriftssprache
direkt oder indirekt dem Griechischen verpflichtet ist, so ist der Einfluss der griechischen
Syntax um so schwerer wigbar, als eine nichtgrazisierte, also ,rein“ koptische
Schriftssprache, nicht existiert. !

What is certain, however, is that after Alexander the Great had set foot on Egyptian soil, a
long-lived bilingual situation came into being raising the issues of peoples in contact and
languages in contact, and with the arrival of Christian Greek texts and their translations,
also “texts in contact."”” The fact that Greek came *from the above’ must never be
forgotten when trying to understand the motivations for its impact on the Egyptian
language, the totally different nature and ’genetics’ of the two languages is but a

secondary factor: “it is the sociolinguistic history of the speakers, and not the structure of

" WEB, 1966: 183.

"* POLOTSKY, 1987a: 158.

1 ByNoN, 1997: 220.

' An examination in the other way around, i.e. studying Greek in such an environment — although
naturally has its difficulties — has its more clear-cut criteria because Greek has other varieties, as HAGG,
1978 makes some notes on Nubian Greek, and how the influence of the native tongue can be pinpointed.

'8 NAGEL, 1971: 348.

1 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1990: 100/fn.4.



their language, that is the primary determinant of the linguistic outcome of language

2
contact.“*

The aim of the present paper is to make observations on syntax and stylistics in translated
and original Coptic literature, sifting out the syntactic patterns showing Greek influence
in one or both text groups, showing how certain patterns came to be used in Coptic clearly
through translations,”' and raising the question whether those syntactic influences which
came to the Egyptian language through the bilingual situation can be detected with
certainty.” With these observations I would also like to help develop the criterium system
needed to determine whether a Coptic text was written in Coptic or Greek originally. 1
think one such criterium was introduced by Siegfried Morenz who studied the N6
construction® and made valuable observations on its different use in translations (word
order) and original writings (emphasis or the introduction of long subjects) — Karlheinz
Schiissler also adding to this, noting: “there is no doubt that the Christians introduced this
word in order to be able to follow the Greek word order in translation”.** Such
observations do exist, however, a comprehensive work on the criteria would be very
useful.

In the present study the final clauses, consecutive clauses, object clauses/infinitive
constructions after verbs of exhorting and subject clauses/infinitive constructions will be
examined from the point of view of syntactic grecism in translations and in original
Coptic texts.

Thus, summing up, translated and original Coptic writings will be examined in the
chapters and sections to follow:

1. this way it may be possible to see whether there is a difference in the measure of
Greek syntactical influence in the two types of text, i.e. clause patterns of
translated texts exhibit a greater resemblance to Greek clause patterns, while the
original Coptic sentences might exhibit resemblance to Greek to a lesser degree

and of different type, and

2 THOMASON-KAUFMAN, 1988: 35.

! On the importance of “umfangreiche und systematische™ studies of the impact of Coptic translation
activity, see FEDER, 2006: 301-303 where he lists works of Polotsky, Lefort, Mink and Funk as starting
studies in this direction but so far no comprehensive study on the topic has been completed.

2 As 1 think also the bilingual situation might have had impact on syntax, not only on vocabulary.

2 MORENZ, 1952.

** SCHUSSLER, 2008: 56. Its extensive use is undoubtedly the *product’ of the Coptic language phase,
however, SETHE, 1925: 295/fn.3 draws our attention to one occurrence in Demotic (in the form n-gr).



2. these investigations may be of help in creating the criteria for distinguishing with
certainty a Coptic text originally written in Coptic and a translated Coptic text
originally written in Greek: to determine which constructions and syntactical

elements are characteristic of the text of one or the other.

In the most fundamental grammars, Till and Layton, the text base is Coptic Biblical texts,
i.e. translated, and some Coptic authors with no distinction between the two; even such
syntactical phenomena as conjunctions (even Greek) plus clause patterns, which in some
cases are quite different in the two text types, are handled in one group and it is not
explained or even observed where some of these patterns come from. Naturally, the two
text types represent the same language and separating the two cannot be an aim, but such
an approach in a descriptive (and prescriptive) grammar which does not mention or try to
account for certain conspicuous syntactical phenomena, especially in the case of Coptic
which is laden by its relationship with Greek, is questionable.”® Even with these critical
remarks, I would like to emphasize that the above mentioned grammars are outstanding
and still the basic grammatical reference.

It gives a much more precise picture about the language if it is made clear which syntactic
patterns are the result of the contact with another language, just as it is evident from the
beginning of the study of the Coptic language that Greek loanwords are and should be
identified in Coptic. Why not do the same with larger syntactic units? Taking the
presumption that original and translated Coptic writings will be different in (some)
syntactical aspects, we can examine the two text types separately and compare them.
Identifying the patterns present or more characteristic in one or the other will refine our
picture of the language and will be lehrreich about translation techniques, and might give
us a ‘handbook’ to deciding whether a text was originally written in Greek or Coptic.

It must be admitted, though, that a number of questions will still remain unanswered, as
translated Coptic literature (the Bible) obviously made its influence on Coptic authors.
That is why Georg Steindorff was so enthusiastic about the Coptic documentary texts

edited just at his time: “Sind sie doch die einzigen uns erhaltenen, gréeren koptischen

 This objection is also raised by Glenn Snyder in her review on LAYTON’s Grammar, SNYDER: 2005, 2:
. The question is not whether categories should be used, for they must be, but which categories are used,
why, and for what ends. Here one has to decide between various criteria: simplicity of presentation, ability
to account for complex variation (e.g., in orthography or an author’s style), translation into a target
language (whose grammatical values and categories do not correspond to the translated language), and so
froth.”



Sprachdenkmiler, die nicht selbst Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen und Arabischen
oder doch durch Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen, vornehmlich durch die Bibel, in
ihrer Sprachweise beeinflu3t sind. Sie zeigen uns zum ersten und letzten Male nach den
demotischen Texten einen rein dgyptischen Satzbau.™* Although there may indeed be
syntactical differences between literary and non-literary Coptic texts — the syntax of the
latter (but also the former) must still be given some attention’’” — I would reject together
with Sebastian Richter™ the idea of a “rein dgyptischer Satzbau” in Coptic, as — even
taking translations out of the picture — already long before Coptic, Egyptian literacy as
well as everyday life had been interwoven with Greek.

Here another issue, that of spoken versus written language arises® which is a genuine
problem of modern scholarship since it studies a dead language with only written records,
thus it is rather difficult to determine the use of loanwords or “loan-patterns” in real

spoken Coptic.

0.1 Loanwords and Bilingualism

The most conspicuous, immediately visible influence of contact with Greek and the
intense bilingual situation is beyond doubt the ’borrowing’ of the Greek alphabet. It is in
itself a great change in the history of a language, and in Egyptian in particular, where:
”Das vorkoptische Agyptisch wurde in solchen Zeichen und Zeichengruppen fixiert, die
nur den Konsonanten oder Konsonantengruppen darstellen und folglich allein das Skelett
des Lautkorpers wiedergeben. (...) Die Einbeziehung vokalischer Zeichen war
schriftgeschichtlich ein revolutionirer Akt und stellte die Agyptische Sprache vor eine
neue Ausgangsposition. Sie fiihrte erstmals zur Kongruenz zwischen dem Sprachverlauf
und seiner zeichenhaften Darstellung.“*°

For the second sight already, the next — and most studied — phenomenon, that of Greek
loanwords in Coptic and their very intense use becomes evident. Although it is self-

evident that their form, semantic field, and syntactic behaviour (incorporation in the

2 STEINDORFF, 1891: 1, cited from RICHTER, 2004: 146 as the ZAS volume was not available in Budapest.
" The contribution that the study of non-literary texts have cannot be doubted, see also the examination
thereof in CRUM, 1930: 124-127.

¥ RICHTER, 2004: 146; also NAGEL, 1971: 348 who warns that even the first Coptic authors were largely
influenced by translation literature (e.g. the New Testament).

2 This problem is dealt with by RICHTER, 2008; RICHTER, 2004.



conjugation system, compatibilities, etc.) should be given systematic study, there still is
no comprehensive dictionary of Greek loanwords in Coptic, as Crum did not include the
words of Greek origin in his essential dictionary it has been a desideratum ever since.
Alexander Bohlig in 1955 reported that he is working on a dictionary, “ein Gesamtlexikon
aller griechishen Worter im Koptischen mit Belegstellen und Schreibvarianten
beabsichtigt und als Ergdnzung zu W.E. Crums Coptic Dictionary gedacht ist”!; later, in
1969 Hans-Friedrich Weil3 published a “Probeartikel” about the preparation for such a
lexicon.*? But even today, we have only a large index rather than a lexicon, as Monika
Hasitzka and Helmut Satzinger*® point out in connection with Hans Férster’s dictionary,**

and that based on only non-literary texts.

Greek loanwords are indeed present in great numbers in Coptic texts (one fifth of Coptic
vocabulary®®), and in this respect there does not seem to be much difference, at least not
in the number of them in original vs. translated writings.*® The question whether these
words were ’put’ into Coptic vocabulary through the immense translation activity37 or
they penetrated the language in the long bilingual situation, naturally arises. Paul Kahle,
to whom we are indebted for — among other things — the Middle-Egyptian dialect, had the
opinion that Greek words came into Coptic only through the translations of the Christian
texts, especially the Bible,”® Alexander Bohlig, on the other hand, as well as Louis-
Théophil Lefort, expressed the view “daBl bei der Herausbildung einer koptischen
Schriftsprache eine groe Menge griechischer Worter verwendet wurden, die durch den
bilinguen Zustand des &gyptischen Lebens auch Allgemeingut der &gyptischen
Bevélkerung geworden waren.“*’ Peter Nagel expressed a similar opinion in his 1971
work.* This had also been Arthur Véébus’ opinion, who in his time thought it impossible

to answer the question of the origin of these words satisfactorily, but said “it would be a

39 NAGEL, 1971: 329.

*! BOHLIG, 1955:90.

*2 WEIB, 1969: 79-80.

33 HASITZKA — SATZINGER, 2004/5: 19.

3* FORSTER, 2002.

*> VERBEECK, 1991: 1168.

3¢ «Koptische Originalschriften weisen den gleichen oder hoheren Prozentsatz an griechischen Wértern
(...) auf wie Ubersetzungstexte.“ NAGEL, 1971: 333.

37 »Can, indeed, the translation-work of the Biblical books be made responsible for the invasion of Greek
words into the Coptic language?” poses the poetic question VOOBUS, 1954: 225.

*¥ BOHLIG, 1955: 90.

¥ BOHLIG, 1955: 90.

“ NAGEL, 1971: esp. 333-334.



mistake to ascribe the whole phenomenon to the translation of the Biblical texts*,*! and
his argument is very convincing saying that hellenism in Egypt had been present long
before Christianity and the loanwords seen in Coptic are not confined to the Christian
religion but cover all fields of life.** The fact that in Demotic hardly any Greek loanwords
can be found® is not an argument for the opinion that Greek words were not in use in the
Egyptian language and were only taken over with the start and in the course of the
translations of the Bible. Demotic, unlike Coptic, was becoming a more and more rigid,
almost artificial language register,* and had gone out of everyday use after the first
century AD and “had gradually become a lingistic register connected to Egyptian religion
and magic.” And as such it was characterized by ‘purism’,*® it was not open to foreign
linguistic influence — as opposed to the spoken idiom. I think the NT translations
themselves show best how much colloquial Egyptian was interwoven with Greek: these
translations which were made “aus missionarischen Zwecken”,*’ i.e. for the part of the
society who did not speak Greek good enough to be able to read the Gospels in Greek,*®
abound with Greek loanwords.*’ Using Greek words in translations prepared for the non-
speakers of Greek makes sense only if we assume that these words, or most of them, were
part of the used vocabulary,’ ? otherwise the translations are of no great use. In Coptic, as
a new language phase in the history of the Egyptian language and as a literary idiom, after
so many centuries again the spoken and the written idiom met inasmuch as Copts started

to write down the spoken idiom again, rather than using Demotic or Greek.>' A similar

' VOOBUS, 1954: 225-226.

“2 VOOBUS, 1954: 226.

* CLARYSSE, 1987: 10-12, points out that Demotic vocabulary is remarkably independent of Greek, the
few Greek words that do exist in it, belong to the sphere of administration and the army.

*“ HINTZE, 1947: 87.

* RICHTER, 2008a: 741.

“NAGEL, 1971: 333.

7 NAGEL, 1971: 333.

* j.e. “beyond the boundaries of urban settlements, the boundaries of linguistic hellenization” RICHTER,
2008a: 741; also VOOBUS, 1954: 213; meaning that the part of the population outside hellenized cities
could not read Greek or understand Greek sentences, but: ”Greek influence was well established and strong
everywhere, and the development of the beaurocratic system inherited from the Ptolemies, coupled with
the augmented responsibilities of the local authorities, required a certain degree of knowledge of Greek and
literacy even in the smaller towns and villages.* RUBENSON, 1995: 97.

* On the question of "Fremd-oder Lehnwort” see WEIS, 1966.

*0ef. NAGEL, 1971: 333.

3! Before the birth of Coptic, there was an interesting language “gap” in the everyday life of Egypt and “the
use of Coptic for letter-writing allowed monolingual Egyptians for the first time in centuries to
communicate over distances without the assistance of translators, since Demotic, the former written norm
of Egyptian, had disappeared from everyday contexts after the first century CE” (RICHTER, 2008a: 741) —
and thus from about 100 A.D. to the third century, natives had to communicate in Greek letters even if both
sender and receiver needed a translator for that (RICHTER, 2008a: 742).



‘language reform’ took place earlier, marking the turn of Middle-Egyptian and Late
Egyptian. Such sudden changes take place from time to time in the written language,” a
characteristic feature of which is permanence, as opposed to the spoken idiom which
changes continually (much like a living being). Quite understandably, the two must be
adjusted now and then for people to be able to understand the written idiom. Now, in the
time of Late Egyptian, a significant difference between written and spoken language had
developed through the centuries and the Amarna reform ‘legitimized’ the spoken
language.”® Coptic also reflects the spoken Egyptian idiom of its time, unlike Demotic,
and so its vocabulary is a very good indicator of the presence of Greek loanwords in the
language, although it must be admitted that the translation activity might have brought in
some additional words (technical terms of Christianity, among others) and enhanced the
use of others.

On the other hand, more recent works raise further questions to consider, for example
Tonio Sebastian Richter in his paper at the Leipzig Conference.** In his view, we cannot
see the real picture about how much these Greek words were in fact used, as only a
narrow register is represented in the written texts, which gives us an “impressionist”
picture.” It is indeed necessary to classify the examined texts as to date, and genre —
literary or non-literary —° % and also writer and intended audience” /receiver to get a more
‘clear’ picture on how, how much, and who used Greek loanwords — in what form, with

what semantic field, etc.

The form of the Greek loanwords in Coptic has always been an issue as they clearly
display a look different from that known in classical Attic. In 1927 Henri Peter Blok
mentioned as a novum the situation that scholars no longer consider the ’strange’ forms as
“Transkriptionsfehler of the unlearned monks, “wie es z.B. Amélineau tat, einfach
emendierte” the problematic Greek words.™ Naturally, the forms employed by the Copts

come mostly from Greek itself, for their difference from classical forms koine Greek is

2 HINTZE, 1947: 85.

> HINTZE, 1947: 85; TAKACS, 1999: 315.

¥ RICHTER, 2008b.

3 RICHTER, 2008b: 2.

%% According to Richter, three issues must be considered here: 1. the spoken vs. written issue — non-literary
and late Coptic texts are promising from that aspect, 2. the attitude towards Greek loans of translated vs.
genuine Coptic texts, 3. the date of the texts is important: there seems to have been a decline in the use of
Greek loans from the 9% century onwards, RICHTER, 2008b: 2.

*7 ¢f. RUBENSON, 1995: 98-99.

*¥ BLOK, 1927: 50.



mostly responsible,59 and it is enough to see a grammar of that® to be able to account for
such vowel changes that are so familiar to the reader of Coptic texts: |30V 2yAONH;
€1PNVYN oIpHNH; VALY WPNTNG aNaxwpiTHe etc. Further, while mostly the pronounced
forms were taken over®" and written down,** the very same vocabulary items are used
with different spellings — this inconsistence, the various spellings are probably the result
of sometimes writing down the pronounced form, on other occasions the right spelling,
the original Greek form was aimed at: ¢.g. OIPHNH, IPHNH, €IPHNH; ©YAYKIA, ©YAHKIA,
etc. In literary texts, then, the form of the Greek loanwords in Coptic63 is understandable
from the phonology of the Greek spoken in Egypt and it is also useful to know the
original spelling of the words. The Greek spoken in Egypt — as a regional variety — has
some features not present in the Greek elsewhere, which might partly be the “internal
development of Egyptian Greek itself“* and partly show traces of the influence of

Egyptian.”

Naturally, not only phonetic-phonological issues present themselves in Greek loanwords,
but also semantic — what semantic field they have as opposed to their use in Greek;
stylistic — for what style and language register each was employed, as opposed to possible

Coptic counterparts,” etc.; and syntactic — how are they built into the Coptic sentence,

> WEIB, 1966: 185.

© ¢.g. GIGNAC, 1976-81.

o In Syriac, on the other hand, as Sebastian BROCK points out, 1999: 256: “most Greek words were taken
over in their written form, rather than as pronounced: this is indicated by the retention of upsilon
represented by waw. (...) only a few Greek borrowings in Syriac feature in a form that must represent
spoken usage®; the impact of iotacism, however, is visible: “dnvdplov -dinara (emphatic ending);
K1wduvog -qindunos/qundinos (!); KATPOG —qliros; EXAELYLG —eqlipsis* ; further, similarly to Coptic, the
spiritus asper is frequently assumed in the place of the spiritus lenis: “Gpwpa, —haroma® (p. 256). In
Coptic e.g. EATLG and £6vOG are most often written 2eamc and geenoc respectively, among many
others.

> WEIB, 1966: 185.

© The reverse phenomenon can also be encountered, a case where a Coptic word occurs in a Greek literary
text is discussed by JERNSTEDT, 1929: 122-124; but in this case the word is indeed difficult to recognize
(oxatl for mkoyxi) as the XIV™ century manuscript probably underwent several scribal errors since the
composition in the VII™ century, and the word was no longer understood.

Again, copticism might be suspected behind a 0 Xpl1otog in a Greek papyrus, as in Greek required no
definite article, being treated as a proper noun as opposed to Coptic where it is always mexc; as also in the
name Zepmpaovio. TacoBeiva on another, where most probably the Coptic possessive prefix Ta can be
seen, SIJPESTENUN, 1978:172-3.

* HORROCKS, 1997: 63.

% For possible phonological features, see HORROCKS, 1997: 62. For Egyptian Greek, see THEODORSSON,
1977 and the earlier mentioned GIGNAC, 1976-1981.

% Greek words probably had a higher prestige, cf. OREAL, 1999: 293.



e.g. which form the Greek verbs display,®” etc.; for all these we have but individual
studies® about individual texts, but again no comprehensive work. There is hope,
however, as a large-scale lexicographical project devoted to the compilation of a Database
and Dictionary of Greek Loanwords in Coptic (DDGLC) came into existence, and there
will be a conference in Leipzig, 26-28 April 2010 — a joint project, organized by Eitan
Grossman and Dr. Sebastian Richter on behalf of the Linguistic Department of
the Hebrew University and the Egyptological Institute of the University of Leipzig and
supported by the Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology and the Saxonian
Academy of Sciences — “intended to create a discussion between linguists, Copticists and
classicists, in order to raise important theoretical issues, as well as to prepare and support

the practical work of compiling DDGLC.”®

0.2 Translations from Greek

Translation is quite a complex activity as a good knowledge of both source language and
target language should be present, the meaning of the source text must be conveyed
accurately and the target text must be clear and understandable for the speakers of the
target language, even without any knowledge of the source language. This is not such an
easy task, especially when dealing with two so different languages as Greek and Coptic,
which naturally have mainly totally different means of expression and ways of building
up sentences and relationships between them. Just for the sake of example, Coptic is

clearly a language with a tendence for asyndeton, therefore sentences like the following:
AOITION ATIAYCTHC TAYEOYWAXE Q2IMTECTAYPOC ATIXO€IC KANE(NOBE NA( EEOA
AQXIT EMMAPAAICOC

(Spiteful 6, 21-23) obviously need some kind of ’linking” when translated to most other
languages. Greek evidently has its own characteristics encountered by the Coptic
translators when they so intensely and enthusiastically started translating the Gospels for
their fellow Egyptians. Translating words and sentences from Greek into Coptic is not the

sole issue, the background of translating is more complex.

7 LEFORT, 1950; STEINDROFF, 1951; BOHLIG, 1953.

o8 HOPFNER, 1918; GASELEE, 1929-30; LEFORT, 1950; GIRGIS, 1963-64; DRESCHER, 1969; DRESCHER, 1970;
YOUNG, 1969; FUNK, 1984; GRODDEK ET AL., 2006; RICHTER, 2008b.

% Quoted from the invitation letter sent to me by the organizers.



Translation techniques in antiquity were studied by Sebastian Brock” and he relies on
Cicero and Horace when introducing the dichotomy of techniques. Both authors express
the view that the translator of literary texts applies the method of sensus de sensu, which
is clearly the superior one to the slave-like verbum e verbo technique employed by the
translators of legal and business documents.”’ When Christianity and its missionary
activity arrives, however, this “neat dichotomy between literary and non-literary
translation (...) breaks down”"? because the literary writings to be translated in this case,
are sacred, “ubi et verborum ordo mysterium est” — as Jerome wrote in his letter to
Pammachius; > word order is thus also to be followed if possible, and the endeavour to do
so is visible in the Coptic translations as well, one very obvious sign of that being the
extensive use of the Nei—construction.”* So it is very important to bear in mind with the
Coptic NT translations that the Greek “text is an authoritative source, given, ever-present,
decoded (but also interpreted and often imitated) by the author of the target text; the other
text is created on the basis of the source text”.”> Peter Nagel points out that as opposed to
the NT translations: “Die koptischen Ubersetzer gingen zuweilen recht frei mit ihrer
Vorlage um, wenn es kein kanonischer Text war.”’® That kind of literal or pattern-to-
pattern nature is really the ’specialty’ of the Bible translations, and it is no Coptic
invention, it appeared already in the Greek translation of the Old Testament (Septuagint),
whose language thus abounds in hebraisms.”” There is, however, also no comprehensive
study on the Coptic translations from that aspect — how do they start (literal/sense-to-
sense) and what direction do they take? Is there a clearly seizable trend? Manal Yousri
Gabr’s study examines the Gospel of John only and confines itself to the study of the
positions of the subject, i.e. word-order issues, but he concludes that the earlier versions
were characterized by the sense-to-sense translation technique, which later moved
towards the word-to-word method.”® This would not be surprising as studies on the Old
Testament translations show the same phenomenon: ”Diese Studien zeigen, daB friihe,

freier gehaltene und sinngemiBere Ubersetzungen im Laufe der Zeit als unzureichend

" BRoCK, 1979.

"' BROCK, 1979: 69-70.

2 BROCK, 1979: 70.

7 ¢ited from BROCK, 1979: 69.

™ MORENZ, 1952; SCHUSSLER, 2008.

> SHISHA-HALEVY, 1990: 100/fn.4.

" NAGEL, 1998: 41.

" BROCK, 1979: 70-72; FOLDVARY, 2008.
™ GABR, 1990: ii; 116-122.



empfunden worden waren und daher iiberarbeitet oder vollstindig ersetzt worden sind.””
The reason for this turn towards literal translations might be the canonization process, the
gradual growth of the prestige of the texts, leading to the conclusion that a precise and
exact translation of the original is ’a must’. That seems to be parallelled in Coptic by the
treatment of Greek words, connected to Christianity, as it seems that the first Coptic
translators tried hard to translate everything — except for the words that had no Egyptian
equivalent — and later they chose to *loan’ Greek words,* this way they could be certain
that no mistranslation is made. The motivation for a close imitation of the Greek and a
shift towards hellenization is shown in Brock’s study on Syriac, and not only in
translations: ”During the fifth, and above all in the sixth and seventh centuries, the ever
increasing prestige of all things Greek in the eyes of most Syriac writers brought about a
dramatic change that affected almost all areas of Syriac writing; the impress of Greek can
thus be seen in genre and syntax, as well as in vocabulary where there is a vast increase
during this period in the number of Greek and Latin words which enter Syriac and very
often gain wide currency.”81 This observation supports Weil” opinion that in Syriac these
Greek words were rather Fremdwdrter, not used for centuries before getting into the
translations,*? which is shown also by the fact that they were taken over in their written
rather than spoken forms (see previous section). The Greek words in Coptic, on the other
hand, are really loanwords, most of them used for centuries in Egypt before the translation
activity, they are of all kinds (verbs and particles also in great numbers as opposed to
Syriac), from the most various fields of life, and were used in the way they were
pronounced (i.e. spoken) in the Egyptian Greek of the time.* It is further supported by the
fact that on several occasions the Coptic translations have a Greek word different from the
one found in the Greek original text* because clearly the translator employs the

loanword known and used already in the Egyptian idiom for the given meaning.®

" FEDER, 2006: 302, referring to — among others — to the studies of Sebastian Brock on the Syriac
translations; he also emphasizes that no similar studies on the Coptic translations have been made.

8 GASELEE, 1929-30: 225.

' BROCK, 1999: 253.

2 WEB, 1966: 194.

¥ WEIB, 1966: 204-205.

% HOPFNER, 1918: 12-13.

8 WEIB, 1966: 208; FEDER, 2002: 84. Let me bring some examples from the Greek and Coptic Vitae
Antonii: for ’strife’ the Greek text (BARTELINK, 1994) has &AL (837A 1) and the Coptic (GARITTE,
1949) translates it with the Greek loanword aron (1, 6); the word *church-building’ is used as KvpLokoV
in the Greek version (841A 11; 841B 6; 844A 20), the Coptic translates with ekkancia (3, 11-12; 3, 26; 4,
15). In the present corpus, an example can be Mt 8, 18 in dialect M where Greek KEAEV® is translated
with emTacce.



1. Clauses with 1vo. and Clauses with xekac and the Infinitive Constructions

When examining the clause-system of Coptic, one must remember that regarding clauses
and/or verb forms, the Egyptian language cannot quite be looked at as one uniform entity.
Naturally, the several-thousand-year old idiom displays a number of changes, involving

syntax, and it underwent a ,,Systemumbau”86

altogether. The direction of language
development is towards an analytic, in place of a synthetic system87 and conversion.*® In
pre-Coptic Egyptian the language possessed certain verb forms which could stand in the
place where in another language a clause would be found; very good examples are the
relative forms for the function of a relative (or adjective) clause, for the clause of
circumstance (or adverb clause) there are the circumstancial verb forms, and for the that-
clause (or noun clause) there are the emphatic forms or ,,ancestors of the Coptic second
tenses”.*” In these cases the non-presence of a clause with a conjunction is natural. By the
Coptic phase of the language the above mentioned verb forms cease to exist as a result of
the analytic tendence of the language, and become replaced by converters; other clause
types also become more frequent, partly also in place of verb-forms. That can be seen as a
simplification of verbal morphology, which it really is, but at the same time a

complication of other parts of the language, in this case clause syntax, inevitably occurs.”

Let us now turn our attention to the final clause patterns.91
In classical Attic the conjunction 1vo. was used to introduce final clauses (i.e. adverbial
clauses). The Hellenistic period, however, saw an interesting change in the use of lvo—

clauses: in the frequency of their application and in the syntactic positions they could
occupy; they began to be used very often at the expense of infinitival constructions and to

appear in places atypical in classical Attic”> — as object of certain verbs, in subject

% NAGEL, 1971: 328.

87 HINTZE, 1947; SCHENKEL 1966; POLOTSKY 1987a: 16; LOPRIENO, 1995: 7.

8 HINTZE, 1947.

¥ POLOTSKY 1987a: 18; cf. also LOPRIENO, 1995: 73.

% As THOMASON-KAUFMAN, 1988: 23 put it — “a language is not just one system, but a system of systems.
All its systems interact, and (...) a change that simplifies one subsystem is likely to complicate another.”

! For the list of texts studied, see the beginning of the dissertation: LIST OF TEXTS AND EDITIONS
EXAMINED; in the case of the NT, Matthew will be examined in dialects S and M, John in dialects S and L,
Romans in dialect S basically as the M text in this case is very fragmentary (ORLANDI, — QUECKE, 1974).

2 BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §369; HORROCKS, 1997: 75.



position, etc. It is certainly not our aim to investigate the reasons for that,” but we will
collect the syntactic positions this clause type and its ‘rivals’ (i.e. more often than not the
infinitive) tend to fill, and examine the Coptic translation varieties, and then the same
syntactic positions in original Coptic writings, which may show in what ways and to what
extent Coptic syntax was influenced by Greek (patterns) and whether this influence can
be observed mainly in translations, i.e. it is translation induced, or in original and
translation to the same extent.

The examination will focus on patterns, or surface structures/external forms, as they are
part of the language and very good indicators of language contact and language change,
influencing may be very strong and intense even if ‘only’ the surface structures are

affected.

1.1 Final Clause/Clause of Purpose

To determine the possible Greek influence on Coptic clause patterning in the case of the
final, the means and ways of expression, the clause patterns in Greek and Coptic will be
examined first. After that, the translated and original text base will be compared, patterns
identified, differences between translated and original clauses recognized, conclusions
drawn.

In the classical language of Greek, final meaning was expressed either by a final clause,
with the pattern conjunction 1o, ®C, OTWG, (in negation o UM, MG W1, OTWG WUN,
u1) plus subjunctive if the main verb is present, or optativus (obliquus) after a preterit
main verb (sometimes even then the subjunctive was used);94 or by a future participle (or

5

less frequently the participium imperfectum), sometimes together with @c;” or by an

infinitive,”® especially after verbs like S18wut, EMLTPETW, OLPEOUAL, TEUT®,

AOLKVEOLLOLL.

% See for example HORROCKS, 1997: 75, The extension of finite (subjunctive) clauses introduced by final
conjunctions, especially 1va., at the expense of infinitival structures: this was possibly connected with the
historically wider range of uses of Latin ut, e.g. in final and consecutive clauses, indirect commands, and
various ‘future-referring’ complement and adjunct structures. Since this process began in the Hellenistic
period, however, the most we can say is that contact with Latin may have reinforced and/or accelerated the
trend.”

%4 BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §276.

> BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §246,g

% BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §237,2



From the Hellenistic period, and in the language of the New Testament, the infinitive of
purpose after verbs of motion became more frequent than in classical Greek (in earlier
times, in Homer, it was used much more than with Attic writers who only use it after
certain verbs see above); analytical constructions with 1va became serious rivals of the
infinitive at the same time — the choice between the two seems to be a matter of
preference;’’ it will be examined below how often and where one or the other is used in
the NT books Matthew, John and Romans. At this time the optative is not used after 1vo
even after a preterit verb form.” The future participle is rather infrequent in the language

of the NT, and sometimes the imperfect participle stands in its place.”’

In Coptic the most typical final patterns are'” the clauses introduced by xekac or xe
followed by future 3 or 2, and the e plus infinitive construction; in the negative the
negative future 3 after xekac or xe can be used, a MHroTe or munwc with the
conjunctive (this clause type having some additional semantic nuance), and the negated e
plus infinitive construction. Far less frequent — especially in S — is the pattern xexac plus
conjunctive; non-existent in literary S, but present in B is the pattern gina with the
conjunctive, and in the here examined dialect M the pattern 2inac with future 3. The
future conjunctive and its alleged final use'®! will be examined in the chapter, see later
1.1.1.2.1, the conjunctive will also be briefly discussed here, 1.1.1.2.2;'* further, the final

use of the circumstantial present'® will be seen, 1.1.1.3.

The tables below show the final patterns and the number of their occurrences in the texts

analysed. In the case of the translations of Matthew and John,'**

the Middle-Egyptian and
the Lycopolitan dialects respectively are also taken into consideration, but only as

reference, as Sahidic is the basis for the present study. The reason for that is the neutral

7 BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §388 and 390.

% MOULTON ET AL., 1963: 26.

% BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §418 — in fact for the future participle the only example seems to be Mt 27,
49.

