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CHAPTER1

The Significance of Codex Scheyen
and Explanations for Its Text

1.1 Introduction?!

111 The Schayen Collection
The Scheyen Collection exists, in part, “to preserve and protect for posterity
a wide range of written expressions of belief, knowledge and understanding
from many different cultures throughout the ages.”? This noble and estimable
purpose is evident in its acquisition and publication of many significant manu-
scripts,® one of which is a Matthew text, MS 2650. The manuscript was virtu-
ally unknown until its purchase (1999), followed by the publication (2001) of
its magisterial and comprehensive editio princeps in The Scheyen Collection
series.*

The manuscript is a part of the Coptic literary tradition long recognised as
important for establishing the text of the New Testament.® The New Testament

1 This work is a lightly revised version of my Cambridge PhD thesis, under the supervision of
Dr. Peter J. Williams. In addition to minor corrections, I have attempted to make it more
accessible to the general New Testament researcher. Greek and Coptic texts are generally
accompanied by translation, and most citations in French and German have either been
replaced by summary explanations or translated in full (all translations are my own, with
few exceptions duly noted). Nonetheless, a good grasp of Greek grammar and at least a
rudimentary knowledge of Coptic is assumed of the reader for much of the work. Text critics
lacking expertise in Coptic should find the text-critical assessment in chapter 6 sufficiently
accessible, and non-specialists should have little difficulty reading most of chapters 1, 2 and
7, as well as the substantial concluding sections of chapters 3-6.

2 Scheyen Collection 2009. I am thankful for Mr. and Mrs. Scheyen’s kindness and hospi-
tality as I examined the manuscript at the Scheyen Collection near Oslo, Norway in June
2010.

3 Its website asserts that the collection “comprises about 13,700 manuscripts and inscribed
objects” (Schayen Collection 2009).

4 With justification, Tjitze Baarda characterised the edition as “magnificent” and “beautiful”
(2004a, 265; 2004b, 302).

5 Bohairic Coptic was collated for the apparatus of John Fell’s 1675 edition of the Greek New
Testament (Metzger 1977, 122).

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, DOI: 10.1163/9789004268180_002



2 CHAPTER 1

is not well attested prior to the fourth century,® and some have asserted that
the text of the Gospels evolved significantly and chaotically in the earliest
period of textual transmission (Koester19go, ten Kate 2007, 623). Since the early
versions are derived from texts dating to the second and third centuries, they
may contribute to our understanding of the early New Testament text.”

112 Manuscript Description

The editor, H.-M. Schenke, designated the manuscript “Codex Schayen,” in hon-
our of the collector Hans Martin Schayen, to whom the edition was dedicated.
Its text is in the Middle Egyptian Coptic dialect.® Its first five folios are miss-
ing (11-5:37), as well as one other leaf (part of Matt 10), and it is lacunose to
some extent on each page.® The Scheyen Collection describes the manuscript
as originally having 45 papyrus folios (23 x 20 cm.), written in a single column
(18 x14-16 cm.) of 25—28 lines, “in a fine regular Coptic uncial.” The Schayen Col-
lection suggests that it is “probably from the same hoard as the Chester Beatty
papyri” and that its original provenance was a monastery in the Oxyrhynchus

6 Only about 14% of Matthew’s Gospel is attested by manuscripts of the second and third
centuries; cf. 6.3.4.1 below. Recently, a number of papyrologists have questioned the early
dating of the Greek New Testament papyri (e.g., Bagnall 2009, 1-24).

7 Wisse 1995, 131. Christian Askeland more recently surmises, “The Coptic biblical trnaslations
must have been [sic] arisen during the Christianization of Egypt. Apparently, the Coptic
New Testament and probably the entire Old Testament had been translated by the middle
of the fourth century, suggesting that the tradition began during or before the persecutions
of Diocletian (303-313)" (20124, 255).

8 “The Mesokemic or Middle Egyptian dialect ... belongs to the Coptic dialects of Middle Egypt.
It is one of the relatively minor Coptic idioms and probably flourished only briefly in the early
period of the Coptic Language (fourth and fifth centuries), but nevertheless developed in this
period into a highly standardized written dialect” (Schenke 1991c, 162). Codex Scheyen is the
second Middle Egyptian Matthew that has come to light in the 20th century. NA27 uses the
siglum mae in reference to the Middle Egyptian versions generally. In Matthew, mae refers to
Codex Scheide; in Acts, Codex Glazier; and in the Pauline letters, Codex Milani. UBS# uses the
siglum meg for the Middle Egyptian witnesses. Codex Scheyen has not yet been cited by either
New Testament edition. A fifth Middle Egyptian biblical text is Codex Mudil of Psalms. Most
recently, Askeland has published a Middle Egyptian fragment of John’s Gospel from the Petrie
Museum (2012a, 148-155). Schenke produced the editio princeps not only of Codex Schayen,
but also that of Scheide (1981) and Glazier (1991b), not to mention an analysis of Mudil (1996).
For a bibliography of the Middle Egyptian dialect, cf. Heike Behlmer’s compilation, (2009), to
which should be added Bosson 2006; Schenke 1996, 1999, 2000, 20014, 2004b.

9 Uwe-Karsten Plisch characterises mae? as a whole “recht gut erhalten, jedoch weniger gut als
der schon bekannte mitteldgyptische Mt-Text des Codex Scheide” (2001, 368).
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region of Egypt (Scheyen Collection 2009). Following the editor, I refer to the
manuscript with the siglum mae2.10

113  Significance of Mae?

Mae? is significant for multiple reasons.! First, it is often cited, perhaps too
confidently, as having an early fourth century date, and as such, the Schayen
Collection claims that “11 chapters ... and a great number of verses elsewhere,
are ... the earliest witnesses to these parts of the Bible.”? Given that Matthew
has so little second and third century attestation, such an early date would
make mae? all the more important (cf. 6.3.4.1). Secondly, it provides substantial
attestation of a minor Coptic dialect which was hardly known until the second
half of the 20th century.!3 Thirdly, its subdialect, although close to that of Codex
Mudil (Plisch 2001, 368; Schenke 2001) is hitherto unattested.!* Fourthly, it is

10  Within this work, I generally use the the siglum to encompass both the manuscript and
its textform. As necessary, however, I differentiate the two by referring to the textform as
the text of mae?. By Vorlage, I refer not to the manuscript’s exemplar, but to the Greek text
behind the Coptic text of Codex Scheyen (pace Baarda, 2006, 401).

11 Nathalie Bosson refers to mae? as an extraordinary New Testament Coptic witness, elab-
orating, “Extraordinaire dans toutes les acceptions du terme: événement qui arrive rare-
ment, qui étonne par sa bizarrerie, imprévu, remarquable en son genre” (2006, 19).

12 Scheyen Collection 2009. The eleven chapters are 6-9, 13-17, 22 and 28. Dating Coptic
manuscripts is notoriously difficult (Layton 1980, 149-158; cf. Parker 2008, 67-68). No one
seems to have dated mae? independently, but rather to have merely accepted Schenke’s
first half of the fourth century date. Schenke, however, did not justify his assessment
except for a laconic reference to its archaic features (2001, 17). Nonetheless, the general
date seems reasonable because 1) Middle Egyptian is thought to have flourished only in
the fourth and fifth centuries more orless (Schenke 1991b, 52;1991¢, 162; cf. Kahle 1954, 223—
224); and 2) mae! is dated to the fifth century (cf. Metzger, citing also the opinion of Skeat
and Roberts; 1976, 303), and the archaic features in mae! which Metzger cited to justify
his fifth century date are even more prevalent in mae2. Given the significant syntactical
differences between mae? and known Greek readings, it may be that the later that one
puts the date for mae? the more problematic its text becomes, for as Metzger notes, the
versions trend toward formal equivalency over time (1976, 306—307), making a late date
for a free translation as improbable as the continued use of a “non-canonical” Matthew
in the sixth or seventh centuries, at the zenith of Coptic orthodoxy. (See Askeland [2012a,
94-106] for the refutation of Karlheinz Schiissler’s argument to the contrary that Sahidic
John was redacted to become less formally equivalent.)

13 Schenke wrote, “It is to the abiding credit of P.E. Kahle that on the basis of a very few
small fragments he was the first to postulate [Middle Egyptian] as an independent dialect
(1954)” (1991¢, 162).

14  Thisis the conclusion reached by Bosson in her careful dialectal comparison of mae? with
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independent from all other Coptic versions of Matthew (Plisch 2001, 368; et
al.). Fifthly, the text of mae? is probably one of the earliest Middle-Egyptian
Coptic translations,'> and thus from it one might infer the boundaries early
translators may have had in translation technique for authoritative religious
texts.!6 Finally, as I argue in chapter six, when translational phenomena are
identified and accounted for, mae?s strong alliance with both o1 and o3 is
evident, and this has implications for establishing the initial text of Matthew’s
Gospel and its early transmission history.

1.2 Schenke’s Thesis

121 Overview

Mae?s editor would likely find this last point surprising and dismiss with
prejudice any notion of mae?s textual affinity with o1 and o3, and perhaps
also the point about the early development of translation technique. Rather,
Schenke argued that mae? is significant for its attestation to an alternative
Gospel of Matthew, and not the Matthew long known through the Greek
manuscript tradition (“canonical” Matthew). Indeed, he argued for a complex
textual history of mae? that makes it the textual basis of a Hebrew or Aramaic
Matthew. He writes,

And of the many conceivable options, perhaps the simplest and most nat-
ural would be that mae? in principle, was the one textform that under-
lay the various forms of Jewish-Christian Gospels. But this Matthew Gos-

the other Middle Egyptian codices. She writes, “... il nous semble que ¢’ est tout naturelle-
ment et a juste titre que R. Kasser voit, dans le texte récemment publié par Schenke, ‘la pre-
miére attestation d’un nouveau dialecte copte (pour nous, sigle C, pour Schenke, variété
a rattacher au sigle M). Le sigle C proposé a la communauté scientifique résume la nou-
velle appellation kasserienne de cata-mésokémique [i.e., xata-] ...” (2006, 70). Schenke
claimed that the dialect in mae? is closest to that of an Isaiah manuscript whose 15 frag-
mentary leaves were mixed in with mae? at the time of the Scheyen Collection’s acqui-
sition of mae?, but which was not included with its purchase (2001, 17, 30). The Isaiah
manuscript apparently remains unavailable to the public or for scholarly examination,
with other germane details undisclosed. Askeland notes that his newly published Middle
Egyptian John fragment from the Petrie Museum has a “dialect that is almost precisely the
same as the Schoyen codex text of Matthew” (20124, 152).

15  This is the assessment Baarda conveyed to me in private correspondence, December 30,
2006.

16  This is a point that Baarda makes; cf. the conclusion (1.6).
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pel was written originally, according to the report [in Epiphanius pan.
30.13.2], in Hebrew, or more precisely, Aramaic.1”

Baarda explains:

[Schenke appealed] on the one hand to the fact that the Ebionites used
a Gospel of Matthew which was incomplete and mutilated (Epiphanius),
on the other hand to the old tradition (Papias) that Matthew wrote his
Gospel in the “Hebrew” language and that everyone translated it into
Greek according to his ability. His conclusion was that first the “canonical”
Greek Matthew was written; it was only a short time later that in some
circle a second Greek Matthew was written which deviated in several
respects from that first Greek translation. It is exactly this second text
which served as a model for the Coptic translation preserved in the
Schejen!® manuscript.
2004b, 303

If Schenke’s theory is true, then mae? would have little value in establishing
the initial text of Matthew’s Gospel as it is known in the Greek manuscript
tradition.!®

1.2.2  Schenke’s Case for an Alternative Vorlage

Schenke claimed that certain unexpected features of mae?s Coptic text are
difficult to explain except by an appeal to an alternative Matthew (2001, 31).
These features include 1) smaller and larger Greek text elements that are unrep-
resented; 2) expansions; 3) numerous loanwords not in the Greek tradition;

17  “Und von den vielen denkbaren Moglichkeiten wire die einfachste und natiirlichste
Annahme vielleicht die dal der von mae 2 représentierte Matthdus-Text im Prinzip
diejenige Textform war, die den verschiedenen Ausformungen der judenchristlichen
Evangelien zugrunde lag. Dieses Matthdus-Evangelium aber war, nach den vorliegenden
Nachrichten, urspriinglich hebriisch bzw. aramiisch geschrieben” (Schenke 2001 31).