10Ty, 1961: §423; LAYTON, 2004: §502

190 Cf. Till, 1961: §311: from certain uses of the future conjunctive “sich der Sinn eines Finalsatzes
entwickelt”.

02 TyLL, 1961: §423, 323.

3 TILL, 1961: §§423, 328, 329.

1% On the S translations of John, and its *peculiarities’, see SCHUSSLER, 2008.



nature'® and standard literary idiom character of the latter, and the fact that the authors
examined here who basically created original Coptic literature'®® and from whom there

are Coptic original texts surviving, Pachom and Shenoute also wrote in this dialect.

195 it is *neutral’ or, better, most leveled, dialectologically speaking; it is the dialect most diffcult to

characterize distinctively, a 'mean’ dialect, the one with the fewest exclusive traits and the most isoglosses
shared with others” SHISHA-HALEVY, 1991: 195.

1% On the problem of whom to call the first original Coptic author, see NAGEL, 1971: 348; also RUBENSON,
1992.
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GREEK (Total 234) fig.1

Matthew | John | Romans

‘wa subj 19 98 23
OTWG subj 12 1 3
UNTOTE subj 8* - -

infinitive 24 6 3
prep and/or article + inf| 13 - 13
part impf 4 5 1
part fut 1 - -

Total 81 110 |43

*in Mt 7,6 most Greek variants have a future indicative after the conjunction, but in the Codex

Sinaiticus there is subjunctive'”’

S CorTIC (Total 234) fig.2
Matthew | John | Romans

xekac fut3 | 33 80 15

xekac fut2 | - S5¥* |1

xe fut3 | - 9 10

xe fut2 | - 1% -

X€Kac conj | - - 1

MHroTeconj| 8 - -

circ pres 4 5 1
e+inf 34%* 10 14
etart+inf 2 - 1
Total 81 110 |43

*in Mt 14,23 the variant in Perez (manuscript M 569) is not an e+infinitive, but a perfect 1

**all of them are only text variants beside future 3, see later in the section

197 New Testament Transcripts: http://nttranscripts.uni-muenster.de; the future indicative is used in Koine

Greek in places where it had not appeared in classical Greek, for example after 1vow and final pf), BLASS-
DEBRUNNER, 1961: §369.

18



M COPTIC MATTHEW (Total 81) fig.3

xekec fut3d 17

xe fut3 11

amnac  fut3

MHIIOTE conj

MHITOC conj

WANTE

circ pres

R »| N w»| W W

pfl

fut conj 1

etinf 25

e+article+inf 4

prep+noun 1
conj 2
Total 81

L CoprtiC JOHN (Total 93) fig.4

xekace fut3 49
xekace fut2 16
xe fut3 4
xe fut2 6
X€EKACE Conj 1
fut conj 2
atinf 12
circ pres 3
Total 93*

* clauses are missing because the MS is not complete



ORIGINAL COPTIC LITERATURE (Total 240) fig.5

Pachom | Theodore Horsiese Shenoute

xe fut3 16 5 12 19
xe fut2 4 1 2 1
xexkac fut3 - 1 20 12
xekac fut2 4 1 5 9
XEKRAC COnj - 1 - -

MHITOTE COonj 5 3 1 -

e inf 8 19 37 54
Total 37 31 77 95

1.1.1 Clause Patterns

Under this heading all patterns will be discussed that express purpose, are not infinitive
constructions, and are not independent (see below, perfect 1 as translation of a final
infinitive?). The Greek participles of purpose will, by necessity, partly be discussed here,
as they are translated by the Coptic circumstantial clause in most of the cases.

1.1.1.1 Clause-with-conjunction patterns: this subclass contains those clauses which
follow the pattern: conjunction + verb form = subordinate clause, as opposed to the so-
called ’clause-conjugations’ and the converted clauses (circumstantial).

In the Sahidic Matthew, John and Romans the most frequently used final clause pattern is
the xekac plus future 3 with 79.14% (129 out of a total of 163 clauses). The second place
is taken by the xe plus future 3 clause pattern which is 11.65% of the clauses (19 out of
163); the third is the MummoTe plus conjunctive pattern, but it has a limited range as it can
be used only in negatives, of course — it is 4.90% (8 out of 163); the xekac plus fut 2
pattern is 3.68% (6 out of 163), and xe with future 2 is 0.61% (1 out of 163), the same
number as the xekac plus conjunctive pattern.

In the original text material, the clause-with-conjunction patterns are as follows: the most
frequently used pattern is xe plus future 3 with 42.62% (52 out of 122 clauses); the
second place is taken by xekac plus future 3 with 27.04% (33 out of 122); the third is

xexkac plus future 2 with 15.57% (19 out of 122); the next most frequent is MumoTe plus
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conjunctive with 7.37 %, but we know that it is only used in negatives; xe plus future 2 is

6.55% of all clauses (8 out of 122); xekac plus conjunctive is 0.82% (1 out of 122).

1.1.1.1.1 xerac and xe with future 3 or 2: The most frequent and most evident final
clauses are xekac and xe with the future 3 or 2. This overwhelming majority and
dominance of the xekac plus future 3 pattern (79.14%, see above) in the Sahidic New
Testament is shown also in Lefort’s 1948 study, where he examined all the NT books in
the S version.'® In his article Lefort eventually concludes that there is basically no future
2 in the S NT used with xekac or xe — the cases attested are indeed mere text variants,
and rather few in number.'” In the text material of the present study, they are as follows
in the S version:

Jn 5, 34: in Horner xekac fut2, in Quecke xekac fut3.

Jn 6, 5: in Horner xe fut2, in Quecke xe fut3.

Jn 15, 16 in Horner xekac fut2, in Quecke xekac fut3.

Jn 16, 33: in Horner xekac fut2, in Quecke xerac fut3.

Jn 19, 4: in Horner xekac fut2, in Quecke xexac fut3.

Jn 20, 31 (the second final of the two): in Horner xekac fut2, no text critical remarks; in
Quecke xekac fut3.

Rm 3, 19: in Horner there is no variant.

In meaning, there is no difference between the two conjunctions, the same recurring
passages are translated with xekac in some places and then with xe in others,"' or
between the patterns; however, Shisha-Halevy suspects that there is more to their
distribution than mere choice: “xekaac vs. xe-eqecwTM and Xxe€ VS. X€Kaac
eqNacwTM — an opposition the functional resolution of which must await some future

5111

study.

"% | EFORT, 1948: 66.

199 LEFORT, 1948: 68-69, speaking of the whole NT: ,sur quelque 650 propositions finales introduites par
X€Kac ou xe, on constate que 10 fois une partie de la tradition manuscrite a utilisé la forme eTeTna qui
est celle du futur II, @ moins que ce ne soit une forme akhmimisante du futur III; de méme certains mss ont,
une seule fois, ajouté un Na au verbe assez ¢loigné de son auxiliaire epe, lequel sert a la fois au futur II et
au futur I11.”

10 L EFORT, 1948: 67.

" SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: 197.
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In the Middle-Egyptian dialect version of Matthew, no future 2 occurs in these clauses. In
the text of the Lycopolitan John, however, fut 2 is much more frequently used with

: . Q2
xekac and on some occasions also with xe than in S~ (see fig.4).

In the original Coptic material it is rather conspicuous that xe occurs far more frequently
here than in the NT, and future 2 is also used more than in the NT.'"?

Pachom, Spiteful 5,24
NTAYCEZNEIYAXE AE NAN XEKAC ENNATICTEYE ETNMNOYTE

Shenoute, Young 21 129, 12-13
€(oYW® NTO( ETPENPZENKOYEl X€€]ET NAN N2ENNOG EMATE MMNW@I €POOY...

In the original material, then, a far less *biased’ distribution of the clause patterns evolves,
the rate of xekac/xe with future 3/future 2 is more balanced, with xe+future 3
dominating only with 42.62% as opposed to the 79.14% of xekact+future 3 in the
translations. That shows that the xekactfuture 3 pattern became the pattern-to-pattern
translation'™* of the lval (bTwC) plus subjunctive clause type, thus its dominance can be

explained by Greek influence, the impact of its very close translation to be more precise.

1.1.1.1.2 xekac plus conjunctive: In the S NT texts examined here, there is but one
example of the xekac plus conjunctive pattern:

Rm6, 4

Greek: lvo. domep Myépdn Xpiotog £k vekpdy o1t thg 86ENg TV Totpdg,
obtwg kol Huelg Ev kawdTNTL {WhE TEPLMATHOWUEY

S Coptic: AYTOMCN ... XEKAC KATA ©€ NTATIEXCTWOYN €BOA 2NNETMOOYT
2ITMIIEOOY MIMEIWT NTNMOOWE 2WWN NTERE

In the sentence there is an interposition between conjunction and verb, and that seems to
be the difference to the other xekac—clauses. In the examined original texts there is also
one example of that pattern, also with an interposition, in Theodore’s Instruction:

41, 20-22
XEKAC EPWQANTIKAIPOC @OTIE NTETINOYTE GMITENQINE NCEQE EPON ENCETOT

2WCTE ETPENXOOC XE€ ...

With the other authors, Pachom, Horsiese, and Shenoute, the pattern does not occur in the

examined texts, in connection with Shenoute Shisha-Halevy notes that ’the construction

112
113

see also Thompson’s remark on that, THOMPSON, 1924: XVIII/fn. 1.
cf. Shisha-Halevy’s note on that, SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: 197/fn. 51.
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»115 in his works. In the Sahidic NT, however, it can be found on several

is uncommon
occasions beside Rm 6,4, all the others appear in the NT books outside of the scope of the

present work. ' According to Lefort, they have one feature in common, namely the

5117 18

interposed adverbial (“temporelle, conditionelle, et surtout participiale, etc.” ') clause.!
In Rm 5, 21, however, there is an interposition also, and the clause still contains the future
3 rather than the conjunctive, therefore Lefort concludes that ,,la proposition intercalaire
n’est pas la cause, mais tout au plus une condition de I’emploi du conjonctif apres
xekac.”"’

In the Lycopolitan John version, on the other hand, the conjunctive appears with xekace
again after an interposition, which is not adverbial, but the emphasized object:

Jn11,52

Greek: oby Lmep t00 EBvoug poévov GAA' o kol T TEKVOL TOL 0e0b T
dieckopmiopéva cuvaydyn €1 Ev

L Coptic: 2ap€ONOC Oy MONON AXAA XEKACE AN NWHPE NTETINOYTE E€TXAP ABAX
Ngcaygoy ayMa NoywT

S Coptic: 2ATI2EONOC AN MMATE AAAA XEKAC ON NWHPE MITNOYTE €TXOOPE EROA
€(ECO0Y20Y €YMA NOYWT

This leads us to the next question: what is the syntactic role and/or explanation for the
conjunctive after xekac? Lefort, when discussing the phenomenon, states that the
conjunctive is clearly not governed by xekac, rather an anacoluthon is at play in these
sentences,'? that is, the final clause starts with the conjunction, then an interposition
follows and only after that scission is the final clause completed with the verb, which may
optionally be the conjunctive; but this interposition — as we have seen above — is just one

2121

condition and “not the conditioning factor for the conjunctive and Lefort goes on to

conclude that the conjunctive here has ,,a special modal value”,122 the volitive and is in

parataxis.'> *To what is the conjunctive coordinated”'** then, asks Shisha-Halevy rightly;

14 They could also be called ”grammatical calques”, see SHISHA-HALEVY, 1990: 100; BYNON, 1997:222.
115 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: 207.

1e They are as follows (see LEFORT, 1948: 69): Mc 10,35; 14,35; Lc 14,10; 1Cor 7,29; 9,18; 16,2; 2Cor
8,0, 9,3;9,8; Php 1,27; 2,28; 2Th 3,12; Tit 2,12; 3,7; Heb 9,15; 10,36; 1Pe 2,12; 2,24; 3,1; 2Jh 6

"7 LEFORT, 1948: 70.

'8 see also LAYTON, 2004: §355.

"% LEFORT, 1948: 70; also Layton, 2004, §355: ,.In a clause of purpose xeka(a)c optionally is expanded by
the conjunctive if an adverbial clause stands between xeka(a)c and the conjunctive.”

120 LEFORT, 1948: 70.

12! SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.6.1.

122 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.6.1.

12 | EFORT, 1948: 72.

124 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.6.1.
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in Lefort’s view it seems to be in parataxis with the verb of the interposed clause:
”I’action du verbe au conjonctif y est intimement liée a la réalisation de I’action, ou de
I’état indiqués dans la phrase intercalaire ; si bien que, dans I’esprit du sujet parlant, les
deux actions s’enchainent naturellement.”'* Shisha-Halevy’s solution seems plausible,
the interposition is adverbial, “really protatic” and the conjunctive after that has an
“apodotic-resuming role”. 126

But how are we to interpret the cases where not an adverbial (or protatic?) clause is
interposed, but the object, as in L Jn 11, 52? Here, it cannot be in special linkage with the
action in the clause as there is none.

Elsewhere in Coptic, the conjunctive follows not only xekac but 2iNa too, also in final
clauses. In B 2ina + conjunctive as final clause pattern is general, whereas, in S literary
idiom it does not occur,'?” neither with conjunctive nor with future 2 or 3. In B gina
introduces final clauses (then followed by the conjunctive), and also in some gnostic texts
the conjunction occurs, there not only with the conjunctive, but also with future 2 and
followed by xe+ fut 2.'* In the text material examined here, there is no gma+
conjunctive in S, as can be expected; in M there is 2ivac + future 3 in final clauses, and
2INac  + conjunctive stands exclusively in ‘vo—clauses other than final
(complementary/epexegetic clauses, object clauses after verbs of exhorting), see later, in

1.2.1.1 and 1.4.1.2.

1.1.1.1.3 mnnote (and m™munwc) is a loan-conjunction always followed by the
conjunctive. It is used in this translated material only when the Greek original has the
pattern UNTOTE plus subjunctive, this happens in Matthew alone; it certainly has an
additional nuance in meaning — ’so that it never/no way happens’— to the other negative
finals. Where the negation of the final clause in the Greek takes the form of lval or OTwg
Un, then one of the xekac or xe plus negative fut 3 patterns is used: in Matthew there are
4 1vo, UN patterns, all of them translated with xekac plus neg fut 3 (7,1; 17,27; 26,5;

26,41); and there is 1 OTWG UM pattern, also translated with xekac plus neg fut 3 (6,18).

"5 LEFORT, 1948: 72.

126 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.6.1.

127 NAGEL, 1971: 350.

128 NAGEL, 1971: 349-350, see examples there.
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In John no UMTOTE patterns occur; there are altogether 14 tvo. U1 patterns, 11 times
translated with xekac plus neg fut 3 (3,16; 3,20; 4,15; 5,14; 6,12; 12,40; 12,42; 12.,46;
16,1; 18,28; 18,36;), and 2 times translated with xe plus neg fut 3 (7,23; 12,35; 19,31);

there is no 6Tw¢ W1 here. In Romans there are no such negations.

In the Middle-Egyptian Matthew the Greek WUNTOTE plus subjunctive patterns are
translated with mumoTe plus conjunctive on 3 occasions (4,6; 5,25; 13,29), and with
mMunwc plus conjunctive on 5 occasions (7,6; 13,15; 15,32; 25,9; 27,64). The four tvo uf
patterns are translated with xe plus negative future 3 on three occasions (7,1; 26,5;
26,41), and with xekec plus negative future 3 on one occasion (17,27); the one OTWG UM
pattern is translated with xekec plus negative future 3 (6,18).

In the original text material MHmoTe plus conjunctive occurs altogether 9 times: 5 times
in Pachom (Spiteful 3,23; 4,6; 11,22; 13,2; 22,14), 3 times in Theodore (Instr 3 46.4;
58,21; 59,13), and once in Horsiese (Letters 63,27), and not once in Shenoute. In the rest
of the negative finals xekac or xe plus negative future 3 is used.

For the conjunctive after Greek conjunctions see later, 2.3.1.

1.1.1.1.4 The 21vac plus future 3 pattern occurs in the present text corpus only in the M
Matthew:

Mt 14, 15

Greek: &moAvocov ToLG dyAovg 1vor AmerBOVTEG (...) AYOpdomOLY EQVLTOLG
Bpwparto

M: arfoAy MIMTMH@E 2INAC €OYEWE NEY (...) NCEWET TPOPH NEY

S: KA MMHHWE E€BOA XEKAC EYERWK (...) NCEQWIT NAY MIETOYNAOYOM(

Mt 27, 26
Greek: Tov 8& TNoobY PpoyEAAMCAG TAPESWKEY Vo STOVPWOT
M:IHC A€ 2AYQPATEAAOY MMA( 2AYTIAPAAIAOY MMA( NEY 2INAC €OYEC.ROY MMA(

S:IC A€ AQPPATEAAOY MMO( A(TTAPAAIAOY MMO( XEKAC €YECROY MMO(

Mt 28, 8
Greek: £3poyLov &mayyEilo Tolg LabnTolilg adtod
M: 2ay@e Ney (...) 2INAC €OYETAME NEGMAOHTHC

S: AynoT (...) €XIMOY® NNEYMAGHTHC
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This pattern is, naturally the exact equivalent in syntactic position and meaning of the
xekac or xe plus future 3 (or 2) pattern, the only difference being the conjunction,
which in this case is the slightly altered form of Greek 1va as loanword, which does not

occur in S literary idiom — see above, 1.1.1.1.2.

1.1.1.2 Clause Conjugations
1.1.1.2.1 The future conjunctive is mentioned as having final meaning (see 1.1 earlier),

12 .
1,'* nor in the

but it is not found in the S Matthew, John or Romans translation as final
original writings. It is, however, used twice in L and once in M translating a Greek final
clause:

Mt 23, 26

Greek: @oplooile TLOAE, KAOAPLOOV TMPADTOV TO EVTOG TOL MOTNPLOV, 1val
YEUMTOLL KO TO EKTOG atLToU KaBopdv.

S: TlepapiccAlOC TIBAAE TEEO NW@OPIT MITCAN2OYN MIMATIOT MN TITINAXZ X€KAC
EPETIEYKECAMEOA WWTIE E€(TEEBHY

M: TQAPICAIOC TIBA'AH  MATOYBE 2I20YN  NQAPIT  MIMATIAT MN  TITNINAX
NTAPETIKEZIBAA WOTIE E€(TOYBHOYT

In3, 17

Greek: ob yop &mécteElley O BeOC TOV VWOV €1¢ ToV KOGUOV 1vor Kpivn Tov
KOCUOV

S: NTATINOYTE rap TNNEY TM@HPE AN E€TMKOCMOC XE €JEKPINE MITKOCMOC

L: NTATINOYTE rap TNNAY MITEJ@HPE €N ATIKOCMOC TA(APKPINE

Jn9,36
Greek: KOl T1g £0TLY, KUPLE, o TLSTELSW €1¢ aLbToO;
S: MX0€IC NIMIME XE €EIETICTEYE E€POY

L: MXa€IC NIMIE TACIAPTICTEYE ApPA(

In Jn 3, 17 it is further interesting that in the second part of the sentence, which is the very

same final, also L uses a final clause pattern, xekace plus future 2.

122 f. POLOTSKY, 1950: 87: “L’emploi de Tape - est limité, dans la Bible sahidique, 4 deux types de
phrase. Dans 1’un, il traduit le futur grec coordonné par Kol & un impératif (type ,,Cherchez et vous
trouverez”) ou, plues rarement, & une question rhétorique. Dans 1’autre, limité & la 1™ pers. pl., il traduit en
général ’aoriste du subjonctif en téte de phrase.”
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When arguing for the final use of the future conjunctive, Till* has as a sole example
Liber Ecclesiasticus 31, 9 which, however, is not a sentence where one has to or should
take the future conjunctive as having final meaning131 in “the sense of deliberate

purpose”13 % oras standing in the place of a final clause:

NIMITE TapNMakapize mmod “Who is he? That we may call him blessed.” (temporary
translation)

Here, the future conjunctive is the classical “post-imperatival apodotic form with a
promissive overtone”,'** with the only seemingly problematic difference that it follows a
question, not an imperative. Shisha-Halevy,'** analysing Shenoute’s idiom, says that ,,the
distribution of Tapeq- has been extended to post-interrogative” environments, which, as
we can see, occurs in the Biblical idiom as well.'*® Also Layton speaks about its use ,,in
sequel to a question”, he however adds that when the future conjunctive appears in such
environments, it “implies an unspoken imperative commanding the interlocutor to answer
the question”.'*® Thus, the passage from Liber Ecclesiasticus, which is the very example

in Layton as well, will be interpreted as follows:

*Who is he? — (Tell me,) and we will call him blessed.’

This evaluation seems well-grounded when one sees the Greek original that the Coptic
translator had before him:

Tig ECTWY; KOl LOLKAPLOVUEY obTOY

Therefore, there is no need to look for uses or meanings of this and similar cases of future
conjunctive other than the original one, which is not a rival to the final clause, however, a
slight final overtone should not be denied, a “’final desirable result rather than downright

deliberate purpose”."*” And this very use must evidently be seen in Jn 9, 36 which is

BOTILL, 1961: §311

131 About the uses and meanings of the future conjunctive in the Sahidic Bible, and about the Greek forms
it translates see POLOTSKY, 1944: 107 where he says: ”Si la valeur primitive de Tape— est nettement
distincte du sens final, elle en est cependant voisine.”

132 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.1.1.5.1

133 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.1.1.5.1; LEFORT speaks of a modal role of the future conjunctive, “mode
subjectif”, and in his opinion it corresponds and was somehow ’developed” to translate the Greek potential
optative, LEFORT, 1947: 10-11; this idea is rejected by POLOTSKY, 1950: esp. 90; cf. also FEDER, 2006:
301.

3% SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.1.1.5.1

135 POLOTSKY, 1944: 110 had also recognized this use of the future conjunctive.

13 AYTON, 2004: §358,b

137 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.1.1.5.1
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basically a paraphrase of the OT sentence, with the difference that the Greek has Kot plus
Sfuturum in the OT passage and a ‘1vai—clause in the NT.

That leaves us with two examples of the (seemingly) final future conjunctive, one in M
and one in L. In the case of Mt 23, 26 the future conjunctive follows an imperative, where
its traditional place is, and so that can also be understood as a classical post-imperatival
future conjunctive: “make the inside of your cup clean, and then the outside will also be
clean”. So in Mt 23, 26 and Jn 9, 36 the future conjunctive is used in the classical way in
M and L respectively, while S employs the xekac or xe final clause pattern. The reason
for that is evidently the Greek original, where a lva—clause is used in each case; that
means that the translation technique of the translators S, M and L differs here. The
translator of S aims at a literal translation and at following the original as closely as
possible, and again translates the pattern. The Matthew and John places evidently allow
such interpretations as present in M — a slightly promissive, relative future time action
with “final desirable result”'*® after an imperative — and in L — the seemingly post-
interrogative in fact post-imperatival promissive action —, because 1vo.—clauses had quite
a wide spectrum in Koine Greek (see above 1.1). The strict final value of the tvo—clause
used in Jn 9, 36 is further questioned by the Liber Ecclesiasticus passage where KOl plus
futurum is used in its place in the very same context. The M and L translators interpreted
the passages and made them “more Coptic” using the traditional (late!) Egyptian'®® form
for the meaning implied or felt.

That difference in translation technique might in turn be explained by the date of the
texts: with Matthew we have a S manuscript dated to the second half of the gh century,140
and a M manuscript from the 4.5 century;141 with John we have a S manuscript from the
Sth century,142 and a L manuscript from the 4 century.143 Thus, one might assume an
carlier text version for the two smaller dialects, which flourished in the 4-5th centuries,'**
and maybe a later text version for the S texts present. Now, it seems that the Coptic NT

translations went from sensus de sensu, which allowed more room for interpretation, to

138 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.1.1.5.1

139 see JUNGE, 1996: 237, dj=j jr=f sdm > TapeqcwTit; and also LOPRIENO, 1995: 230.
190 PEREZ, 1984: 28.

! SCHENKE, 1991: 162.

2 GABR, 1990: 11.

14 THOMPSON, 1924: xiii.

1% NAGEL, 1991: 153; SCHENKE, 1991: 162.

28



verbum e verbo,"* which would explain why the later translators insisted on the final
clause pattern in these passages — it is a word to word, or better, pattern-to-pattern
translation.

The L version of Jn 3, 17 is rather peculiar as the future conjunctive is not in post-
imperatival position here, in fact it is in a narrative, following a past tense verb — Lefort
himself admits about it: “Plus curieux encore est le cas de Jean en dialecte A (...) que
I’éditeur estime, avec raison, étre une transposition du sahidique”."*® According to
Layton, the future conjunctive “very rarely” occurs in narratives expressing purpose,'*’ so
this passage in L (not in S!) might be one of the very few cases. And this is the only case
in the examined text corpus where the future conjunctive “is opposed to other final
constructions”. '

In the original material no ’final’ future conjunctives were found. In Shenoute’s writings,
even the classical usage of the future conjunctive is found more rarely than in the
149

Scripture idiom,

Young 6-7, 39a, 18:

therefore, the passage below is worth mentioning.

OYO€l MIMETNANOYXE AN MIICOElI €ROA 2MIMEYBAX TAPE(NAY EBOA ENEXTIXH
€BOX 2MIMBAX MITE(CON

That, however, is a NT reference rather than a Shenoute-sentence — a reference where the
beginning of the sentence, the imperative, the very trigger of the future conjunctive is
missing and replaced by oyoer mrieTNa-, "Woe to him, who...”. That is the only
peculiarity of the passage and at first sight might seem something else, but it is evidently

the classical future conjunctive, quoted from Lk 6, 42:
Greek: ExBaie mpdtov ThHy Sokbv £k 100 0GBAUOD ©OV, Kol TOHTE

SlaPrEWELS TO KAPHOG TO EV 1M OHPBAAUD TOV ASELDOV cOL EKPAAELY.

Coptic: Nex TiCOl N@WPIT E€BOA 2MITEKBAA TAPEKNAY EBOA ENEXTIXH EBOA
€T2MIMBAX MITEKCON

In Mt 7, 5 the very same passage is translated with a future 1 rather than the future

conjunctive.

Greek: EKBade. kol TOTE SLOPAEYELG EKBAAELY

5 GABR, 1990: ii; BROCK, 1979: 80, in the case of Greek into Latin and also into Syriac.
"5 LEFORT, 1948: 72/fn 10.

T LAYTON, 2004: §358, e.

"% SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.1.1.5.1

14 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.1.1.5.1
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Coptic: NOYX€E ... TOTE€ KNANAY EBOX ENEXTIXH EBOA

1.1.1.2.2 The conjunctive: the only place to discuss here is Mt 5, 28 in the M version,
otherwise no conjunctives are found in final positions (for Mt 27, 49 in M, see 1.1.1.3).
The reason why it should be examined here is that it seems to translate a final infinitive
construction:

Greek: TG 0 BAET®Y YLVOIKQ TTIPOG TO EMBLUTicat abthy
M: OYAN NIM ETGOQT E€YCZ2IME NUEMOYMI €PAC

The S version again has the pattern-to-pattern translation and thus an infinitive
construction: OyoN NIM €TNAGWET NcaoycgiMe eemeoyMel epoc. In the M version
of the sentence, I do not see a conjunctive used in final sense; it is again a slightly
different understanding or interpetation of the Greek sentence, thus the verb form is not
intended to be the exact equivalent of a final infinitive construction: *everyone who looks

at a woman and desires her’*° is how the M translator interpreted the Greek, which is not

too far a meaning.151

1.1.1.2.3 The Limitative @anTe occurs as final'>* in the present text corpus only twice
in the M Matthew. In the original writings no final @anTe occurs, but there are a few

consecutive ones, see 2.6.

Mt 23, 15

Greek: dTL Tepidyete thy OdAaccor kot Ty Enpav mounoot  Eva
TPOSTHAVTOVY

M: X€ TETNMOYWT NOAXACCA MN TIETYOYOOY WANTETETNEIPE NOYE
MITPOCHAYTOC

S: X€ TETNMOYWT NTEOAAACCA MN TIETYOYWOY EPOYA MITPOCYAHTOC

13" Which is the classical use of the conjunctive, being part of the “conjunctive chain” as “con-joiner”, as
Depuydt formulated it, the English "Don’t drink and drive’ being a very good parallel, DEPUYDT, 1993: 9-
10.
'3 As mentioned earlier, 1.1.1.1.2, T do not think the conjunctive has modal sense and each example of it,
after a more careful study, turns out to have one of the original uses of the conjunctive. The examples of
MINK, 1972: 207 are not “im prohibitiven bzw. adhortativen Sinn” but simply continuing the infinitive
dependent on triapakaxer, and the examples on 214 are not final but the translation of another text variant
KOl 0®OCEL rather than the final participle/infinitive. Note also Stern, 1880: §448: “Folge und Wirkung
oder Zweck und Absicht in der untergeordneten Abhéngigkeit vom Hauptsatze driickt der Conjunctiv fiir
sich allein nicht aus, wenn er diese Bedeutung nicht aus jenem selbst, etwa aus einem Futur oder Imperativ
oder Infinitiv entnimmt.* c¢f. SHISHA-HALEVY, 1995: 311.

2 TILL, 1961: §§423, 312.
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Mt 26, 58

Greek: £K3OMNTO LETX TOV LINPETAOY 1EEW TO TELOG

M: 2ag2MAC MN N2YTTHPETHC WANTYNE ETIETNEWYOTIE

S: NEQ2MOOC MN N2YTIEPETHC €NAY €OAH

In both cases, the limitative translates a Greek final infinitive, and the S version again
follows the Greek pattern, using the final € plus infinitive pattern (see later 1.1.2). The
exact, word to word or rather pattern-to-pattern translation, aimed at in the (known) S
NT(s), is naturally the infinitive construction. Why does the M translator choose the
limitative instead, which is clearly not an evident final construction? As it cannot be
accounted for by the Greek original form, the reason must be the meaning of the final
infinitive felt by the translator; it is in fact on the borderline between an aim or purpose
and a (“final desirable) result”'*® (Shisha-Halevy’s expression is again applicable). The
meaning of @anTe- is really not that far from a consequence or result as it will be shown
in the section on consecutive clauses (2.6), therefore it was used as result and since “the
dividing line between purpose (in order to), intended result (so as to), and consequential
result (so that) is sufficiently fluid”,">* the limitative was sometimes also used to express

155
purpose.

1.1.1.3 The circumstantial is not evidently a final clause type at first sight, but it is said
by Till to be sometimes used as final,"*® but this usage is not mentioned by Layton."”” In
the present corpus the circumstantial present only occurs as final in the translated
material, translating a final partitipium coniunctum, and once translating an infinitive
construction in Matthew 11, 1 where interestingly enough, both the Perez-version and M
has this pattern, whereas in Horner the e+infinitive can be found (see figs. 10, 11 at the
end of the chapter for equivalents). Till’s examples'” % also come from translated texts, one

from Luke and the other from the Apophthegmata Patrum (see below).

153 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.1.1.5.1

13 LAYTON, 2004: §504.

'35 As mentioned earlier, Till also mentions that “seltener” it is used to express result or purpose, TILL,
1961: §§ 312, 423.

BOTILL, 1961: §§ 423, 328, 329.

*Tabout the circumstantial LAYTON, 2004: §§413-433.

1% in §329 and §423.
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Basically, the Coptic — the Egyptian in a wider sense — circumstantial does not have final
function or meaning,159 and I did not find any such clauses in Pachom’s, Shenoute’s,
Theodore’s or Horsiese’s writings. Another fact is, that considering syntactical functions
and meaning, the Greek partitipium coniunctum and the Coptic circumstantial are rather
similar, and the former is translated with the latter in most cases when a translation is
needed. One function of a conjunct participle is to express purpose, ® the future participle
is especially used that way,'®" but in NT Greek the present participle is more common as

final.'®?

The only exception in the present corpus to the rule that the Greek participle of purpose is

translated with the Coptic circumstantial is:

Mt 27, 49

Greek: dpeg 10wuev €1 Epyetal HAlog chowv abtov.
S: 6@ NTNNAY X€ 2HAIAC NHY €NOY2M MMO(

M: 60 NTAPNNE X€ 2HAIAC NNHOY N(NEZM(

In the Greek text the well-known classical usage of the future participle is seen, after a
verb of motion, with a clearly final meaning. The very same meaning can be and often is
achieved with the final infinitive in NT Greek,'® and that is exactly what one finds as text
variation in Codex Sinaiticus:'*

Abeg 1dwpev €1 Epxeton HAlog cdoat abtov.

The S translation, then, might have the Codex Sinaiticus text as its origin, translating the
final infinitive with its regular equivalent (see 1.1.2 and fig. 10), the e plus infinitive
construction. However, it cannot be excluded that the final future participle was translated
with the e plus infinitive.'®> We have seen that the final participles in this text corpus are
regularly translated with the circumstantial present, but it is an important difference that

all the others are present participles, which have a much wider range of uses and as

'3 On the circumstantial in the earlier phases of the language, see LUFT, 1983: §§ 7.1 and 7.3.1.3;
JOHNSON, 1976: 32-99; JUNGE, 1996: 122-125; LOPRIENO, 1995: § 7.9.5,D.

1% DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §442.

1" In classical Attic exclusively the future participle, BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §246,g; for NT usage of
final future participle, see PORTER, 1992: §5.5, and DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §442.

192 BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §418

1 BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §§390, 418

1% New Testament Transcripts: www.nttranscripts.uni-muenster.de
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conjunct participles might indeed have several meanings,166 the final meaning is not so
obligate and evident at first sight — translating them therefore with a circumstantial
present, which again comprises several meanings,'®’ is very understandable and less
'risky’. Did the Coptic translators take the present participles as simple partitipium
coninunctum and disregarding or not recognizing their final meaning simply applied the
regular translation equivalent? Or did they deliberately create a final circumstantial to be
able to retain the partitipium coniunctum — circumstantial equivalence, thus being able to
give a pattern and content translation at the same time? I do not know yet. But if we
assume that in Mt 27, 49 the future participle version was the Vorlage, then it might show
that the translators took that as a more obvious final and therefore translated it with a

more obvious Coptic final pattern, the € plus infinitive.

This passage in M is further interesting because of its use of the conjunctive. In Bohairic,

168
the same verb form occurs:

XAC NTENNAY X€ (JNHOY NXE HAIAC NTE(NAZME(

and there is also a S version using the conjunctive:169

6 NTNNAY XE€ 2HAIAC NHY N(NOY2M MMO(

It would be very difficult to account for the conjunctive as translation of either the final
infinitive or the final future participle, as I cannot accept the modal use of the Coptic
conjunctive (see above, 1.1.1.2.2) which Mink refers to regarding this passage: “man den
Subjunktiv in finalem Sinn gebraucht.”170 It is a far more acceptable possibility that the
versions with the conjunctive were based on a different text variant, for example the one
cited by Mink:'”"

Aoeg 1dwpev €1 Epyetol HAlag kol cwoel abtov.

The two praesens imperfectum verb forms coordinated with Kol are exactly what one

would expect to be the Vorlage for the Coptic praesens 1 continued by the conjunctive.

165 As MINK, 1972: §24 also points out.

1 DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §§434-453; PORTER, 1992: §§5.1-5.6; BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §418.
YTTILL, 1961: §328; LAYTON, 2004: §421.

18 MINK, 1972: §24.

19 MINK, 1972: §24.

O MINK, 1972: §24.

11§24,
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Now, the passage where the circumstantial present translates a final infinitive and not a

participle — at least based on the known text variants:

Mt 11,1
Greek: UETERT EKEIOEY TOV S18ACKEW KAl KNPOSCELY
S (Perez): A(TIOONE E€BOA 2MIMMA €TMMAY €(TCB®W AY®w eqTageoe€lw)

S (Horner):  aqriwwNe €ROx 2MIMMA €THMMAY €TCRW AY®W €TA@®EO€IW

M: 2A(TTONE €BAX 2MIMME ETMME €(TCABA AYW €JKHPYCCE

The text variant in Horner seems to be the only one to follow the Greek original in the
final. Two possibilities follow from that: 1) we might suspect a variant with a final
participle not known by the NT text critics, but that is not very probable and for the time
being cannot be answered; 2) or else we might accept that in this passage the final
infinitive was indeed translated in several versions with a circumstantial present. In this
respect, Mt 11, 1 would not be a sole case; Till’s examples of the final circumstantial
mentioned above are also translated Coptic passages'’> and seem also to translate final

infinitives rather than final participles:

Apophthegmata Patrum, Macarius 2: 173
AY® NEYNHY NGl NTENOOYE ETZINMXAIE EYCW Z2MIMTMA €TMMAY

Kol AABOV TO. KTAVN THG POV ety €€ adThG.

Luke 1, 59 (in this case there is a circumstantial future)
Coptic (S): ay€l €YNACBRE MIWHPE WHM

Greek: TABOV TepLTEPELY TO TOSiOV

In the Luke-example, however, the question arises whether the e1 +circumstantial future
is really intended to be final, an exact translation of the Greek final infinitive, or is the
"normal’ periphrastic'™ use ’they came being about to circumcise him’ (=’they were

about to”).

The issue of the Greek final infinitive translated with the Coptic circumstantial, whether it

originates in the conjunct participle being translated with that, is worth noting and needs

' That the Coptic version of the Apophthegmata Patrum is the translation of the Greek, see HOPFNER,
1918: 1-11, 17-21 (see RUBENSON, 1995: 146-147); BOUSSET, 1923: 1-13 (see RUBENSON, 1995:147).

'3 ZOEGA, 1973: 347, 9; MIGNE, 1857-66: vol. LXV col. 259-260.

1" LAYTON, 2004: §427.
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further investigation in the future, I would not like to draw any final conclusions on that

now.

And closing down the thoughts on the final circumstantial, let me note a special case of

translation in Romans 15, 15:

Greek: EYpoyor DUV ATTO LEPOLG DG ETOVOUUUVTIOK®Y DUAG
Coptic (S): a1C2a1 NHTN ATIOMEPOC 20C €If NHTN MriMeeye

Where even Q¢ is taken over as a loanword from the well-known (¢ plus participle

construction'” to follow the Greek original precisely, resulting in the final 2wc plus

circumstantial pattern — of which I know no parallel.'”®

1.1.2. Infinitive Constructions

An infinitive construction could be used to express purpose both in Greek'’” and in the
Egyptian language.'™ It is no wonder, then, that the ¢ plus infinitive construction is
present in great numbers in translated'”” and original Coptic writings as well, in the
former (mostly) as the natural translation equivalent of the Greek final infinitive, and in
the latter as a natural final pattern which does not need to have a Vorlage.

Mt2,2
Greek: kol filBopey Tpookuvioal abTtd

S: AN€l €OYWWT Na(

M: 2aN€1 €eOYOWT Ne(

Jn 4,38
Greek: EY® dnéoteldo LUAG Bepile b oby LUELG KEKOTIAKOTE

S: ANOK AIXEYTHYTN €W2C MITETE MIMETNWMZICE €PO(C

15 It can have three different usages, 1. a subjective comparative clause (as if/as though), 2. a subjective
clause of cause (with the consideration that), 3. and (mainly with future participle) purpose (BORNEMANN-
RISCH, 1999: §246,g); although it might be debated on the grounds that this is not a future participle, I
think this is a participle of purpose and it does not necessarily have to be the future in NT Greek, as was
mentioned earlier.

"7 Nor do the grammars; in LAYTON, 2004: §422 the gwc plus circumstantial pattern is introduced as
having the — expected — meaning as/as if/on the grounds that, and in §505 nee , the Coptic equivalent of
2wc in comparisons is discussed.

7 For classical, see: BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §237,2; WOLFF, 1956: §33; for later and NT Greek, see:
BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §390; DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §366; PORTER, 1992: § 2.2; RADERMACHER,
1925: 186;

178 GARDINER, 1957: §163; ALLEN, 2000: §14.11; JUNGE, 1996: §2.2.3; JOHNSON, 1976: 279; LUFT, 1983:
§7.5.3; TILL, 1961: §§423, 338; LAYTON, 2004: §502; for final infinitives in Shenoute, see RUDNITZKY,
1956: 49-50.

17 In the NT translations, see MINK, 1972: 208.
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L: ANAK A€IXAYTHNE A®C2 NMETE MMETNATIZICE APA(

Pachom, Spiteful 6, 26
NFAF@ONIZE 20WK OYREMIMTAOWC MIMAIAROAOC €TMOYAZK NCcw(q

Shenoute, Elanskaya 1.1.b.707 85, 26a

ERKWANOYWN NPWK €@AXE EXMITPAN MITXOEIC

From that it follows that in the NT texts the use of the Coptic infinitive pattern strongly
depends on the Greek pattern, whereas, in the original texts the author is much more free
to choose the final pattern — clause or infinitive — more natural to him.

First of all, comparing the rate of final clause patterns vs. e+infinitive patterns we find
that there is a significant difference in the overall picture between the two text types: in
translated texts the clauses are some 70%, while in original they are only slightly more

than the infinitives:

fig.6
Greek Transl Coptic Original Coptic
)
Final clause patterns 70.09% 69.66% 50.83%
Infinitive constructions | 25.21% 26.07% 49.17%
Other* 4.70% 4.27% -

*in Greek that is the participles, in Coptic the circumstantial present

The Greek seems to favour the clause patterns and the Coptic translation shows a stunning
similarity to the Greek in the percentage of clauses and infinitives, as opposed to the
percentages found in the original literature. This 1) shows a very strong adherence to the
original and a very precise, pattern-to-pattern translation in the NT, and 2) indicates that a
marked stylistic difference might be expected between the Coptic idiom of the NT and the
original Coptic texts. At this stage, this remains a cautious and general statement, as the
individual authors or texts can exhibit *deviations’ from that rule; among the translations,
Matthew displays a rather balanced use of the two patterns, though still with clauses in
majority, and among the Coptic authors it is Pachom whose idiom seems to differ quite
significantly from the others, using the clause patterns with such overwhelming majority,

whereas Theodore and Shenoute seem to prefer the infinitive:
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fig.7

Greek Matthew John Romans
Final clause patterns | 48.15% 90% 60.47%
Infinitive constr 45.68% 5.45% 37.21%
Other 6.17% 4.55% 2.32%
fig.8

Coptic Matthew John Romans
Final clause patterns | 50.62% 86.37% 62.79%
Infinitive constr 44.44% 9.09% 34.88%
Other 4.94% 4.54% 2.33%

fig.9
Original Pachom Theodore Horsiese Shenoute
Final clause patterns 78.38% 38.70% 51.94% 43.16%
Infinitive constructions | 21.62% 61.30% 48.06% 56.84%

Adding up though, even with these differences, the use of the final infinitive is more

extensive in the original literature than in the translations.

1.1.2.1 In the original material, only one type of final infinitive construction is present,
the e plus infinitive, including naturally both simple and causative infinitives. The € plus
infinitive in the NT translations is the equivalent of the Greek infinitive in most cases, see
figs. 10-14 for exceptions which are usually other final constructions, but there are two

cases where a perfect 1 stands in the place of the expected infinitive:

Mt 14, 23 — where the perf 1 in S is only a text variant
Greek: QVERM €1¢ 10 bpog kAT 1810w TpocebENCHIL

S (Horner): aqaxe €2pal €XMITTOOY MAYAA( E€WAHA
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S (Perez): agaxe €2pal €XMITTOOY MAYAA(] AQWAHA

M: 2aqaxq €2PHI €EXMITTAY NCAYCE 2API2APA( 2A(TTPOCEYXE

Mt 24, 1 — where the S has the infinitive
Greek: mpooiABov o1 polbntolt obtod Emdel€ot abt®d Tog SLkodopud.g
S: aytneyoyol €poq NGINEqMAGHTHC E€TOYO( ETIKOT

M: 2ANE(JMAOHTHC 2AYEl EPET( 2AYTANOYA( ENKOT

In the Greek, there is no text variant with a verbum finitum, but in Horner’s critical
apparatus a Syriac and an Ethiopian version is listed where also a verb form other than the
infinitive stands, ’and they showed’ translates Horner. That naturally raises the suspicion
that a Greek Vorlage with a verbum finitum must have existed. In Coptic the perfect 1 is
evidently not a final clause pattern and does not normally translate an infinitive or clause
of purpose.

0 . .
and sometimes with a

1.1.2.2. In Greek the infinitive sometimes stands with 100,
preposition €1¢ or TPOC."®" These constructions all express purpose, ToU and €1¢ plus
infinitive appearing in Matthew and Romans — the latter clearly in favour of €1g
TO+infinitive; TPOG plus infinitive is only present in Matthew in the examined text

corpus. From a translation aspect, from these infinitive constructions the ToV infinitive is

the most unanimously translated into Coptic, always with the € plus infinitive'* in both S
and M:

Mt 13,3

Greek: EENAOEY O oTELPWY TOV CTEIPELY

S: Aq€l €EROA NGI TIETXO €XO

M: MeETNEXXA 2A(l €BAA €XXA

Also quite unanimously treated is the €1¢ TO+infinitive, although twice it is translated

with a definite article plus the infinitive construction:

Mt 20, 19 — where only M uses the article:
Greek: mopaddcoovoy abtov tolg £Bvecty €1¢ To Eumaiéot

1% BI ASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §400; DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §397.
'8! BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §402, 2 5; DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §406.
12 see also MINK, 1972: 230.
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S: NCETAPAAIAOY MMO( €TOOTOY NN2EONOC ECWRE MMO(

M: NCEMAPAAIAOY MMA( €2PHI ETICYNZ2EAPION NNI2EONOC ETTTPOYCOEE MMA(

Rm 11, 11
Greek: t@ obtdv mopomtdpott ) cwpla tolg EBvecw €ig O
mopolnidootl abtoig

S: 2MIMEY2€ ATIOYXAIQWTIE NN2EONOC ETTTK®W2 NaY

And once, in Rm 4, 16, it is translated with xekac future 3, but in this Greek sentence

there is a lval before the infinitive construction.

The 1pOG plus infinitive used in Matthew alone, has several translation variants, in fact
the simple € plus infinitive is used only once, in 5, 28, and only in S, whereas the M has a
conjunctive (see 1.1.1.2.2):

Greek: 0 BAET®Y yLvoilka TIpoOg To EntBvunioat abthy
S: OYON NIM ETNAGW@T NCAOYCZIME EETIEIOYMEl €POC
M: OYAN NIM €TGOWT €YC2IME NUETNOYMI EPAC

In 6,1 it is a clause in S and an infinitive construction with the definite article in M:

Greek: [T TOLELY EUTPOCHEY TMY AVOpMOTWY TPOE TO Beadnvat abitolg
S: €TMAA( MIMTEMTO E€ROA NNEPWME XEKAC €YENAY EPWTN
M: E€TNEIPE NTETNEAEHMOCYNH MIMEMTA E€RAX NNPOME ETNTTPOYNE €POTN

In 13, 30 it is translated with an infinitive construction with the definite article in S and in
M:

Greek: dooate abtd €1¢ déopag Tpog TO Katokavoot obtd
S: NTETNMOPOY N2N@OX ETIPOK20Y
M: MAPOY N2ENW@PA® ETITPOYPAX20Y

In 26, 12 there is an infinitive construction with the definite article in S, and a definite
noun in M:

Greek: Balovoa yap ohtn 10 Hhpov ToLTO EML TOV CWUATOE MOV TPOG TO
EVTAOLACOL LLE ETOINCEY

S: TAl FAP NTACNOYX€E MITEICOON €2PAl EXMITACWMA NTACAAC E€MKOOCT
M: T€l rApP €0ACOYOTE MITEICAGN EXNIACWKMA €2ACEC ETAKECE

It is interesting to see these variations from a dialectological aspect, S and M employ

different solutions for the translation of this pattern on most occasions, only once (13, 30)
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do they have the same pattern; it is another argument for thinking that the M version of

Matthew was not made from the S version'®®

— but that is subject of a different study; and
it is worth noting also that, unlike with the other infinitive constructions, here there is not
just one ’right’ translation — there is xekac fut 3 (also in S 23, 5), conjunctive, a definite

noun, € plus infinitive, and e plus definite article plus infinitive.

1.1.2.3 The infinitive constructions seem to be preferred after verbs of motion'™ in
Matthew (25 out of 36 infinitives follow a verb of motion) and John (4 out of 6 infinitives
follow a verb of motion), but not in Romans (only 2 out of 16 are after a verb of motion)

where the infinitive (mostly with €1¢) is used invariably in any environment. In John, the
verbs of motion are frequently followed also by the 1voi—clause, even if the subjects are
identical (most of the cases) and thus an infinitive would be ideal — in these cases, i.e.
when a verb of motion is followed by a final clause with identical subject, the Coptic
tends to translate with an e+infinitive construction, for example (see APPENDIX for all
occurrences):

Jn4,8

Greek: Ol yap padntolt abtov &meAnAOBeLcHY €1g THY TOAW 1va TPOdAg
Ayopd.owoy

S: NEqMAGHTHC TAP NEAYBWK €2PAl ETTIOAIC EQWIT NAY MITETOYNAOYM{

L: NEqMAOHTHC FAP NEAYRWK A2PHI ATTIOAIC ATPOYTAYAEIK

Jn 12,20

Greek: floow 88 BAANVEG Tveg EK TAY AvaBaivdytmy 1vo, TPoSKLINCWoY

S: NEYN2ENOYEIENIN A€ €ROA 2NNETEHK €2PAl €EOYWWT

L: NEYN2ENOYAEIANIN ABAX 2NNETEHK A2PHI ATIQAEIE AYOWT

On some occasions, however, the clause pattern is followed by the translators, in five
cases in S (11,11; 11,19; 11,31; 12,47; 12,47) and in two cases in L (11,11; 11,19).

In the original Coptic writings, the final infinitives are not more preferred after verbs of
motion, only in ten cases do they follow a verb of motion, and three of them are
quotations in Shenute (Ad phil 54, 9; 54, 25; 55, 13) from Canticorum, which are

therefore again translations.

'3 1 disagree here with GABR, 1990: 113-114 who states that obviously the M version was made based on
the S.
184 Ag its usual syntactic environment, BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §390.
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1.1.3 Greek — Coptic Equivalents

Summarizing the final patterns in the translated material, with regard to Greek and Coptic
equivalents, I refer to the tables below, which show very clearly that the Coptic
translations can be called pattern-to-pattern translations, following the Greek as closely as
possible choosing the pattern which is the most similar to the original.

The cases where the translated pattern differs from the original are:

Only M differs in Mt 5, 28 in using the conjunctive instead of the infinitive, see 1.1.1.2.2.
In Mt 6, 1 S uses a clause instead of an infinitive, see 1.1.2.2. Two Coptic variants (one S
and M) use a circumstantial present instead of a final infinitive in Mt 11, 1, see 1.1.1.3. In
Mt 14, 23 two Coptic versions, one S and one M, and in Mt 24, 1 M use perfect 1 instead
of a final infinitive, see 1.1.2.1. In Mt 23, 5 the Greek TpOg 16 infinitive is translated in
the S version with xekac future 3. In Mt 23, 15 the M version has @wanTe instead of a
final infinitive, see 1.1.1.2.3. In Mt 23, 26 and 26, 58 M has future conjunctive, see
1.1.1.2.1. In Mt 27, 49 S uses a final infinitive for the Greek future participle, and M uses
a conjunctive, see 1.1.1.3. In Mt 28, 8 M translates the Greek final infinitive with a
2iNac-clause. In Jn 3, 17 and 9, 36 the L version has a future conjunctive to translate the
final clause, see 1.1.1.2.1. In Jn 4, 8; 6, 38; 12, 20 both S and L translate a Greek final
clause with a final e+infinitive construction; in Jn 11, 31 and 12, 47 only L translates a
Greek final clause with a final e+infinitive construction, see 1.1.2.3. In Jn 19, 16 both S

and L translate a Greek final clause with a final e+infinitive.
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MATTHEW: GREEK — S COPTIC fig.10
Coptic | X€KAC | MHTTOTE | e+inf etarticle | Circumst | Perf 1*

Greek +fut3 | +conj tinf

‘wa + subj 19 - - - R N
onwg + subj | 12 - - - R N
UATOTE+subj | - 8 - - - -
infinitive - - 24 - - 1
prep/art+inf 2 - 9 2 - -

part fut - - 1 - - -

part impf - - - - 4 -

*occuring only as a text variant in 14, 23 where the version(s) in Horner has e-+inf, Perez has perf 1.
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MATTHEW: GREEK — M COPTIC fig.11
Coptic | X€kec xe 2INAC | MHMIOC | MHTIOTE | ganTe- | circumst | fut conj| conj | etinf| etarticle | Prep | Perf

Greek +fut 3 +fut3 +fut3 | +conj + conj 4inf | +noun| 1
‘wa + subj 7 9 2 - - - - 1 R R R - _
onwg + subj | 10 2 - - - - - R R R - -
Unmote+subj | - - 5 3 - - - - - - - -
infinitive - - 1 - - 2 - - - 19 - - 2
prep/art+inf | - - - - - 1 - 1 6 4 1 -
part fut - - - - - - - 1 - - - -
part impf - - - - - 4 - - - - - -
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JOHN: GREEK — S COPTIC fig.12
Coptic | X€KaC | X€Kac xe xe etinf Circumst

Greek +fut 3 +fut2 +fut3 +fut2

wa + subj 80 4% 9 1 4 -

TG + subj 1 - - - - -

infinitive - - - - 6 -

part impf - - - - - 5

*plus one variant in Jn 5,34 Horner has future 2, manuscript P Palau Rib (Quecke) has future 3.

JOHN: GREEK — L COPTIC fig.13
Coptic | X€KaC€ | X€Kace | X€ xe XeKace | futconj | atinf | Circumst

Greek +fut 3 +fut2 | +fut3 | +fut2 | +conj

‘wal + subj 49 15 4 6 1 2 6 -

OMWG + subj | - 1 - - N - - N

infinitive - - - - - - 6 B

part impf - - - - - - - 3

The total number of finals is fewer than the Greek and S versions because the manuscript

is not complete.




ROMANS: GREEK — S COPTIC fig.14
Coptic | X€Kac | X€Kac xe XEKAC | eHnf etart Circumst

Greek + fut 3 +fut2  |[+fut3 | +conj +inf

‘o + subj 13 1 8 1 R R R

onwg +subj | 1 - 2 - - R R

infinitive - - - - 3 - -
prep/art+inf 1 - - - 11 1 -

part impf - - - - - - 1

185

ed. by THOMPSON, 1924.
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CONCLUSIONS

1. It may be asserted that the majority of the finals is expressed with the clause-with-
conjunction patterns xekac or xe plus future 3 or future 2 in both translated and original
text types. The rate of final clause patterns vs. infinitive constructions is, however,
considerably different, see fig. 6. The clauses with conjunction — disregarding now the
clause conjugations and others — are 69.66% (163 out of 234) of all finals in translations,
and 50.83% (122 out of 240) in original texts. In original writings the rate is even
reversed with Shenoute and Theodore, who use more final infinitive constructions than
final clause patterns. This is obviously accounted for by the fact that in Greek 1vo—
clauses are in majority and by the Coptic translation technique which aimed at a very
precise translation, translating patterns in many cases to follow the original as closely as
possible. This will be even more obvious in those syntactical positions where one would

not expect a xekac—clause at all (see 1.2.1; 1.3.1; 1.4.1).

Since the pressure of a Greek original is not present with Coptic authors (vs. translators),
their choice of pattern is different and the e plus infinitive is more frequently used than in
translations; the final clause patterns are not in such majority. The final clause patterns are
in fact more characteristic of Greek, of which the clauses governed by conjunctions are
very typical and their system is especially subtle mainly in classical Attic, than of
Egyptian where the system of subordination, embedding, etc. is rather different,'®® the
language is rather sparing in conjunctions'®” and these, in turn, act quite differently from

188 rather than govern

the Greek-type conjunctions and convert the sentence into a clause
or determine it and its predicate in any way. Without wishing to make structural analyses,
I raise the question whether 1ol or OmWG plus subjunctive and the xekac or xe plus
future 3 (or 2) clauses are identical on the structural level. "No” would certainly be the
answer of the structuralist colleagues, however, the surface structure of the two is rather
similar and that is a reason enough for the Coptic translators to have a preference for their
own Coptic clause-type rather than the infinitive when exactly a clause-type was used in

the Greek Vorlage. 1 suggest therefore that in the rise of the number of final clause-with-

conjunction patterns in Coptic, the interactions between Greek and Egyptian played a

18 see LOPRIENO 1995: 225; 229.
'87 GARDINER, 1957: §30.
"% LOPRIENO 1995: 150-152.
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significant role; at the same time I would like to emphasize the analytical tendence' of

% and

the Egyptian language development, which has its roots in pre-Greek times'
undoubtedly prepared the ground for the more extensive presence of clauses in the place
of certain verb forms — as even in Late Egyptian the final-prospective sdm=f existed and

"in *the place of* a final clause; and this inner change of

was used to express purpose,'’
the language192 was later interwoven with the bilingual situation and the Greek-dependent

literacy.

It is worth mentioning that the conjunction xekac does not have a pre-Coptic
predecessor; considering all this, the € plus infinitive construction in the finals seems to
be a more *genuine’ Egyptian way of expressing purpose,'” whereas the clause pattern
and its abundance was urged by the translations.'** In this sense the 2iNac plus future 3
pattern, used in M, also belongs here, displaying a further Greek influence, the use of the
loanword.

2. Only in the translated Coptic texts do we find the e plus definite article plus infinitive
pattern, which was triggered by the €1¢ 10 infinitive and even more by the Tpog T6
infinitive patterns, thus enriching the palette of Coptic final patterns, which is again a
stylistic influence on the language. For the time being, I assume that it is characteristic
only of the translation idiom of Coptic. Further research might confirm or refute that.

The widening of the range of Coptic final patterns is a linguistic influence of the Greek
language.

3.There are, however, considerable differences in the choice and preference of clause

pattern between translated versus original Coptic texts: the pattern most frequently used,

and in fact in overwhelming majority in the S NT is xekac plus future 3 — 79.14% of all

189 HINTZE, 1947 and also HINTZE, 1950; and SCHENKEL, 1966 who summarized the analytic tendence
briefly and precisely: ”an Stelle einer Morphemverbindung eine Wortverbindung tritt” (p. 124).

' The *visible’ dividing line is between Middle Egyptian and Late Egyptian (Neugyptisch), see HINTZE,
1947: 89; Late Egyptian is the language phase when the traces of the analytical tendence and conversion
are first seen: ”Die zweite Erscheinung, die dem Neudgyptischen ein so andersartiges Aussehen gegeniiber
dem Altigyptischen verleiht, ist das Streben zur analytischen Sprachform. HINTZE, 1947: 96.

"1 JUNGE, 1996: 3.4.2.

192 professor Nagel has a similar opinion: “Der typologische Umbau hat die Adaptierung des Griechischen
erleichert, ist jedoch nicht durch das Griechische bewirkt worden.” NAGEL, 1971: 349.

13 For finals in earlier Egyptian, see GARDINER, 1957: §§219, 304.3; LOPRIENO 1995: 145; JUNGE, 1996: §
5.3.3; JOHNSON, 1976: 279-280.

"% 1 have said and will say again that translations from Greek had a major role in the formation and
development of Coptic literary syntax, see also LEFORT, 1947, 10: “Nous tenons pour certain que
I’influence des traducteurs sur la langue littéraire sahidique fut principalement d’ordre syntaxique.”
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final clauses, whereas in the original text corpus the xe plus future 3 is in majority, but
even that is only 42.62% of all clauses (xekac plus future 3 is a mere 27.04%); future 3
and future 2 are used in a less biased fashion, although future 3 is still in majority: xekac
plus future 3 occurs 34 times, xekac plus future 2 occurs 19 times, xe plus future 3 on 51
occasions and xe plus future 2 on § occasions (i.e. 27 future 2 vs. 85 future 3); so the
choice between these clause types seems much less rigid and regulated in the original
literature. In S translations, xekac plus future 3 seems to have developed as the par

excellence final clause pattern, always at hand when the Greek original had a ‘o, (less

frequently 6T®Q) plus subjunctive final clause pattern.

This is a very strong stylistic influence on the Coptic writing which prevails in the S
translation idiom. Subsequently it most probably has an impact on Coptic as a whole as
the authors who started the original Coptic literature were ’raised on’ and ’lived in’ the
language of the Scriptures, translated from Greek. These are read intensively, learnt by
heart and are example-like for the monks who started to write in Coptic.195 That causes
similarity between the two text types: xekac-clauses are used extensively, in which
translation literature probably had a role, but also the ’traditional’ e+infinitive
construction is used, in the original more frequently as there is no outside urge for the
clause. Besides that, it is very possible that the bilingual situation could have had such
impacts on the language, but it is difficult to prove and requires further study.

»196, not

4. The xerac plus conjunctive pattern is “a typical New Testament construction
found frequently in original texts; this pattern is in close connection with word order, a
clause is interposed between conjunction and verb form (hence anacoluthon) which
happens in the Greek original, and the Coptic translator follows it. This pattern is then
strongly Greek-dependent and translation induced; where it occurs in original writings, it

must be the imitation of the NT idiom.

5. The strong dependence on the Greek pattern in translations is further shown by the
study of the future conjunctive. In Mt 23, 26 and Jn 9, 36 where the passage and the
Greek 1voi—clause pattern could be interpreted in an alternative way, in dialects M and L

respectively the future conjunctive is applied to express the shade of meaning felt by the

195 see ROUSSEAU, 1985: 81.; RUBENSON, 1995: 120; not only for those who actually wrote literary works,
but for everyone wishing to be member of a monastery it was compulsory to learn certain passages by
heart, see also METZGER, 1977: 105.

1% SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: 197/fn.51.
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translator in the 1voi—clause. The S versions follow strictly the pattern disregarding the

possible interpretations. In the S text of the studied corpus, the classical use of the future
conjunctive is seen, the “post-imperatival apodotic form with a promissive overtone”,'”’

and it does not occur in final positions; for example:

Mt 7,7

Greek: Altelte kot doBficeta LUy, (etelte kall eLphoete, KPoLETE KOl
qvoryfoetat L.

S Coptic: arTel TApoyT NHTN- WINE TAPETETNGINE: TW2M TAPOYWN NHTN-

In Shenoute, on the other hand, this use of the future conjunctive is pushed into the
background by ayw + fut 1.8 In the original material analysed here, no ’final-suspicious’

future conjunctive occurs.

In conclusion, the future conjunctive has no final use in the analysed text material, the

only questionable case remains Jn 3, 17 in the L version.

6. The gwc+circumstantial present pattern is born due to Greek influence because even

the introductory particle of the final participle was taken over in the translation.

7. Dialect M has more variety in its choice of pattern for the final. It applies xekec fut 3,
xe fut 3, 2mNac fut 3, MHMOTE conj, MHMWC conj, WaNTe, etinf, etarticlet+inf,
preposition+noun, circumstantial present, conjunctive, future conjunctive, and perfect 1
(see figs. 3 and 11). Dialect L also has slightly more variety than S: its use of the fut 2
after xekace and xe is more solid and frequent, and it applies the future conjunctive also
(see figs. 12 and 13). All this shows that dialect S is the most regulated and standardized
in its translation of the finals, its choice of pattern is consistent and solid and always
based on the Greek original (with some exceptions); it applies a strict pattern-to-pattern
translation technique, not giving individual interpretations to Greek final patterns, not

varying forms like M and L does occasionally (see 1.1.1.2.1).