18  Baarda consistently spells Schoyen “Schgjen.”

19  Schenke noted further that this would also make the two source hypothesis for the syn-
optic problem untenable: “Die Implikation wiederum, daf} also auch das kanonische
Matthius-Evangelium seine Entstehung einer Ubersetzung aus dem Hebriischen ver-
dankt, miifite dazu fithren, die sogenannte synoptische Frage noch einmal neu zu stellen.
Denn die Zwei-Quellen-Theorie, wenigstens in der Gestalt, in der sie zur Zeit in Gebrauch
ist, nach der ja das kanonische Matthéus-Evangelium in griechischer Sprache auf der
Basis zweier griechischer Quellen geschaffen worden sei, ist mit dieser durch den Codex
Scheyen neu eroffneten Perspektive unvereinbar” (2001, 33).
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4) unexpected word orderings; 5) duplication and redundancy; 6) unusual plu-
rals; 7) unexpected occurrences of the negative jussive (mniepte-), future con-
junctive (Tapn-), and limitative (qanTe-) conjugations. Unfortunately, Schenke
does not cite examples of these phenomena, except for the unusual plurals (cf.
n. 26 below); consequently, the reader is left to encounter them incidentally in
the text and commentary, in concert with Schenke’s retroversion. Significantly,
Schenke does not offer a refutation of a translational explanation for these phe-
nomena, mentioning the possibility only to dismiss it.2°

1.3 Introduction to a Translational Explanation

1.3.1  Formation of Translational Expectations

Schenke’s dismissal of a translational explanation for “unexpected” render-
ings implies that standardised syntactical and verbal equivalencies (i.e., for-
mal equivalency) must be used to translate source texts. This begs the ques-
tion of how standard equivalencies are determined. For Coptic, there are very
few translated literary texts prior to mae? which could provide a basis for the
formulation of such translational expectations.?! Consequently, translational
expectations and perceptions of standard equivalencies have been profoundly
influenced by relatively late manuscripts of the Sahidic and Bohairic versions of
the New Testament. These manuscripts have been researched for more than a
hundred years,?? and Coptic scholars have been prone to learn Coptic through
these translations.?? Thus, a newly found version such as that of mae? might
be assessed by expectations prejudicially formed from the more familiar trans-

20  “Mit anderen Worten, es mufd als ganz und gar unwahrscheinlich gelten, daf§ wir es hier
nur mit einer extrem freien, leichtsinnigen, ja manchmal chaotischen Ubersetzung einer
der Spielarten des kanonischen Mt-Textes zu tun haben” (2001, 31).

21 “Thewritten attestation of standardized Coptic Egyptian begins with Biblical manuscripts
dating to about A.D. 300, shortly after the translation of the Christian Bible into Coptic
... Native literature originally composed in Coptic dates almost exclusively to the early
Byzantine period, roughly A.D. 325-800” (Layton 2004, 1).

22 “The editio princeps of the complete text of the Bohairic New Testament was published ...
in1716 ...” (Metzger 1977, 122).

23 Inintroducing his grammar, Layton writes, “Unlike my predecessor Ludwig Stern, I have
drawn extensively from the writings of Apa Shenoute (... A.D. ca. 350—465), now regarded
as amajor stylist in Sahidic ... The vast corpus of Shenoutean evidence was hardly available
in Stern’s day (1880), nor is much of it found in the more recent hand grammars ...” (2004,
xi—xii). Importantly, the version represented in mae? may have been produced before the
impact of Shenoutean style.
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lational patterns in these later manuscripts which tend to favour the source
text. Moreover, if, as Baarda asserts, mae? is one of the earliest Middle Egyptian
translations, produced prior to the dominance of a formal equivalent trans-
lation technique, then some of mae®s renderings might be more idiomatic,
reflecting its own linguistic milieu and conventions. In this regard, Metzger is
especially instructive: “... other Coptic versions, as well as the Syriac versions,
show that the more precise rendering of the Greek text comes at the end of a
more or less lengthy development, after considerable effort had gone into re-
working the version” (1976, 306—307).

1.3.2  Impact of Linguistic Milieu in Representing Greek

Coptic linguistic conventions can explain some of mae?s problematic fea-
tures. I demonstrate this throughout this work, but exemplify my method here
specifically in regard to the future conjunctive which “expresses the speaker’s
promise or assurance that an event will occur in the future if the command is
obeyed” (Layton 2004, 284). The task is made difficult by Schenke’s failure to
identify which of mae?®’s 17 occurrences of the future conjunctive are deemed
by him to be problematic, whether in the introduction or in the main text.
This lack of specificity undermines Schenke’s claim that the future conjunc-
tive is indicative of an alternative Vorlage. Nonetheless, three examples of the
future conjunctive are illustrative of how mae®s own linguistic conventions
may impact its representation of the Greek syntax, one of which also involves
one of the aforementioned unusual plurals.

Future conjunctive examples

Mae?/English/NAZ%? Comment

1m:29  qunanegy [e][xwTn] maTcaBe  In NA27 there are two imperative verbs followed by the
THNOY NT2T ... Tape[Tenkmmn]  future. Coptic has a formal equivalent for the Greek
[noyma JumaTnc?# take my yoke  future, but none of the Coptic versions use it here, using
upon you; learn from me ... and  instead the future conjunctive. This is so due to the
youwill find a place of rest syntactical environment in which the two Greek
imperatives function as conditions, and the Greek future
diparte ToV {uydv pov €@’ Dudg xal  functions as a promise. Together, they convey that those
udfete &’ Euod ..., xal ebprioete  who obey the imperatives will receive rest. Thus, mae? is
qvdmovaty an accurate though idiomatic translation of 11:29.

24  This is my own reconstruction. Schenke reconstructed it as one of his unusual plurals:
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Future conjunctive examples (cont.)

Mae?/English/NA27 Comment
15:23  [anoxot Muac] Tapecha ecawowy  Mae? conveys that if the disciples’ request that Jesus
eBa 2in[epoy] [MMan] Dismiss  dismiss the woman is fulfilled, then the result will be
her and she will stop crying out  that she will stop crying out after them. This differs from
after us the Greek where the request ends with an explanation
for their request: “for she cries out after us.” The
dméAuoov adtyy, Tt xpdlet translator seems to have taken 61t not to be explanatory,
8miadev Nuev but to denote result, perhaps influenced by his
language’s own typical post-imperatival conjugations
and syntactical patterns.?> Thus, this rendering may be
an imprecise translation of the Greek reflected in NA%7,
rather than the correct translation of an otherwise
unknown reading; the imprecision may be due to
interference from the translator’s own linguistic milieu.
21:38  AMHINH NTENRATEBY NA?27 begins with the imperative followed by two

Ta[P]ENEPECT €TEYKAHPONOMIA
Come and let us kill him, and
we will be lord to his inheritance

delte dmoxteiviwpey adToV xal
ax@uey ™V xAvpovopiav adtod

subjunctives: “Come, may we kill him and may we have
his inheritance.” Coptic does not have the equivalent of a
subjunctive verb, making a syntactically equivalent
translation impossible. The translator seems to have
represented the Greek text reflected in NA%7 with an
imperative followed first by the conjunctive (extending
the imperatival force of the first verb), and then by the
future conjunctive. The future conjunctive, then,
conveys what result will ensue if the two prior verbs are
fulfilled. This is substantially the same meaning
conveyed by the Greek of NA27.

Tape[Tenkt][Mu ge]umatne you will find rests. My reconstruction of the verb’s object is

close to the reading of boA: epeTenexuu noymanuton you will find a place of rest. Three

of Schenke’s five unusual plurals involve significant reconstruction. Moreover, even if

Schenke’s reconstruction here is correct, the translator may have used the plural object

in order to be coordinate with the plural for souls so that each soul has its own place of

rest. This may also have been the motive for the plural for seats in 23:2, thus avoiding the

absurd notion of the hypocrites all sitting in the one single seat of Moses.

25  For Middle Egyptian, cf. Shisha-Halevy 1983, 323. The future conjunctive occurs 17 times
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In the first and third examples, mae? provides a correct translation using
its own idiomatic expressions, while the second example conveys a meaning
similar to NA%7, but imprecisely so, probably due to the influence of the post-
imperatival patterns of its own linguistic milieu.

1.3.3  Recent Developments in the Study of Coptic Representation of Greek

There is a trend toward greater awareness of Coptic’s own linguistic conven-
tions and limitations in representing its Greek Vorlage, a trend reinforced in
various publications in the last decade.?6 The starting point of this trend is Gerd
Mink’s 1972 analysis of linguistic features which interfere with Coptic’s strict
representation of Greek. The work is full of examples of how Greek is repre-
sented variously in Sahidic and Bohairic. Citing it as the most detailed work on
the topic, S.G. Richter and G. Wurst criticised Schenke for not availing himself
of it (2003, 133; Askeland 20124, 186). Following Mink’s work, J. Martin Plum-
ley published an article for non-Coptic readers on the “Limitations of (Sahidic)
Coptic in Representing Greek” (1977). Then in 2002, Frank Feder included in
his critical edition of the Sahidic Jeremiah corpus a chapter entitled “Der Ein-
flufl der tibersetzung auf die Textkritik,” opening it with the observation that a
translation text may imply readings which do not have text-critical relevance
because of the linguistic structural differences between the source and recep-
tor languages, adding, “In vielen Fillen ist die Entscheidung, ob man eine tex-
tkritisch relevante oder eine tibersetzungsbedignte Lesart vor sich hat, nicht
sicher zu treffen” (2002, 86).2” He then shows how the Sahidic translator of
the Jeremiah Corpus represents certain Greek words and syntactical elements
(specifically, xai, the complement, word placement, and the use of the Coptic
future for the Greek present). This was followed by Gregor Emmenegger’s anal-
ysis of Mudil Codex (2007), which appeals to translation technique to explain
some of the elements of the Mudil codex, documenting examples of free trans-
lation and the translator’s representation of tense and loanwords; his eight page
analysis is particularly relevant since Mudil is in the same dialect as mae2. The
next year, K. Kreinecker (2008) published a work on the Resurrection narratives
thoroughly documenting the Sahidic’s representation of Greek verb forms.?8
In the same year, Elina Perttild (2008) published “How to Read the Greek Text

in the extant text of mae?, almost twice as much as mae! which is considerably better
preserved than mae2. It occurs even less frequently in Codex Mudil, and but once in Codex
Glazier.

26 For Syriac, cf. PJ. Williams 2004. Williams raised similar translational issues for Coptic
New Testament in a brief 2006 article.

27  See also his 2001 article analysing lexical differences within the Coptic versions.

28  Cf my review (2010).
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behind the Sahidic Coptic.” In addition to these publications, most recently,
Askeland questioned the citation of Coptic witnesses in support of Greek vari-
ants on the basis of formal equivalency (2008a, 2008b), and strikingly asserts in
regard to NA27's apparatus for John’s Gospel that “more than half of the current
[Coptic] citations are problematic for use in textual criticism” and that “only 87
of 215 citations examined were deemed reliable for citation in future manual
editions of the Greek New Testament” (20124, 254). Each of these works con-
tributes to our understanding of the complexity of translation technique, and
helps explain how these complexities might interfere with one’s search for an
underlying Greek text.

Perhaps the increased appreciation for the limitations of Coptic in repre-
senting Greek can be seen most dramatically by comparing the apparatuses
of the Editio Critica Maior (Aland et al. 2005) and NA?7. In 1Pet 1, for exam-
ple, NA?7 cites Coptic support for specific readings 12 times, while Editio Critica
Maior indicates that the Coptic reading could support either competing vari-
ant in half these cases.?? Unfortunately, this appreciation is not always shared
by those who have written on mae2.30

1.4 Review of Secondary Literature on the Text of Mae?

Secondary literature on mae?’s text is limited.3! Here I give an overview of works
on mae? by three authors.32

29  The same is true for Syriac, as can be seen in the differences in citations for 1Pet 1 where
NA?7 cites 13 Peshitta readings, seven of which are deemed ambiguous in Editio Critica
Maior.

30  Foratheoretical comparison of Greek and Coptic, and for the use of Greek to help under-
stand Coptic, cf. Funk 1984. Also, Franz-Jiirgen Schmitz (2003) documents the relation-
ship of the Coptic witnesses to the Greek manuscript tradition through the arrangement
of variant readings in horizontal parallel lines for the letters of James and 1, 2 Peter.

31 Formae?slinguistic features, cf. Bosson 2006; Schenke 2000. Regarding the editio princeps,
apart from the three authors analysed in the present section (Baarda, Plisch, and ten Kate),
I am aware of reviews by Bethge, Kaiser, and Plisch 2002, Depuydt 2003, Krause 2003,
Niederwimmer 2002, and Richter and Wurst 2003. Craig Evans has an article dealing with
early Jewish Gospels which devotes alengthy paragraph to mae?’s text (n.d.). Additionally,
M.-E. Boismard has also written on the text of mae? (2003a; 2003b), which I treat in the
excursus in chapter 3. Wieland Willker includes on his website his analysis of mae? as
well as excerpts of his personal correspondence with William L. Petersen, much of which
reflects Petersen’s interaction with Baarda.

32 In like manner, Emmenegger provides a review of two of the authors, Plisch and Baarda
(2007, 222—225), as well as a review of Boismard (cf. chapter 3 Excursus, below).
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141  Analysis of Plisch’s Assessment

1.4.1.1 Introduction

Uwe-Karsten Plisch wrote two overlapping articles dealing with mae?’s texts
involving John the Baptist. Plisch too claims that mae? is a translation of an
otherwise unknown Greek textform: “Der Text des Codex Scheyen last sich
keinem bekannten Texttyp zuordnen, sondern reprasentiert eine eigene, bisher
nicht bekannte Textform ...,” but he adds the cautionary note, “~wie auch
immer man diese letzlich zu interpretieren haben wird” (2001, 392. Cf. Richter
and Wurst 2003, 132).

1.4.1.2 Plisch’s Recognition of Alternative Explanations

Plisch offers explanations for some unexpected readings, apart from an appeal
to an alternative Vorlage. Examples of scribal error include the Coptic scribe’s
exchange of a singular determinator for the plural,3 and two cases of parablep-
sis (14:11, 12). Plisch also cites influence from parallel passages. He admits the
possibility that the Mattheanism “is here” (12:6, 41, 42) may have influenced
the rendering that the people went out to see a prophet, but that more than
a prophet is here (11:8).3* Another important explanation suggested by Plisch is
mae?’s northerly oriented dialect (cf. mae?’s use of Taerr for piun in 11:17; 2001,
379). Similarly, Plisch also points to the lack of the temporal conversion in Mid-
dle Egyptian as being compensated by the use of an independent Coptic clause
to render a dependent Greek clause (11:7; 373 n. 19).