17 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: 7.2.1.1.5.1
"% SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: 7.2.1.1.5.1
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1.2 Object Clauses and Infinitive Constructions after Verbs of Exhorting

The clauses and infinitive constructions after the verbs “order (sy to do sg), ask (sy to do
sg), tell (sy to do sg), force, command (sy to do sg)’ and also ’plan/plot to’ will be
examined here. The terminology comes from descriptive grammars of Greek,'” and as
this group is inevitably encountered by Coptic translators, it will be studied how they are
treated by them and what happens in original writings after that verb group. Significant
differences between the two Coptic text types are expected in this case resulting from the
new use of 1va—clauses in later Greek in this environment and its copying in translations.
Considering the problem is also provoked by Till’s statement that: “Wenn der Objektsatz
ein Ziel angibt, kann er die Form eines Finalsatzes annehmen.”>*

In classical Greek the regular construction after verbs of exhorting is the
infinitive/accusativus cum inﬁnil‘ivo,201 and also the infinitive/ accusativus cum infinitivo
can be used as subject with certain impersonal verbs or equivalent expressions (’be
worthy of, it is necessary, it is appropriate’, and the 1ike).202 In the language of the NT, on
the other hand, these verbs and adjectives are frequently followed by a lva—clause — a

3
1203 _

phenomenon almost unknown in classical Gree , which is a tendence described by

Moulton as well: ” ‘wa instead of almost any infinitive (even subject infinitive e.g. Jn
16,7 CULOEPEL DY ol EYm ATEABW and in 1 Co 9,18), for epexegetic infinitive, in
demands after verbs of willing and the like, and also in ecbatic sense, marks the beginning
of a process which ended in the disappearance of the infinitive and substitution of va with
subjunctive in Modern Greek.”?*

The basic patterns in Coptic in object position after verbs of exhorting and as
subjects/subject expansions are infinitive constructions®” and final clause patterns,”® the

details will be given in the sections to follow.

1% The English term is a little complicated and always needs specification as to which verbs are in mind;
the Hungarian term is very good and can be applied for various verbs and environments (célzatos alanyi és
targyi mellékmondatok), and also shows that there is always a purpose implied (for this term see the
translator’s note in BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §276, footnote).

20TyLL, 1961: §415.

2" BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §233; DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §202.

22 BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §234.

2% DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §202. d1twc (UM) with the future indicative after verbs of reflection, striving,
guarding was a regular form in classical Greek, but not found in the idiom of the NT, BLASS-DEBRUNNER,
1961: §369

> MOULTON ET AL., 1963:103 and also 99; also BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §§ 388, 392.

2% n Till, 1961: §335 — "Ersatz eines Objektsatzes durch einen Infinitive.
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1.2.1 Clause-with-conjunction vs. infinitive patterns

The clause-with-conjunction pattern used in the Greek is 1vo/6m®G with the subjunctive,
the latter conjunction being rather rare in the examined text corpus and in the NT in
general: ”in so far as it appears at all, is confined to the purely final sense and to
combinations with verbs of asking (TOPOKOAELY etc.).”207 In John and Romans it does
not occur after these verbs, only in Matthew: 8, 34 after TopeKdAESAY and in 9, 38
after deNONTE. In the clauses following this verb group, just as in real final clauses, the
choice between the two Greek conjunctions is irrelevant for the Coptic translator, both are
translated with the usual xekac/xe, without any systematical change between the two.
The variation of Coptic clause patterns in that syntactical position is not very great in S,
xexrac plus future 3 (future 2 as a variant again as in finals, see 1.1.1.1.1) and xe plus

future 3 are used; in M, again, more variation can be found:

fig. 15
GREEK Matthew | John Romans | Total
Wl + subj 12 11 - 23
OTWG + subj 2 - - 2
inf 11 1 3 15
total 25 12 3 40

26 L AYTON, 2004: §521.
27 BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §369.
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fig. 16

CorTIC Matthew S | John S | Romans | S total Matthew | John L
M

xexkac fut| 14 8 - 22 1 6

3

xexkac fut| -* - - =% - 1

2

xe fut3 - 2 - 2 7 2

e+inf 11 2 3 16 9 3

amac fut3 | - - - - 3 -

2INaC conj | - - - - 3 -

conj - - - - 1 -

optative - - - - 1 -

total 25 12 3 40 25 12

*occurs in S only as text variant: in Mt 28, 10 Horner has fut 3, Perez has fut 2; in Jn 15, 16

Horner has fut 2, Quecke has fut 3.

Based on the evidence of S (confirmed by L), Coptic again strongly depends on the Greek

patterns, following the clause vs. infinitive pattern almost always, in an even more slave-

like manner than in the case of the final clauses.

fig. 17
S Coptic | xekac + fut| xe + fut3 e +inf
Greek 3*
‘Wwat + subj 20 2 1
OMWC + subj 2 - -
infinitive - - 15

* xekac + fut 2 occurs in Mt 28, 10 (Perez) and in Jn 15, 16 (Horner) as text variant to translate

o + subjunctive.
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fig. 18

M Coptic| X€keC| x& 2INaC 2INac conjunctive| optative | e + inf
Greek +fut3|+fut3 |+fut3 |+conj
WL + subj 1 5 3 3 - - B
Omwg + subj | - 2 - - - - -
infinitive - - - - 1 1 9
fig. 19
L Coptic | X€kace X€Kace xe +fut3 | e +inf
Greek +fut 3 + fut 2
WA + subj 6 1 2 2
Infinitive - - - 1

A non-adherence to the Greek original can be found in John 17, 4 where both S and L
have an infinitive construction where the original has a clause (the infinitive is used only
once in the Greek John in this position, Jn 4, 40 where both dialects follow).

17,4

Greek: d3wKAG [LOL 1Ol TOLNCW
S: ENTAKTAA(Q NAl €TPAAA(

L: NTAKTEE(q NHEI ATpPA€E(

In 15, 17 while S follows the Greek clause pattern, L has an infinitive construction, not a

clause:

Greek: TaUTOL EVTEALOMAL DUV vl dyomdite AAANAOVG
S: NAl €120N MMOOY €TETHYTN XERAC €TETNEMEPENETNEPHY
L: Neel Ae TT MMAY ATOOTNTHNE AMPPENETNEPHY

In the original Coptic texts here examined the rate of xe(kac)—clauses vs. e+infinitives is

strikingly different:
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fig. 20

Pachom | Shenoute| Theodore | Horsiese | total

e +inf 5 16 10 8 39
xelxekac fut3 | 1 1* - - 2
Total 6 17 10 8 41

*quotation

As seen in the table, in the original writings, the preference for infinitive constructions in
this position is obvious.

One of the two occurences of the final clause pattern is a quotation from Matthew in
Shenoute and therefore not original writing:

Ad phil 59, 2 (quotation from Mt 9, 38):

CTICTIXOIEC MIW2C XEKAC E(ENEXEPrATHC €ROA EMEYW2C

The other is the only place where the xe with future 3 occurs as non-translation:
Pachom, Spiteful 18, 14-15:

AY2WN €TOOTN ETEENMPAGYE XEENEMIYE MNTAYTIH NZHT(

This verb, gwn, is otherwise always followed either by the infinitive construction
(Spiteful 2, 27; 8, 28; 22, 8; just like its synonyms, see APPENDIX) or by direct discourse
and so the imperative (which happens of course with other such verbs t00):>**

Pachom, Spiteful 8, 28
T2WN €TOOTK EMATE E€TPEKMECTETIEOOY E€TWOYEIT
Pachom, Spiteful 15, 2-3

€(2WN A€ ETOOTN NOINXOEIC XEMEPENETNXIXEEYE

First of all, it is rather surprising to see final clause patterns in this syntactical position at
all as it is rather "un-Egyptian’, but on the other hand, ’very koine-Greek’. Further, the
fact that they are not very common in original Coptic texts in this object position, signals
that the phenomenon is a translation induced one and may not have become standardized

in Coptic as a whole, so that Coptic authors (vs. translators) would have employed it

2% These direct discourse forms are not included in the present study, they are naturally present in the
Greek NT as well, and so in the translations.
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extensively in their writing; it may have been alien to the nature of the Egyptian ear. It
was definitely a development in Greek, visible in the NT idiom (see above, 1.2), but it has
no traces in Egyptian and also in its latest phase occurs almost exclusively in the
translations of such Greek texts. Although “im Koptischen haben die voraufgehenden
Sprachstufen geringeren Vergleichswert infolge des zeitlichen Abstandes und des sich
sukzessiv vollzichenden typologischen Umbaues der égyptischen Sprache”*” it is still
worth mentioning that no similar construction in pre-Coptic could be found,”'® and it is
only partly in line with one of the main tendences of the Egyptian language development,
namely the analytic tendence®'! in so far as clauses rather than synthetic verb forms are
used. It could still be argued that the appearance of final clause patterns — once becoming
so preferred — in object position could be an inner development of the Coptic language,

but it is more than suspicious that it is so definitely characeristic of translations.

fig. 21

Greek Transl Coptic (S) | Original Coptic
Final clause patterns 62.5% 60% 4.88%
Infinitive constructions | 37.5% 40% 95.12%

Looking at some verbs occuring in both text types, the difference of the preferred pattern
can be well seen.
A) The verb melBw is applied in both the translated and original texts, and in the

translation it has the final clause pattern after it, following the Greek original:

Mt 27, 20

Greek: OL 8t dipylepelg kal OL mpecPitepol Emelcay toLg OxAovg 1vol
orthowvton Tov BapaBRav

S: NapxiepeyC A€ MN NETIPECRYTEPOC AYTIEIOE MIMMHHYE XEKAC EYEAITE]
NEAPABBAC

M: NapxiepeyC A€ MN NETPECEYTEPOC 2AYIMOE MIMMHYE 2INAC EOYEAITI
NEAPAREAC

In Theodore and Shenoute, on the other hand, where no ’outside force’ is present, the verb
is followed by the infinitive construction:

Theodore, Instruction
59, 1-2

% NAGEL, 1971: 349.

219 As object of verbs (esp. ’give, command, wish’) the infinitive is used or a nominalized verb phrase,
LOPRIENO, 1995: 182; 200-201; JUNGE, 1996: 229; GARDINER, 1957: §313.

' HINTZE, 1947.
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€A(TIEIOE MMO( NOINTCWTHP €TPEYMECTENOYWW THPOY MIMIAION

Shenoute, Monast disc 149, 26 B

NEMENEWYITEIOE MMOOYTIE ETPEYCAZWOY E€BOA N2WB NIM €600Y

B) Again, the verb cficon is used in translation (for Topakodéw or d€oual) and
original writing as well, the loanword rapakaxer also occurs, with different patterns: in
the Coptic (S and M) NT it occurs in Mt 8, 34 and 14, 36 with the final clause pattern
following Greek TapokdAw with clause, and in Mt 9, 38 following de1Onte with
clause; in Rm 12, 1 and 16, 17 mopakaAéw/mapakarer stands with the infinitive

construction in Greek and Coptic.

In the original texts, on the other hand, the verb (whether cficor /cornc or mapakaxer)
only occurs with the infinitive construction'? (Pachom, Excerpta 29b,29-29a,16;
Theodore, Instruction 47, 34; 48, 7-8; 50, 33; 56, 6; Shenoute, Monast disc 139, 14;
Horsiese, Instruction 7 78, 1-2; Regulations 86, 4-5).

In Shenoute it is especially nice to see this verb and all the others with related meaning
always used with the infinitive construction, for example:

Monast disc 139, 14
AY® TNACETICWITOY ETPEYK® NAl EROA

and once, unexpectedly, the xekac clause appears in this environment because the author

quotes from a translated text (the NT, see earlier, below fig. 20).

C) Interestingly, the verb KeAebw is always used with the infinitive in the Greek NT
books examined (Mt 8, 18; 14, 9; 14, 19; 14, 28; 18, 25; 27, 58; 27, 64), and the Coptic
versions act accordingly: in S the verb is translated with oyegcagne and takes the
infinitive construction, in M it is ke,\eye213 and takes the infinitive construction with two
exceptions, Mt 14, 28 (conjunctive, see 1.2.2) and Mt 27, 64 (optative, see 1.2.3).

In the original, as expected, oyegcagne stands with the infinitive construction, just like
all other such verbs (unless with direct discourse):

Theodore, Instruction 53, 11
€AJOYEZ2CA2NE NNE(AITEAOC NXWWPEZNTEYGOM ETEIPE MMEJWYAXE ETPEYBOAN
€EOA 2NMMPPE NNENNOEE

212 With the one exception described earlier, where Shenoute quotes Mt 9, 38.
13 Except in 8, 18 where another Greek loanword emracce is used.
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1.2.1.1 The clause pattern 2inac + conjunctive/future 3 occurs only in the M version of
Matthew in the examined text corpus, similarly to the 2inac + future 3 in the finals, see
above 1.1.1.1.2 and 1.1.1.1.4.

As seen in fig. 18 above, the conjunctive is used three times (14, 36; 20, 21; 26, 63) and
the fut 3 also three times (12, 16; 27, 20; 28, 10) after a verb of exhorting, that is, their use
is very balanced. The question as to what determines the choice between them naturally
arises. The places where the conjunctive follows 2inac:

14, 36

Greek: mopekdAovy abtov a novor dywrtat To KpooTESOL ToD TUATION
abtov

M: NAYTOR2 MMA( TIE 2INAC NCEXE2 MMETE E€TIAAY MITE(2AITE

20, 21
Greek: €1mg ‘Wva kobicwow obrtot ot 0o Vol pov
M: AXIC 2INAC NTETIAQHPE CNEY 2MAC

26, 63
Greek: EEopkilw oe kot Tob Be0d 10V {Drtog o LUV €imng €1 L €1 b
Xplotog

M: TTaApPKA MMAK MITNT €TAN2 2INAC NKTAMAN XE€ NTAK €T€ TIEXPC

And the places where ginac + future 3 follows the verb as object:

12,16

Greek: KOl ETETIUNCEY QLTOLG Wl (i) dpavepor abtov Tothowoy
M: 2A(EMTIMA NEY 2INAC NNEYOYAN2( €BAX

27,20
Greek: Emelcow Tobg dXAOVG o alTthowytat tov BopaBRav
M: 2AYTNOE MIMMHWE 2INAC €OYEAITI NBAPABBAC

28,10
Greek: Amoryyellate Tolg ASeEAGOLg LoV va ATEABWSY €1¢ Ty ToaMAdIo
M: TAME NACNHOY 2INAC €OYEWE NEY ETIAAIAAIA

The sentence patterns are much the same and there does not seem to be any possibility for
subcategorizing the verbs semantically, from which it follows that the ginac +
conjunctive and the ginac + future 3 patterns are equivalents and are in free variation in
the given syntactic position in M. The 2inac + conjunctive pattern only occurs in object
clauses after verbs of exhorting and as complementary clauses (see 1.4.1.2) in the M

Matthew, not in ’pure’ final clauses, where 2iNac stands with the future 3 (see 1.1.1.1.4).
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On the question of the conjunctive after the Greek conjunctions see later, 2.3.1.

1.2.2 The conjunctive appears in this object position only in the M version of Matthew
where the S has an e+ infinitive, following closely the Greek original:

14,28
Greek: KELEVLCOV e EABELY Tipog o€ ETL T& DALTOL
M: KEAEYE NEI NTAElI EPETK 2IXNMMAY

The Greek sentence again has an infinitive (an accusativus cum infinitivo to be exact) as
object of the verb ’command’. In the M version of the passage, in my opinion, two
interpretations are possible: 1) The conjunctive is not object. It is not important what
semantic value the main verb has, the important thing is here that it is in the imperative.
In M, a different structure from the Greek can be seen: the conjunctive is not the object of
the main verb, but rather continues it. Imperatives are frequently continued by
conjunctives (with the same imperatival meaning of course), but in these cases the subject
of imperative and conjunctive is identical, when not, then it is the typical place of the
future conjunctive as post-imperatival apodotic form”?!* (see above 1.1.1.2.1). In Mt 14,
28 the subject of the second verb is the first person singular, where the future conjunctive
is normally replaced by the conjunctive.?'” So in this sentence the verb form would not be
in object position after a verb of exhorting, but rather there is an imperative plus future
conjunctive in the M version.

Despite the difference of structure from the Greek assumed in this interpretation, the M
sentence is very close in meaning: lit. ’Command me and I will go to you on water’, but
again undoubtedly less close than the S version which follows the pattern strictly (on

interpretations vs. literal/pattern-to-pattern translations see 1.1.1.2.1):
OYE2CAZNE NAl ETPAEI WAPOK 21XNMMOOY
2) The other interpretation is of course the one, which takes the conjunctive as object of

the verb keaxeye. This would not be an isolated phenomenon as the conjunctive occurs in

216

real object position after certain verbs™ " (the exhorting and/or final Anklang is a

prerequisite) and thus “kann die Bedeutung eines Objektsatzes haben*.*”

4 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.1.1.5.1.

15 Or by the ayw plus future 1, cf. the examples from Biblical Coptic by POLOTSKY, 1944: 108113, where
he shows that the usage and the environments are the same, the only difference is the person.

216 Already in Late Egyptian it is attested after hn, tbh, see Volten, 1964: 64-65; and it is introduced as the
”sequelling prospective ,,that”-form” role of the conjunctive by Shisha-Halevy as ™ content object to a
special inventory of verbs (mapakaxer oyww etc.)”, SHISHA-HALEVY, 1995: 313; conjunctive as object,
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In the original text material examined no conjunctive was found in object position.

1.2.3 The optative is also present once in M where both in Greek and in S an object
infinitive stands after a *’command’:

27, 64
Greek: kéhevoov odv dopaiicbivot Tov Tddov
M: KEAEYE OYN MAPOYXXAPA €PO(

S: oye2cagNe 6€ €TPEYWPX MITAPOC 218

Again, the S version follows the Greek pattern very closely in its verb plus object
infinitive, which is indirect discourse instead of a dialogue where the command or request
itself is given in direct quotation with an imperative. That is what the M version has, but
as the person is the third person (plural), the optative is applied (as jussive command?'®)
instead of the imperative which is used only with second persons. So the translator of M
uses direct discourse, the verb form is that used in a dialogue (allocution), independent of
the Greek and S object infinitive after the verb of exhorting. Another indication of the M

version’s independence of S.

1.3 Subject Clauses and Infinitive Constructions

”Subjektsétze, in denen ein Ziel zum Ausdruck gebracht wird, konnen die Form eines

«220 writes Till in his Grammatik. Continuing the chain of thought of

Finalsatzes haben
section 1.2, the motivation or explanation for that phenomenon in Coptic will be studied
here. It is very similar to the syntactical position described in the previous sections, and
very similar results are expected as to Greek patterns, their Coptic translations, and the

patterns present in original Coptic writings.

STERN, 1880: §§440, 443; in §445 Stern remarks that in this position S prefers the e+infinitive
construction, while in B the conjunctive is “zwar das gewohnliche”, and M is closer to B than to S in this
respect.

Another study on the Late Egyptian conjunctive is LICHTHEIM, 1964 that deals with the so-called
“independent conjunctive expressing a wish, command, or injunction” (p. 4), which is however
questionable (SHISHA-HALEVY, 1995: 311).

ZTTILL, 1961: §416.

%8 The text version in Perez has E€TPENWPX

219 LAYTON, 2004: §340.

20TILL, 1961: §422.
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In classical Greek, with impersonal verbs and equivalent expressions (E£€0TL, TpETEL,

KOAOV ECTL, CUUOEPEL etc.), the infinitive or accusativus cum infinitivo could stand as

subject.221 In the NT, 1va-clauses can be used in all these cases,

2 except when the

infinitive “has become firmly established” after an expression, EE€cTt for one.”?

1.3.1 Clause pattern vs. infinitive construction: It is not surprising then that, besides the

infinitive construction, also in the Coptic NT final clause patterns are found as subject

with the given expressions. It is undoubtedly the result of the pattern-to-pattern translation

of the Greek Vorlage as in the case of the object clauses. There is again, just like in the

case of object clauses, quite a difference between translated Coptic and original Coptic

texts:
fig. 22
Greek Matthew John Romans total
W +subj 5 9 - 14
infinitive 16 5 1 22
total 21 14 1 36
fig. 23
S Coptic Matthew John Romans total
xekac fut3 4 8 - 12
xe fut3 1 1 - 2
e +inf 15 5 1 21%
total 20 14 1 35

*in verse 27, 15 the part ’it was a habit” and so the following infinitive is left out in S

2! BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §234.
BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §393; DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §§ 213, 214.
3 BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §393.

222
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fig. 24

M Coptic Matthew
e +inf 13
conjunctive 7
conditional 1
total 21

fig. 25
L Coptic John
xekace fut2 6
xekace fut3 3
atinf 5
total 14

fig. 26

Original Coptic | Pachom| Shenoute Theodore Horsiese total
xe fut3 - 1* - - 1
e+inf 11 30 4 19 64
circumstantial 1 - - - 1
conditional 1 - - - 1
total 13 31 4 19 67
*quotation

Considering first of all the rate of final clause vs. infinitive patterns, it can be observed

that in subject position the infinitive constructions are in majority in the Greek original,

and thus also in the Coptic translations of the NT books. The rate in this case, however,

tells us more about Greek than about Coptic as the Coptic translation very strongly

depends syntactically on the Greek, again giving a pattern-to-pattern translation — quite

like with object clauses.

In the original Coptic text corpus, the infinitive constructions are in vast majority and a

final clause pattern occurs only once, when it is quoted from the NT, so it is a translation:

Shenoute, Ad phil 59, 30 quoting Mt 10, 25:

C2W ETIECEOY1 XEE(EWWITE NOE MITE(CAQ
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The original of which is:
20 ETIECROYI XEEYEWWTIE NOE MMEYCAZ

and the original of that is:
APKETOV TM PadNTA o yevnton dg b diddokaiog abtod

This is another very nice example of the phenomenon that from the original Coptic
syntactic environment a sentence/clause becomes conspicuous by having a different
construction from the ones in the environment, because it is a translated Coptic
sentence/clause; we have seen in section 1.2.1 that the xekac-clause after the verb cnic in
Shenoute (4d phil 59, 2) only occured because it was a quotation from Mt 9, 38. This
shows at the same time that the very appearance of the subject final clause pattern in
Coptic happened as a result of translations from Greek, and the translation technique,
which is a pattern-to-pattern one; the final clause pattern does not seem to be used in

subject position in original writings, based on the present text corpus.

The following table will show the exact rate of clauses vs. infinitives:

fig. 27
Greek Translated Coptic (S) | Original Coptic
Final clause pattern | 38.89% 40% 1.49%
Infinitive constr 61.11% 60% 95.52%
Other* - - 2.99%

*circumstantial present and conditional

A very good example for the preferred pattern in Greek/translated Coptic vs. original
Coptic is given by the expression ’it is not my/his will’:

Mt 18, 14

Greek: obK EoTv BEANUOL EUTPOCOEY TOV TTOTPOG (...) 1vor ATOANTOL EV TOV
UKp®Y To0TWY

S: MMOYW® ANME€ MIMEMTO €BOA MIMAECIOT (...) XEKAC €(€E2€ €ROA NOI Oya

NNEIKOYI1
(Also in Jn 6, 39; 6, 40)

Shenoute, Ad phil 45, 24-25 (speaking of God, referring exactly to the above NT-place):
MIME(OYW® ANTIE ETPEAAAY TAKO 2MIME(TAMEIO

Monast disc 131, 8

MITAOY®W® ANIE ETPEMXOEIC KW NAY E€ROA
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1.3.2 The Greek — Coptic equivalents are:

fig. 28
S X€EKAC | X€ | g +
Coptic fut3 | fut3 | ypp
Greek
‘wa. subjunctive | 12 2 -
infinitive - - 21
fig. 29
L XEKACE| XERACE| 5 +
Coptic fut 3 fut 2 inf
Greek
‘wa subjunctive | 3 6 -
infinitive - - 5
fig. 30
M Coptic | € +| conj | cond
Greek inf
‘a subjunctive 113 1
infinitive 12 |4 -

In S and L, there is no deviation from the Greek pattern, each clause is translated with a
clause, and each infinitive is translated with the infinitive construction. The tendence seen
earlier is observed again as to the choice of final clause: L uses the future 2 frequently,
whereas S does not use it at all; in S the only variation is that of xekac and xe.

M is again quite different from the other Coptic versions. It does not use final clause
patterns at all, in this sense is very independent of the Greek original, and much more free
in its choice of pattern in the subject position. One has to remember that also in object

position the clause patterns were rather different from S, but there were clause patterns.
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Here, the Greek 1vo, + subjunctive pattern is translated with the conjunctive, the

conditional or the € + infinitive instead.

1.3.3 Others: Looking at the alternative patterns used in M and in the original writings,
one will find the conjunctive, the conditional and the circumstantial present.”*

1.3.3.1 Circumstantial: In original texts, the infinitive construction is clearly not in
paradigm with the final clause pattern in this syntactic position, but with the conditional
and the circumstantial. Among the subject clauses expressing an aim, no conjunctive was
found in the examined original texts, but in a closely related sentence type it occurs, see
discussed later 1.4.2. The circumstantial, on the other hand, appears in Pachom as subject
expansion of NANOYC:

Spiteful 5,32 -6, 1

NANOYC NAK  €KWAHA  €KPIME  EKAQAQOM  WANTEKOYXAl N2OYO  €poc
E€TPEKKATIEKZHT E€ROA

There is also an example with the € + infinitive after the expression in Horsiese:

Instruction 7 76, 3

NANOYC NAl €QAXE N2OYEKAPWI

1.3.3.2 There is only one example of the conditional™ in such subject position, also in
Pachom:
Excerpta 29b, 10 — 30b, 3

NOYAIKAION ANIE €(J@ANXTIENE(JOHPE NTENKINAYNOC NTMNTZHKE Ta20(

In the M version of Matthew, there is also one example of the conditional in subject
position, in the above mentioned verse 10, 25 where S has xe + future 3:
Greek: &pKETOV T LoONTY o yévntol dg o Siddokarog obtod

M: KYN €TTMAGHTHC AJWANEPOH MITE(CE2

1.3.3.3 The conjunctive as subject226 occurs in the M version of Matthew on several

occasions. It will be discussed below in 1.4.2, together with the similar complementary

position.”’

2 For entity statements as subject and subject expansion, see LAYTON, 2004: §§ 486-488.

5 1t occurs more often in subject position with expressions not having an implicit aim (although it is
sometimes hard to decide), eg. Shenoute, BLO 89, 15-20: 0yNOG6 NNORE NANITE NGANOBWN ENETNHY
Nan (also 89, 27-29; 54).
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CONCLUSIONS (OBJECT AND SUBJECT)

1. The final clause pattern is used frequently as object and subject with certain verbs and
expressions in NT Greek, and the Coptic translations again follow the original very
closely, also applying the final clause pattern in these positions. Pattern-to-pattern
translation is even stronger than in the case of finals, with fewer ’deviations’, and more
obvious because unlike with finals, here such syntactic units are present which had not
been characteristic of the language and are used basically only in translations. That is a
marked stylistic impact on Coptic.

2. That syntactical effect seems to leave original writings basically untouched, where the
regular pattern with these expressions is the infinitive construction. The phenomenon was
induced by translations, which subsequently did not quite influence Coptic authors in this
case.

3. The transposition of the xekac—clause from an originally adverbial (final clause) status

2% is a Greek linguistic influence. The nominalized

to a nominal (object/subject) status
xekac—clause appears and is used as object of certain verbs and as subject after certain
expressions due to translations from Greek. Not in any object or subject position though,
the meaning is a determining factor, the preceding verb or expression must imply an aim
or purpose.

4. Further, the appearance of final clause patterns in object and subject position, that is the
pattern-to-pattern rather than sense-to-sense translation of such constructions, and thus the
introduction of a new syntactic pattern, raises the question of how ’natural’ were the
Coptic translations.

5. Dialect M has the most variation in the patterns after verbs of exhorting as well, i.e. it is
the most independent translation of the three. It deviates from the Greek pattern
occasionally, and also to a certain Greek pattern it has more than one solution, for

example a 1vo—clause, while also a clause in M, can be xe future 3, xekec future 3,

2mNac future 3, or 2iNac conjunctive. Again, S is the most standardized and has the most

226 STERN, 1880: §442: where Stern also remarks that in S in this position the infinitive construction is
preferred, B likes the conjunctive and M is undoubtedly closer to B than to S also in this respect; TILL,
1961: §421.

27 For the conjunctive and the +infinitive in such environments, see SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: 7.4:
“adnominal ’that’-form function“ and “adverbal ’that’-form function®.

8 No similar phenomenon was discussed by Polotsky in his transposition theory in classical Egyptian,
POLOTSKY, 1976.
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solid translation equivalents, does not vary patterns, aims rather at a very close, pattern-
to-pattern translation of the Greek.

6. In subject position, the M dialect does not apply the final clause pattern at all (neither
xerec/xe, nor g2iNac-clauses), thus being closest to original Coptic writings among

translations; again proving to be the most independent of the Greek original.
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1.4 Complementary and Epexegetic Clauses/Infinitive Constructions

There is another subclass worth mentioning within the 1va—group, the members of which
in the present text corpus are not very numerous and so further investigation is
undoubtedly needed. This subclass is nonetheless also rather le/irreich from the point of
view of Greek syntactic influence, and original vs. translated Coptic literature. The
following belong here and will (partly) be dealt with here: ”Complementary limitation of
nouns and adjectives signifying authority, power, fitness, need, set time, ete.””* And
further, “complementary or epexegetic limitation of verbs of various significance; the
clause defines the content, ground, or method of the action denoted by the verb, or
constitutes an indirect object of the verb”.?°

In classical Greek the infinitive is used with such expressions,231 in the NT idiom,**

23 (brog far

however, again the 1vo/0Twc—clause can occur in almost all these cases
less frequently), except with some expressions which take only the infinitive.”** In the
present work those expressions are examined which may take both the infinitive and the
final clause pattern, and besides studying their Coptic translations, these and similar
expressions will be examined in the original texts. This subclass is studied because the
appearance of the final clause pattern in it seems again to be Greek, and more precisely,
translation induced. As to the clause — infinitive rate in translated vs. original Coptic, very
similar results to object and subject position are expected in this case, based on the results
of the previous sections. Since infinitives are expected in original literature, no Greek
expressions are included which only take the infinitive (like §OvoLait, which acts in fact
as a kind of auxiliary)®® because then it would be difficult to see if and where Greek

influence lies.

1.4.1 Clauses vs. infinitive constructions: There are several expressions in the NT books

examined which take the infinitive on some occasions and the final clause pattern on

2 DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §216.

0 DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §217.

1 BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §237 and §234.

2 On the epexegetic infinitive in NT, PORTER, 1992: §2.2

3 DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §215; BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §393.

4 For example 8€1 and £E€0T1Y, BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §393.

5 §hvopon and its Coptic counterpart oyRieom (in translation and original) always take the infinitive
construction in the text corpus.
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others; the Coptic translations naturally almost always follow. Some of these expressions
then appear also in original Coptic texts (as loanwords or as Coptic equivalents) and they
always take the € + infinitive (for a complete list of occurrences with verb forms see
APPENDIX).

A good example is ‘Tkowode/ GEL0G (EUL) — Fmaa

Mt8, 8

Greek: 0LK €141 1KOWOG val ... ELGEAONC

S: NTHIM@A AN XEKAC E€KEEI €20YN

Pachom, Spiteful 8, 19

AYPITMIMT@WA €TPEYCOWOY EXMITPAN E€TOYAAR MIIXOEIC

Theodore, Instruction 50, 31 (for a following infinitive with 2wcTe see 1.4.1.3)

AQAAN NMMA@A ON €TpPeqT NaN NOYKOYl NOYNO( 2MIa@Al

In the case of the above expression, ’be worthy’, it would be tempting to think that the
conditioning factor for clause — infinitive in Greek is the subject of main clause and 1vo—
clause/infinitive, i.e. when the subjects are identical there would be an infinitive, when

different then clause. Comparing Mt 8, 8 and 3, 11 (obk €t ‘1kowog T& LIOdHLALTOL
Baotdoat) this seems exactly to be the motivation, but taking this latter and the same
sentence in Jn 1, 27 as examples, one sees that no such system can exist: OUK €111
&&log wor Abcw obtod Tov bt Tob LIodNUatog. The Coptic (S) translator
might have been disturbed by the lack of this system and maybe therefore he translated 1,
27 with an € + infinitive rather than a clause as the subjects are identical. The M
translation of Mt 8, 8 is closely related to this subject-problem: NfMMWe €N eTpekel
using the causative infinitive construction instead of the clause applied by both Greek and
S; in Coptic, if one does not need to or want to adhere to a Greek clause pattern, there is
another way of indicating the new subject in such syntactical positions and still using an
infinitive construction, namely the causative infinitive in its “personlicher Infinitiv2*®

quality.?’

BOTILL, 1961: §335.
57 See my 2005 article in ZAS 132 (HASZNOS, 2005) where 1 was discussing the system of infinitive and
causative infinitive in the e + infinitive construction after the verb &&16w. The problem whether there was
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The expression Mpa EpyeTal/ (ECTLY) stands regularly with a following final clause
pattern in Greek (Jn 12, 23; 13, 1; 16, 2; 16, 32) which is translated by a final clause
pattern into Coptic, with the exception of 16, 2 where the L version employs the
conjunctive, see below 1.4.2.