In a few instances, Plisch allows a translational explanation for some unex-
pected readings. These include alteration of verb pair sequence (373) and noun
pair sequence (378), use of loanwords differing from the Vorlage (373), and
exchange of grammatical number involving collective nouns (378). At one
point, he offers stylistic preference to explain a translation that differs signifi-
cantly from the text of NA27 (389). For most of the differences, however, Plisch
makes no attempt either to provide proofs or refutations of a translational
explanation.

33 Plisch indicates that in 11:8, mae? has gn nui where NA27 has the plural, noting that
the determinators “n und n sind leicht zu verwechseln” (2001, 375). However, cf. n. 35
below.

34  Askeland notes, “Some deviations in the Coptic translation appear to result from influ-
ence from other biblical passages—perhaps passages with which either the translator or
scribes were familiar” (20124, 38).
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14.1.3 Critique of Plisch’s Analysis
Plisch’s analysis is wanting in several key aspects. First, Plisch does not explore
the possibility of a translational explanation in most cases.35 Secondly, some-
times he seems so preoccupied with pointing out syntactical incongruities
between mae? and the Greek that he overlooks mae?’s syntactical agreement
with other Coptic versions in such passages.36 Thirdly, he comes to conclusions
at many points where the reconstruction is uncertain, and does so without
clear indication of the lacunae.37

When Plisch does mention the possibility of translation theory as a general
explanation for mae?’s text (21:28; 2001, 391), his dismissive comment “Sofern
nicht schon die griechische Vorlage von mae? ein anderes Wort enthielt, ist dies
Ubersetzung zumindest sehr frei” seems to imply that formal equivalence was
the uncontested goal for early translators, and that anything less was deficient.
To be sure, oy neTeTenxw muay does not correspond formally to NA27s Ti d¢
Opiv doxel, but it does convey (accurately) that Jesus asked his opponents for
their opinion of a matter; such conveyance of meaning may have been sufficient
for the translator.3® Ironically, although Plisch cites syntactical incongruities
between mae? and known Greek readings, he does not do so for the other
Coptic versions, even in the same verse.39

35 A number of readings especially stand out as probably translational. In g5 (cf. 13:56;
26:65°°; cf. 5:46P°4, 5:q47mael boA) ‘mae? converts Jesus’ rhetorical question into an asser-
tion (cf. 2001, 371). In 11:19 (cf. 5:[38]-39; 5:43—44; 10:33; 12:6, 36, 40; 13:23; 15:3; 16:18; 25:18;
379), mae?'s idiomatic pwq an highlights the author’s intended contrast. In16:2 (cf. 15:[24];
19:[4]; 21:29, 30; 22:1; 26:[66]), mae? lacks representation of the redundant participle in
the introductory speech formula (cf. many modern translations). These phenomena,
occurring as they do elsewhere in mae? and the Coptic versions, are probably transla-
tional.

36 18 (singular nui in mae? with mae'); 1411 (A€ in gpui A€ with bo?; cf. 11:25; 12:1P°4); 14:6
(eaygopk nec eageomoro[ret] with boA); 17:10 (no representation of odv, in agreement with
mae! and bo?); 21:31b, 32 (nopnoc with bo? instead of nopuw).

37  Plisch presents mae?s text with its reconstructions at the beginning of the discussion of
each pericope, but the lacunae are typically not mentioned in the body where the reading
is discussed. For example, in the case of [ea]qi @[a]p[@wTn nxh iwea]unue in 1118, the
reader must backtrack from page 379 to 374 to find any indication that this text has been
reconstructed.

38  Indeed, in the very next verse, Plisch betrays his prejudice for syntactical equivalence by
writing, “Zu Beginn von Vers 31 heifit es ‘wer von ihnen’ statt ‘wer von den zweien'” (2001,
392). However, whether one reads mae?'s nm vimaoy which of them or mae'’s mm gm necney
which of the two, the referent is obvious.

39 E.g, in 21:28 paqeang in mae! for mpogeAbeiv (so also v. 30); neq (naq) in boA and mae!
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1.4.2  Analysis of Baarda’s Assessment

1.4.2.1 Baarda’s Rejection of Schenke’s Thesis

Tjitze Baarda made a provisional “comparison of both the whole Coptic text
in [mae?] and Schenke’s re-translation into Greek with the apparatuses in the
great editions.”*® He concluded, “It is true that there are many peculiarities
in this Middle Egyptian Coptic text which demand an explanation, but they
hardly gave me a reason to accept [Schenke’s] daring thesis that this new text
puts us on the track of a hitherto lost Greek translation of the original Semitic
Matthew” (20044, 266).

Baarda allows that mae?2 reflects some hitherto lost Greek variants,*! but also
suggests alternative explanations for “the great number of readings that differ
from the usual pattern in translation texts” (2004b, 305). Similar to Plisch, he
appeals to scribal error (2004a, 273, 280), influence of parallel texts (2004a, 268,
271), correspondence to Greek readings not adopted by NA27 (272), and the
translator’s misreading of his Vorlage (280).

Baarda also points to translational phenomena which might account for the
different renderings in mae?2. He indicates his openness to explanations such
as

— translational tendencies (2004a, 269, 271, 280; 20064, 584)

— expansion in the receptor text to express Greek prepositional prefixes to
verbs (2004a 270, 275) or elements such as the middle voice (2004b, 304)

— polyvalence of Coptic words as apprehended by usage elsewhere (2004a, 271,
275, 276, 279, 280, 282)

— local syntactical environment (e.g., where the Greek might have an unclear
antecedent, 272, or where the translation seems to have been influenced by
previous wording, 20064, 587)

- inconsistency in representing Greek idiomatic expressions (e.g., redundant
verbs in introducing speech; 2004a, 273, 283)

without correspondence in the Greek; in 21:29 nno in sa® for od 0¢éAw; in 21:31 ceo naopn
epwTn in sa® for mpodyovaw Vpds (note also the future in bo” and mae?). Other such
examples abound, and should caution against the expectation that the Coptic translator
render the Greek Vorlage with strict equivalency.

40  2004b, 303. Baarda’s research produced four articles (2004a, 2004b, 2006, 2008).

41  Baarda cites two possible examples: Matt 6:11 (npecTh of tomorrow for émodatov) and 19:20
(exieoy I have done them for épidaka, 2004b, 305). For 6:11, cf. chapter 3 6:716. For 19:20, one
might simply note that the distinction between “I have done them” and “I have kept them”
may be too fine to justify a lost Greek variant for épvaa.
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— Copticidiom (277)
— adoption of epexegetical glosses in the translator’s Greek manuscript (281).42

Criticizing Schenke’s assumption of a strict formal equivalency, Baarda adds,
“Even the apparatus of Horner’s edition of the Sahidic Gospel might have given
him the clue that versions show a relative liberty in their translation of their
respective Greek text” (2004b, 303).

1.4.2.2 Baarda’s Appeal to Versional and Minor Variants

In his analysis of the transfiguration pericope (Matt 17:1—9; 2004a), Baarda
appeals first and foremost to versional and minor variants to explain mae?s
unexpected readings. Specifically, where mae? lacks correspondence with
NA?7, he suggests possible genetic coherence between the Vorlagen of mae?
and Syriac texts to explain

— the occurrence of the possessive article for my beloved (namenpert) in 17:543

— the occurrence of the prepositional pronoun wapaoy conveying that Jesus
came to them in 17:7 (syP 1; 277)

— the occurrence of the preposition for before where mae? literally reads that
Jesus told his disciples not to say this vision [i.e., the transfiguration] before
anyone (paTen) in 17:9.44

Baarda makes similar claims throughout, concluding, “We find parallels in the
Syriac tradition, which might mean either that there was once a variant reading
of this kind in Greek, or that perhaps the Coptic translator had a Syriac text at
his desk while he was engaged in his translation work” (285). Elsewhere, Baarda
cites the possibility of genetic coherence between the Vorlagen of mae? and
Armenian texts (270, 278). He seems to assume that the Coptic, Syriac, Latin,
and Armenian versions are so formally rendered that the difference between
his approach and Schenke’s is that Baarda’s more complete apparatus allows
him to find Greek readings corresponding to mae? that Schenke could not.

42 “Until the Son of Man is glorified, until he is risen from the dead” (Matt 17:9; cf. John 12:23;
281).

43  Baarda cites syP?l, and secondarily the Diatessaron, Ephraim, and sy® (2004a, 276).

44  ‘“Itis the reading of the Syriac Diatessaron, as we may deduce from Ephraem’s Commen-
tary (ch. xiv: 10): ‘... before anyone not you-shall-say’, a reading preserved also in Sy?. One
may compare Lk. 9:36 in the Vetus Syra (Sy* ©): ... ‘before anyone they did not say’” (2004a,
281).
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Baarda seems to assume that the most plausible explanation for formal
syntactical accord between the versions is a common Greek Vorlage. Some of
these phenomena, however, are better explained on translational grounds. For
example, Williams argues that the possessive in reference to the disciples in
early Syriac “represents Aramaic idiom, and tells us little about its Vorlage”
(2004, 103). The same is true for Coptic, since the simple definite determinator
(n-) is frequently replaced by the possessive article irrespective of Vorlage (nes;
Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink 1972, 233-237). Thus, syntactical agreement does
not necessarily imply genetic coherence between the versional readings. The
various articles on limitations of the versions in Metzger’s Early Versions of the
New Testament support this conclusion, for often neither Syriac nor Coptic,
for example, are consistent in giving a formal representation of elements such
as word order, subtleties of some of the tenses, hypotactic use of participles
(cf. Metzger 1976, 306), and some particles. Moreover, both languages have a
particle to introduce speech which often occurs without a corresponding 6t
(Plumley 1977). Consequently, one might proffer a translational explanation
rather than resort to a poorly attested or lost Greek variant to account for
correspondence between versions.*

1.4.2.3 Baarda’s Appeal to a Translational Explanation

Baarda’s more recent article (2006a) emphasises translation theory more than
his 2004 articles. Ironically, it was published in the same year in which Baarda
gave a mixed review of Williams’ book on Syriac translation technique (2006b),
even though this new article (2006a) was very much in sympathy with the kind
of appeal to translation theory outlined and demonstrated by Williams.

With justification, Baarda severely critiques Schenke’s retroversion.¢ Baar-
da does, however, allow the judicious use of versions to suggest a probable Vor-
lage, so long as due consideration is given to translation characteristics (2006a,
584). The Middle Egyptian use of the word oyww (oyew) serves as a model for
this approach. Baarda’s analysis led him to doubt that oyww always implies
8élew in the Vorlage, and concludes that oywa can be used as an auxiliary, a

45 Indeed, Askeland’s rule 5 for the use of Coptic and textual criticism states that Coptic
citations never have the same authority as Greek manuscripts, and that, “as a rule, the
Coptic should only be cited to support readings found in the Greek tradition” (2012a,
254).

46 “The history of such ‘retranslations’ teaches us that they are sometimes utter failures,
which might easily mislead those who use them without any knowledge of the languages
of these versions” (20064, 583).
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point overlooked by Schenke (Matt 19:16; 2001, 114), but documented by Layton
(2004, 147-149).47

In his 2006a article, Baarda is more sceptical of versional evidence as a credi-
ble indicator of otherwise unattested Greek readings. In regard to the the occur-
rence of oyew in 19:16 in mae? (and mae!), Baarda writes, for example, “... the
fact that no other Greek or versional witness exists with the reading ti 9éAeig
moow raises a serious doubt concerning the correctness of [Schenke’s] retrans-
lation” (58s5; cf. 586). Baarda has the same uncertainty even when there is a
poorly attested Greek variant that corresponds to a strict retroversion (2006a,
590). Indeed, Baarda even denies that the formal correspondence between a
majority Greek reading and mae? (and mael!) implies genetic coherence on
the basis that the majority reading lacks support from “Alexandrian or Egyp-
tian” manuscripts (586). At two points, he also appeals to modern translations
to demonstrate how explanatory expansions are deemed necessary to render
the Greek accurately into certain receptor languages (589, 590). Reinforcing his
translational approach, he concludes that “although it belonged to the compe-
tence of a translator to give a more literal rendering he could easily present a
different circumlocution of the Greek expression” (588).

1.4.2.4 Baarda’s Treatment of Schenke’s Konjunktionsnetz Argument
Baarda notes, “One of [Schenke’s] arguments is that there is a totally different
and relatively poor web of conjunctions (‘Konjunktionsnetz’) in [mae?s Vor-
lage].” Indeed, Plisch claimed that this was one of the strongest arguments for
the alternative Vorlage hypothesis (2001, 369 n. 6). Baarda analyses the incon-
gruous representation of the conjunctions xal and 3¢, and the interjection {900
in mae2. He does so by comparing mae? with the other three extant versions,
and he finds sufficient agreement between them against NA27 “which might
suggest that there was a tendency in Coptic texts to neglect [xa(] in the process
of translation or copying. The same is true for 3¢ ...” He reaches the same con-
clusion in regard to o0 (269-270). My own research (presented below in 1.5)
augments Baarda’s assessment of Schenke’s Konjunktionsnetz argument.*8

47  While the auxiliary use of oywq is discernible in Sahidic (e.g., 8:29%), this distinct usage
is more obvious in Middle Egyptian due to its more frequent occurrence. The same is true
for features such as the use of the verb i as an auxiliary and the use of the future (or the
relative future) to convey hypotheticality, both of which occur several times on the first
extant leaf of mae?2.

48  Similar conclusions are reached in regard to Sahidic by Feder (2002, 86—94) and by Perttila
(2008, 369—377) who writes, “To read the Greek behind the Coptic text is in the case of
conjunctions mostly impossible” (376). See further, Askeland (2012a, 22—-34).



THE SIGNIFICANCE OF CODEX SCHOYEN AND EXPLANATIONS FOR ITS TEXT 17

1.4.2.5 Further Comments on Schenke’s Konjunktionsnetz Argument
Baarda’s analysis was restricted to 17:1—9 which lacks any occurrence of téte
in NA27 and totu (ToTe) in mae? Nonetheless, my own research for all the
Konjunktionsnetz elements corroborates Baarda’s conclusions (cf. 1.5 below).
In brief, the assumption has not been founded, nor is it obvious, that an early
translator would translate these conjunctions, particles, and interjections with
one-on-one equivalency, especially in light of the tendency for versions to
evolve toward formal equivalence with the source text over time (Metzger
1976, 306; Barr, 324—325). Such an assumption is made more uncertain by the
fact that mae2 manages to convey a meaning that corresponds closely to that
of NA?7 despite any incongruity in syntax or vocabulary with known Greek
readings.*?

Ultimately, however, what is most remarkable about mae?s Konjunktion-
snetz is not that the relevant words occur so much less frequently than in
the other Coptic versions of Matthew, but that the context surrounding them
corresponds so closely with our familiar Greek Matthew. In practically every
case, the narrative which precedes and follows téte, idod, initial xal, and post-
positive 3¢ in NA?7 is substantially the same as that of mae?. Moreover, regard-
ing Schenke’s theory, how strange it would be that editors would suppress such
classic Hebraisms as ido0 and initial xaf, and then that Jewish-Christians would
deem the edited text as conducive for the redaction of Jewish-Christian gospels.

1.4.3  Analysis of ten Kate’s Assessment

Albert ten Kate wrote an extensive article entitled, “A la recherche de la parenté
textuelle du Codex Scheyen.” Title aside, ten Kate’s intention is not to iden-
tify textual relationships between mae? and the other witnesses to Matthew’s
Gospel. Although he occasionally cites Schenke and Plisch (and Boismard), he
engages minimally with their work and does not address their claim that mae?
reflects an alternative version of Matthew.

1.4.3.1 Identification of “Variants”

What ten Kate does intend in this article is to document many readings in mae?
(Matt 24 and 28) which differ syntactically from other readings, whether from
the Greek, from other Coptic versions, or from the other versions generally. He
refers to these syntactically different readings as variants (“variantes”).

49 A comparison of the NIV is illustrative, for it never represents idot with “behold,” and
avoids representation of xai and 3¢ in many contexts, yet its underlying text differs little
from other translations which tend to render these words strictly.



18 CHAPTER 1

The use of the term variant for certain readings in mae? is imprecise for
two reasons (cf. Epp 1993, 47—61). First, mae? is the sole witness to this inde-
pendent version, so that its manuscript tradition cannot be assessed for tex-
tual variation; since we have no other witness to the version, one can say
that there are no known variant readings for this version. Secondly, because
it is an independent translation, one cannot reliably surmise that syntacti-
cal differences within the Coptic tradition reflect textual variants, unless the
differences involve substantially different meanings. The principle extends
beyond the Coptic tradition to include comparisons with the other early ver-
sions.

Observance of this principle is not evident in ten Kate's article, for he regu-
larly deems syntactically different readings in mae? as variants even if they ade-
quately convey the meaning of the Greek text fairly or agree in meaning with
other versional witnesses. Analogously, this would be paramount to suggesting
that the English versions of Matt 24:2 imply a variant passage since indepen-
dent English translations differ syntactically from each other:

ESV: Truly, I say to you
NIV: Truly I tell you
NLT: Itell you the truth
NJB: In truth I tell you

The matter is confused further, for whenever he identifies a “variant” in mae?,
ten Kate very frequently claims that it is “identical” to a reading, for example, in
the Ethiopic or in the Armenian, as if the versions have thoroughly correspond-
ing syntactical systems.5° Ironically, then, two readings from different Coptic
versions may convey the same idea but be deemed a “variant” if they vary syn-
tactically from each other, while ten Kate may deem one of them “identique”
to a reading in another language altogether.

1.4.3.2 “Variants” and Genealogical Relationships

The reality is that such “identical readings” (i.e., formally equivalent readings)
in versional texts may imply nothing about genealogical relationships with ear-
lier Greek texts without taking into consideration the meaning of the texts. The

50  E.g, ten Kate states that mae?’s articulated attributive (fnu eT[nayeapep] the ones keeping
guard) is “identique” to manuscripts of Syriac, Ethiopian, Old Latin, Armenian, and the
Diatessaron which disagree with NA2”s simple noun Tijg xovotwdiag. Ten Kate uses the
term “identique” 30 times in the article.
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attempt to surmise as much does not take into account 1) the polyvalence5!
and synonymity®? of words, especially as they are influenced by context; 2)
differences in syntactical systems from one language to another;>3 3) evolu-
tion of a language’s norms over a period of centuries;>* and 4) varying levels
of the translator’s consciousness and commitment to his own translation tech-
nique.>®

1.4.3.3 Production of a Liturgical and Evangelistic Text
Having identified so many “variants” in mae?, ten Kate then compares them
individually with the Greek and the other versional renderings. He rightly

51  Forexample, the Greek words xaf and 3¢ mean more than just “and” and “but.” Rather, they
have ranges of meaning corresponding to the English glosses thereupon (at that), thereafter
(afterward), thus (so), and then (so), for which mae? regularly renders with Tote (ToTn).
Ten Kate recognises this in regard to 24:14 when he writes, “La conjonction Toth, ‘alors) du
début est plus appuyée que le ‘et’ des autre traditions” (2007, 597), but for a comparable
context in 28:12, he points out mae?’s disagreement with the whole Greek and versional
tradition, except for the renderings in a Syriac version and in a witness to the Diatessaron
(616).

52 For24:4(cf.v.6),NA%7 reads fAémete which, in this context, is a warning to watch out, or, to
be on guard. Mae? thus has papep epwTen which, in this context, is synonymous with the
expressions ane €Bax €poTn in mae! (and similarly bo#), and swwT in sa®. Yet, regarding
mae?’s word choice, ten Kate claims that the reading is only found in the Peshitta, one old
Latin manuscript, Ethiopian, Armenian, a Georgian manuscript, and one witness to the
Diatessaron (594). Cf. other readings involving synonyms: 24:13, 34, 46.

53  Mae?s rendering of NA27's passive in 24:9 is especially illustrative since the Greek uses a
periphrastic construction consisting of a participle and a passive, neither of which have
equivalents in Coptic. Mae? simplifies the construction by using the dynamic passive,
which itself is not a feature of Greek. Yet, despite the obvious limitations of Coptic, ten
Kate asserts a relationship with the text of a Diatessaronic witness. For other examples,
cf. 24:32 where the Coptic aorist conveys the meaning of the Greek present, or 24:46
where NA27 has a present participle (the equivalent of which is lacking in Coptic) followed
by the future to convey “the Lord (will) come and will find him ...,” while mae? has the
circumstantial followed by the conjunctive to convey the same meaning (literally, “the
Lord coming and finding him”). Ten Kate likens both of these last examples to readings in
the Diatessaron and the Arabic.

54  The possibility is difficult to prove since 1) the Coptic writing system is thought to be hardly
earlier than the evangelisation of middle and upper Egypt; 2) so few Coptic manuscripts
are known to be from the earliest Coptic period; and 3) biblical Greek may have profoundly
influenced Coptic style in the early period.

55  Ten Kate notes that the versions generally become more formally equivalent over the
centuries (2007, 622).
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asserts that many of the “variants” in mae? are simpler,>® clearer,” and shorter®®
than they are elsewhere in the Greek or versional traditions. This leads him to
theorise that the translation was designed for liturgical and evangelistic pur-
poses, and that, accordingly, the translation reflects the conscious implemen-
tation of a translation strategy to achieve such purposes. To support the the-
ory, he appeals to mae?s limited use of elements in its Konjunktionsnetz, which
Schenke and Plisch so strongly emphasised. He writes,

The large number of conjunctions omitted at the beginning of verses
likewise indicate a liturgical use of these texts. They had to be recited in
small units, so that it was not logical to begin a reading with a conjunction
referencing a preceding verse which itself was not recited. Moreover, it is
probable that in the living liturgy, the conjunctions were of limited value,
for the recited text had a simple logic in itself which should not be difficult
to grasp, in order to be able to convince the hearers.>°

Thus, ten Kate understands mae?'s distinctive renderings to have been largely
determined by missional considerations rather than by differences in its Vor-
lage.

1.4.3.4 Ten Kate'’s Lack of Explanation for Readings
Ten Kate makes little attempt to explain the translator’s syntactical and lex-
ical choices beyond stating that they are simpler, clearer, and shorter. Some

56  E.g, the negative rhetorical question in 24:20 is converted to a positive statement; the
“sign of your Parousia” becomes “day of the coming” (24:3); and “wars and rumours of war”
becomes simply “wars” (24:6).

57  E.g, instead of the flood simply taking (1) the Noahic generation away, mae? explicates
that they were all killed (24:39); instead of reading that people will be handed over, mae?
explicates that they will be handed over to death (24:10).

58  E.g, redundant Greek words are left unrendered (24:1, 45; cf. Perttild 2008, 376); mae?
conveys that the tribulation of those days are unprecedented without reference to the
beginning of the world (24:21).

59 My translation of Ten Kate’s French which reads, “Le grand nombre de conjonctions
omises au début des verset indique également une pratique de I'emploi liturgique de ces
textes. Ils devaient étre récités par petites unités, si bien qu’il n’ était pas logique de com-
mencer une lecture par une conjonction renvoyant au verset précédent, lorsque celui-ci
' était pas récité. De plus, il est probable que dans la liturgie vivante les conjonctions n’ ont
qu’une valeur restreinte, puisque le texte récité doit avoir un logique simple en lui-méme,
qui ne doit pas étre trop difficile a saisir, afin de pouvoir convaincre I'auditoire.” (622)
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“variants,” however, do not fall into these three categories. Ten Kate provides no
explanation for incongruities in grammatical number (24:5, 9, 32, 35), articles
(24:27, 32), or tense (24:27, 32, 33, 38, 40, 48). There is no accounting for the
translator’s selection of prepositions (24:16, 33), use of the personal mediate
(24:22, 31), and word order inversion of paired nouns (24:30) or paired verbs
(24:49). He offers no motive for readings such as the addition conveying “until
all things are accomplished” (24:20), or the reading conveying “persecutions”
(eenarwrmoc) where the word for earthquake is expected.6® While some of the
readings discussed by ten Kate could be explained by an attempt to produce a
translation fit for liturgy and evangelism, the quantity of readings that cannot
do so requires an alternative explanation. Of course, a case can be made that
a translation that favours the receptor language over the source language is
prone to be simpler, clearer, and often shorter, and that such a translation would
accommodate evangelistic and liturgical purposes.

Ten Kate’s citation of so many unexplained agreements with versional wit-
nesses produces the impression that the readings in mae? have genetic coher-
ence with readings in the other versions. In particular, ten Kate claims that
mae?’s relationship with the Diatessaron and a particular Georgian manuscript
is obvious (“saute aux yeux”; 2007, 621). Ten Kate claims, however, that “le texte
de Mae 2 ne peut pas étre réduit a une dérive d’un texte originel quelconque”
(622). Rather, he understands that the translator produced an original and cre-
ative work, one which reflects an indifferent attitude toward preservation of
the Greek text.

1.4.3.5 Ten Kate’s Case for Chaotic Transmission

Ultimately, for ten Kate, the significance for mae? is not its possible contribu-
tion toward identifying the earliest attainable text of Matthew. Instead, its sig-
nificance is that it attests a chaotic transmission of the New Testament text
in the early period, and that it obliges text critics to abandon its orientation
toward an original text. In fact, regarding the United Bible Society’s Greek New
Testament, ten Kate writes,

The text of the UBS is the exemplary result of this erroneous orientation.
People try to edit a text according to this preconceived idea that it had
to have had an original text to be reconstructed by a comparison of the

60  awrmoc probably reflects a scribal corruption of aicmoc, which is mae?’s orthography for
his representation of gelopés (cf. mae'’s cicmoc; cf. 27:54; 28:2).
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variant readings. But the textual multiplicity from the beginning of the
Christian era obligates them to retrace their steps starting from the textual
freedom in the primitive Church, which then evolved toward a relatively
uniform text.5!

Thus, for ten Kate, mae?s significance is that it is part of a larger literary
and cultural context in which the Greek text was transmitted imprecisely
or even carelessly in the earliest period, until the process of standardisation
was completed (or nearly so) by the time of the great majuscules (cf. Epp
2005%).