In 12,23

Greek: EANAVOEY 1) dpat o SoacBT] © Ulog Tov &vBpdmov

S: ATEYNOYEl XERAC €(YEXIE00Y NOI TIWHPE MITPOME

L: aToyNOYEl X€RACE €(aXI€AY XI TIQHPE MITPOME

In Rm 13, 11 the infinitive is used with the expression.

In the original writings, the infinitive construction is found after similar expressions,
(with the exception of a conjunctive in Pachom, see later 1.4.2)

Pachom, Spiteful 19, 31

TIEOYOEIW) TENOYTIE TIAl ETPNW® E€EOA MNMETPOPHTHC XE...

Horsiese, Regulations 92, 20-21
EPWANTIEOYOEIYWWTTIE ECMNITENKOYI NOEIK

In the following tables the Greek — Coptic equivalents are shown in the translated texts:

fig. 31
S XEKAC | XE | 20T€[ ¢ + | 20CTE €
Coptic fut 3 fut3 | fut2 ;¢ [+
Greek inf
val subjunctive | 13* 1 1 1 -
oTWg 2 - - - -
subjunctive
infinitive - - - 13 _
wote inf - - - 1 1
700 inf - - - 1 -

*future 2 is a text variant in Jn 16, 32 in Horner

any developed system in using the infinitive when the subjects are identical and the causative infinitive
when the subjects are different (as POLOTSKY, 1987a: 153 states) — in object, complementary and final
positions, needs further study and I deliberately left it out of the present study.

69



fig. 32

L XEKACE| XEKACE| X€ XeKkace| 5 + | conj
Coptic fut 3 fut 2 Fut3 | conj inf
Greek
‘wa subjunctive | 7 3 2 1 - 1
infinitive - - - - 5 1
fig. 33
M Coptic | X€KEC | 2INAC| ¢ + | 20CTE
Greek fut 3 conj |inf | inf
‘o subjunctive - - 1 -
bTwg subjunctive | 1 1 - -
infinitive - - 4 -
®o1e inf - - - 2

As the tables show, the translations are again very close to the original, they are pattern-
to-pattern translations. In S there is a difference to the Greek original in Jn 16, 2 where a
time clause is used in the place of the final clause pattern, but then in 16, 25 the Greek

itself also has a OTe—clause in the same sentence, which the meaning naturally allows.

Otherwise the usual patterns and the regular translation equivalents are present, xekac of
course dominating over xe; and future 2 is but a text variant again.

In L, again future 2 is extensively used and now there is more variety as to conjunction
and following verb form (xekace, xe; future 3, future 2, conjunctive) than in S and also
the plain conjunctive is used.

Dialect M gives also a very close pattern-to-pattern translation in the case of the
complementary clauses, though their number is rather small in this material. There is just
one clause — infinitive construction deviation from the Greek (Mt 8, 8), but that happens

in S as well (Jn 1, 27). There is variation in the conjunctions xekec/ 2INac.
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As could be expected, the rate of final clause patterns and infinitives in this syntactical
position is very similar to the object and subject positions seen earlier, and a significant

difference exists also here between original and translated Coptic writings:

fig. 34
Greek Translated ~ Coptic| Original Coptic
)
Final clause pattern | 52.94% 47.06% -
Infinitive constr 47.06% 50% 96.77%
Other* - 2.94% 3.23%

*in translations there is one goTe (6T€) with future 2; in the original there is one conjunctive

The final clause patterns in complementary/epexegetic position are not used in the
examined original writings, and the infinitive construction makes up an overwhelming

majority. The infinitive construction occurs once with gwcTe, see below 1.4.1.3.

1.4.1.1 xekace plus conjunctive occurs in complementary position only once in this text
material, and only in dialect L:

In5,7

Greek: dvBpwmov obk Exyw v dtav topoy b to Hdwp BAAN Ue €ig Thy
KOALUPNOpay:

L: mNtpwMe MMey X€KaCe €PETIMAY NATW®? NYNAXT A2PHI ATKOAYMBHOPA

S: MNTPOME MMAY XERAC EPWATTMOOYTW? €JENOXT EMECHT E€TKOAYMEHOPA

That is the very same case as seen with the finals in 1.1.1.1.2, where an interposition
comes in between xekac and the verb form; the interposition is mostly an adverbial
clause but in Jn 11, 52 there is an object interposed which results in the
xexractconjunctive pattern. The fact that this is a complementary rather than a final
clause is irrelevant from the point of view of the verb form following xekac — the same
conclusions can be drawn about this pattern as the ones in section 1.1.1.1.2, the
conjunctive present after xekac in final positions. When an adverbial clause, in this case

the circumstantial future, divides the conjunction from the verb form, the “apodotic-
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9,238

resuming role is very plausible for the conjunctive.”® The case with the object

interposed is more problematic (see 1.1.1.1.2).
In any case, in the S version where the interposition is also present of course, the final

clause pattern xekac plus future 3 remains untouched.

1.4.1.2 The 2mvac plus conjunctive pattern occurs only in dialect M, as can be expected.
In complementary position no giNac plus future 3 pattern is found, unlike in object
position after verbs of exhorting, where both patterns occurred, see 1.2.1.1 and for the
2mNac in finals with future 3 see 1.1.1.1.2 and 1.1.1.1.4.

The only occurrence of the pattern is Mt 12, 14 after the expression cLUBOOALOV
gAoBov. That expression occurs three times in Matthew and is followed by different

patterns, which will be shown below together with the S version:

12, 14
Greek: £EeNB6VTEG B8 OL Dapiooiol cupBovitor EaBov kot abtod dmwg
abtov dmorecwoty

M: 2ayel A€ €Bax NGH NEPAPICAIOC 2AYEIPE NOYCAXNE EPA( 2INAC NCE20TE
MMA(

S: AYXIQOXNE €PO( XEKAC EYEMOOYT(

22,15
Greek: 161 mOpeLBEVTEG Ol Dapiloaiol cLUPBovAlov ElaBov drwg obtov
Toy13e0oWo EV AOY®

M: TOTE 2aYWE NEY NOH NEPAPICAIOC 2AYEIPE NOYCAXNE EPA( XEKEC
€OYEG6OP6 €PA( 2NOYCEXE

S: AyXI NOYWOXNE XEKAC E€YEGOT( 2NOYWAXE

27,1
Greek: GUULBOOALOV EAOBOV TIAVTEG OL APYLEPELG KOL OL TPESPVTEPOL TOV

Ao Kkatd Tob Incob dote Bovatdool obtov

2% SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.2.6.1.
3 Diachronically: to the conjunctive standing as apodosis after temporal or conditional clauses in Late
Egyptian, see VOLTEN, 1964: 65.
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M: 2ay€Ipe NOYCAXNE NOH NAPXIEPEYC MN NETIPECRYTEPOC MIMAAOC €IHC 2WCTE
€2ATB(

S: AYXIQOXNE NGl NAPXIEPEYC THPOY MN NETIPECBYTEPOC MITAAOC 2WCTE
€MOYOYT MMO(

In 12, 14 and 22, 15 the Greek original has OTwg plus subjunctive final clause pattern in
the complementary position, and both M and S translate it in a pattern-to-pattern manner,
applying the Coptic final clause pattern; again, while S uses the ’regular’ xekac plus
future 3 pattern, M applies once the xekec plus future 3 and once the g2mnuac plus
conjunctive pattern. As seen in the earlier sections, the latter pattern does not appear in
pure final clauses.

However, the Greek Matthew does not only use the final clause pattern after

ovuPoOALOY ELaBOV, but also the MSTE plus infinitive pattern in 27, 1 — see following

section.

1.4.1.3 The g2wcTe + infinitive occurs in complementary/epexegetic position after two
expressions in the examined translated texts: GVUBOOALOY EABOV only in 27,1 (for the
Greek and Coptic sentences see previous section), and £dwkev EEovciov Mt 10, 1.

In the previous section it was shown that final clause patterns were used after
oLUBoVALOY EAaPBOV as complementary clauses expressing an aim; in its third

occurrence, on the other hand, there is an infinitive of result with ®GTE as introductory

240 : 241 : : :
— of course also in complementary position,” and with no difference in

particle
meaning. Again, the fact is that the pattern in Coptic is completely determined by the
Greek pattern, so the latter should be examined for explanation. Blass and Debrunner also
point out that result (real and possible), intended result and purpose are sometimes hard to
distinguish and so 1vo/Omwc—clauses and the infinitive of result with or without Mote
tend to occupy each other’s places.*? That is what clearly happens in the examples given
above where the very same expression, GULBOVALOV EACBOV, with the same meaning

and reference induces now the final clause pattern, then the infinitive of result.*

0 BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §391.

! In my article (HASZNOS, 2004/2005: 41) T regarded Mt 10, 1 and 27,1 clauses of result, but they are only
formally so.

22 BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §391.

3 The ambiguity of purpose and result is not at all exclusive for Greek, it exists in Coptic as well (and not
only in translations), see LAYTON, 2004: §504.
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Although the pattern is syntactically the complement of the expression — i.e. it is not an
adverbial clause of purpose or result — the alternation of the surface structure is
understandable; it is due to the fact that the expression governing it implies both purpose
(’they plotted against him in order to kill him’) and an intended (hoped) result as well
(’they plotted against him so that he will be killed”).

The other example of the gwcTe + infinitive, this time present only in M, is also quite
interesting as the governing expression £3wkev £Eovoiow induces 3 different patterns:
Mt 10, 1

Greek: Edmkey abtolg Eovciay mrevudtov dkobdptor dGote EXRAIAAEW
abTd

M: 2aqt Ney NTE€ZOYCIA ENITNA NAKAOAPTON 2(0CTE €210YE€ MMAY

S: agqt Nay NTEZOYCIA NNETINA NAKAGAPTON ENOYX E€BOA

The S version applies the € plus infinitive construction without consecutive gwcTe, and
the plain infinitive construction is exactly one of the further possibilities (in Jn 1, 12 and
5,27) after Edwkev EEovoiow:

Inl, 12

Greek: £dwkey abtolg E€ovoiow Tékva B0l yevEcBan

S: aqt Nay NTezoycla eTpey@wrie NGHPE NTETINOYTE

And the third possibility is the final clause pattern, in Jn 17, .24

Greek: Edwkag obt® E€ovolav mdong copkédg wa mAv b dedwkag abT®
dwon adbroig {whv aiwviov

S: eNTAKT Nag NTEZOYCIA NCAPZ NIM XEKAC OYON NIM €NTAKTAAY Nag €qet
NAY NOYWN2 ®AENE2

L: NTakt Neq NTezoycla NCAPZ NIM XEKACE OYAN NIM NTAKTEETOY NHeEl €lat
NEY NOYW®WN2 MAANH2E

In the case of £3wkev £E0VCTaw the same argument can be made about the alternation

of g2wcte plus etinfinitive and the final clause pattern as above in the case of

T admit that in this particular sentence the clause could be confused with a final clause, but based on a
very similar sentence in Marc 11, 28, T am sure this one is also a complementary: T1g Ot £3wKEV Thy
g€ovoiar TadTNY o TadTaL oG, Coptic: MIM TTENTAGT NAK NTEIEZOYCIA XEKAC €KEP Nal

74



cVUPoVALOY EAaBoV. In Greek also the infinitive can follow this expression and when

it does, it is normally translated into Coptic with the € plus infinitive, see section 1.4.1.

In the examined original writings, this pattern occurs once in complementary position,
after Mm@a:

Theodore, Instruction 3 41, 26:

AQAAN NMI@QA 2WCTE ETPENPIIWEW MITENQICE

The first half of the sentence and thus the whole sentence structure is the same as 50, 30-
31 (seen in 1.4.1 above) TN@ZMOT (Frroo1'<_|)245 NTHMINOYTE TIEIWT MITENXOEIC IC
TIEXC X€AdAaN ...; so the etinfinitive pattern and the gwcTe etinfinitive pattern are
equivalents and in paradigm after Mrni@a, though the latter is far less frequent in this text
corpus. The occurrence of 2wcTe in complementary position reminds us of the pattern
used in translated Coptic texts where the Greek original GTe plus infinitive of result
induced this Coptic form. This use of 2wcTe by Theodore, then, might be an imitation of
translated Coptic literature, the NT, where through Greek influence not only real result
infinitives but also complementary and epexegetic ones had sometimes a 2wcTe before
them; in the examined translated (and Greek) texts the expression 1kovog/ dE10¢/ Frwa
does not take gwcTe plus infinitive, although it exactly expresses a “consequence
resulting from some quality”,”*® which explains why Theodore might have used the

complementary gwcTe e+infinitive pattern after that word.

1.4.2 The Conjunctive is used A) once in original texts in this syntactical position:
Pachom, Spiteful 11, 19-20

O TIEEIHN TINAYTIE TTAl NIPOHPION

In the translated material it occurs only in dialect L twice, of which 16, 2 is closely related
in meaning to the Pachom-place:

Greek: Epyetan dpa vo, mAg b dmokteivog LUAG S6EN AaTpeioy TpocHEPELY
W Oe®

L: cNNHY XI0YOYNOY NTEOYAN NIM €TNAMOYOYT MMWTN MEEYE XE €(IPE

NOY@WM®E MINOYTE

2 present only in 41, 25
9 The term is used by BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §379 in connection with qualitative-consecutive relative
clauses.
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The conjunctive in the Pachom-sentence could just as well be put among the subject-
expansions247 but can also be analyzed as a complementary or epexegetic ’expansion’ of
the nominal sentence mNayrie mar That similarity, sometimes overlap, is why the
conjunctive in subject position in M (1.3.3.3) will also be discussed here.

The conjunctive as subject or subject expansion has historical roots in the Egyptian
language, this is one of the syntactic positions where Volten was speaking of the
’’pseudo”-conjunctive,248 differentiating it from the classical continuing conjunctive:

Pap. Spiegelberg X3.14: jn p3 shn nfr mtw=j tj "is it the best counsel that I let (the army
of Egypt arm itself?)”

An example from the M Matthew where the conjunctive is used similarly, where both
Greek and S have the infinitive construction (also 18, 7; 18, 8; 18, 9) is 17, 4:

NANOYC NEN NTNGW® MIEIME

And another, where Greek and S have the final clause pattern, while M still uses the

conjunctive (also 5, 30 and 18, 6) is 5, 29:

CPNA(PE TAP NEK NTEOYE NNEKMEAOC TAKA

The Pachom-sentence also joins this group, where again the conjunctive expands the
subject, in this case of a nominal sentence. In Shisha-Halevy’s classification this use of

9249

the conjunctive is the “sequelling prospective ,,that”-form which in his view is the

successor of the old prospective ,that”-forms sdm.w=f and sdm=f, rather than of an

: S 250
ancient use of the conjunctive.

B) A different case is Jn 13, 10

Greek: 0LK Exel xpelaw €1 Ui tovg modog viyacshot

L: Ngpxpla €N €IMHTI N{IANE(OYPITE

S: NGPXPIA AN €IMHTI €1A NE(JOYEPHTE

where there is an emnTi interposed between “he does not need’ and ’to wash’, which very
probably is the cause for the conjunctive rather than the infinitive. In the L John, both
other occurrences (2, 25; 16, 30) of xpeloy £y have the final clause pattern xekace

future 2, following the Greek pattern. No conjunctive occurs otherwise with that

7 For the conjunctive in this position as part of the entity statement group, see LAYTON, 2004: §§486-487.
28 VOLTEN, 1964: 61.

249 And within that “an appositive theme in a delocutive nominal sentence: TAIRAION/OYAIKAION Ti€
+conj”, SHISHA-HALEVY, 1995: 313.
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expression. It is very similar to the xekac plus conjunctive cases, seen in 1.1.1.1.2, where
there is an interposition between xekac and the verb form which then turns from future 3
to the conjunctive. However, this interposed emnm does not seem to cause any
syntactical changes in S, where the € + infinitive (though the first e is missing through

haplography) stands after the expression pxpia, following the Greek Vorlage.

CONCLUSIONS

1. In the translated texts, all three dialects have very close pattern-to-pattern translations
this time, and they all use the final clause pattern in the majority of the cases when Greek
has the final clause. Dialect L has most variety in the final clause pattern now, dialect M
varies the 2iINac +conjunctive and the xekectfuture 3 patterns, and S again is the most
consistent and pattern-strict using basically the xekac+future 3 pattern to translate Greek

Wa/6TWC +subjunctives.

2. The 2iNac plus conjunctive pattern appears here as well, only in dialect M. It seems to
be used in M exclusively for object and complementary clauses expressing an aim, not for

pure final clauses.

3.The 2wcTe plus infinitive pattern occurs in translations, where the Greek original has it.
That is thus again a Greek syntactical influence, caused by the pattern-to-pattern
translation technique. In Greek it is originally a consecutive pattern, but as purpose and
result are sometimes mixed, that pattern is sometimes mixed with final patterns, even in
places where the syntactic position is not a real final or consecutive one, but an object or
complementary one. In the examined material the Coptic translators follow the pattern
rather than the sense, using the final clause pattern in non-final positions and using the

consecutive pattern in non-result and non-final but complementary positions.

4. Behind the appearance of the gwcTe € + infinitive pattern in complementary position
in original writings, Greek syntactical influence might be detected, it may be an example
of the stylistic influence the NT translations had on the original Coptic literature; another
possibility is naturally that the pattern was already part of the Coptic idiom through
hellenization, thus was used by both translators and authors. Its sole occurrence in
Theodore does not seem to support the latter possibility. The pattern is otherwise rather

scarcely represented in the examined corpus (both translated and original).

20 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1995: 312-313.
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5. In original writings, the final clause patterns do not appear in
complementary/epexegetic position. The infinitive constructions are used in almost every

case.

6. The appearance and extensive use of the final clause pattern in
complementary/epexegetic position only happens in translated Coptic in the examined

text material; its use is again translation induced.

7. The conjunctive in subject (expansion) and complementary position is not new,
examples of it can be seen already in Late Egyptian. In the examined text material rather
few of these conjunctives are present, but it occurs in both translated and original Coptic

texts.
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2. Clauses/Infinitives of Result

As a next group, the clauses of result will be studied in the examined text corpus, also
collecting features in common and differences between the translated and the original
Coptic writings. Some clauses of conceived result are also grouped here, where again
‘wo/ Onwg—clauses appear in the Greek original. Also, I am referring to sections
1.1.1.2.3 where the ambiguity of purpose and result has been discussed.

2.1 Clause of Result or Infinitive of Result? A consecutive clause in Greek takes either

251

the indicative or the infinitive after ®GTe,”" the former expressing the actual result, the

latter a possible or expected result.”? In the NT idiom, however, this distinction had
probably disappeared as the indicative is very rare, the infinitive dominating throughout:
in the examined text coprus the indicative appears only once (Jn 3, 16), and according to
De Witt Burton, this is the only place in the NT where the dcTe with the indicative is in
clearly subordinate position.253 In the NT books, not only the ®cTe plus infinitive but
also the infinitive in itself can express result:>>* in the examined NT books there is an €1¢
70 plus infinitive in Romans 1, 20 expressing result. The question now inevitably arises,
whether one can speak about a ’clause’ here, with conjunction plus governed verb form or
®o7TE is really an introductory particle255 for the infinitive of result. This question is
relevant, among others, because it arises also in the case of Coptic consecutives.”*®

Definitely clauses are — as always — the 1vol / 6T®G plus subjunctives found as clauses of

conceived result in this material (Mt 23, 35; Jn 9, 2).

2.2 In the translated texts, the Greek — Coptic equivalents are as follows:

21 BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §275; DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §234; BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §391;
PORTER, 1992: §2.2 (the latter two discuss basically the infinitive of result).

2 BORNEMANN-RISCH, 1999: §275; DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §235.

3 DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §236; cf. also: "The use of the indicative after GGTE in really dependent
clauses, possible in Attic, is not genuine NT idiom.” BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §391.

2% BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §391, 4.

3 BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §391.
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fig. 35

S 20WCTE [ 2WCTE [ 2WCTE | XEKAC | X€ € +
Coptic e +inf | conj pfl fut 3 fut 3 inf
Greek
®ote inf 10 2 - - - B
®ote indicative | - - 1 - B R
OTWG subj - - - 1 - R
wa subj - - - 1 1 B
€1¢ 10 inf - - - R B 1
fig. 36

L Coptic | 2wcTe XERACE
Greek pfl fut 3
®ote ind 1 -
o subj - 1

fig. 37

M Coptic wcTe wCcTe XEKEC
Greek e +inf conj fut 3
®ote inf 1 9 -
OTWG subj - - 1

It is clear that where the Greek original has the ’traditional’ ®Oo7Te plus infinitive (or
indicative), then the Coptic also takes the loanword gwcTte and uses it together with
either the e + infinitive or the conjunctive when the Greek has an infinitive, or with a

verbum finitum (perfect 1 here) when the Greek has the indicative.

6 On consecutive clauses in the Coptic NT see my article, HASZNOS, 2004/2005, where they are called

clauses.




Jn 3, 16 (the sole indicative)

OUtwg yoap hydnnoev o Bedg tov kbCUOV, DOTE TOV VOV TOV LLOVOYEVT
Edwkev

S: TAl FAP T€ ©€ ENTATMNOYTEMEPE TIKOCMOC 2WCTE TIWHPE NOYWDT A(TAA(

L: Teel rap Te ©€ NTATINOYTEMPPE MKOCMOC 2WCTE TIWHPE NOYWT a(TeE(

Mt 15,33 (infinitive in Coptic)

[160ev My Ev Epnuia &ptot Toc0UTol MoTE X0opTdoal &Y AoV TOCOVTOV;

S: €ENNA2E E€ETEIAQH NOEIK TON 2NITEIXAIE 2WCTE E€TCIE OYMHHYE NTEIGOT

M: anNeoN OYAME OYN NAIK TON 2MITEIMANXAIH 2WCTE E€TCIE TIEIMHYE NTEIGAT

Mt 27,14 (conjunctive in Coptic)

Kait obk amexpifn abtd mpog obde &v pripa dote Bavudlew tov fiyeubva
Ao

S: NTOq A€ MMEJOYWWER NAAAY NWOAXE: 200CTE NYPWITHPE NOI TIZHFEMWN EMATE
M: MIgxeoY® NE( NOYCEXE MMETE: 2WCTE NTE TIZHFEMAN EPWITHPE EMAMA

First of all, it is again evident that the Coptic translations are very close to the original, the
Greek syntactic patterns are followed. The Coptic € plus infinitive is of course the precise
translation equivalent of the Greek infinitive, as seen throughout the study, the

conjunctive, on the other hand, raises some questions.

2.3 The infinitive construction and the conjunctive after 2wcTe can be found both in
translated and in original Coptic writings. Shisha-Halevy, when studying Shenoute’s
idiom, remarks: ”The conjunctive after gwcTe is in paradigm with e- infinitive and the
“that”-form eTpeqcwTnM; the conjunctive usually expresses an intended consequence,
whereas eTpeq conveys the meaning of a consequence naturally or automatically
ensuing, objective, unintentional and even undesirable” with the footnote: "Somewhat
like the Greek opposition of (G7Te + finite verb vs. dGTE + infinitive”. >’ Although the
opposition in Greek is not ‘intended/not intended’, but rather ‘real or actual/ not real’.

In the translations there can be no aspiration to follow an opposition present in classical
Greek (see 2.1) as the Greek itself has almost only the infinitive, as seen above, and
where it does have a verbum finitum to express a very real result, then the Coptic also
translates with a conjugated verb form with time reference, rather than the “atemporal™®*®
conjunctive. It is also remarkable that in the NT, the S and M versions differ substantially

as S applies basically the € plus infinitive, only in two places the conjunctive after gwcTe

57 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.3.1.1 and fn. 73.
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(Mt 13, 32; 27, 14), whereas M applies the conjunctive after gocTe nine times and the €
plus infinitive only once (Mt 15, 33). The two places where (also) S has the conjunctive
are no different semantically, no more real or intended than all other consecutives (eg. Mt
13, 2; 13, 54 and 15, 30 are also past tense contexts like 27, 14 and S has the infinitive
construction), and the only feature in common, which is not present in the other
consecutives is the presence of the N61 construction in the sentence:

Mt 13,32
Kot yilveton 8&vdpov, dhote EABElY 1t metewd 1oL obpowod Kol
KOTOLoKTVOUY EV Tolg kKAddolg abhtod

S: @ACP OYNOG NOYOOTE: NCWWOIIE €YNOG NW@HN: 2WCTE NCEEl NOINZANATE
NTne

Mt 27,14

Kot obk amekpidn abtd mpog obde &v puc dote Bovpdlew tov fyepdva
Ao

S: NTO(q A€ MMEJOYWWER NAAAY NWOAXE: 200CTE NYPWITHPE NOI TIZHFEMWN EMATE

In the S translation of the NT then, the basic translation equivalent of the ®cTe plus
infinitive is the gwcTe plus e + infinitive, a precise pattern-to-pattern translation, which
is in complementary distribution with the conjunctive — the latter being used when the
nominal subject must be expressed after the verb form and so Nei is employed,”’
evidently to follow the Greek word order.”*

In the original texts, on the other hand, this opposition does not work; in Pachom’s
Fragments there are two 2wcTte plus conjunctive constructions (28a,11; 29b,24), in
Spiteful there is one (3,12), in Horsiese’s Regulations there are two (90, 8; 90, 18) all of
them without Ne1. In the examined Shenoute-texts only the e + infinitive follows gwcTe
so the opposition there cannot be examined. Theodore, however, is very similar to the S
NT in using the gwcTe plus conjunctive construction only when there is n61 (Instr 3 40,
24 2wcTe NQNOT NOITIEINOG NTEIMINE €pPATOY NNKOCMIKON; 40, 30 2wcTe NgNay
NomeToyewtneqcwma). It should be examined therefore whether another conditioning
factor for infinitive construction/conjunctive can be found. Looking at the sentences from
a semantic point of view, I think a good system of real (actual, has happened)

result/expected or generally true (not yet happened) result evolves, for example:

28 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1995: 301.

9 Or the other way around, according to Depuydt: 1993: 42-43, the fai is employed because of the
conjunctive so that the nominal subject does not get in between the two verbs, as they very closely belong
together. That, however, does not explain the use of the conjunctive after consecutive gwcTe.
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Spiteful 3, 12 (past narrative context, the result also happened in the past)

AYENWXAEI ... EPAYOAIBE MMOI WANTETMAZHT TIAAKE 2WCTE NTAMEEYE XENTAGOM
AN TE€ E€A2EPAT

Fragments 28a, 11 (past narrative context, the result also happened in the past)

AJWONE 2NOYNOG NWWNE 20CTE NAWWOITE 2NOYEKCTACIC

In these (and most other cases of the conjunctive), I would not speak of the results being
“intended”?®' but they actually happened as a result of the action in the main clause.

The results expressed by the gwcTe plus e+ infinitive pattern, on the other hand, seem to
have a general or a future reference, and they have not yet been realized, for example:

Fragments 29a, 3-4
OYTIE TIAl TIAWHPE ETPEKE] 2WWK E€2PAl ETIEIMA 2WCTE ETPEYKPINE MMOK

Having discussed the consecutives in the Greek NT idiom and the loss of the classical
Greek system of real/expected result = indicative/infinitive, infinitives being used in the
great majority of the cases, NT Greek cannot really be the source of such a distinction.
Additionally, when Greek did employ the indicative on one occasion, then Coptic
translated it with a perfect 1 rather than a conjunctive. It follows from that that the
infinitive/conjunctive distinction after gwcTte is either an inner development of the
language,”® or it is a non-translation influence of the Greek language which happened in

»263) "not through translations of the

the long bilingual situation ("primare Hellenisierung
NT — that, however is impossible either to prove or to refute. It is also a question why the
conjunctive is used for real result, which took place in the past following from the
happenings in the past narrative of the main clause, rather than a past conjugated verb

form, for instance a perfect 1. That leads us to the next section.

2.3.1 The conjunctive after 2wcte and other Greek conjunctions / particles /
modifiers. Besides the distribution of the infinitive vs. conjunctive after gwcTe, the
function, meaning or origin of the conjunctive after that and other Greek conjunctions

needs to be discussed. In the examined text material the conjunctive was seen in the S

%0 About the importance of word order and its reproduction, cf. BROCK, 1979: 81.

2! SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.3.1.1.

2 This whole system of consecutives is a late phenomenon in the language, and again an analytic form; in
classical Egyptian, result was expressed occasionally with the sdm=f form, "virtual clause of result”; the ji
particle with sdm=f which expresses mostly “desired future consequence”; or with the sdm.jn=f verb form
which indicates sequel in past narratives or less frequently it is used "to name or describe a consequence to
take place in the future” (GARDINER, 1957°: §§220, 228, 429).

*% NAGEL, 1971: 334.
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dialect only after MumToTe and 2wcTe, its appearance after the Coptic conjunction xekac,
only with an interposed adverbial clause,”®* has been discussed, see 1.1.1.1.2 and 1.4.1.1.
In dialect M it was seen employed after MunoTe/ Mumwc, 2mvac and 2octe’® After the
negative final MumoTe / Munwc the conjunctive is invariably used, in both S and M;
dialect M uses more Greek conjunction+conjunctive patterns than S in the given material,
it prefers conjunctive after gwcTte as opposed to S where the e+infinitive is the regular
form, and M employs also giNnac — not used in literary S — with the conjunctive, thus
standing closer to dialect B.*

After gwcTe the conjunctive is in paradigm with the e plus infinitive, see 2.3. Depuydt
was of the opinion that this use of the conjunctive is new, came “with the advent of Greek

influence on Egyptian™®’

and did not study it when discussing the function of the verb
form in the “conjunctive chain”.*® Shisha-Halevy, on the other hand, states that this is the
”sequelling prospective ,that”-form” in which we can see the survival of the old
prospective ,,that” sdm.w=f and the so-called prospective sdm=f, — although it is not clear
how the conjunctive overtook this function — and one of the cases where the conjunctive
is in this syntactic status is the ”post-conjunctional and post-adverbial ,,coupling” clause
form: apny+conj, 2wcTe/ MHMOTE +conj, xe+conj”.269 This is one group then, a Greek
conjunction + conjunctive;270 the conjunctive is neutral in its semantic properties in this
position and the meaning’ is given by the conjunction, thus they together build up a new

unit?”!

and a semantic field, final or consecutive or even an object or complementary
position after certain verbs and expressions. That is why Shisha-Halevy’s phrasing is very
adequate: post-conjunctional and post-adverbial ,,coupling” clause form”.*”*> The
2wcTe, when standing with the conjunctive then, is different from the gwcTte before the

infinitive construction because in the latter it has only ”semantisch préizisierende

%4 In dialect L there is one case (Jn 11,52) where the interposition is the emphasized object, rather than an
adverbial clause, the precise role of that conjunctive is still questionable (see earlier, 1.1.1.1.2).

265 The conjunctive after Greek conjunctions in S and B, STERN, 1880: §448.

266 of STERN, 1880: §448 on B using 2iva and S not.

" DEPUYDT, 1993:13.

28 DEPUYDT, 1993: 5-6.

*% SHISHA-HALEVY, 1995: 313.

0 In the present study they can be found in the following sections: 1.1.1.1.3: finals — MHMOTE /MHTIOC
+conj; 1.2.1.1: object position — in M g2inac +conj; 1.4.1.2: complementary position — in M 2inac +conj;
2.3: consecutive — gwcTetcon;j.

#' As Shisha-Halevy puts it: “a modifier preceding a non-autonomous verb form to create a new
autonomous whole” SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986: §7.3.1.1.

22 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1995: 313.
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Funktion™"" as the e+infinitive can in itself express result not only with the support of the

introductory particle.