Mae?, however, may not sustain ten Kate’s thesis. It is possible that the
translator may have selected for his Vorlage a manuscript reflecting a strict
scribal transmission. This he could have done even while translating it without
syntactical exactitude. Given mae?s strong textual affiliation with o1 and o3
(cf. 6.3 below), this may have been the case.

15 Frequently Recurring Translational Incongruities

Between mae? and NA?7, there are some syntactical and lexical elements lack-
ing formal correspondence which recur so frequently that they are best ex-
plained as translational habits or tendencies; they are given litte attention
beyond the following chart. In the middle column of the following chart are
examples of mae?’s incongruous representation of the Greek element in the
left column. The right column shows the same phenomena in the other Cop-
tic versions as they occur in three manuscripts.6? The large number of of such
incongruities in mae? and the other Coptic versions would suggest that the
incongruities are probably not representative of unattested Greek readings, but
rather, indicative of translational phenomena.

61  “Le texte du UBS est le résultat exemplaire de cette orientation erronée: on cherche a 'y
éditer un texte a partir de cette idée préconcue, qu'il aurait dii exister un texte originel, a
reconstituer en comparant les variantes. Or la multiplicité textuelle, des le début de I'ere
chrétienne, oblige 4 rebrousser chemin en partant de la liberté textuelle au sein de I’ Eglise
primitive, qui évolua ensuite vers une uniformité textuelle relative.” (2007, 623).

62  The passages cited are from three sample leaves of mae? (cf. 3.1.2 below), excluding
lacunose passages and passages involving relevant textual variants.
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Frequently recurring translational incongruities®?

Greek element

Examples of incongruous

representation in mae?

Intraversional corroboration®*

xa {65

sampling from 5:38-6:18:
X:66 5:38, 40, 40, 40, 41, 42, 44, 45, 46,
47; 6:5, 6, 6,10, 12, 13,17

2w=%7 5:47; 6:12, 14

sampling from 5:38-6:18:
X: 5240C°, 40°°, 40¢°, 41mael saQ’ 44539’
46co' 4700; 6:5mael sa9’ 600, 6mael sa9’

lomael sa9, 12mael sa9, 13539' 17sa9

o= 5:46b0A, 5:47mae1 boA; 12¢°, 140

sampling from 12:3—28:
X:12:4, 5, 9, 10, 10, 11, 13, 13, 15, 15, 16, 18,

20, 22, 23, 23, 25, 26) 27

A€:88 1217

sampling from 12:3—28:
X: 12:4mae1 539’ 7mae1 saQ, 12:9sa9; lomael’

10539, usa9’ 11¢°, lgmael, lgmael sa‘:)y 15539,

15maelr 16c0’ 1800’ ZObOA, 21539, 22°0,

ggmael sa9y 235a9 boA, opmael sa9’ 27mae1

A€:12:135%29

sampling from 28:1—20:
X:28:3,4,7,7,8,9,9,14,18(?), 20

TOTH! 12:12

sampling from 28:1—20:
28:4mae1 539' 7mael’ 7(:0, 8sa9, gmael 539'

14sa9, 155a9, 18mael sa9

AE: 2’8:8maely 12539, 14mael, 17mae1 sa9

63  Xindicates no representation.

64  Some readings may reflect variation in the Greek manuscript tradition.

65  Data in the chart assume that the formal equivalent for xai in the Coptic versions is ayw

(mae?: a(0)yw; boA: oyop) or mn (mae?: m[e]n; boA: nem). The phenomenon is documented

in Perttild 370-376; Plumley 1977, 149; cf. Layton 2004, 178.

66  The lack of representation of xai often reflects the Coptic linguistic preference for asyn-

deton, and a tendency to avoid representation of xai when used to transition to a new

topic. In a few cases, Coptic compensates for the lack of representation of xai with the

conjunctive (e.g., 1218Mael sa%) and the circumstantial (e.g., 12:23mae2 mael sa9),

67  Emphatic xal is often represented by the Coptic linguistic convention gws; cf. Askeland

20124, 26.
68 Askeland, 2012a, 28.
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Frequently recurring translational incongruities (cont.)

Examples of incongruous

Greek element representation in mae? Intraversional corroboration

3¢ = A€ sampling from 5:38-6:8: sampling from 5:38-6:8:
X:5:39, 44 X: 5:44%04
sampling from 12:3—28: sampling from 12:3—28:
X:12:3, 7,14, 15, 25 X: 12:7macl, boA y4sa9 boA
sampling from 28:1-20: sampling from 28:1-20:
X:28:3, 5,11 X: 28:5mael jboA jGboA jomael

{80069 X:12:10; 28:2, 7,7, 9, 11, 20 28:7mael gmael

Yap = rap 5:46; 6:7, 14, 16; 28:2, 5, 6 6:14mael; 58:9b0A  Gmael

TétE = TOTH? 12:22; 28:10 28:10%29

69

70

In Schenke’s statistical analysis for mae? and mae'’s representation of idov, he only con-
sidered the occurrences of the words geinn and ennn, counting eight occurrences in mae?
and 23 for mae! (2001, 32, n. 31). Strikingly, by restricting his analysis to geinu and enmn,
mae? would have a slightly higher rate of representation of iS00 than even bo?. In reality,
the Coptic versions have several ways to represent idov, including ¢, eic, punTe, puure, in
varied combinations in each dialect. Sometimes mae? and mae! compensate with the cir-
cumstantial (8:34™2¢!) or with ae (28:9™a¢!). Mae? never gives formal representation to xai
1800 (cf. 7:4; 8:32, 345 9:2, 3, 10, 20; 12:10, 41;17:3, 5; 27:51; 28:7, 20).

The sampling from the three leaves (cf. 3.1.2) is not typical for the whole manuscript. There
are 71 occurrences of Tte in NA?7 that are extant in mae? Mae? represents téte with ToTh
(= ToTe) 53 times, and ToTH 18 times. The lack of formal representation of téte is corrobo-
rated in seven of these passages by the other Coptic versions: 16:21°°, 27™ael sa9; 9:13sa9;
24:21529 boA; 56:16¢0; 27:16¢°; 28:10%29. Especially problematic for the alternative Vorlage
explanation are five passages where mae? formally renders téte with ToTu, but other Cop-
tic versions do not: 8:23mael; 16:21mael sa9 boA; 5 4:3ghmael; 54:30csa9; g7:58mael These data
indicate that the lack of ToTn in the Coptic versions does not reliably reflect the absence
of téte in their Greek Vorlagen. Moreover, mae? uses ToTH 29 times in passages where téte
is lacking in NA27. However, in most of the passages, if not all, ToTn is a contextually sen-
sitive translation of the Greek. For example, mae? uses Totu where NA27 has xaf and 3¢ in

narrative transition, much as a modern dynamic equivalent translation might read.
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Examples of incongruous

Greek element representation in mae? Intraversional corroboration

odv = oyn’! 5:48; 6:2, 8; 12:12, 26; 28:19 5:48539; 6:2529, 12:19mael boA

Participles”? sampling from 5:38-6:18: — Greek substantive: articulated
5:40; 6:3, 7 relative (5:46°); circumstantial

(6:4mae2); relative (6:4mael sa9 boA)

sampling from 12:3-28:

124, 9, 10, 14, 15, 17, 20, 20, 22, 24, 25, 25, — Greek present: circumstantial

25 (6:16°); future circumstantial
(6:3ma€2); conditional + circumstantial

sampling from 28:1-20 (6:17mae2 mael); conditional +

28:2, 5, 8,12, 12, 13, 13, 15 circumstantial + future (6:7™m2¢2);

durative present (6:18™ma¢2)

— Greek aorist: imperative (6:6m2¢2
mael boA); conjunctive (6:6%29); relative

(12:gmael sa9); relative perfect (12:g™mae?
boA)

— Greek perfect active: circumstantial
(12:25macl sa9); relative perfect

(12:25m362 sa9>.

In addition, Greek articles are not consistently represented formally by Coptic
determinators. This may be illustrated by a comparison of the Greek and Coptic
versions of Matt 28:1—2; Coptic determinators are separated from the noun by
a dash, and incongruities are highlighted in grey:

71 Sa? does not use the Greek loanword oyu to represent odv, but rather se.

72 Copticlacks a formal equivalent for the participle, and represents it variously, often reflect-
ing contextual sensitivity. The diversity of representation can be seen in the examples in
the right column. See further: Kreinecker 2008, 232—234, 240—242, 247—248.
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Sampling of representation of Greek articles
NA27 Mae? Mae! Sa® BoA
‘O [T]-ovau poYee poYze poyet
cafBatwy T-CAMIMAO0N T-CABBATON T-CABBATON NI-CABBATON’3
T} EMipuaoxovay) @wp[m] €WOPII €2TOOYE €TOOoY1
plav caPBdtwy = T-KYPIaKH?? coya edoyal
M-TI-CABBATON N-NI-CABBATON
Mopia76 1) MAPIRAMMH MapieaM Mapla Mapla
MoarySoAyv T-MATASINH T-MATAMH T-MATAANHNH T-MaTASNINH
1) &AAy Mopia [T-k]au- T-KE-MaPpla T-KE-MaPpla +-Ke-Mapla
MaPI2AMMH
oV Tdpov nie-meo[ Y] e-Meey n-Tadoc m-MeayY
TEITUOS ... KEYOG [oy]-nax OY-NAG NCICMOC ~ OY-NOG NKMTO oy-nwt
NAICMOC MMONMEN
dyyerog OY-aTTENOC OY-aTTENOC T-ATTENOC OY-aTTENOC
xvpiov [m-6¢] n-XC T-X0€1C m-6C
ovpavod T-TiH T-TiH T-1E T-¢e
Y
oV Alfov T-ONH [1-ONE T-NE TI-NL

73 Only boA agrees in grammatical number with NA?7.

74  Mae? lacks representation of the second reference to the Sabbath; cf. Chapter 5 28:1.a.2.

75  Mae!lacks representation of uiav.

76 While Greek typically has the definite article with proper names, Coptic does not. The

agreement between the Coptic versions with the Greek here is exceptional.
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Since the incongruity in representation is so pervasive, I do not note any
further differences in the syntactical analyses in the forthcoming chapters. For
an extensive treatment, cf. Mink 1972, 218—233.

Coptic does not have a passive; typically the dynamic passive is used to ren-
der the Greek (Layton 2004, 135-140). In the analysis of the following chapters,
I cite this syntactical imparity only in special cases.

1.6 Conclusion

The emergence of “this most interesting” codex of “great importance” (Baarda
2004a, 265; 2004b, 302) has been accompanied by claims that its Vorlage was
an alternative version of Matthew’s Gospel, claims that have not always been
accepted. Shortly after its publication, Baarda wrote,

I entertain the hope that this enigmatic text will become the object of
a careful investigation in the near future. It might be an appropriate
research object for a dissertation of someone who is interested in the
relation of the Greek text and the early translations of the New Testament
in general and the Coptic versions in particular.

2004b, 306

Itis this desideratum that is the inspiration for this work. Baarda reinforced it in
some informal advice he sent to me while I was in the initial stages of research:

Especially in the early translations translators had to seek for adequate

rules of translating the Greek text. That helps to understand the measure

of ‘freedom’ that the translator of the Schejen text showed in what was

one of the probably earliest translations into Middle-Egyptian Coptic. In

short, I think that an approach dealing with the translation techniques

that the meturgeman used would be of importance for a doctor thesis.
Private correspondence, 30 December 2006

It is this translational approach to mae?’s peculiar readings that I have adopted
in my assessment of mae2.

The book is organised so that chapters two and three contend extensively
with the alternative Vorlage explanation. In chapter two, I present a positive
argument that mae? reflects a text similar to NA27, while in chapter three I give
a negative critique against the Vorlage explanation. Further critique against
the Vorlage explanation is given only incidentally in chapters four and five
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where I otherwise assess mae?'s representative text against known readings
of the Greek manuscript tradition of Matthew’s Gospel. Having examined the
translator’s tendencies in chapters three through five, this work culminates
in chapter six wherein mae?’s closest allies in the Greek manuscript tradition
are ascertained, followed by a summary in chapter 7 which contains some
important text-critical implications.



CHAPTER 2

Features of Mae?2 Unaffected or
Minimally Affected by Translation

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, I highlight several significant features of mae®s text which
are minimally affected or unaffected by translation. Noting these features as
having a close correspondence with NA27, the chapter then concludes with an
analysis of certain textual variants which are also unaffected by translation.
The similarity between mae? and NA?7 in these elements shows that Schenke
at least exaggerated his case when he characterised mae?®’s text as mutilated
and falsified (“gefélscht und verstiimmelt”), and akin to that of Epiphanius’
description of the Gospel of the Ebionites (Schenke 2001, 31; cf. 1.2.1 above).

2.2 Correspondence of Pericopes, Verses and Content

2.21  Correspondence of Pericopes and Verses

Mae? and NA?7 share an identical narrative sequence from one pericope to
another, and this may itself be sufficient to contest Schenke’s claim that mae?
reflects a mutilated and falsified Matthew. More detrimental to his claim,
however, is that the two texts share an identical sequence from verse to verse.
Thus, for example, any specific verse in NA27 has broadly the same content as it
does in mae?. Indeed, most significant is that there are only two verses that are
missing in mae?! and verses are nowhere expanded in the way that they are,
for example, in o5’s Luke 6:5 or 9:55-56, or throughout o5’s Acts. One can read
simultaneously a verse of NA27 and the same verse of mae? and perceive their
general, topical, and very often their specific correspondence. Mae?s text has

1 The two exceptions are 14:18-19a and 20:10, considering only extant passages, and excluding
relevant variants; cf. 2.4. Boismard claimed that 1418-19a was omitted probably because it
was found neither in Luke or John (2003b, 195); but if so, this is the only such example. What
appears to be omitted (the manuscript is partly lacunose here) is representation of the notice
that Jesus told the disciples to bring him the fish and loaves, and commanded that the people
be seated on the grass. The shortened text makes sense without the two directives, suggesting
that the omission may have occurred accidentally, an oversight easily committed at the point

of translation or manuscript reproduction.
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neither been redacted heavily to exclude large amounts of material from the
familiar Matthew, nor to include large amounts of material not otherwise found
therein. Since these data raise significant doubts about Schenke’s thesis, other
explanations for the syntactical differences between mae? and NA27 should be
considered.

2.2.2  Correspondence of Content

The correspondence of pericope and verse sequence between mae? and NA27 is
strengthened in that their specific content is likewise similar. In chapters three,
four, and five, I analyse three of mae?’s leaves (cf. 3.1.2), the content of which is
categorised and listed below. All the content corresponds with NA27, with but
a minor exception.

Correspondence of content

Matt 5:38—-6:18 Matt 28:1—20

Category

Matt 12:3—27

Characters, including
nominal and
pronominal references

to characters

Jesus, hypothetical
characters,? tax
collectors, Gentiles,
hypocrites, Father (in

heaven)

Jesus, Pharisees, David,
those with David,
priests, Son of Man,

man with withered
hand, followers who
were healed, demon
possessed blind mute,
Beelzebul, Satan, sons of

the Pharisees

Mary, Mary Magdalene,
angel, guards, Jesus,
chief priests and elders,
the governor, the n

disciples

Dialogues and dialogue

sequence

(None)

Jesus to Pharisees, they
(Pharisees?) to Jesus,
Jesus to them, Jesus to
the man with withered
hand, spectators to one
another, Pharisees to
the people, Jesus to

Pharisees

Angel to the women,
Jesus to the women,
chief priests and elders
to the guards, Jesus to

the disciples

2 Le., the one who strikes one’s cheek, who litigates, who forces to go a mile, who wishes to

borrow, who loves.
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Category Matt 5:38—6:18 Matt 12:3—27 Matt 28:1—20
Narrative development ~ (None) (12:1-283), Jesus Two Mary’s visit the

defends his disciples’
actions, Jesus accuses
the Pharisees of
condemning the
guiltless, Jesus travels
and enters synagogue,*
Pharisees ask Jesus
about healing on
Sabbath, Jesus argues
for legality of Sabbath
healing, Jesus heals,
Pharisees conspire to
kill Jesus, Jesus departs
and heals many, Jesus
heals blind mute,
people are amazed and
ask if Jesus is David’s
Son, Pharisees accuse
Jesus of exorcising by
Beelzebul, Jesus shows
illogic of Pharisees’

accusation

tomb, there was an
earthquake, angel
appears from heaven
and removes stone,
angel’s physical
appearance is described,
angel shows empty
tomb, Jesus appears,
the elders gather and
hear the guards’ report,
the elders bribe the
guards, the disciples
encounter Jesus on a
mountain in Galilee,
Jesus commissions his

disciples

Geographical references

and places

Synagogues and streets,
[6:5°]

Temple, synagogue,
hypothetical kingdom

and city and house

Galilee, the mountain®

3 In both NA27 and mae?, the pericope begins in the preceding two verses, with Jesus and his

hungry disciples plucking heads of grain in the grain fields.

4 Mae? interprets the ambiguous Greek as indicating that the man with the withered hand

came to Jesus. Cf. 12:710.a.1.

5 Because of the obvious copying error (cf. n. 8 below), mae? lacks reference to synagogues and

street corners.

6 Mae? is lacunose where reference to the city (Jerusalem) is expected.
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Correspondence of content (cont.)
Category Matt 5:38-6:18 Matt 12:3—27 Matt 28:1—20
Emotive descriptors of (None) People were amazed The guards fear, the
characters disciples doubt”
Narrative teaching topic ~ Reciprocity and Something greater All authority had been

non-resistance and
generosity, love

for enemies, God’s
provision for good and
bad, perfection of
character, charitable
deeds, [6:58], prayer, the
Father’s knowledge

of disciples’ needs,
Lord’s Prayer, divine and
human forgiveness,

fasting

than the temple was
present, God desires
mercy and not sacrifice,
Son of Man is Lord of
Sabbath, healing on
Sabbath is lawful, illogic
of accusing Jesus of

exorcising by Beelzebul

given to Jesus, the
“Great Commission,”
assurance of Jesus’

abiding presence

Scripture

Lev19a8

1Sam 21:6, Hos 6:6, Isa

42:1-3

Of these many larger structural elements, the only difference between mae?
and the Greek manuscript tradition is that mae? does not explicitly state that it
was the elders who took counsel in 28:12 (perhaps influenced by some syntacti-
cal ambiguity in the Greek; cf. 5.2), although mae? does indicate that they oth-
erwise gathered together and bribed the guards. Since these larger structural

elements correspond to NA?7, there is little reason to conclude that mae? is an
alternative Matthew. This suggests that many differences in syntax and other
smaller elements might be translational or due to other phenomena such as
scribal error, harmonisation, Mattheanisms, etc.

7 Mae?s lacuna cannot be confidently reconstructed where reference to the women’s fear and

great joy is expected.

8 Mae?s 6:5does not correspond in content to NA27 due to a scribal mistake in which the saying

inv. 7 is copied (cf. 3.4).



FEATURES OF MAE2 UNAFFECTED OR MINIMALLY AFFECTED 33
2.3 Correspondence of Names

Wherever extant in mae2, the named characters in NA27 occur in the cor-
responding passages with remarkable consistency.® Apart from references to
Jesus, there are 158 such occurrences'® in NA27, but there are only 7 differences
from mae?. While the differences may be explained variously,! the remarkable
correspondence in these names suggests that mae? is no alternative Matthew.
The point may be advanced further. While a given word or syntactical envi-
ronment may be restructured significantly in translation, representation of
names is typically restricted. Apart from nominal and pronominal shifts, a
translation normally gives formal representation to names in its source, allow-
ing greater reliability in discerning the Vorlage than many other syntactical ele-
ments. Consequently, despite significant differences in representation of other
elements, mae?s close correspondence with NA%7 in regard to names suggests

9 Abel, Abraham, Alphaeus, Andreas, Barabbas, Berekiah, Bartholomew, Barjonah, Daniel,
David, Elijah, Zachariah, Zebedee, Herod, Herodias, Isaiah, Thaddaeus, Thomas, Jacob,
James, Jeremiah, Judas, Isaac, Iscariot, John, Jonah, Joseph, Magdalene, Mary, Matthew,
Moses, Noah, Peter, Philip, Pilate, Simon, and Solomon.

10  References to Jesus are considered in 2.4.

11 Two instances involve passages having well known variation (“Jesus Barrabas” in 27:16, 17).
Two instances involve nominal and pronominal shifts (14:5; 17:25). Three others involve
expansion either from information provided elsewhere in Matthew or from the other
New Testament Gospels: 1) Be(2e)ceBoyx is supplied in 9:34 as the name of the Prince
of Demons (cf. 12:24; Mark 3:22; Luke 1115); 2) the name Simon was added to identify
the house in which Jesus taught (9:10; cf. Mark 1:29); and 3) the servant whose ear was
severed was identified as Malchus (26:51; cf. John 18:10). These expansions may simply be
epexegetical glosses introduced into the text by a scribe, or they may reflect the translator’s
perceived freedom in adding a known detail to the translated text (cf. the addition of
the gloss from John 20:21 into 038’s text of Matt 2818; Baarda 2004a, 281; Askeland 2012a,
38—39). Boismard takes the expansion involving Malchus as evidence of a systematic
redaction of an earlier source (Mae-X) to form a Gospel harmony. However, mae?®’s text
does not exhibit the freedom necessary for Boismard’s theory. For example, mae? does
not include the more important Johannine details of Simon Peter as being the one who
struck Malchus’ ear, and Jesus’ rhetorical question about drinking the cup. If mae? really
is a significantly redacted harmony, one wonders why these two important details would
have been overlooked, while the insignificant narrative detail about the name of the
high priest’s servant was included. Consequently, the inclusion of Malchus’ name seems
more incidental than a systematic harmonistic redaction. Moreover, Boismard’s claim
that the syntactical naming construction reflects a Semitism (2003b, 200) is to be rejected
outright since the grammatical construction in mae? is typical: [r]pen tanieipex eTMMMEOY
nie maxxo[c] (cf. Layton 2004, 99).
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that mae?s Vorlage is much more akin to the Matthew known through the
extant manuscript tradition than not. Indeed, these names in mae? are so for-
mally exact in their correspondence to NA?7 as to have only two nominal or
pronominal shifts in all of NA2”s 158 occurrences extant in mae2. By way of
comparison with modern translations, mae? has but one difference from NA27
involving references to Peter (17:25), while NIV has two (17:25, 26), and NLT has
six (17:25, 26; 26:34, 70, 72, 74).

2.4 Correspondence of References to Jesus

2.41  Differences between NA%? and Mae? in References to Jesus

A more exhaustive investigation of nominal references to Jesus is instructive.
A survey of NA?7, Aland’s (1978) vollstandige Konkordanz (vK), four Coptic
witnesses (sa% bo#, mae?, and mael; cf. 3.1.2.1), two Old Syriac witnesses (sy*
sy¢; Wilson and Kiraz 2002), the Peshitta (syP; Etheridge 1849), the Vulgate (vg;
Gryson, Fischer, and Frede 2007), and the many Old Latin (it) witnesses in Adolf
Jitlicher’s edition (1938) cumulatively yield 232 different passages, 185 of which
are extant in mae?, with at least one witness having a nominal reference to
Jesus. Of these 185 passages, mae? differs from NA?7 25 times (13.5%). These
differences, however, merely involve nominal and pronominal shifts, without
alteration of the basic dialog or narration of the story. In fact, the occurrences
of the name or its pronominal substitute are very similar to those which can be
found in any modern translation;? such substitutions merely serve to clarify
ambiguous referents, or to render the source text with greater conformity to
norms or perceived preferences of the receptor language (cf. Williams 2004,
25—26). Moreover, the differences between mae? and NA2?7 are reduced to
18 when passages involving known significant textual variation are excluded,
leaving disagreement at a remarkably low rate of 9.7%. This low rate makes
mae? more like the Matthew reflected in the extant manuscript tradition than
could be expected of an alternative Gospel, especially since the basic dialog or
narration is unaltered throughout.

12 Occurrences of the name Jesus vary significantly in modern English translations: KJV 170;
NASB 184; NIV 216; NLT 258; NRSV 155. The statistics only show the total number of
occurrences of the name; actual nominal and pronominal substitutions would be much
higher than the difference in total occurrences of the name itself.



FEATURES OF MAE2 UNAFFECTED OR MINIMALLY AFFECTED 35

2.4.2  Mae?’s Differences Compared with Other Early Versions

The relative similarity of mae? and NA27 in regard to references to Jesus is seen
in a comparison with the other early versions. I have collated these occurrences
against NA27, the results of which are given in the following chart.

Summary chart of representation of Jesus references

vK'® NA2” Mae? Mae! Sa® BoA  Sy® Sy® Sy It4 Vg

Number of 174 232 185 232 232 232 201 154 232 232 232
passages extant | 100% 100% 80.8% 100% 100% 100% 86.6% 66.4% 100% 100% 100%
in subject

witnesses out of

232 total

Total occur- 58 82 64 57 82 79 100 55 47 75
rences of nomi-
nal references

to Jesus

Total number 22 25 27 12 u 48 30 46 17

of differences 12.6 % 13.5% 1.6% 52% 4.7% 23.9% 19.5% 19.8% 7.3%
from NA%7

based on

witnesses’

extant material

13 Aland 1978, 545-546. This cites every occurrence of Jesus’ name in the text of the TR and
eight different critical editions published in the last century or so.

14  For practical reasons, data is culled from the whole range of Old Latin readings, as
presented in Jiilicher 1938, rather than from any single manuscript or from a critical
edition. This has the fortuitous effect of providing a wider range of passages possibly
containing the name Jesus. But since the data reflect the total accumulation of readings
from multiple manuscripts rather than from a single manuscript or critical edition, some
of the statistical data in this column are incompatible with those elsewhere in the chart.
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Summary chart of representation of Jesus references (cont.)

vK NA27 Mae? Mae! Sa® BoA  Sy® Sy© Syp It Vg

Differences 13 25 24 10 10 345 1916 31 10
between NA%7 7.0% 13.5% 104% 4.3% 43% 21.8% 19.0% 16.8% 4.3%
and witnesses

in only the 185

extant passages

of mae?