2.4 Final clause patterns can be found in the Greek original as 1vo/OTwg + subjunctive

and — as can be expected — are translated into Coptic with the final clause patterns
xexac/xe + future 3. Their number is rather small, one final clause pattern of result
occurs in each examined NT book:

Mt 23, 35 (main clause in verse 34)
Greek: (...) kol duwéete AmO TOAEWG €1¢ TOAW dTMWg EAON £ LUAG AV
oflpo dikaov

S: NTETNMWT NCWOY XINETIOAIC ETTOAIC XEKAC E(EEl €2PAl €EXNTHYTN NGI CNO(
NIM NAIKAlOC

M: NTETNAIOre€ MMAY €BAX 2NOYTIOAIC EYTTOAIC XEKEC EPECNA( NIM €€l €2PHI
€XNTHNOY NTE NAIKAIOC

Here, the reference of the whole sentence is future, it is not something that has actually
happened, but rather a prophecy, thus the result expressed in the clause is not actual but

imagined; it will be realized if/when the actions in the main clause have been realized.

In9,2

Greek: Tig fluoptev obtog 1 o1 yovelg atod o TupAOG YEVYINON;

S: NIM TTENTA(PNORBE TIAINIE XN NEJEIOTENE XEKAC EYEXTTO( €(O NBXAE
L:NmMie NTAQPNARE TIEEITE XN NE(EIATENE XEKACE E€YAXTIA( €O NBXAE

In this case the meaning implied is: it is a known fact that he is blind — the question is,
whether this fact is at all the result of somebody sinning, i.e. the cause/antecedent is

inferred, the question being provocative.

Rm 11, 11

Greek: U EmToncaw o TECOCLY;

S: NTAYXWPTT Xeeyege

In all these instances, one is dealing with a conceived result — let me quote De Witt
Burton’s observations here: ”The relation of thought between the fact expressed in the
principal clause and that expressed in the clause of conceived result introduced by 1ot is

that of cause and effect, but it is recognized by the speaker that this relation is one of

3 NAGEL, 1971: 349.
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theory or inference rather than of observed fact. In some cases the effect is actual and
observed, the cause is inferred. So, e.g., John 9:2. In other cases the cause is observed,
the effect is inferred. So, e.g., 1 Thess. 5:4. In all the cases the action of the principal
clause is regarded as the necessary condition of that of the subordinate clause, the action
of the subordinate clause as the result which is to be expected to follow from that of the
principal clause.”*™

In the original material one xe+ future 3 and one xekac + future 2 pattern was found

with consecutive meaning:

Pachom, Spiteful 17,26-27
TENOY OY TIETKWAAT MMO( XEEKEPWMMO €POI;

Here, on the other hand, the situation and the result is real, it is happening now, TeNoy,
that the monk is becoming a stranger, through the anger in his heart. It is thus not a
conceived result.

Horsiese, Instruction 7 77, 5

EKO6WAT ... WANTEKOGNTEYKEPIA NIT Na(Q NNET2ATIEKTOM 2I20YN NTEKQTHN
XEKAC EPETNNOYTE 2WW( MNIMEYXPC IC NATIW2T NTEYOPrH MNMEYOWNT €2pal
EXWK

There is future reference in this clause, the result will definitely happen if the monk

continues his habitual behaviour.

2.5 The € plus infinitive pattern occurs in the translated material only once when the

Greek original has an infinitive without cTe and with €1¢ 16 to express result:>”

Rm 1, 20

Greek: 10 ydp A&dpotor obtod &MO KTICEWG KOCHOL 1TOlG MOLNUACLY
voovpeva. kaBopdtan fi te Kidlog oot dhvaplg kot Bedtng €1g o giva
aLToLg AVATOAOYNTOVG

S: NE(ITEOHIT AP €BOA 2MITCWNT MIMTKOCMOC: 2NNE(TAMIO €YNOEI MMOOY: CENAY
€POOY €TE TE(YGOMTE WAENEQ MNTEYMNTNOYTE ETPEYWWITE EMNTOY (QAXE
MMAY €XW

In the original texts the e+infinitive construction occurs to express result more often, for

example:

Theodore, Instruction 3 50, 1
TENOYGE MNNCANAI THPOY AYWINE NCAKTOOY €TPEYTXPOIT NNENTAYElI EPATOY

™ DE WITT BURTON, 1898: §219.
%5 BLASS-DEBRUNNER, 1961: §391, 4.
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Shenoute, Monast disc 145, 3
ANOK A€ NEIO MIMAXOEIC ANIE ETPATIOT NTOOTOY NNETXI MMOI NGONC

From the two examples it is evident that both real result — in the first instance — and
conceived result can be expressed by the infinitive construction, the Shenoute-sentence
clearly has a ’real’ cause in the main clause (’I was not in control of myself’) and the
result is inferred, it would have been realized if the cause had not been negative (the real

result would be ’I was in control of myself so that I could run away from them’).

2.6 wanTe, the Coptic limitative sometimes has consecutive meaning.276 In the examined
text corpus, this can be found only in the original Coptic writings:

Spiteful 10, 11
TIAl NTAJATWNIZE OYBETXW2M QANTE(PPPO EXNNE(XAXE

Spiteful 11, 20
H NIFPOE NOYKW2T WANTEKPWKZ NTJKAKIA THPC

Shenoute, Monast disc 143, 7

AY®W MITENETMMAY €1 QANTETINOYTE GWNT E€POOY NUTPEYEWK ETIECHT E€AMNTE
€YON2

It is not always evident whether the limitative or the consecutive meaning is to be

understood, or both can be acceptable in some sentences.

CONCLUSIONS

1. Also in this case, Coptic has pattern-to-pattern translation in the examined NT books.
In fact, there is no deviation from the Greek pattern at all, when there is an indicative after
®oTe, the Coptic also applies a conjugated verb form with time reference (perfect 1),

when there is a final clause pattern, the Coptic translates with one.

2. The appearance of the final clause pattern in translations is due to the Greek pattern and

the translation technique.

3. In translations, the final clause pattern in consecutives only appears when the Greek

original employs it; since the Greek uses it only with clauses of conceived result, in

20 TILL, 1961: §312.
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translated Coptic only in clauses of conceived result do we find the final clause pattern. In

.. .. . 2
original writings, a clause of real result can have a final clause pattern occasionally.?”’

4. Although the etinfinitive construction seems to be a proper way of expressing result,
since the Coptic authors employ it, in the translations this only occurs when the Greek
original employs an infinitive of result without ©cte. That, together with the last point,
results again in a significant stylistic difference between translated and original Coptic

writings. And again shows the strong pattern-to-pattern translation technique.

5. In the NT translations @anTe is not used to translate a Greek consecutive form. In the

present material it only occurs as consecutive pattern in the original writings.

6. All three dialects follow the Greek pattern in this case, no deviations occur even in M.
This is the only examined clause-type where this happens, and this shows well that this

pattern  was  an  organic part of the language as a  whole.

277 ¢f. "ambiguity of purpose and result” LAYTON, 2004: §504.
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FINAL CONCLUSIONS

At the end of the study, it will be concluded that Greek syntax had influence on Coptic
syntax. The patterns for final clauses/infinitives, object and subject clauses/infinitives
and clauses/infinitives of result were all influenced by the Greek means of expression in
these. The separation of the two text types, translated literary idiom and original literary
idiom showed that significant differences exist between the choice of pattern of the two.
That subsequently shows that certain Greek-influenced phenomena are evidently the
result of the translation activity, remaining confined to the translation idiom; others are
used by the Coptic authors as well — in this case two possible reasons may be, a) the text
of the NT translations influenced their idiom, or b) these patterns were known and used

due to the long bilingual situation.

1. In the examined texts, several syntactic patterns were found which are used only in the
translated material and follow precisely the Greek syntactic pattern, even though it has no
’past’ in the Egyptian language: xekactfut 3 (fut 2)/ xe+fut 3/ gmnact+fut 3/
2imnactconj (i.e. final clause patterns) in object and subject position after certain
expressions which take the final clause pattern in NT Greek also, and in complementary
position 2wcTe etinfintive pattern is added to these. The Coptic translation idiom is
thus different from the original writings syntactically-stylistically; really telling are the
cases where there is a NT-quotation in a Coptic author and the syntactic pattern is
different from the one used normally by that author: e.g. 1) in Shenoute a quotation from
the NT (Mt 9, 38) in Ad phil 59, 2 where there is a xekactfut 3 clause in object position
after the verb corrc which always takes the infinitive construction as object in Shenoute
and the other authors, 2) also in Shenoute, a xe+fut 3 pattern is found in subject position
after cgw quoted from Mt 10, 25 in Ad phil 59, 30, where normally an infinitive
construction (more rarely circumstantial present, conditional) is employed in original
Coptic — these are exactly the cases where the translated Coptic texts differ substantially
as they again follow or rather copy the Greek pattern and use final clause patterns where
they would not be used in Egyptian. The question of how ’natural’ the Coptic translations
were arises. The motivation for a very literal, in our case let us call it pattern-to-pattern,
translation is the sacred nature of the text whose language is considered inspired and

sacred (cf. Jerome: *where even word order is a mystery’>’®), thus has to be put into any

8 In his Letter to Pammachius, cited from BROCK, 1979: 69-70.
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279 .

other language very precisely, to bring the reader to the original” and not “the

original to the reader”.?** Just as in the case of the Hebrew Old Testament, whose Greek

dn281 d,282

translation was also “accepted as inspire and was not to be altere Emel koA®g

Kol 001G SinppAvevLTOL Kol KOTO TAV MKPPBOUEVOS, KoAdg €xov €0Tiv 1vol

Sapeivn o8’ oVtwg Exova, kal N yévnron pndepio Sraokevn. s

It is thus a chosen technique, not some kind of incompetence in Coptic stylistics and
syntax, to copy the given Greek patterns; the translators knowingly create in many cases
non-Coptic-like but necessarily very Greek-like patterns, and thus sentences, in their
texts. As Sebastian Brock points out, the translator has to make a decision at the
beginning of his work about what technique he will follow, sensus de sensu or verbum e
verbo; the criteria for his choice are 1. the nature of the text he is translating, 2. the
relative prestige of the two languages concerned and 3. the extent to which the source
language is still widely known.”®* In the bilingual land of Egypt, Greek was naturally
known by everyone, though evidently not spoken by all the population and not on the
same level. The prestige of Greek was quite understandably high, the fact that it is the
language of the Gospels obviously added to that in the eyes of the Christians. The nature
of the text in this case needs no further comment — from all these it inevitably follows that

very literal, based on the present study, pattern-to-pattern translations are made.

Also, the aim with sacred, canonical texts is beyond doubt uniformity. This is best shown
in the present material in the S texts, which are the most pattern-strict and consistent. It is
most likely undesirable to have a large number of translation varieties for the NT books,
with each translator having his own personal favourite patterns for the final clauses,
clauses of result, etc. In this text corpus it is the M dialect that shows most varieties in
these clause patterns, choosing from the conjunctions (Murmwc besides MHTIOTE ; 2INAC
besides xekac) with following verb forms (conjunctive besides future 3) and
independent verb forms/clause conjugations more freely than the others, and this dialect

definitely shows the most deviations from the Greek pattern:

9 >This is a situation of texts in contact” (...) as well as “languages in contact”.” SHISHA-HALEVY, 1990:
100/fn.4.

% Brock, 1979: 73.

! BROCK, 1979: 72.

82 Just as the original Scriptures are not to be altered, cf. Deut 4, 2.

283 AristEpist 310, 3-6.

% BROCK, 1979: 70-74.
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S deviates in 3.33% of the cases (12 times out of 360)

L deviates in 8.51% of the cases (12 times out of 141)

M deviates in 14.29% of the cases (21 times out of 147). As mentioned earlier, S really
shows very precise and reliable pattern-to-pattern translations.

With this very close translation of the sacred text of the New Testament, with all its
syntactic grecisms then, the Coptic text becomes marked and another sacred text with its

. 285
sacred language is born.

2. With original writings, naturally, it has to be borne in mind that the idiom of the
authors is individual with its own characteristics, and the genres they write in is also a
determining factor: for example, the language and style of ’Regulations’ for a monastic
community will be different from an ’Instruction’ or Logos’. It must also be remembered
that the founder of monasticism, and thus the creator of the genre ’regulations for the
community’, Pachom — the author of the oldest Coptic original literature® still extant —
was influenced in his language by his military past, the style of the regulations is very
similar to the Roman military command formulae, as shown by Professor Peter Nagel. 2’
Further, the above described ‘sacred language’ of the Coptic NT inevitably had its
influence on the Coptic authors who ‘grew up’ on it and learnt large parts by heart, and so
when they started writing, a lot of formulae and patterns must have permeated into their
language use. There are, however, features which are common to the original writings as

opposed to the translations:

A) in finals, the clauses are in majority everywhere, but in original writings the infinitive
constructions are used more extensively (inf: 49.17% - clauses: 50.83%) than in
translations (inf: 26.07% - clauses: 69.66%). The choice of final clause pattern is not so
rigid and regulated in originals: the xekac+future 3 pattern became the par excellence S
translation equivalent for the Greek 1o (Onwc)—clauses, but in the original it is not so

dominant at all, and its use in that material might be influenced by the NT translations.

The growing preference for clauses as such is partly a natural, inner development of the
language, the analytical tendence referred to throughout the study. But translations and

then the extensive reading of the translated texts undoubtedly had a role in it — the Greek

285 ¢f. FOLDVARY, 2008, writing about the translations of the Old Testament and the hebraisms therein,
which are thus marked and build up a sacred language.

26 NAGEL, 1974: 114.

*% NAGEL, 1974.
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language of the NT clearly shows this preference and the Coptic translations copy that,

while Coptic authors are still more free from it.

The mumroTe plus conjunctive pattern appears in translation only when the Greek original
has the unmote plus subjunctive negative final pattern — it is not very frequent, and is
used in the original texts almost to the same degree; its use there might be the result of
imitating the NT translations. A comparative analysis with non-literary Coptic texts

would probably show whether it was used outside literary texts at all.

The ginvac plus future 3 pattern does not appear in original writings, just as it is not used

in the S translations. It is confined to the M translations in the present text material.

The etdefinite article+ infinitive final pattern is used only in the translated text material
to translate the Greek €1g TO/TPOG TO +infinitive patterns. This widening of the range of
Coptic final patterns is a linguistic influence of Greek, however, it seems to have affected

only the translation idiom.

The conjunctive and the future conjunctive have no modal value and are not employed in

the place of finals — no Greek influence has to be sought here.

B) xexac+tfut 3 (fut 2)/ xetfut 3/ 2inac+fut 3/ 2iNac+conj (i.e. final clause patterns) in
object and subject position after certain expressions which take the final clause pattern in
NT Greek are clearly the result of translations. These patterns in the given syntactical
position do not occur in original texts, only when quoted (the one exception remains
Spiteful 18, 14), but are employed when the Greek original requires in translations. This
results 1) in a marked stylistic-syntactic difference between translated and original Coptic

texts, and 2) in the birth of the nominalized xekac—clause in Coptic.

C) The final clause patterns xekac+fut 3 (fut 2)/ xe+fut 3/ xekace+conj (only L)/
2imNactconj (only M) in complementary/epexegetic position occur only in translations,
but there they are used extensively due to the pattern-to-pattern translation technique.
This linguistic impact of the Greek is again translation induced, and seems to be part only

of the translation idiom.

The gwcTet etinfinitive pattern is used in the translations almost always when the
Greek original employs it in complementary/epexegetic position; in the original texts it

only occurs in Theodore once, which raises some questions. Was this pattern in
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complementary position used in the whole of the Coptic idiom, unlike the final clause
patterns which are confined to translations? Or was Theodore imitating the NT idiom? Or
is there an insertion in his text which is a translated passage? Again, the study of more

literary and non-literary Coptic texts can probably give answers to these questions.

D) In the case of the consecutives, original and translated literature use the same 2wcTe
patterns, but the choice of infinitive / conjunctive is different: S translations use basically
the e+infinitive, only Nei triggers a conjunctive with no difference in semantics, whereas
in the original writings there seems to be a system for using the conjunctive for real (has
happened) result and the e+infinitive for not real (not yet happened) result. The
disappearance or lack of such a system in the translations is Greek influence, because the
translators imitated the Greek pattern, ®GTe plus infinitive, which at that stage of the
language was not in opposition with another pattern based on the real/expected result

distinction (one exception in John where the real result is with indicative).

The very presence of the gwcTe consecutive patterns in both text types extensively,
shows that it is not translation induced. It may therefore be, most probably, part of the
Coptic idiom as a whole. It is another possible explanation that the authors of the original
texts were influenced by the translated idiom of the NT and took the pattern over — this

seems less likely, as the pattern is slightly different in their writings (see above).

The limitative @anTe is employed only in the original writings to express result, this is
due to the fact that Coptic translators translated patterns (at least in the here examined

clauses), and no such pattern exists in Greek.

Again Theodore acts uniquely among the authors: in the consecutives he uses the gwcTe
plus conjunctive pattern in the same way as it is used in the S NT translation idiom, i.e.
conjunctive is used instead of e+infinitive only when the Ne1—construction occurs in the

sentence.

3. The function of the conjunctive as “post-conjunctional and post-adverbial ,,coupling”

clause form™?*

after MHMOTE, MHMWC, 20CTE, 2INAC in our text corpus is still a little
perplexing. Shisha-Halevy suggests that it has the function of the old prospective ,,that”-

form sdm.w=f and the so-called prospective sdm=f,289 but it is not clear where the

8 SHISHA-HALEVY, 1995: 313.
2% SHISHA-HALEVY, 1995: 313.
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conjunctive gets this function from. In this usage it really looks like a general clause-

form, ’invented’ to be used in clauses with Greek conjunctions, especially in M and B.

This examination shows that there is Greek syntactic influence on the level of
patterns/surface structures on the Coptic language, and that translated and original idioms
are not the same in this respect. With all these Greek-influenced patterns in the Coptic
sentence, I agree with Liiddeckens: ”Die griechische Lehn-oder Fremdworter und auch
syntaktische Beeinflussungen durch das Griechische haben jedoch nichts an dem

Charakter des Koptischen als dgyptischer Sprache geiindert.”*”°

0 LUDDECKENS, 1980: 260.
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affirm
caus inf
conj

fut 2

fut 3

inf

imp

L

M

neg

part

subj

APPENDIX

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS OF GRAMMATIC TERMS

affirmative
causative infinitive
conjunctive

second future

third future
infinitive
imperative
Lycopolitan dialect
Middle-Egyptian dialect
negative

participle

Sahidic dialect

subjunctive
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Translated Coptic Literature

Gospel of Matthew

1.1 Final Clauses

Conjunctions: Vo OTWG UNTOTE ; XEKAC XE MHTIOTE MHTIWC 2INAC

1,22 o — subj

2,2 infafter HABopev

2,8  OMWC — subj

2,13 1oV inf

3,13 1oV inf

2,15 o — subj

2,23 Omwg — subj
4,1 inf

4,6 UATOTE — subj
4,14 1o — subj
5,16 OMWC — subj

5,17 infafter HAB0V

5,17 inf after fiAB0v

M: xe —fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

M: etinf
S: etinf

M: xekec — fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

M: € +inf
S: € +inf

M: e +inf

S: € +caus inf

M: xe —fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

M: xekec — fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

M: e +inf
S: € +caus inf

M: MHTTOTE — COnj
S: MHTTOTE — Conj

M: xekec — fut 3
S: xekac — fut 3

M: xekec — fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

M: € +inf
S: € +inf

M: e +inf
S: e +inf
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5,25 WUNTOTE — subj M: MHOTE — conj
S: MHTTOTE — Conj

5,28 mpog 16 + inf M: conj
S: e +inf
5,45 OmW¢ - subj M: xekec — fut 3

S: xekac —fut 3

6,1 mpog 6 + inf M: e+def article + caus inf
S: xekac fut 3

6,2 OmMWG — subj M: xekec — fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

6,4 OMWC - subj M: xekec — fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

6,5 OMWg - subj M: xekec — fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

6,16 OTWC — subj M: xe — fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

6,18 OTmwg UM — subj M: xekec —neg.fut 3
S: xekac —neg.fut 3

7,1 val um — subj M: xe —neg. fut 3
S: xekac —neg.fut 3

7,6  unmote — fut.ind./subj M: MHNWC — conj
S: MHMOTE — conj

8,17 OMWE — subj M : xe —fut3

S: xekac —fut 3
8,29 infafter HABeC M: e+inf

S: etinf
9,6  ‘a —subj M: xekec — Fut 3

S: xekac — Fut 3

9,13 inf after fHAO0V M: e+inf
S: etinf

10, 34 inf after AAB0V M: e+inf



10, 34 inf after HABOV

10, 35 inf after fiAB0V

11, 1 1OV inf after LETERM

11, 7 inf after EEHABOLTE

11, 8 inf after EEAABaLTE

11, 9 inf after EENABaLTE

12, 10 ‘ot — subj

12,17 o — subj

12, 42 inf after fiAOev

13, 3 10V inf after EETAOEY

13,15 WUNTOTE — subj

13,29 UNTOTE — subj

13,30 mpog T6 inf

13,35 Omwg — subj

14,15 o — subj

S: etinf

M: etinf
S: etinf

M: e+inf
S: e+inf
M: circ praes
S: e+inf

variant in Perez: circ praes

M: etinf
S: e+inf

M: e+inf
S: etinf

M: e+inf
S: etinf

M: xekec fut3
S: xekac fut3

M: xerec — Fut 3
S: xekac — Fut 3

M: e+inf
S: etinf

M: etinf
S: etinf

M: MHnwc — conj
S: MHTTOTE — Conj

M: MHTTOTE — COnj
S: MHTTOTE — Conj

M: e+tdef article + caus inf
S: etdef article + inf

M: xekec — fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

M: 2mvac —fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3
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14, 23 inf after &VERN

15,32 UNTOTE — subj

16, 1 part impf after tpoceABOVTEG

17,27 v UM — subj

18,16 va. — subj

19, 3 part impf after TpociABov

19,13 vl — subj

19,16 vl — subj

20, 19 €1¢ 16 inf(3x)
3x

20, 20 part impf after TpocTiAOeV

20, 28 inf (3x) after HABeV

21,4 ‘wao.— subj

22,3 inf

22, 35 part impf

22,11 inf after €10eA 00V

M: perf I
S: etinf
variant in Perez perf 1

M: MHniwc — conj
S: MHTTOTE — Cconj

M: circ pres
S: circ pres

M: xekec- neg.fut 3
S: xekac — neg.fut 3

M: xekec — fut 3
S: xekac — fut 3

M: circ pres
S: circ pres

M: xe — fut 3 (foll by Conj)
S: xekac — fut 3 (foll by Conj)

M : xe —fut3
S: xekac — fut 3

M: e+ def art+ caus inf (1x), then conj
S: e+ inf (1x); conj 3x

M: circ pres
S: circ pres

M: e+caus inf(1x); e+inf (2x)
S: e+caus inf (1x); etinf (2x)

M: xe — fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

M: e+inf
S: etinf

M: circ pres
S: circ pres

M: e+tinf
S: etinf
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23,5 mpog 1O inf

23, 15 inf after mepidyete

23,26 1va, — subj

24, 1 inf after TpocABoV

24,45 10V inf

25,9 WUNTOTE subj

25, 10 inf after &P OUEVOV

26,2 €1¢ 10 inf

26,5 ‘1vo U1 subj

26,12 TpOG TO inf

26,16 ‘o — subj

26,41 ‘o U1 — subj

26,55 inf after EENAB0LTE

26,56 1v0, — subj

26,58 inf after €10eA0OY

26,59 OMWC — subj

M: € +defart + caus inf
S: xekac — Fut 3

M: limitativ @anTe
S: etinf

M: fut conj NTape-
S:xekac — fut 3

M: perf I
S: etinf

M : etcaus inf
S : etinf

M : MHnwc conj
S: MuTTOTE Conj

M: e+tinf
S: etinf

M : e+tinf
S : etcaus inf

M : xe neg fut3
S : xekac neg fut3

M: e+ noun
S: € +defart + inf

M : xe- fut 3
S : xekac — fut 3

M : xe —neg.fut 3
S : xekac neg.fut 3

M : etinf
S: etinf

M: xerec — fut 3
S: xekac fut 3

M: limitativ @anTe
S: e+inf

M: xekec — fut 3
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27,26 ‘o, — subj
27,31 €1¢ 10 inf
27, 49 fut part

after EpyeTat
27,64 UNMOTE subj
28,1 inf after fiAOev

28,8 inf after E3poLpLOV

Gospel of John

Conjunctions: V0, OTWG ; x€KaC x€

1,7 vo —subj
1,7 va — subj
1,8  ‘vol —subj

1,19 1o — subj
1,22 val — subj
1,31 ‘vl — subj
1,31 part impf after fiABov

1,33 inf

3,15 ol — subj

3,16 o U — subj (foll by affirm subj)

3,17 ‘a — subj

S

S: xekac —fut 3

M: 2mnac —fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

M: etinf
S: etinf

M: conj
S: etinf

M: Muniwc — conj
S: MHTTOTE — Conj

M: e+inf
S: etinf

M: 2imnac+ fut 3
S: etinf

: xerac — fut 3
: xekac — fut 3
: xerac — fut 3
: xeKkac — fut 3
: xekac — fut 3
: xeRac — fut 3
: circ pres

: e+inf

: xekac — fut 3
: xekace — fut 2

: xekac — neg.fut 3 (foll by affirm fut 3)
L:

xekace — neg.fut 3 (foll by affirm fut 2)

:xe —fut3

L: fut conj
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3,17 o — subj
3,20 ‘o un — subj
3,21 ‘o — subj

4,7 inf after EpyeTon

48  wa - subj
after &meAnAvBeIGOY
ident su
4,15  vo, U — subj

4,15 inf after 1€py UL

436 ‘v - subj
4,38 inf

5,14 vo U — subj
5,20 ‘o — subj
5,23 1va — subj
534 o - subj
5,36 vo. — subj
5,40 ‘vo. — subj

- w — »n |75} — wn — wn - »

- w»n

. xekac — fut 3

xekrace — fut 2

: xeKkac — neg.fut 3
: xe —neg.fut 3

: xekac — fut 3

: xekace — fut 3

. etinf
: atinf

: € +inf

a+caus inf

: xeKac — neg.fut 3
xekace —neg.fut 3

. etinf
: atinf

: xekac — fut 3
: xekace — fut 3

. etinf
: atinf

: xeRac — neg.fut 3
: xeRace — neg.fut 3

: xekac — fut 3
: xekace — fut 3

: xekac — fut 3
: xekace — fut 2

: xekac — fut 2
: xekace — fut 3

: xekac — fut 3
: xekace — fut 2

: xekac — fut 3
: xekace — fut 3
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6,5 ‘o —subj S :xe—fut2

L:xe—fut2
6,6  part impf S : circ pres
L : circ pres
6,12 vo U — subj S : xekac — neg.fut 3

L : xekace —neg.fut 3

6,15 o — subj S: xekac — fut 3
L: xerace — fut 2

6,28 ‘o — subj S : xekac — fut 3
L : xekace — fut 3

6,30 ‘o — subj S: xekac — fut 3
L: xekace — fut 3

6,38 vo. — subj after KoUTORERNKO S: etcaus inf

ident su L: a—inf
6,50 1vo — subj after Kot Boivav S: xekac neg.fut 3 (cond interposed in
between)
(foll by U1 subj) L : xekace — fut 3 (foll by a neg conj)
diff su
7,3 vo — subj/fut ind S : xekac —fut 3
L:xe—fut2
7,23 1vo U — subj S: xe neg.fut3

L: missing pages in Ms

7,32 vo. — subj S : xekac — fut 3
L : xekace — fut 3

8,59 va — subj S: xekac — fut 3
L: xe —fut 2

9,3 v — subj S: xekac — fut 3
L: xekace — fut 3

9,36 ‘o — subj S : xe—fut3
L: fut conj

9,39 1va — subj S: xekac — fut 3

L: xekace — fut 3
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: xekac — fut 3
: xekace — fut 3

10,10 ‘o — subj

- »n

10,10 1o +subj after HA00ov : xekac — fut 3

W

: xekace — fut 3
diff su

10,17 1va. — subj

wn

: xekac — fut 3
L : xekace — fut 2

10,31 vo. — subj : xekac — fut 3

= w»n

: xekace — fut 3

10, 38 va. — subj : xekac — fut3

W

: xekace — fut 3

wn

: xekac — fut 3
L : xekace — fut 2

11,4 ‘o — subj

: xekac — fut 3
: xekace — fut 3

11,11 ‘o, — subj after TopeLOHLOL
ident su

— w»n

11,16 vo. — subj : xekac — fut 3

W

: xekace — fut 3

11,19 ‘o — subj after EAMAVOELCAY S: xekac — fut 3
ident su L : xekace — fut 3
11,31 ‘ol — subj after bdyel S: xe — fut 3
ident su L:a +inf
11,42 o — subj S: xekac — fut 3

L : xekace — fut 3

11,52 o — subj S : xekac — fut 3
L : xekace — Conj (interposed object)

11,55 ‘o — subj S: xekac — fut 3
L: xerace — fut 3

11,57 6T®G — subj S: xekac —fut3
L : xekace — fut 2

12,7 o — subj S : xe—fut3
L:xe—fut3
12,9  ‘wa. — subj S: xekac — fut 3
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12,20 ‘wao. — subj after &vapotvovtwy
ident su

12, 33 part impf

12, 35 ol U1 — subj

12, 36 va, — subj

12,38 ‘1va — subj

12,40 Isaiah-quotation
o U — subj

12,42 o U1 — subj
12,46  1vo U — subj
12,47 ‘o —subj after HABov

ident su

12,47 ‘ol — subj after iAoV

ident su

13,15 ‘o — subj

13,18 ‘o — subj
13,19 1val — subj
13,24 inf

14,2 inf after TopeOLLOLL

S

o

- w 7] — »n - wn — wn

= »n

: xekace — fut 3
re +inf
:a +inf
: circ pres

circ pres

: xe —neg.fut 3

xe —neg.fut 3
1 xekac — fut3

xekace — fut3

: xekac — fut3
xekace — fut3

: xekac — neg.fut 3

: xekace — neg.fut 3

: xekac — neg.fut 3
: xekace — neg.fut 3

: xeKac — neg.fut 3
: xeKkace —neg.fut 3

: xe —fut 3
s atinf

: xekac — fut 3
: missing in Ms

. xekac — fut 3
verse 15 is omitted

: xekac — fut 3

: xekace — fut 2
: xekac — fut 3

: xekace — fut 3
. etinf

atinf
. etinf

a+inf
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143 a — subj S: xekac — fut 3
L:xe—fut3

14,13 val — subj S: xekac — fut 3
L : xekace —fut 2

14,16 1val — subj S: xekac — fut 3
L: xekace — fut 3

14,29 ‘“val — subj S:xekac + fut3
L:xekace + fut 3

14,31 1va — subj S: xekac — fut 3
L:xe—fut2

: xekac — fut 3

15,2 1val — subj S
L: xerace — fut 3

wn

: xekac — fut 3
L: part of verses 11 and 12 is omitted in Ms

15,11 ‘va — subj

|72]

: xekac — fut 2
: xekace — fut 3

15,16 ‘ol —subj

-

15,25 ‘va — subj : xekac — fut 3

= »n

: xekace — fut 3

16,1  vo uf — subj : xekac — neg.fut 3

: xeKkace — neg.fut 3

W

wn

: xekac — fut 3
L : xekace — fut 3

16,4  1va — subj

|72]

16,24 ‘val — subj : xekac — fut 3

on

: xekace — fut 2

|72]

: xekac — fut 2
L : xekace — fut 3

16,33 ‘val — subj

: xekac — fut 3
: xekace — fut 2

17,1  val —subj

- w»n

: xekac — fut 3
: the last clause of verse 11 is omitted

17,11 ‘o — subj

- w»n

17,12 val — subj S: xekac — fut 3

106



17,13 val — subj

17,19 ‘va — subj

17,21 val — subj

17,21 va — subj

17,21 1va — subj

17,22 o — subj

17,23 ‘a — subj

17,26 ‘va — subj

18,9  ‘1val — subj

(main clause elliptic)

18,28 ‘var UM — subj (foll by subj)