Differences
from NA27
of subject

18 14 7 2 26 1 20 4
9.7% 7.6% 38% 11% 16.7% 11.0% 10.8% 2.2%

witnesses

in only the

185 extant
passages of
mae?, excluding
passages with

significant ».£.17

Number of 10 4 2 0 16 3 5 0

occurrences 54% 22% 1% 0% 10.3% 3.0% 2.7% 0%
of nominal
reference to
Jesus without
support from
any other

witness

15  Outofthe 232 passages, there are only 156 passages which are extant in both mae? and sy*.

16 Outof the 232 passages, there are only 100 passages which are extant in both mae? and sy*.

17 Excluded are 17 significant variants involving both the nominal and pronominal refer-
ences to Jesus found in 9:12; 11:20; 12:25; 13:36; 14:14, 16, 25, 27; 16:20b; 17:11, 20; 18:2; 20:23,
30b; 22:20, 37, 43. Not excluded are three passages which differ from NA2?7 even though
there are noteworthy textual considerations: 19:18 and 21:7 have substantial Coptic sup-
port, while 13:57 agrees with o1 and 21.
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Mae?’s 9.7 % rate of disagreement is comparable with that of mae! (7.6 %),
syP (10.8%), and sy® (11.0 %). While it is substantially more than the three later
versions sa® (3.8%), boA (11%), and vg (2.2 %), it is substantially lower than sy*
(16.7%).

2.4.3  Explanation of Differences

Mae?'s higher rate of differences from NA2” compared with sa% bo4, and vg,
may be explained by two factors. First, since vg is a critically reconstructed text,
and because sa® and bo were chosen for publication precisely because their
editors thought they were good representatives of their textforms (cf. 3.1.2.1
n. 4), the three have few idiosyncratic readings (vg has none at all). One might
presume that if other individual manuscripts had been selected, they might
have had higher rates of disagreement with NA27. Secondly, the two Sahidic
and Bohairic manuscripts were produced centuries later than mae?, near the
zenith of the Coptic tradition, while mae? was produced perhaps within 100
years of the first Coptic translations. The fewer differences in sa® and bo4,
then, might be explained by periodic and incremental adjustments to their
respective textforms to favour the source language (cf. Metzger 1976, 306—-307;
1977, 69—70). Accordingly, it is the other earlier witnesses (mae?, mael, sy®, sy¢,
syP, it) which have more readings with little or no Greek support than the later
witnesses (sa® bo?, vg).

Moreover, there are passages with versional support that disagree with NA27
and apparently have no Greek attestation.!® These passages are probably best
explained as translational, for any claim otherwise would require the sys-
tematic suppression of unmemorable and seemingly arbitrary nominal and
pronominal references to Jesus in a very large number of Greek manuscripts
which had already been spread around the known world. A translational expla-
nation offers a simpler and more plausible way to explain these particular dif-
ferences in mae? (cf. Williams 2004, 23—37).

2.5 Correspondence of Textual Variation
It is axiomatic that a translation cannot have exact correspondence with a
source text, but only relative correspondence. The one exception is when the

translation attests the short reading when the alternative reading is much
longer.

18 E.g., 15:3;16:20a; 18:22; 21:7.
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2.51  Long and Short Variants in UBS*

In mae?'s extant text, there are 15 variant passages cited in UBS# involving the
inclusion or exclusion of either a significant clause or perhaps an entire verse,
affording the opportunity to check for exact correspondence between NA27 and
mae?.19 The following chart shows the correspondence between mae? and NA2”
for these 15 variant passages. The third (middle) column gives the entirety of the
long reading from whichever Greek edition is cited in the second column; the
fourth and fifth columns indicate whether NA27 and mae? support the short or
long reading.2?

Long and short readings in mae? and NA??

Source Longreading NA?7 and mae?'s support
(with mae?s text, when mae? has the long reading)

Shortreading Long reading

5:44a RP g0AoYelTe ToUG xaTapwuévoug DAS, xaAdg motelte ol NA27 = Mae?

utgodaty vuag

613 RP 811 00D ot 1) Pagthelo xal V) Shvapug xol ) 36Ea el Todg NA27 = Mae?
ai@vag. Apyyv.
9:34 NA?27 oi 3¢ Papioaiot Eneyov, "Ev 1@ dpyovtt Tév Satpoviwy NA?27 ~ Mae?

ExfdMel T daupdvia.
Mae?: [Mdap]icaloc Nay[XM] MMAC X€ apH T 21

Afammu eBax 2]en BEACE[BOY X MapxmN NuAM[DN]

12:47 NA?%7 [elmev 8¢ Tig adt®, T80d 1) wimp oov xal of &8edgol cov  Mae? NAZ7
EEw Eomixaaty (yrobvtég oot AaAfioo. ] 01 03 019 579
597

19  UBS* is cited here since its apparatus features variants that are typically translatable
(Aland et al. 2001, x).

20  Manuscript support for a reading is only given in those cases where mae? and NA?%’
disagree with each other. The use of the sign = indicates exact equivalence, and is reserved
for their agreement in exclusion of the long reading. The sign - indicates approximate
equivalence but unambiguous support for the reading.
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Source Long reading NA27 and mae?'s support
(with mae?s text, when mae? has the long reading)

Short reading Long reading

16:2-3 dlag yevopévng Aéyete, Edia, muppddet ydp 6 obpavés: Mae

6 NAZ7 diag yevopévns Aéyete, Evdi ppdlet yap 6 odpavés Mae? NA27
xol Tpwt, ZAuEPov XEIUY, Tuppdet Yap atuyvalwy 6 o103 033 3157
00PaVG. TO PEV TTPéTWTOV ToD 0Dpavod YIVOIKETE 579

Stoxpivew, Ta 8¢ anuela T@Y xatp@v ob dvvacde. |

17:21 RP Tolto 3¢ 6 Yévog odx éxmopedeta el ) év mpogeuyf xal NA27 = Mae?
wotelq

18:1 RP WABev yap 6 vidg Tod dvBpdymov et T AToAWASS NA?7 = Mae?

19:9 RP xotl 6 GTOAEAVUEVIY YOUNTAG HOLYETAL. NA?7 = Mae?

2016 RP Tl Ydip ity xAnTol, SAiyol S éxAextol NA?7 = Mae?

20:22—23 RP 1) 10 Bamriopa & gyw Bamtilopat Bantiodivay; ... xai 16 NA27 = Mae?

Bdmrtiopa 8 éyw Partilopon Partiodoeabe ...

21:44%1  NAZ [xai 6 Teawv emt tév Albov Tobtov ouvbBAacbhoetar- €@’ dv Mae? NA27
3’ &v méay) Aepnoet adTov. | 0533
231422 RP Odadi 3¢ O, ypoupartels xal Paploaiot dmoxprral, 8t NA27 = Mae?

xoteadiete Tag oixiag TGV XNpeQVY, xal TPo@AaE! paxpd

mpogeuydpevol did Todto Mheabe meptadTepoy xpipa.

27:35 TR v TANpw8fj 0 pndev Hd Tod mpogTov Stepepioavto Td NA27 = Mae?
HdTid pov ool xal Emt ToV [paTioudy pov €BaAov

xAfjpov

21 NAZ27 has the text in brackets.
22  Thisis RP’sv.13.
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Long and short readings in mae® and NA%? (cont.)

Source Longreading NA?7 and mae?'s support
(with mae?s text, when mae? has the long reading)

Shortreading  Long reading

27:49 WH2  [["ANog 8¢ AaBav Adyyyy Evukey adtod thy mAevpdy, xal NA27 Mae?
&EfAey Bdwp xat alpar] ] 01 03 04 019
Mae?2: pa KEOYE 2ayX1 NOYAOTXH 2aqTa[XCy 2ayX€]T 1010
NECTIIP 22 OYCNaY i €BaX- MEN [oyma0Y]

28:9 RP wg 3¢ émopevovto amaryyeiAat Tolg pabntais avtod NA?7 = Mae?

Since mae? has the short reading in 13 of these 15 passages, mae? has “exact”
correspondence to readings in significant manuscripts of the Greek textual
tradition. In 10 of these 13 cases, mae? corresponds exactly with NA?7, giving an
indication of the quality of its Vorlage. The point may be reinforced in regard
to the other 3 passages since the reading not supported by mae? is bracketed
by NA?7, indicating great difficulty in determining the text.2* This agreement
would be highly unlikely if mae?s Vorlage had been an alternative version of
Matthew.

Similarly, mae? corresponds to NA2”s long reading in 9:34, leaving 27:49
as the only passage where mae? has the long reading against NA2”’s short
reading. Nonetheless, even in 27:49, mae? enjoys support from an impressive
range of manuscripts (o1 03 04 019), and is similar to the reading found in
other editions.?> Thus, when both short and long readings are considered,
mae? enjoys either exact correspondence or close correspondence with other
significant manuscripts of the extant Greek textual tradition in every instance.

23 Westcott and Hort (2007) has the text in brackets. Mae? supports the subvariant in which
the word order for water and blood is inverted, but in correspondence with 21 manuscripts
as cited in Aland et al. 1999, 133. The subvariant is not cited in NA%7.

24  NAZ?7s Editionum Differentiae appendix (749—750) cites the following editions as having
the shorter reading which agree with mae? or as placing the text in brackets: 12:47 Westcott
and Hort; von Soden; 16:2—3 [[Westcott and Hort]]; [Tischendorf; von Soden; NA25]; 21:44
Tischendorf; [Westcott and Hort; von Soden; Vogels; NA25].

25  NAZ?”s Editionum Differentiae appendix (749—750) cites [[Westcott and Hort]] and [von
Soden] as having the longer reading.
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2.5.2  Mae?’s Correspondence with NA2? Compared with Other
Manuscripts

These data counter the claim that mae? reflects an alternative version, for
mae?'s Vorlage in these 15 passages seem incredibly similar to well attested read-
ings of the manuscript tradition, and to NA%7 in particular. The unlikelihood of
the coincidence is made all the clearer through a comparison of the most signif-
icant manuscripts from NA2”s “consistently cited witnesses of the first order”
(agreements with NA27 are in bold; disagreements in italics).26

Comparison of short and long readings in NA?? and “consistently cited witnesses”

NA27 mae? o1 03 04 05 019 032 038 f 3 33
5:44a Short Short Short Short Long Long Long Long Short Long Long
613 Short  Short Short Short Short Long Long Long Short Long Long

9:34 Long Long Long Long Long Short Long Long Long Long Long Long
12:47 [Long] Short Short Short Long Long Short Long Long Long Long Long
16:2-3  [Long]| Short Short Short Long Long Long Long Long Long Short Long
17:21 Short Short Short Short Long Long Long Long Short Long Long Short
18:11 Short Short Short Short Long Short Long Short Short Short Short
19:9b Short Short Short Long Long Short Short Long Long Long Long Long

20:16 Short Short Short Short Long Long Short Long Long Long Long Long

20:22—23 Short Short Short Short Long Short Short Long Short Short Short Long

21:44 [Long] Short Long Long Long Short Long Long Long Long Long Short
2314 Short  Short Short Short Short Short Long Short Short Long Short
27:35 Short Short Short Short Short Short Short Short Long Long Long Short
27:49 Short Long Long Long Long Short Long Short Short Short Short Short
28:9 Short Short Short Short Long Short Long Short Short Long Short Short

Agree- 150f15 mofis 120f15 nofis 50fn gofis gofis 7ofi5 100f 100f 7o0fi5 gofis
ment 100% 73.3% 80.0 73.3% 455% 60.0% 60.0 46.7% 15 15 46.7% 60.0%
with 66.7% 66.7%

NA27

26  See Aland et al. 1993, 58, for its list of consistently cited witnesses. Excluded are all papyri,
none of which are substantially extant; e.g.,, P** and P45 are not extant in any of the
variants under consideration. Most majuscules are also excluded for the same reason. In
particular, o2 is excluded since it is not extant until 25:6, while 035 is excluded since it only
has seven of the 15 passages.
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Next to o1, mae? and o3 have the highest rates of agreement with NA27
of the eleven witnesses. If ever the NA27 editorial committee were to recon-
sider and change its three textually difficult bracketed readings in favour of
mae?, mae?’s agreement rate of 73.3 % would increase to 93.3 %, and would sur-
pass not only o03’s revised 80 %, but also o1’s 86.7%. Ironically, then, the very
manuscript which Schenke introduced to the world as a long lost alternative
Gospel of Matthew agrees more with NA27 in these passages than do many of
the manuscripts otherwise deemed best by many textual critics.

2.6 Conclusion

Some textual elements in mae? are unaffected or minimally affected by transla-
tion. These include larger structural elements of narrative and verse sequence,
characters and their actions, as well as the smaller syntactical element of ref-
erences to Jesus. Similarly, variants involving inclusion or exclusion of lengthy
text are especially reliable in ascertaining a version’s support for a reading. My
analysis of these elements indicates a sustained correspondence between NA27
and the Vorlage of mae?, casting doubt on Schenke’s theory that mae? reflects
a hitherto lost alternative version of Matthew. This correspondence most likely
derives from a similarity between mae?'s Vorlage and the earliest attainable text
of Matthew’s Gospel.

The analysis of the aforementioned textual variants is especially instructive
for the remainder of my work. The high rate of agreement between mae? and
NA?7 suggests that the use of NA27 as a base text for assessing syntactical
correspondence between mae? and the Greek tradition is reasonable. Secondly,
it strengthens the notion that mae®'s Vorlage is more akin to Matthew as it
is known in the extant Greek tradition than not, making more credible the
claim that syntactical differences are often translational phenomena. Thirdly,
the high rate of agreement between mae? and NA?7, 01, and o3 in the 15 passages
discussed above anticipates conclusions in chapter six where I analyse mae?'s
textual character and identify its closest allies.