18,32 ot — subj

18, 32 part impf

18,36 vl U1| — subj

18,37 ‘oL — subj

19,4 va — subj

L:xe—fut2

S: xerac — fut 3
L: xekace — fut 3

S: xerac — fut 3
L : xerace — fut 2

S: xekac — fut 3
L: xerace — fut 3

S: xerac — fut 3
L: xekace — fut 3

S: xerac — fut 3
L: xe —fut2

S: xekac — fut 3
L: most of verse 22 is missing

S: xerac — fut 3
L: verse 23 is missing

S: xerac — fut 3
L : xekace — fut 3

S: xerac — fut 3
L: xerace — fut 3

S: xerac —neg.fut 3; fut 3
L : xekace —neg.fut 3; fut 2

S: xekac — fut 3
L: xekace — fut 3

S: circ pres
L:circ pres

S: xerac — neg.fut 3
L: xerace — neg.fut 3

S: xerac — fut 3
L : xekace — fut 2

S: xekac — fut 2
L: xekace — fut 3
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19,16 ‘o — subj

19,24 1val — subj

19,28 ‘1val — subj

19, 31 o UM — subj

19,35 ‘1va — subj

19,36 ‘lval — subj

20,31 ‘vo — subj
20,31 va - subj

21,3 infafter Ldyw
21, 19 part impf

Letter to the Romans
1,11 ‘tvotsubj

1,11 €1¢ TO+inf
1,12 inf

1,13 1votsubj
1,24 100 inf

3,4 Ps 51, 6-quotation
OMWC+subj

3, 8 war+subj
3,19 ‘otsubj

3,26 €1¢ TO+inf

W - »n

- »n

: etcaus inf
: atcaus inf

. xekac — fut 3
: xekace — fut 2

cxe —fut3

: that clause is not present here

: xe —neg.fut 3
xe —neg.fut 3

: xekac — fut 3
xekrace — fut 3

: xekac — fut 3
xekrace — fut 2

: xekac — fut 3
: xekac — fut 2
e +inf

: circ pres

: xekac +fut3
: etinf

: etcaus inf

: xekac +fut3

: etcaus inf

: xekac +fut3
: xe +fut3
: xekac +fut2

: etcaus inf
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4,11 €1¢ tO+inf
4,11 €1g tO+inf
4,16 €1¢ to+inf
5, 20 o+ subj
5,21 1vout subj
6, 1o+ subj

6, 4 lvai+ subj
6,6 oL+ subj
6,6 TOV inf

6,12 €1¢ tO+inf
7,4 €1¢ TO+nf
7,4 Woitsubj
7,13 tvoit+subj

7, 13 Wor+subj
8,4 otsubj
8,17 1voit+subj
8,29 €1¢ TO+inf
9,11 lvout+subj

9,17 Ex 9,16-quotation
OdTWG+subj

9,17 Ex 9,16-quotation
OTw¢+subj

9,23 tvout+subj

10,6 inf after &vaprioeton

. € +caus inf
: € +caus inf

: xekac +fut3

: xekac +fut3
: xekac +fut3
: xe +fut3

: X€KAC +conj

: xekac +fut3
: etcaus inf

: e+caus inf

: etcaus inf

: xet+fut 3

: xekactHfut 3
: xekactfut 3
: xet+fut 3

. xet+fut 3

: etcaus inf

. xekactHfut 3

: xet+fut 3

. xe+fut 3
xet+fut 3

: e+inf
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10,7 inf after kTaBcETONL

11,11 €1g TO+inf
11,19 wvortsubj
11,31 vot+subj
11,32 vai-+subj

12,2 €1¢ TO+Hnf

[12,15 — 13,7 Horner is missings]

14,9 1vot+subj

15,6 Woitsubj

[15,7-15,14 missing in Horner]

15, 15 G¢ + part impf

15,16 €1¢ 16 inf

15,16 Woitsubj

16,2 Waitsubj

Original Coptic Literature:
Pachom, Instructions Concerning a Spiteful Monk:

2,5 xe +ut3

3,9 xe +Hut2

3,23 MHMoTE + conj
4,6 MHMOTE + conj
5.4 xe +fut3

5,6 xe +neg.fut3
5,24 xeKac +Hut2
6,8 xe +neg.fut3
6,26 € +neg inf
8,21-22 xe +fut3

9,4 € +caus inf

: etinf

: € + def art+ noun
: xeractHfut 3

: xekactfut 3

: xekactHfut 3

: et+caus inf

: xe+fut 3

: xekactfut 3

: wc + circ pres
: € +caus inf
: xeractfut 3

: xe+tfut 3

Prov. 6, 4-5-quotation

interposition
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11,10-11 xe +neg.fut3

11,22 MHITOTE + conj
12, 30-31 xekrac +Hfut2
13,2 xe +fut2

MHITOTE + conj

13,21 e + caus inf Ps 100, 8-quotation although the first half of
the sentence is replaced by that of 100, 3

13,24-25 xe +fut3

15, 12-13 xe +fut2

15,22 xe +neg.fut3 Lk 6,37 - quotation
16,27 xe +neg.fut3

16,31-32 xe +neg.fut3

17,19-20 xe +fut2

17,25 xe +fut3

18, 4-5 € +caus inf
18, 5-6 € +caus inf
18,19 xe +fut3
18,22 xe +neg.fut3

19,10-11 xe + neg.fut3
20,12-13 xe +fut3

22,14 MHTTOTE + conj
Excerpta

27b, 11 etcaus inf
Passover

25,1 € +caus inf
25, 6-7 xekac +fut 2

25, 14-16 xe +fut 3
25,23-24 xekac +fut 2

Praecepta
30,22 € +inf after ,,get up” TwoyN

Praecepta et instituta
35,19 e+ caus inf

Shenute
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Young 28

171,23 xe +neg.fut 3 Xx€ NNaxegag - idiomatic, no main clause
Young 6-7

39a, 11 xe +neg.fut 3

38b, 30 xetneg.fut 3

39b,51-54  2x xe +neg.fut 3 Mt 7, 1-quotation
39b, 33 xe +fut3

40a, 5-6 € +caus inf

42b, 32-33 € +caus inf

43b, 52 xe +neg.fut 3

Elanskaya 1.1.b.707

85, 26a e+inf

86,27a etcaus inf

Elanskaya 1.1.b.716
91,6a-7a xekac +neg.fut3
92, 1a-3a xekac +neg.fut3
Elanskaya 1.1.b.658

98, 1b e+caus inf
99, 12a e+tcaus inf
99, 5b-6b e+caus inf
Young, 21

128, 13-14  xe +neg.fut3
129,12-13  xe +fut3

130, 2 xeKac +Hut2

132,17 xekrac +Hfut3

Ad phil

44,11 et inf after el

47,23 xe +neg.fut3

51,21 etcaus inf

54,9 e+caus inf after Bwk ; Cant 6, 2-quotation
54,25 etcaus inf after Bwk ; Cant 6, 11-quotation
55,13 etcaus inf after rwk ; Cant 7, 13-quotation
58,18 xeKac +Hut2

61,7 e+t caus inf

62,16 e+t caus inf

112



62, 18
BLO
57,19
57,34
57,52
57,57
58,5
58,11
58, 18
65, 39
68, 1
69, 57
70, 18
70, 20-4
73, 18
73,35
74, 30
75,17
75,19
76, 55
78, 48
80, 28
81,30
81,53
82,2
82,15
82,26
82,28
82, 42
84,21
87,22
87, 38-9
88, 49-51
90, 21

xeKac +Hfut2

e+ neg inf

e+ neg caus inf
xe +ut3

xe +Hut2

xe +fut3

xe +fut3

e+ neg caus inf
e+ caus inf

e+ neg caus inf
e+ caus inf

e+ neg caus inf
xekac +neg.fut3
e+ neg caus inf
e+ neg caus inf
e+ neg caus inf
e+ neg inf

e+ neg caus inf
et inf

e+ caus inf

e+ caus inf

xe +tneg fut3
e+ neg inf
xekac + fut2
xekac + fut3
e+ neg inf

xe +neg.fut3
xekrac +fut2
e+ caus inf

e+ caus inf
xekac +Hut3
xekrac +fut2

e+ caus inf
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90, 9-10 xe +neg.fut3

93,28 xeKac +Hut2
94, 39 e+t caus inf
Monast disc

116, 10 e+ neg inf
116, 13 e+ caus inf
117,6 et caus inf
117,23 e+t caus inf
119,3 et caus inf
119,9 xe +neg.fut3
119,20 xeKac +Hut2
119,29 e+t caus inf
120, 3 e+ inf

120, 3 e+ neg caus inf
120, 8 xekac +Hut3
121, 14 etcaus inf
122,3 xeKac +fut3
122,9 xekrac +Hfut2
126, 6 etcaus inf
129,22 e+tcaus inf
131,2 etcaus inf
131, 4 e+caus inf
132,3 e+caus inf
132,22 etcaus inf
135,28 xekrac +Hfut3
139, 10 xe +fut3
140, 18 xekrac +Hfut3
140, 30 xe +fut3
143, 14 xeKac +Hut3
144, 18 etcaus inf
144,21 e+caus inf
146, 21 xekrac +neg.fut3
149, 7 etcaus inf
150, 1 etcaus inf
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Horsiese
Instruction 1

67,6 € +neg inf Ps 33, 13-16-quotation

69,27 xekac + fut3

69, 30 xe +fut 2 foll by conj

Instruction 3

70, 31-32 xe +fut 3 Prov 3, 9-10-quotation; foll by conj
71,33 xekac + fut3

Instruction 4

72,2 e +inf

72,8 € + caus inf
72,9 € + caus inf
72,12 € + caus inf
72,12-13 € + caus inf
72,13 € + caus inf

72, 29-30 € +neg caus inf

Instruction 5

73,14 xekac + fut3

73,16 € + caus inf

73,19 € + caus inf

74,3 xeKkac + fut2

74,5 xeKac + fut2

74,7 xekac + fut3 Heb 2, 14-quotation
74,9 xe +neg.fut3

Instruction 6

74,29 € + caus inf

75,4 xe + fut3

75,8 € + caus inf

75, 14-15 xekac + fut2 then foll by conj
Instruction 7

76, 2-3 € + caus inf

76,13 xe + neg.fut3

717,24 xekac + neg.fut3
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78,33
78, 34-79, 1
79, 16
79,21
Regulations
83,11
83,21
84, 16
84,25
86,28
86,29
86, 32
86,33
87,1
87,5
87,8
88,9
88,25
88,28
88,29
88, 30
88, 30-31
89, 3-4
89,23
89, 28-29
90, 5

90, 15
91, 14
91,23
91, 32
92,2
92,8
92,29

e +inf after Nny
3x € +inf
€ +neg inf

xe + fut2

xe +neg.fut3

xekac + fut3 foll by conj
etinf

e+caus inf

e +inf after TooyN
e +inf after TwoynN
€ + caus inf

xekac + fut3

€ +inf after TwoyN
e + caus inf

€ + caus inf

xekac + fut3

€ +neg caus inf

€ +neg caus inf

e +inf

xe + fut3

€ + caus inf

xerac + fut2

xekac + fut3

xekac + fut3

xerac + fut2

xekac + fut3

e+ caus inf

xekac + neg fut3

xekac + fut3

xekac + fut3 foll by a conj
xe +neg fut3

xekrac + neg fut3
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93, 12-3 xeKkac + fut3

93,27 e +inf

95,5 xe +neg fut3
95,7 € +neg inf
95,14 etcaus inf

96, 34 xeKac + neg fut3
98,23 € +neg inf
99, 10 xe +neg fut3
99, 15 xe +neg fut3
Letters

63,27 MHITOTE + conj
64,4 xeKkac + fut3
64,5 xe + fut3

64, 6-7 € + caus inf
64,17 xe + fut3
64,29 xekac + fut3
64, 30 xekac + fut3
65,16 xekac + fut3
65,19 e +inf
Theodore

Instruction 3

40, 30 etneg caus inf
41,20-22 X€eKac + conj
42,3 e+caus inf
43,31-32 xekac +fut 2
45,6 e+tinf
45,10-11 xe +Hut2

45,31 etcaus inf
46,3 e+tcaus inf
46, 4 MHITOTE+COoNj
46, 33 etinf

47,4 e+caus inf

foll by a conj

foll by a conj

foll by a conj

Rm 12, 2 - quotation

Ex 20, 12- quotation

Eccl 12, 13-14-quotation

with interposed conditional

foll by conj
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47,20
47,21
49,7

49, 16
50,7

50, 14
52,24,27,29
52,31
53,6
53,8
54,1
54,4-5
57,1
58,13
58,15-16
58,21
59,13

xe +neg fut3
xe +neg fut3
xe +ut3

xe +neg fut3
e+caus inf
xekrac + fut3
e+caus inf (3x)
e+caus inf
etneg inf
e+caus inf
etneg inf

xe +neg fut3
e+caus inf
e+caus inf
e+caus inf (2x)
MHTTOTE conj

MHITOTE + conj

2 Cor 12, 7 quotation
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1.2 Object clauses after verbs of exhorting

Gospel of Matthew

Constructions: 1vo/Onw¢ + clauses: infinitive constructions
xe/xerac/ 2iNac clauses; inf constr; conjunctive; conditional

Object:
43 €1me - o subj

8, 18 inf after EKEAEVOEY

8,34 TOPEKAAECAY — OTWG subj

9,38 defbmte — OTWG subj

12,16 EMETIUNCEY — WL UN subj

14,9 inf after EKEAEVOEY

14,19 inf after keAeVoOG

14,22 2x inf after hvdykoacey

14, 28 inf after kK€EAgVOOV

14,36 TOPEKAAOVY — 1VaL subj

15,35 inf after ToLpoLyyEIAOLG

16,1 inf after ETNpWOINCALY

16,20 S1ECTEIAOTO — VoL subj

M: xe - fut 3
S: xekac - fut 3

M: e + caus inf
S: € +inf

M: xe — fut 3
S: xekac — fut 3

M: xe —fut 3
S: xekac — fut 3

M: 2inac — neg.fut 3
S: xekac —neg.fut 3

M: e+tinf
S: etinf

M: e+tcaus inf
S: etcaus inf

M: e+caus inf (foll by conj)
S: 2x e+inf

M: conj
S: etcaus inf

M: 21NaC — conj
S: xekac — fut 3

M: etcaus inf
S: etcaus inf

M: e+caus inf
S: et+inf

M: xe —neg.fut 3
S: xerac —neg.fut 3
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18,25 2x inf after EKEAEVCEY

19,7 2x inf after EVETEIAQLTO

20,21 €1mé —va subj

‘tell sy to’

20,31 ETETIUNCEY — 1WA subj

24,20 mpocelyeche — 1vow U subj

26,4 cLVERBOVAEDCOVTO — VAl subj

26,63 £Eopkilw o€ ... 1vo. — subj

27,20 EmelcOw — 1o, subj

27,32 fiyydpevoaw — 1o, subj

27,58 inf after EKEAEVCEY

27, 64 inf after KEAELVOOV

28,10 &y yelAoTe — V0L subj

Gospel of John
4,40 inf after hpwTtwv

4,47 Hpwto o —subj

11,53 £BovAeCOVTO 1V — subj

M: e+inf; foll by limitativ @anTe
S: etcaus inf; foll by conj

M: 2x e+inf
S: 2x etinf

M: 21Nac - conj
S: xekac —fut3

M: xe —fut 3
S: xekac — fut 3

M: xe - neg. fut 3
S: xekac —neg.fut 3

M: xekec — fut 3
S: xekac —fut 3

M: 2iNac — conj
S: xerac —fut3

M: 2iNac —fut 3
S: xekac — fut 3

M: xe —fut 3
S: xekac — fut 3

M: e+inf
S: etcaus inf

M: opt
S: etcaus inf

M: 2iNac — fut 3

S: xekac — fut 2 in Perez/ fut3 in Horner
S: etinf

L: etcaus inf

S: xekrac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 3

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 2

120



12,10 £BoVAEDCOVTO 1V — subj S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 3

13,2 BePANKOTOG €1¢ Ty KOPdlaw — 1ol subj
S: xerac - fut 3
L: xe-fut3

15, 16 EBnko LUAC oL — subj (3x) S: xekac — fut 2 in Horner;
fut3 in Quecke; foll by 2 conjs
L: xekace — fut 3 foll by conj; xekace—fut 2

15,17 EVTEALOUOL VO — subj S: xekac - fut 3
L:a +inf
17,4 863wKAG oL val — subj S: e+caus inf

L: a+caus inf
Note: can be interpreted as ’give’+ final; or as ’'command’+object!

17,15 EpOT® ot — subj S: xe - fut 3
L: xe - fut3
17, 15 (Epwt®) 1val — subj S: xekac - fut 3

L: xekace - fut 3

19,31 Hpwtnoow .. o — subj (2x) S: xe — neg fut 3 (foll by xekac - fut 3)
L:xekace — neg fut 3 (foll by xekace - fut

3)

19,38 pwINGCEY .. val — subj S: xekac - fut 3
L: xerace - fut 3

Romans

1, 10 inf after SebOLEVOG S: e+inf

12,1 inf after TOPAKAAD S: e+inf

16,17 inf after TAPOKAAD S: e+ caus inf

Original literature:
Pachom,
Instructions Concerning a Spiteful Monk

2,27 e+ inf after 2wn
8,28 e+caus inf after 2wn
15,30 etcaus inf after aNATKAZE
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18, 14-15
22,8

Excerpta

xe + fut3

e+neg inf

29b, 29-29,al16

Shenute,
Young 28
169, 37-38
Young 5
34a,27
34b, 52-55

Young 6-7
38b, 39-40
43a, 17-22
Young, 21
130, 19-21

Ad phil
45,20
59,2
61,12
Monast disc
119,7
134,9
139, 14
143,26
144, 4
144, 6

144, 7
149, 26

et+neg caus inf

e+caus inf

e+caus inf

etcaus inf

etcaus inf

e+caus inf

e+neg caus inf

after gonN

after goN

after mapakaxel

after @ana

after @ax

after aNarkaze as transitive verb: ’force me’

after mpoTpernie

after xw ’tell sy to’

after @anx

then 3 more e+caus infs belonging to the same verb

etcaus inf
xekac + fut3

etcaus inf

e+2x neg inf
et+neg caus inf
etcaus inf
etcaus inf
etcaus inf

etcaus inf

after @ana
after coric Mt 9, 38 quotation (see above)

after maparreme

after emmiMa
after emBoyxeye
after corrcm

after ‘tcrw

after aNarKAZE

after the above (the first caus inf is followed by two

conjunctives, then an n disjuncts and then comes the second caus inf)

e+caus inf

etcaus inf

after exige

after melee

122



Theodore’s Instruction 3

44,7 e+tcaus inf
46, 15 etcaus inf
47, 34 e+caus inf
48,7-8 e+tcaus inf
50, 33-

52,17 etinf
53,11 etcaus inf
53,21 etneg caus inf
56, 6 etneg inf
59,12 etcaus inf
Horsiese,

Instruction 5

73,21-22 € + caus inf
Instr 6

75,24-28 € + caus inf

€ + caus inf
Instr 7
76,31 € + caus inf
78,12 € + caus inf
Regulations
86, 4-5 € + caus inf

97,17-19 € + caus inf (2x)
Letters

65,21 € + caus inf

after aNarkaZE
after aNaTKAZE
after coric

after mapakaxei

e+caus inf (5x; also neg) after conc

after emBoyreye
after oyegcagne
after @ana

after mapakaxei

after nelee

after cymaNe

after eTel

after eTel

after wpk

after coric (foll by conj)

after coric

after Twg2 (foll by conj)

after @ana
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1.3 Subject clause/inf

Matthew
3, 15 inf after TPEMOV ECTIV

5,29 CULPEPEL —1val subj

5,30 cLLPEPEL —1val subj

10,25 &protOv (ECTLY) oL subj

12,2 inf after obx EEeoTv

12,10 inf after EEecTIV

12,12 inf after EEgoTv

14,4 inf after obK EEeoTIV

15,26 inf (2x) after oLk EcTIV KAAOY

17,4 kolbv Eotv Hudg

18,6 CUWPEPEL —1val subj

18,7 inf after &vdlyxm

18,8 inf (2x) after KAAOV GOl ECTLY

18,9 inf after KLAOV GOl ECTY

M: eTewwn € +inf
S: eTewwe € +inf

M: conj
S: xekac —fut 3

M: conj
S: xekac —fut 3

M: cond
S: xe —fut3

M: e+inf
S: etinf

M: e+tinf
S: etinf

M: e+tinf
S: e+inf

M: e+inf
S: etinf

M: 1x plain inf, 1x e+inf
S: et+inf (2x)

M: conj
S: et+caus inf

M: conj
S: xekac — fut 3

M: conj
S: etcaus inf

M: conj (2x)
S: etinf; foll by conj

M: conj (2x)
S: e+inf; foll by conj

124



18,14 oLk EcTv BEANUOL — Vet subj

19,3 inf after E£ecTLV

19,10 inf after ob cLUPEPEL

20,15 inf after obk EEgoTv

22,17 inf after £E€goTLV

27,6 inf after oLk £€ecTV

27,15 inf after €100€L

John
4,34 Eov BpdUS ECTLY 1val — subj

5,10 inf after oLk EEeoTiv col

6,29 TOVT6 ECTWY TO EpYov...lva subj

6,39 T0UTO E0TY TO BEANUAL.TVaL subj

6,40 TOVTO ECTY TO OEANUAL.. VO subj

11,50 culpéper —val subj

13, 14 0dpelhw + inf

15,12 ahTNn ECTY 1) EVTOAY .. WAl — subj

16,7 CULPEPEL LWL — subj

M: etcaus inf
S: xekac — fut 3

M: etcaus inf
S: etinf

M: e+tinf
S: etinf

M: e+inf
S: etinf

M: e+inf
S: e+inf

M: e+inf
S: etinf

M: e+tinf
S: there is no ’it was a traditon’
S: xekac - fut 3

L: xekace - fut 2

S: e+inf
L: at+inf

S: xe - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 2

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 3

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 3

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 2

S: wwe + € inf
L: cwe +a inf

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 3

S: xekac - fut 3
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L: xekace - fut 2

17,3 ot oty 1 oLdviog Lot o —subj  S: xekac - fut 3

18,14 inf after GUULOEPEL

18,31 inf after oLk EEeoTIV

18,39 cuvnbela .. 1oL — subj

19,7 o0gllel + inf

Romans

14,21 neg inf (2x) after KLAOV (ECTLV)

Pachom,

Spiteful

5,21 e +inf
5,32 circ pres
6,1 etcaus inf
10, 24 et caus inf
23,19 et caus inf
Excerpta

29b,10 — 30b,3:

cond

Praecepta et instituta

33,33 € + caus inf
33,34 e+inf

34,1 e+ neg inf
34,2 e+ neg inf
34,4 et inf

34,6 et inf

L: xekace - fut 2

S : etcaus inf
L : etcaus inf

S : etinf
L: a+inf

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 2

S: gwe +e inf
L: cwe + etcaus inf

w2

: € +neg inf (2x)

after @we Hebrll, 6

after NANOYC

cont the previous with Ngoyo epoc
after gamc

after oyTe Texpia

after NOYAIKAION AN TTE€

after eTrewwe
after eTewwe
after eTewwe
after eTewwe
after eTewwe

after eTewwe
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34,7 et inf after erewwe

Shenoute

Young 5

33a,2-4 € +inf after oyAlkalocyNH Te

Young 21

126, 48 e+caus inf after gamc rap e

126, 12-13  e+inf after eTewwe

128, 40 e+caus inf after gamc

131,25-28 € +caus inf after oyaraeon aN mie (1 more e+inf follows)
131, 37-132,39 € +caus inf after TANAIKH T€ AY®w TeEXpela Te

Elanskaya I.1.b. 716

91, 10a-11a  etcaus inf after wpexreia anN
91, 19a-21a  etcaus inf after neTowe
91, 26a etneg inf after (meTowe) : elliptic, mneTowwe is not there (3

more e+infs follow)

92,35a-1b  etcaus inf after (neg) meTwwe (1 more e+inf follows)
Ad phil

45,24-5 e+caus inf after Mmeqoyww aNre

59, 26 e+caus inf after gamc

59, 30 xe +fut3 after cow Mt 10, 25 quotation

Monast disc

117,15 et inf after gwe

118,25 et inf after gwe

118, 27-8 e+ caus inf after gwe

120, 4 et inf after gwe

122, 11 e+ caus inf after neTewwe ne
131,8 e+caus inf after Mmaoyww anrre
144,28 e+caus inf after 2w
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145,13
148, 21
150, 18

BLO
64,21-2
64, 26-7
66, 40
66, 56-8
77,5
717,48
88, 17-25
88, 35-7

etcaus inf
etcaus inf

etcaus inf

et inf
e+ inf
et inf
et inf
e+ inf
et inf
e+ neg caus inf (2x)

etcaus inf

Theodore, Instruction

43,15
52,23
53,26
59,12

etcaus inf
e +inf
etcaus inf

e+caus inf

Horsiese, Instruction

68, 6-7

€ + caus inf

Horsiese, Instruction 3

71,5

€ + caus inf

Horsiese, Instruction 4

72,19-20
72,25-27

€ + caus inf

€ + caus inf:

Horsiese, Instr 7

76,3

e +inf (2x)

after ANATKH TE
after neTewwe e

after neTewwe ne

after erewwe

after eTtewwe

after NCTIpeTTEl AN
after neTewwe aN me
after gwe

after oyaNarkalon e
after oyANATKAION Ti€

after OYANATKAION TTE€

after gamc
after gny
after neTewwe e

after neTtewwe ne

after neTewwe

after oywoywoy ne

after oyNOG MMAKAPIOC TIE TIAl

after Texpia (...) me

after NANOYC
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Regulations
83, 18-19
89, 38
90, 11
91, 19
91,22
92,20
93,2

96, 31
97,5

98, 14
98, 14
98, 15
98,22

Letters
65,27

€

€

+ caus inf

+ neg caus inf
+ 3 x neg inf
+inf

+inf

+ inf

+ caus inf

+ caus inf

+ caus inf
+inf

+inf

+inf

+ caus inf

+ caus inf

after gamc
after gwe
after gwe
after gwe
after gwe
after gwe
after gwe
after egwe
after eTewwe
after eTewwe
after eTewwe
after TaANATKH Te

after gwe

after neTewwe ne
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1.4 Complementary and Epexegetic Clauses introduced by iva. / Infinitive

Constructions
Matthew
3,11 inf after €111 TKOWOG M: e+inf
S: N+ inf
3, 14 inf after xpelow Exw M: nt inf
S: N+ inf

8,8 lval subj after €111 1KOWOG

9,6 infafter £Eovoiav Exel

10,1 dote — inf after Edwkev EEovoiow

12, 14 6mw¢ subj after cUBOOALOV EAOBOV

14,16 inf after oL xpelow Eyovow

22,15 OTWG subj after GLUBOVALOY EACLBOV

27,1 doTe — inf after cUPOLALOV EACLBOV

John
1,12 inf after £8wxev obtolg EEovciow

1,27 o + subj after obk €yt d&log

2,25 ‘o + subj after oL ypelow €lyev

5,7 o+ subj

5,27 inf after £E€ovoiow ESwKeV

M: etcaus inf
S: xekac fut 3

M: e+ inf
S: e+ inf

M: 2wcte € -inf.
S:e-inf

M: 21Nac conj
S: xekac fut3

M: etcaus inf
S: et+caus inf

M: xekec — fut 3
S:xekac — fut 3

M: 2ocTe € —inf
S: 2wcTe € —inf

S: etcaus inf
L:-

S: etinf

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 2

S: xekac — fut 3
L: xekace — conj (interposition)

S: etcaus inf
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6,7 ‘ol + subj after obk dpxoVoLY

8,56 lva + subj after yaAAldooto

10, 18 inf after EEovoiaw Exw

10, 18 inf after EEovoiaw Exw

11,57 o + subj after dedwKEICAY .. EVTOANG

12,23 o + subj after EANAVOEY 1) dpat

13,1 wa + subj after HABeY 1 dpat

13,10 inf after Exel xpeloty

13,34 v + subj after EVTIOATY .. 818wl

15,8 vl + subj after £V 100Tw Ed0EAGCHN

L: etcaus inf

: xekac — fut 3
: xe —fut 3

= w»n

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 3

S: etinf
L: a+inf

S: etinf
L: atinf

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekrace - fut 3

S: xekac +fut3
L: xerace +fut3

S: xe — fut3
L: xe — fut3

S: e+inf
L: conj

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekac - fut 3

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 3

15,13 wat + subj after peilovor TorvTNG Aydmny £xet

16,2 EpyeTOL P TV — subj

16,30 ob ypelow Exelg va — subj

16,32 Epyetan Mdpa ival — subj

17,2 Edwxog abtw EEovsiav ... va

S: xekac + fut 3
L: xerace +fut3

S: 20Te — fut 2
L: conj

S: xekac - fut 3
L: xekace - fut 2

S: xekac — fut 2 (in Quecke fut 3)
L: xekace — fut 2

S: xekac +fut3
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L: xekace +fut3

19,10 inf after EEovoiow Exw S: nHinf
L: atinf

19,10 inf after E€ovoiow Exw S: ntinf
L: ntinf

Romans

9,21 infafter Eyel EEovoiow S: e+inf

11,8 10D +inf £8wKEV (...) dOOAAUOVE S: e+inf:

13, 11 inf after dpo. (ECTLV) S: e+ inf

Original Literature

Pachom

Spiteful

8,19 etcaus inf
11,19-20 conj
11,32 e+inf
17,20 e+inf
19,3 e+inf

19, 31 et caus inf
Shenute

Young, 21

129, 28 etinf
132,2 nN+inf

129, 40 e+inf

Adversus Graecos

42,6 e+inf
Ad phil
58,20 e+inf

Monast disc

118, 5 e+tcaus inf

after prmimga

after Ay Te Tl

after cRToT

after texoycia Lk 10, 19
after cRroT

after meoyoelw TeNoy i€ mal

after corTe
after Mm@wa

2€NBAX €NAY

after powe

after corTe

after Mn@a
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119, 28
128, 25
142, 31
148, 5

Theodore,
Instruction 3
41,26
44,10-11

44, 11-12
47,7-8

50, 21

50, 31

52,4

Horsiese
Regulations
82,16

85, 14-15
85,20

91, 26
91,27
92,20-21
94, 24-5
94,25

etcaus inf
e+inf
e+caus inf

N+inf

2wcTet etcaus inf
N Hinf

€ +inf

N Hinf

etinf

etcaus inf

e+inf

etcaus inf
et+inf
N+Hinf
e+ inf
et inf
e+ inf
e+ inf

et inf

after powe
after Mmiga
after prmga

after Mnga

after Mrga
after eMNee
after eMNoe
after pgay
after ceToT
after Mm@wa

after ceTwT

after tco

after MNTAI TTAp2HCIA ... €0@
after Mrma

after powe

after powe

after meoyoelwy wone

after oyNTAN TezoOYyCIA €...

after oyNTAN €zoycia €...
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Gospel of Matthew

Conjunction:  ®c7Te (mostly); o dmwg (less frequently)

8,24  ®oTe - inf.

8,28  OTE — neg inf.

12,22 ®ote —inf.

13,2 ®oTe —inf.

13,32  ®ote —inf.

13,54  ®o1te — inf.

15,30-31 ®oc7e — inf.

15,33 ®wote —inf.

23,35 OTwg subj

2424  ©Hote —inf.

27,14  ®oTE —inf.

Gospel of John
3,16 ®ote —ind
9,2 lva + subj

Romans
1,20 €1¢ to+inf

2. Clauses/Infinitives of Result

M: 2wcTe — conj
S: 2wcTe etcaus inf

M: 2wcTe —conj

S: gwcTe etneg.caus inf

M: 2wcTe — conj
S: 2wcTe etcaus inf

M: 2wcTe — conj
S: 2wcTe  etcaus inf

M: 2wcTe — conj
S: 2wcTe — conj

M: 2wcTe — conj
S: 2wcTe  etcaus inf

M: 2wcTe — conj
S: 2wcTe  etcaus inf

M: 2wcTe € —inf.
S: 2wcTe € —inf.

M: xekec fut3
S: xekac fut3

M: 2wcTe — conj
S: 20cTe € —inf

M: 2wcTe — conj
S: 2wcTe — conj
S: 2wcTe - pfl
L: 2wcTe - pf 1

S: xerac + fut 3
L: xekace +fut 3
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S: etcaus inf

7,6 OCTE —inf. S: gocTe — etcaus inf
11, 11 o + subj S: xet+fut 3
15,19 dote — inf. S: 2wcTe — etcaus inf

Original literature:
Pachom,

Spiteful

3,12 2wcTet conj

9, 31-2 2wcTete caus inf
14,15 2wcTete caus inf
14,18-9 2wcTete inf 1Cor 13, 2-3 quotation
10,11 wanTe

11,20 wanTe

12, 17 @aNTE

17,26-27 xe + fut 3

Excerpta (Fragments from P.)
28a, 11 gwcTe + conj
29a, 3-4 pwcTe + € caus inf

29b, 24 2wcTe + conj

Shenute,

Young 6-7, Vienna K 930, 929, 927, 926
43a, 25 e+caus inf

Elanskaya 1.1.b.707

86, 3a-7a e+tcaus inf

86, 13-17a  etcaus inf

BLO
72, 44 WANTE
78,31 WANTE
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83,63

86, 11
Monast disc
128, 2

143, 4

143,7

145,3
Horsiese,
Instruction 1
69, 25
Instruction 7
77,5
Regulations
87,36
89,38-90,1
90, 8

90, 18

90, 24

95,9

Theodore
Instruction 3
40, 24

40, 30
41,20-22
46, 19

50, 1

58,7

58, 30

WANTE

2wcTe + € caus inf

2wcTe + € caus inf
2wcTe + e caus inf
WANTE

etcaus inf

WANTE

xekac + fut2

WANTE

e+caus inf

2wcTe + conj

2wcTe + conj (interposition)

e+caus inf

etcaus inf

2wcTet conj
2wcTet conj
2wcTe + € caus inf
2wcTe + € caus inf
€ +caus inf

2wcTe € +caus inf

2wcTetcaus inf

136



BIBLIOGRAPHY

List of Abbreviations:

Acta Ant. Hung.
Aeg

AnOr

ANTF
AristEpist

ASAE
AS/EA
BSAC
CE

CP
CSCO
10S
JCoptS
JEA
MDAIK

OLA
SAOC
TU

ZAS
ZDMG

Acta Antiqua Academiae Scientiarium Hungaricae

Aegyptus

Analecta Orientalia

Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen Textforschung

Aristeae Epistula in: Pelletier, A., Lettre d’Aristée a Philocrate.
Texte critique, traduction, commentaire, index, Sources Chrétiennes
89 (1962) Paris

Annales du Service des Antiquites de ’Egypte

Asiatische Studien/Etudes Asiatiques

Bulletin de la Société d’archéologie copte

Atiya, A. S. (ed.), The Coptic Encyclopedia, vols. 8, Macmillan
Publishing Company 1991

Polotsky, H. J., Collected Papers, Jerusalem 1971

Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium

Israel Oriental Studies

Journal of Coptic Studies

Journal of Egyptian Archaeology

Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archdologischen Instituts, Abteilung
Kairo

Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta

Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization

Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen
Literatur

Zeitschrift fiir Agyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde
Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenldndischen Gesellschaft

137



BOHLIG, 1953:

BOHLIG, 1955:

BLOK, 1927:

BRroCK, 1999:

BRroCK, 1979:

BUNSEN, 1848-67:

BYNON, 1997:

CLARYSSE, 1987:

COWPER ET AL., 1858:

CRuUM, 1930:

‘WORKS CONSULTED

BOHLIG, A., ”Griechische Deponentien im Koptischen” 4eg
33,91-96

BOHLIG, A., “Beitrdge zur Form griechischer Worter im
Koptischen” ZAS 80, 90-97

BLOK, H.P., ,Die griechischen Lehnworter im Koptischen™
ZAS 62, 49-60.

BROCK, S., From Ephrem to Romanos. Interactions between

Syriac and Greek in Late Antiquity, Ashgate: Variorum

BROCK, S., ”Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity”
Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 20, 69-87, N.C.

BUNSEN, C. C. J., Egypt’ Place in Universal History. An
Historical Investigation in Five Books, (transl. by Cottrell,
C. H. from Aegyptens Stelle in der Weltgeschichte.
Geschichtliche Untersuchung in fiinf Biichern, Hamburg:
Gotha 1845-67) London: Longmans (referred to in
POLOTSKY, 1987b)

BYNON, TH., Torténeti nyelvészet, (transl. by Gherdan, T. —
Szamado, T. from Historical Linguistics, Cambridge 1977),
Budapest

CLARYSSE, W., Greek Loan-words in Demotic, in:
Vleeming, S. P. (ed.), Aspects of Demotic Lexicography,

Leuven: Peeters

COWPER, B. H. — HOFFMANN, A. G. — LONGFIELD, G., The

Principles of Syriac Grammar, Williams and Norgate

CRrRUM, W.E., “Ein neues Verbalprifix im Koptischen” ZAS
65, 124-127.

138



DEepPUYDT, 1993:

DRESCHER, 1969 :

DRESCHER, 1970 :

ERMAN, 1894

FEDER, 2002:

FEDER, 2006:

FOLDVARY, 2008:

FORSTER, 2002:

FUNK, 1984:

GABR, 1990:

DepuYDT, L., Conjunction, Contiguity, Contingency. On
Relationships Between Events in the Egyptian and Coptic
Verbal Systems, New York — Oxford: Oxford University

Press
DRESCHER, J., ”Graeco-Coptica”, Le Muséon 82, 85-100.

DRESCHER, J., ”Graeco-Coptica 11, Le Muséon 83, 139-
155.

ERMAN, A., Agyptische Grammatik, Berlin (English
translation by Breasted, J.H., Egyptian Grammar. With
Table of Signs, Bibliography, Exercises for Reading and
Glossary, London / Edinburgh 1894)

FEDER, F., Biblia Sahidica. Ieremias, Lamentationes
(Threni), Epistula leremiae at Baruch, TU 147, Walter de
Gruyter

FEDER, F., ,,Die ,,Grézitdt“ koptischer Bibeliibersetzungen.
Wege der Ubertragung heiliger Schriften®, Lingua Aegyptia
14, 301-310.

FOLDVARY, M. I, “Szent nyelv vagy szent nyelvek?“,

www.foldvary.eoldal.hu/cikkek

FORSTER, H., Worterbuch der griechischen Worter in den
koptischen dokumentarischen Texten. TU 148, Berlin — New
York

FUNK, W-P., “Bemerkungen zur Sprachvergleich griechisch-
koptisch® in: Nagel, P. (ed.), Graeco-Coptica, Halle, 147-
180

GABR, M. Y., Philological Studies on the Coptic Versions of
the Gospel of John, PhD Thesis at the University of
Liverpool

139



GASELEE, 1929-30

GIRGIS, 1963-4:

GRODDEK ET AL., 2006:

HASITZKA — SATZINGER,
2004/2005:

HAszNOS, 2005:

HaAszNos, 2004/2005:

HAGG, 1978:

HINTZE, 1947:

HINTZE, 1950:

HOPFNER, 1918:

HORROCKS, 1997

GASELEE, St., “Greek Words in Coptic” Byzantinische
Zeitschrift 30, 224-228.

GIRGIS, V., ”Greek Loanwords in Coptic”, BSAC 17, 63-73.

GRODDEK, D. — LINDKEN, T. — SCHAEFER, H., ,,MOyx1apHC
,Maultiertreiber”: ein bislang verkanntes griechisches
Lehnwort lateinischer Provenienz im Koptischen® JCoptS 8
127-136

HASITZKA, M.RM. — SATZINGER, H., ”Ein Index der
grikokoptischen Worter in nichtliterarischen Texten oder:

Was ist ein Worterbuch?” Enchoria 29 (2004/5), 19-32

HaszNnos, A., ”A Greek Accusativus cum Infinitivo

Construction and its Equivalents in Coptic” ZAS 132, 92-93

HAsznoS, A., ”Die Struktur der Konsekutivsidtze im

koptischen Neuen Testament* Enchoria 29, 32-43

HAGG, T., “Some Remarks on the Use of Greek in Nubia“
in J.M. Plumley (ed.), Nubian Studies. Proceedings os the
Symposium for Nubian Studies, Selwyn College, Cambridge

HINTZE, F., Die Haupttendenzen der

Phonetik  und

dgyptischen
Sprachentwicklung,  Zeitschrift  fiir

Allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft 1/3.

HINTZE, F., ,, Konversion* und , ,analytische Tendenz* in

der dgyptischen  Sprachentwicklung, Zeitschrift fiir

Phonetik und Allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft 4.

HOPENER, Th., Uber Form und Gebrauch der griechischen
Lehnworter in der koptisch-sahidischen

Apophthegmenversion, Wien

HORROCKS, G., Greek. A History of the Language and its
Speakers, London and New York

140



IRSAY-NAGY, 2006:

JERNSTEDT, 1929:

JOHNSON, 1976:

KIRCHER, 1636:

KIRCHER, 1643:

LEFORT, 1947:

LEFORT, 1948:

LEFORT, 1950:

LICHTHEIM, 1964:

LUDDECKENS, 1980:

METZGER, 1977:

MINK, 1972:

IRSAY-NAGY, B. J., “A Journey to Egypt in 1483 and the
Beginnings of Coptic Studies in Europe® Acta Ant. Hung.
46, 129-149

JERNSTEDT, P., “Graeco-Coptica* ZAS 64, 122-135

JOHNSON, J., The Demotic Verbal System, SAOC 38,
Chicago

KIRCHER, A., Prodromus Coptus sive Aegyptiacus ... in quo
cum Linguae Coptae, sive Aegyptiacae, quondam

Pharaonicae, origo, aetas, vicissitudo, inclinatio ..., Romae

KIRCHER, A., Lingua Aegyptiaca Restituta, opus
tripartitum..., Romae (both works by Kircher are referred to

in Pfeiffer’s study)

LEFORT, L.TH., ”A propos de syntaxe copte. Tape Mape

mnprpe”, Le Muséon 60, 7-28.

LEFORT, L.TH., “xekac dans le NT sahidique” Le Muséon
61, 65-73

LEFORT, L.Th., ,,Gréco-copte™ in: Coptic Studies in Honor

of Walter Ewing Crum, Boston: The Byzantine Institute

LICHTHEIM, M., “Notes on Late-Egyptian Conjunctive”
Studies in Egyptology and Linguistics in Honour of H.J.
Polotsky, edited by H.B. Rosén, Jerusalem, 1-8

LUDDECKENS, E., “Agypten®, Die Sprachen im rémischen
Reich der Kaiserzeit. Beihefte der Bonner Jahrbiicher 40,
Cologne, 241-265

METZGER, B. M., The Early Versions of the New Testament,
Oxford

MINK, G., Die koptischen Versionen des Neuen Testaments

in: K. ALAND (ed.), Die alten Ubersetzungen des Neuen

141



MORENZ, 1952:

NAGEL, 1971:

NAGEL, 1974:

NAGEL, 1998:

NAGEL, 1991:

OREAL, 1999:

PFEIFFER, 1702:

POLOTSKY, 1944:

PoLOTSKY, 1950:

PoLOTSKY, 1976 :

Testaments, die Kirchenvdterzitate und Lektionare, ANTF

5, 160-299.

MORENZ, S., “Die nerKonstruktion als sprachliche und
stilistische Erscheinung des Koptischen®, ASAE 52, 1-15.

NAGEL, P., ’Die Einwirkung des griechischen auf die
Entstehung der koptischen Literatursprache’ F. Altheim — R.
Stiehl (eds.), Christentum am Roten Meer , vol.l Berlin: De
Gruyter, 327-355.

NAGEL, P., ,.Diktion der romischen Kommandosprache in

den Praecepta Pachomius” Z4S 101, 114-120

NAGEL, P., ”Ein koptisches Fragment aus Kyrill von
Jerusalem (Cat. VI 22-24) iber die Anfinge des
Manichaismus (P. Heid. Inv. Kopt. 450)”, Etudes Coptes IV
(Cahiers de la bibliothéque copte 8), 40-52

NAGEL, P. ”Lycopolitan (or Lyco-Diospolitan or
Subakhmimic)” in CE vol. 8, 151-159

OREAL, E., “Contact Linguistique. Le cas du rapport entre le
grec et le copte®, Lalies. Actes des sessions de linguistique

et de littérature 19, 289-306

PFEIFFER, A., Critica Sacra, De Sacri Codicis Partitione,

Editionibus Variis, Linguis Originalibus ... Lipsiae
POLOTSKY, H. I., Etudes de syntax copte, Le Caire 1944

PoLoTSKY, H. J., "Modes grecs en copte?”, Malinine, M.
(ed.), Coptic Studies in Honour of Walter Ewing Crum, The
Byzantine Institute, 73-90

PoLOTSKY, H. J., “Les transpositions du verbe en égyptien
classique”, 10S 6, 1-50.

142



PoLOTSKY, 1987a:

PoOLOTSKY, 1987b:

RICHTER, 2004:

RICHTER, 2008a

RICHTER, 2008b

ROUSSEAU, 1985:

RUDNITZKY, 1956:

RUBENSON, 1992:

RUBENSON, 1995:

SCHENKE 1991:

PoLOTSKY, H. J., Grundlagen des koptischen Satzbaus, 1,

Georgia: Scholars Press Decatur

PorLoTsky, H. J., “Egyptology, Coptic Studies and the
Egyptian Language”, Ray, J. D. (ed.), Lingua Sapientissima
5, Cambridge (Faculty of Oriental Studies), 5 —21

RICHTER, T. S., ”Zur Sprache thebanischer Rechtsurkunden:
auffallige Konstruktionen im Bereich der Zweiten Tempora”
in: Coptic Studies on the Threshold of a New Millennium
(Proceedings of the Seventh International Congress of
Coptic Studies, Leiden, 27 August — 2 September 2000),
OLA 133

RICHTER, T. S., *Coptic Letters’, 4S/EA LXI1/3, 739-770.

RICHTER, T. S., Lexical Borrowing into Coptic. A Case
Study in Loanword Typology, paper at the Leipzig
Conference 2008 (not yet published)

ROUSSEAU, P., Pachomius: The Making of a Community in
Fourth-Century Egypt, Berkely: University of California

Press

RUDNITZKY, G., ”Zum Sprachgebrauch Schenutes. Teil I-
1117, ZAS 81, 48-58; 129-139; 143-151

RUBENSON, S., ,St. Antony, ,,The First Real Coptic
Author“?” In: Actes du IV Congrés copte. Louvain-la-
Neuve, 5-10 septembre 1988, Louvain-la-Neuve, 16-27.

RUBENSON, S., The Letters of St Antony. Monasticism and

the Making of a Saint, Minneapolis

SCHENKE, H-M., "Mesokemic (or Middle-Egyptian) ” in CE,
vol. 8, 162-164

143



SCHENKEL, 1966

SCHUSSLER, 2008:

SETHE, 1925:

SHISHA-HALEVY, 1986:

SHISHA-HALEVY, 1990:

SHISHA-HALEVY, 1991:

SHISHA-HALEVY, 1995:

SUPESTEIN, 1978:

SNYDER, 2005:

STEINDORFF, 1891:

THEODORSSON, 1977:

SCHENKEL, W., “Die Konversion, ein Epiphdnomen der
kemischen  (dgyptisch-koptischen)  Sprachgeschichte®,
MDAIK 21, 123-132

SCHUSSLER, K., “Peculiarities of the Coptic Translations of
the Gospel of John* JCoptS 10, 41-62

SETHE, K., “Das Verhiltnis zwischen Demotisch und
Koptisch und seine Lehre fiir die Geschichte der
agyptischen Sprache” ZDMG 79, 290-316

SHISHA-HALEVY, A., Coptic Grammatical Categories:
Structural Studies in the Syntax of Shenoutean Sahidic,

AnOr 53, Rome: Pontificum Institutum Biblicum

SHISHA-HALEVY, A., “The ‘Tautological Infinitive’ in

Coptic: a Structural Examination” JCoptS 1, 99-127
SHISHA-HALEVY, A., “Sahidic” in: CE, vol. 8, 193-202

SHISHA-HALEVY, A., “Some Reflections on the Egyptian
Conjunctive”, Divitiae Aegypti. Koptologische —und
verwandte Studien zu FEhren von Martin Krause,

Wiesbaden, 300-314.

SUPESTENN, P. J., “Copticisms in Greek Documents?” 4eg
58, 172-3.

SNYDER, G., “Review on Bentley Layton: 4 Coptic
Grammar” Society of Biblical Literature

(http://www.bookreviews.org)

STEINDORFF, G., “Neue koptische Urkunden aus Theben”,
ZAS 29, 1.£. (cited from RICHTER, 2004)

THEODORSSON, S.-T., The Phonology of Ptolemaic Koine,

Goteborg

144



THOMASON — KAUFMAN,
1988:

VERBEECK, 1991:

VOLTEN, 1964:

VOOBUS, 1954:

WEIB, 1966:

WEIB, 1969:

YOUNG, 1969

THOMASON, S. G. — KAUFMAN, T., Language Contact,
Creolization, and Genetic Linguistics, University of

California Press

VERBEECK, B., “Greek Language” in CE 4, 1165-1170.

VOLTEN, A., “The Late Egyptian Conjunctive” in: Rosén,
H.B. (ed.), Studies in Egyptology and Linguistics in Honour
of H.J. Polotsky, Jerusalem, 54-80.

VOOBUS, A., Early Versions of the New Testament:

Manuscript Studies, Stockholm

WEB, H-F., “Zum Problem der griechischen Fremd-und
Lehnworter in den Sprachen des christlichen Orients®,

Helikon 6, 139-2009.

WEB, H-F., “Ein Lexikon der griechischen Worter im
Koptischen” ZAS 96, 79-80.

YOUNG, D.W., “Precept”: A Study in Coptic Terminology”,
Orientalia 38, 505-519.

TEXT EDITIONS AND TRANSLATIONS CONSULTED:

ALAND ET AL., 1994:

ALFORD, 1849:

BARTELINK, 1994:

ALAND, B. — ALAND, K. -KARAVIDOPOULOS, J. — MARTINI,
C.M. — METZGER, B.M. (eds.), The Greek New Testament,
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft 1994°

ALFORD, H., The Greek New Testament: with a Critically
Revised Text: a Digest of Various Readings: Marginal
References to Verbal and Idiomatic Use: Prolegomena: and
a Critical and Exegatical Commentary, London: Francis &

John Rivington

BARTELINK, G. J. M., Athanasius: Vie d’Antoine, Sources
Chrétiennes 400, Paris: Editions du Cerf

145



ELANSKAYA, 1991:

GARITTE, 1949:

GRIESBACH, 1909:

HORNER, 1969:

LEFORT, 1956:

LEIPOLDT, 1908:

MIGNE, 1857-66:

NESTLE — ALAND, 1993:

ORLANDI, — QUECKE, 1974:

PEREZ, 1984:

QUECKE, 1984:

SCHENKE, 1981:

ELANSKAYA, A. L., Coptic Literary Texts of the Pushkin
State Fine Arts Museum in Moscow, Studia Aegyptiaca XIII,
Budapest

GARITTE, G., S. Antonii Vitae versio Sahidica, CSCO 117,

Scriptores coptici IV, 1, Paris

GRIESBACH, J. J., Novum Testamentum Graece, London: J.

MacKinlay, et Cuthell et Martin

HORNER, G. (ed.), The Coptic Version of the New Testament
in the Southern Dialect vols 7, Osnabriick: Otto Zeller

LEFORT, L.TH., Oeuvres de S. Pachom et de ses disciples,
CSCO 159, Scriptores coptici 23, Louvain

LEIPOLDT, J., Sinuthii archimandritae vita et opera omnia

111, CSCO 42, Scriptores coptici 4, Louvain
MIGNE, J.P., Patrologia Graeca, vol. LXV, Paris

NESTLE, E. — ALAND, K., Novum Testamentum Graece, 27"
revised edition, Stuttgart 1993 in: New Testament

Transcripts: http://nttranscripts.uni-muenster.de

ORLANDI, T. — QUECKE, H., Papiri della universita degli
studio di Milano (P. Mil. Copti), Milano

PEREZ, G. A., El evangelio de San Mateo en copto sahidico,
Madrid

QUECKE, H., Das Johannesevangelium saidisch. Text der
Handschrift Ppalau Rib. Inv.Nr. 183 mit den Varianten der
Handschriften 813 und 814 der Chester Beatty Library und
der Handschrift 924569, Roma-Barcelona

SCHENKE, H-M. (ed.), Das Matthdus-Evangelium im
mitteldgyptischen Dialekt des Koptischen (Codex Scheide),
TU 127, Berlin: Akademie Verlag

146



SHISHA-HALEVY, 1975:

THOMPSON, 1924:

VEILLEUX, 1980:

YOUNG, 1993 :

ZOEGA, 1973:

GRAMMARS CONSULTED:

ALLEN, 2000:

BLASS — DEBRUNNER, 1961:

BORNEMANN — RISCH, 1999:

CERNY — GROLL, 1978:

SHISHA-HALEVY, A., ”Unpublished Shenoutiana in the
British Library” Enchoria V, 53-108

THOMPSON, SIR H., The Gospel of St. John According to the
Earliest Coptic Manuscript, London

VEILLEUX, A. (transl.), Pachomian Coinonia I: The Life of
Saint Pachomius and His Desciples; II: Pachomian
Chronichles and Rules; III: Instructions, Letters, and Other

Writings of St. Pachomius and His Desciples, Michigan

YounGg, D. W., Coptic Manuscripts from the White
Monastery: Works of Shenute, Textband, (Mitteilungen aus
der Papyrussammlung der Osterreichischen

Nationalbibliothek, XII. Folge), Wien

ZOEGA, G., Catalogus Codicum Copticorum Manu
Scriptorum, Hildesheim-New York: Georg Olms Verlag
(Nachdruck)

ALLEN, J. P., Middle-Egyptian. An Introduction to the
Language and Culture of Hieroglyphs, Cambridge

University Press

BLASS, F. — DEBRUNNER, A., A Greek Grammar of the New
Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, transl. by
R.W. Funk, Chicago and London

BORNEMANN, E. — RiscH, E., Gérég nyelvtan (transl.by
Mayer, P.), Budapest 1999 (Griechische Grammatik von
Eduard Bornemann unter Mitwirkung von Ernst Risch,

Frankfurt am Main 1978)

CERNY, J. - GROLL, S. L, 4 Late Egyptian Grammar, Rome

147



DE WITT BURTON, 1898:

GARDINER, 1957

GIGNAC, 1976-81:

JOHNSON, 1976:

JUNGE, 1996:

LAYTON, 2004:

LOPRIENO, 1995:

LUFT, 1983:

MOULTON ET AL., 1963:

PORTER, 1992:

RADERMACHER, 1925:

STERN, 1880:

TiLL, 1961:

DE WITT BURTON, E., Moods and Tenses of New Testament

Greek, Chicago, 3™ edition

GARDINER, SIR A.H., Egyptian Grammar. Being an
Introduction to the Study of Hieroglyphs, Oxford: Griffith

Institute, 3" edition

GIGNAC, F.A., 4 Grammar of the Greek Papyri of the
Roman and Byzantine Periods, 2 vols. Testi e documenti per

lo studio dell‘antichita 55, Milan

JOHNSON, J., The Demotic Verbal System, in: SAOC 38,
Chicago

JUNGE, F., Einfiihrung in die Grammatik des

Neudigyptischen, Wiesbaden

LAYTON, B., 4 Coptic Grammar with Chrestomathy and
Glossary. Sahidic Dialect (Porta Linguarium Orientalium

20), Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag (second edition)

LOPRIENO, A., Ancient Egyptian. A Linguistic Introduction,

Cambridge University Press
Lurt U., 4 démotikus nyelv, Budapest

MOULTON, J.H. —HOWARD, W.F. — TURNER, N., A Grammar
of New Testament Greek, 5 vols, Edinburgh 1906-1976 (1
am always referring to vol. 3 (1963))

PORTER, S.E., Idioms of the Greek New Testament,
Sheffield: JSOT Press

RADERMACHER, L.,  Neutestamentliche

Tiibingen: Verlag von J.C.B. Mohr

Grammatik,

STERN, L., Koptische Grammatik, Leipzig: T.O. Weigel

TiLL, W.C., Koptische Grammatik, Leipzig

148



WOLFF, 1956 WOLFF, F., Griechische Satzlehre, Berlin: Volk und Wissen
Volkseigener Verlag

CONCORDANCES CONSULTED:

DRAGUET, R., Index copte et grec-copte de la Concordance du Nouveau Testament

Sahidique (CSCO 124, 173, 183, 185), CSCO 196, Subs 16, Louvain 1960

LEFORT, L. TH., Concordance du Nouveau Testament I. Les mots d origin grecque, CSCO
183, subs. 13, Louvain 1964

SCHMOLLER, A., Handkonkordanz zum Griechischen Neuen Testament, Stuttgart :
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 3 revised edition 1994

WILMET, M., Concordance du Nouveau Testament Sahidique, CSCO 173, Subs. 13,

vols.2, Louvain 1957

DICTIONARIES CONSULTED:

BAUER, W., Griechisch — deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen Testaments
und friihchristlichen Literatur, Walter de Gruyter, Berlin — New York 1988

CRUM, W.E., 4 Coptic Dictionary, Oxford 1939

GYORKOSY A. — KAPITANFFY 1. — TEGYEY L., Ogérdg — magyar nagyszétdr, Budapest
1993

LaMPE, G. W. H., 4 Patristic Greek-English Lexicon, Oxford University Press 1961

LIDDELL, H. G. — SCOTT, R., 4 Greek — English Lexicon, Oxford University Press, ot

revised edition, 1996
VARGA Z8., Ujszévetségi gorig — magyar szotdr, Budapest 1992

WESTENDORF, W., Koptisches Handwérterbuch, Heidelberg 1965-1977

149



FURTHER READING

BARNS, J. W. B.,, “Egypt and the Greek Romance” Mitteilungen aus der
Papyrussammlung der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek 5 (1956), 29-36.

BARNS, J. W. B., “Shenute as a Historical Source” in Actes du Xeé congrés international

de papyrologues, 1964

BOHLIG, A., Die griechischen Lehnworter im sahidischen und bohairischen Neuen

Testament, Studien zur Erforschung des christlichen Aegyptus, Heft 2, Miinchen 1954.

BOHLIG, A., Ein Lexikon der griechischen Worter im Koptischen. Die griechisch-

lateinischen Lehnworter in den koptischen manichdischen Texten, Miinchen 1958

BORGHOUTS, J. F. ”A New Approach to the Late Egyptian Conjunctive” ZAS 106 (1979),
14-24.

BowMAN, A. K., Egypt after the Pharaohs, Oxford University Press 1990

BROWN, G. M., ”Coptico-Graeca: The Sahidic Version of St. Athanasius’ Vita Antonii”
Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 12, 1971, 59-64.

BUTCHER, E.L., The History of the Church of Egypt, 2 vols., London 1897

CLARYSSE, W., "Egyptian Scribes Writing Greek”, Chronique d’Egypte 68 (1993) 186-
201

DEPAUW, M., The Demotic Letter. A Study of Epistolographic Scribal Traditions Against

their Intra- and Intercultural Background, Demotische Studien 14, Sommerhausen 2006

DEpPUYDT, L., "New Horizons in Coptic and Egyptian Linguistics® Chronique d’Egypte
53 (1988), 391-406

DUMMER, J., ”Angaben der Kirchenviter iiber das Koptische” in: NAGEL, P. (ed.),
Probleme der koptischen Literatur, 17-57, Martin-Luther-Universitit Halle-Wittenberg
1968

EMMEL, S., “The Mystery of FR — BN Copte 13 and the ‘Codex St. Louis’: When Was a
Coptic Manuscript First Brought to Europe in “Modern” Times?”, JCoptS 6 (2004), 5-29

150



FUNK, W-P., “On a Semantic Typology of Conditional Sentences”, Folia Linguistica 19
(1985) 365-413

FUNk, W-P., "Toward a Synchronic Morphology of Coptic* in: WILSON, R. McL., (ed.),
The Future of Coptic Studies, Leiden 1978, 104-124

FunNk, W-P., 7”Beitrdge des mittelagyptischen Dialekts zum  koptischen
Konjugationssystem* in YOUNG, D. W., (ed.), Studies Presented to Hans Jakob Polotsky,
Massachusetts 1981, 177-210

GRIFFITH, F. L1., The Date of the Old Coptic Texts and their Relation to Christian Coptic,
ZAS 39 (1901) 78-82

HAszNOS, A., ”A Case Where Coptic is More Syndetic than Greek” Acta Ant. Hung. 46
(2006), 91-97

JOEST, Ch., “Horsiese als Redaktor von Pachoms Katechese 1 ‘An einen grollenden

Monch’.” JCoptS 9 (2007) 61-94

KASSER, R., “Les temps seconds dans le Papyrus bilingue (copte et grec) de Hambourg”
in YOUNG, D. W., (ed.), Studies Presented to Hans Jakob Polotsky, Pirtle and Polson
Publishers 1981, 211-220.

KRAUSE, M., “Die Koptologie im Gefiige der Wissenschaften” ZAS 100 (1974), 108-125.

LEE, A. D., Pagans and Christians in Late Antiquity, London and New York: Routledge
2000

LEwis, N., Life in Egypt Under Roman Rule, Oxford 1983

LuccHEsI, E., “Un mot grec rare attesté en copte (Shenouté)” Philologus 121 (1977),
317-318

MILNE, J. G., 4 History of Egypt Under Roman Rule, London: Methuen 1898

OSING, J., Der spdtigyptische Papyrus BM 10808, Agyptologische Abhandlungen 33,
Wiesbaden 1976

PEREMANS, W., ”Le bilinguisme dans les relations gréco-egyptiennes sous les Lagides*

Studia Hellenistica 27. Egypt and the Hellenistic World, Lovani 1983

151



PoLOTSKY, H. J., “The Coptic Conjugation System”, CP, 392-422
PoLOTSKY, H. J., “Zur koptischen Wortstellung®, Orientalia 30 (1961),294-313

SCHUSSLER, K. (hrsg.), Biblia coptica. Die koptischen Bibeltexte, Band 1: Das sahidische

Alte und Neue Testament, Lieferung 1: sa 1-20, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag 1995

SCHUSSLER, K. (hrsg.), Biblia coptica. Die koptischen Bibeltexte, Band 3: Das sahidische
Alte und Neue Testament. Vollstindiges Verzeichnis mit Standorten, Lieferung 1: sa 500-

520, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag 2001
SHISHA-HALEVY, A., “Apodotic eqcwTt “ Le Muséon 86 (1973), 455-66

SHISHA-HALEVY, A., “Protatic eqcwtm: A hitherto Unnoticed Coptic Tripartite

Conjugation-Form and Its Diachronic Connections”, Orientalia 43 (1974), 369-381

SHISHA-HALEVY, A., “The Circumstantial Present as an Antecedent-less (i.e.

Substantival) Relative in Coptic”, JEA 62 (1976), 134-37

SHISHA-HALEVY, A., “The Coptic Circumstancial Present with an Empty (Impersonal)
Actor-Suffix and Adverbial Function”, JE4 61 (1975), 256-57

SHISHA-HALEVY, A., Coptic Grammatical Categories: A Course for Academic and

Private Study, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 30, Leuven: Peeters Press 1988

SHISHA-HALEVY, A., Coptic Grammatical Chrestomathy in: Orientalia Lovaniensia

Analecta 30, Leuven: Peeters Press 1988

SIDARUS, A., “Medieval Coptic Grammars in Arabic: The Coptic muqaddinat”, JCoptS 3
(2001), 63-81

SIDARUS, A., “Plurilinguisme en Egypte sous la domination gréco-romaine” JCoptS 10
(2008) 183-202

TiLL, W. C., Coptic and its Value, Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 40, No.l., 229-
258, 1957

TimM, S., Das christlich-koptische Agypten in arabischer Zeit 1-6, Wiesbaden 1984 —
1992

WEIGANDT, P., ,,Zum Text von Joh. X, 7, Novum Testamentum IX (1967) 43-51, Leiden

152



WEIB, H-F., Beobachtungen zur Frage der griechischen Komponente in der Sprache des
Schenute, Halle 1968 (Wiss.Beitr.Univ.Halle-Wittenberg 1968/1), 173-185

WESSELY, K., Die griechischen Lehnwérter der sahidischen und bohairischen

Psalmenversion, Wien 1910

3

“The rest is silence...’
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