These three points anticipate much of the next chapter which compares
mae?’s syntax with the other Coptic versions in the translation of their respec-
tive Greek Vorlagen.
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Syntax and Representation of Matt 5:38-6:18

3.1 Introduction

3.1.1  Refutation of Schenke’s Thesis

I indicated in my analysis of the previous chapter that elements in mae? that
are minimally affected or unaffected by translation are strikingly similar to
Matthew’s Gospel as it is found in NA?7 (and other critical editions). This
makes improbable Schenke’s claim that mae? reflects a hitherto lost alternative
version of Matthew’s Gospel.

Schenke made his claim on the basis of what he deemed as mae?®’s bewil-
dering textual heterogeneity (“verwirrenden Andersartigkeit”). He cited vari-
ous recurring syntactical features, asserting that they are entirely different from
what is otherwise well known to us through the other Coptic versions.! He rein-
forced his assessment in the commentary section of his apparatus and through
his retroversion which often differs from any extant Greek reading.

Against Schenke, I intend to show that 1) unique features are not any more
pervasive in mae? than they are in the other Coptic versions; 2) there are signif-
icant points of commonality between mae? and the other Coptic versions; and
3) Schenke’s method of retroversion is invalid. The three points, if demonstra-
ble, would make untenable Schenke’s characterisation of mae? as bewilderingly
heterogeneous.

3.2 Analysis of 5:38—6:18
I place my arguments against Schenke’s thesis into my analysis of mae?’s text of
Matt 5:38—6:18. The analysis documents some of the translator’s translational
habits, shows mae?’s correspondence to known Greek readings, and assesses
mae?’s support for variant readings.

This is the first of three successive chapters in which sample leaves of mae?
are analysed. I have chosen leaves from different sections of the codex, one from
the beginning (5:38—6:18), one from near the middle (12:3—27), and one from

1 “Was die Textform des Codex Schoyen betrifft, so macht sie ja schon auf den ersten Blick
den Eindruck einer verwirrenden Andersartigkeit im Vergleich zu dem Gewohnten. Diese
‘globale’ Fremdartigkeit des Textes von mae 2 hat aber natiirlich durchaus verschiedene
Aspekte” (2001, 30).

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, DOI: 10.1163/9789004268180_004
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the end (28:1—20). The samplings are diverse in their relative states of preser-
vation, with the initial one needing extensive reconstruction, and the second
being one of the best preserved, allowing an assessment of Schenke’s recon-
struction. The analysis involves three components: 1) Intraversional Analysis;
2) Translational Analysis; and 3) Textual Analysis.

3.1.2.1 Intraversional Analysis
I compare mae? with the other three Coptic versions, as represented by the
following three manuscripts:

Sahidic: sa® (M569, Pierpont Morgan, New York; Perez 1984)
Bohairic: bo# (Huntington 17, Bodleian, Oxford; Horner 1898-1905)
Middle Egyptian: mae! (Codex Scheide; Princeton, Mi44; Schenke 1981).

Sa® and boA have been deemed excellent representatives of their respective
versions, perhaps suggesting a relatively low number of singular and secondary
readings.?

The analysis for each verse includes a chart designed to show both mae?’s
unique elements and its agreements with the other versions. The initial row
contains the text of mae?, with an original English translation. Below it in the
first column is the text of NA?7, including NA27’s text-critical sigla.3 The column
is subdivided into descending cells so that NA2”s individual words or groups
of words may be listed correspondingly to the Coptic versions in adjoining
columns to the right. The second column contains the Coptic versions’ render-
ings which are similar to one another, while the third column contains those
which are unique. The bottom two rows quantify agreements and dissimilari-
ties.

Any portion of text unique to a version is presented in the third column, and
any text identical (excepting dialectal considerations) in two or more versions
is represented in the second column. The siglum X indicates that the difference
involves the absence of an element.

2 For sa¥, cf. Kreinecker 2008, 22. For bo#, cf. Horner 1898-1905, 1.ix. Since we are many years
away from a critical edition of Sahidic or Bohairic Matthew, I cannot at present substantiate
these claims. Askeland notes Thompson’s claim that Horner’s bo# “was an eccentric MS.
with many peculiar and often corrupt, readings” (2012a, 255). Variants within the Sahidic and
Bohairic traditions are generally not cited in the analysis, although occasionally I reference
Horner’s edition of the Sahidic by the siglum satorer (1911-1924).

3 NA27s text-critical sigla key may be found in Aland et al. 1993, 11-14.
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In order to quantify the number of non-dialectal differences between the
versions, the units of text are delineated not according to individual words
or even clauses. Instead, minimising the quantity of units, I have grouped
together as many words that are identical in at least two versions (excluding
dialectal differences), delineating the unit to highlight at least one versional
disagreement. Thus, for example, in 6:13, one unit is marked out as v eioevéyxyg
Nudg eig mepaauév, dMd, even though it includes the conjunction for the next
clause, for the Coptic versions all agree at every point, except for sa® which
differs only in the form of the verb. The presentation of data in this way allows
the precise quantification of non-dialectal differences between the versions.#
In cases where the Coptic must be subdivided within the unit of text, cells are
divided with a dotted line instead of a solid line.

When disagreements in word order cannot be depicted in the chart, further
explanation is given in the footnotes, with unique word orderings factored into
the statistics accordingly. Noted but not counted as additional differences are
variances in 1) the position of post-positive elements arising from differences
in wording of the first element of a clause; and 2) the placement of the combi-
native adverb eBax (eBor).5

I do not distinguish Coptic’s affective demonstrative from the simple definite
article, nor the peculiar form of Bohairic’s articulated relatives. When there are
more than one unique element reflected in a particular word, they are indicated
by segmentation of the word’s syntactical elements through dashes.”

In the analysis, I attempt to use linguistic terms in conformity with Layton’s
grammar (2004). For example, the terms aorist, optative, preterit, extraposited
entity term, focalising conversion, personal intermediates, personal indepen-
dent, verboid, and reference to n- as a preposition rather than an object marker,
etc., all reflect Layton’s usage. Such terminology usually is accompanied by page
references to Layton’s grammar.

Since I do not focus on the refutation of Schenke’s thesis in the subsequent
two chapters, the intraversional analysis is only provided in the present chap-

4 The presentation also allows a general assessment of syntactical agreement between the four
versions, but not its quantification.

5 Assuming Shisha-Halevy’s analysis, the position of esax may reflect dialectal preferences in
some cases (1983, 327).

6 For example, in 5:46, boA has un eovel where mae! (mae?) (sa%) has netuue.

7 For example, in 616 where mae! and sa® use the circumstantial eTeTnnucTeye, boA differs
in two ways: by its use of the conjunctive and by its use of the compound morph ep-. Thus,
in the chart, I indicate this unique reading as nTeTen-ep-uncTeyy, and it is counted as two
differences in the statistics.
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ter. The intraversional analysis was developed solely to test the viability of
Schenke’s theory that mae? reflects a non-canonical Matthew text, and is not
designed to test relationships or imply proximity between the Coptic versions.

3.1.2.2 Translational Analysis
The second of the three analytical components is the translational analysis in
which mae?’s correspondence with NA27 is examined. The use of NA%7 as a
base text seems justified, given mae?s uncanny agreement with NA27 in the
test passages in 2.5.8

Any incongruity between mae? and NA?7 in syntactical representation is
indicated and discussed.® Ultimately, however, I have evaluated their corre-
spondence not merely in terms of formal equivalency, but also in actual mean-
ing. In this regard, Schenke noted his amazement that despite mae®s lack of
syntactically significant text elements, its text manages to convey NA2”s mean-
ing.10

In my analysis, I considered Schenke’s retroversion wherever it differs from
NA?7, although I do not always indicate the disagreement herein.!! Schenke’s
retroversion is especially praised by Boismard as being the most valuable fea-
ture of Schenke’s edition for non-Coptic readers.!? On the other hand, I argue
quite the contrary, that the retroversion is methodologically suspect and mis-
leading in most cases when it deviates from NA?7 (cf. Baarda 2004a, 267, 284).
Indeed, despite not only his stated intention, but also his sectional title “Ver-
such einer Rekonstruktion der mutmalichen griechischen Vorlage” (2001, 279),

8 Note also Baarda’s comment, ‘I have used the text of Nestle-Aland?? ... as the point of
departure for my comparison of Schenke’s reconstruction of the Greek model ... Schenke
himself followed the same procedure, for he often mentions readings in his re-translation
that differ from what he calls the ‘Standard-LA’” (20044, 267).

9 This excludes frequently recurring Greek elements which mae? often renders without
formal equivalence (cf. 1.5).

10  “Dassind vielmehr solche Dinge wie das Nichtvorhandensein kleinerer oder grofierer Tex-
telemente, deren Fehlen jedoch auf ‘wunderbare’ Weise das Verstidndnis der Textaussage
selbst nicht aufhebt ...” (2001, 30-31). Cf. also Boismard: “A chaque verset, [mae?] exprime
la méme idée que le texte classique, parfois de facon identique ..., mais le plus souvent
avec un vocabulaire différent” (2003a, 395).

11 Schenke’s retroversion is found in his edition (2001) on pages 279—311. In referencing
his retroversion, I do not cite page numbers, for the passage in question can be located
according to chapter and verse order.

12 “..maisle plus précieux, pour ceux qui ne connaissent pas le copte, ¢’ est une retroversion
en grec ... du texte traduit par le copiste copte” (2003, 388).
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Schenke’s retroversion regularly, if not consistently, appears to be more of a
strict, formal equivalent translation of mae? into Greek, rather than a recon-
struction of the Vorlage by nuanced consideration of Coptic conventions and
style.13

3.1.2.3 Textual Analysis
The third component of the analysis is the evaluation of mae?®’s possible sup-
port for every variant cited in NA27 having Greek manuscript support.1

Tjitze Baarda recommended that mae?’s text be analysed in light of the many
textual variants not listed in NA27 (2004b, 303; cf. ten Kate 2007). Accordingly,
I have thoroughly examined the data in many apparatuses.’> In principle,
however, I only cite variants in these other apparatuses when mae? agrees with
them in meaning against NA2?7. In actual practice, such occasions are rare, in
keeping with the preliminary data in 2.5. Ultimately, there is no need to appeal
to putative versional agreements if mae? conveys the meaning of known Greek
readings.!®

Greek manuscript evidence is cited in full as listed in NA27, but only for those
variant passages where mae? unambiguously supports one reading or the other.
I do not cite evidence for ambiguous passages simply because doing so would
not advance the text-critical assessment for mae?2.

13 In introducing his retroversion, Schenke claimed that it is an attempt to give a general
idea of what the Vorlage looked like: “Der hier niederlegte Versuch geht von der Priamisse
aus, daf? die befremdende Andersartigkeit des vom Codex Schoyen gebotenen koptischen
Mt-Textes im wesentlichen darauf beruht, daf er die Ubersetzung einer vom kanonischen
Mt-Ev verschiedenen griechischen Fassung dieses Evangeliums ist (und nicht etwa nur
eine sehr freie Ubersetzung bzw. willkiirliche Bearbeitung desselben). Alleiniger Zweck
ist die Erleichterung und Beschleunigung der Einbeziehung des Codex Scheyen in die
Synoptiker-Forschung. Sie kann nicht beanspruchen, die Wahrheit gefunden zu haben.
Wohl aber méchte sie ein Bild von der Wahrheit bieten bzw. einen (neuen) Zugang zu ihr
er6ffnen” (2001, 279). Boismard uncritically uses Schenke’s retroversion as the basis for his
textual analysis in both his article (2003a) and book (2003b).

14  Versional variants cited in NA27s apparatus for the three sample leaves are excluded
entirely from consideration: 5:47; 6:5, 9, 11;12:10. Apart from 6:9, 11, these readings obviously
lack correspondence with mae? (cf. 6:9.c n. 103; cf. 6:11.b).

15  KurtAland 2007; Barbara Aland et al. 1993, 2004; Boismard 2003b; Hodges and Farstad 1982;
Horner 18981905, 1911-1922; Kasser 1962; Legg 1940; Perez 1984; Robinson and Pierpont
2005; Swanson 1995; Tischendorf 1884.

16  Note Askeland’s rule 5 of his Rules List for Coptic and Textual Criticism: “Coptic citations
never have the same authority as Greek manuscripts. As a rule, the Coptic should only be
cited to support readings found in the Greek tradition” (2012a 254; emphasis original).
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Often the translation analysis (the b sections for the analysis of each verse)
addresses readings which involve text-critical assessment. Such discussions
are not repeated in the textual analysis (the subsequent c sections). Indeed,
repetition of analysis is generally pre-empted by cross-referencing to prior
discussion.

3.2 Frequently Recurring Syntactical Elements

Whenever a verse has any of the frequently recurring syntactical elements
listed in 1.5, I indicate such by writing “Cf. 1.5” at the pertinent section heading,
and include no ensuing discussion. My comments such as “The verse has no
syntactical differences from NA2” or “There are two syntactical differences”
are not to be taken absolutely, but as being duly qualified by the data in 1.5.
These differences, nonetheless, are included in the statistics of the individual
and summary charts.

3.3 State of Preservation and Schenke’s Reconstruction

The initial leafis defective in 30—45 % of its text, all of which is reconstructed by
Schenke. Such extensive reconstruction would seem problematic for Schenke
and his thesis, since there would be no text on which to base the reconstruction
of an otherwise unknown alternative Matthew. Schenke, nonetheless, resorts
to reconstructing mae? based largely on mae'l” This also is problematic for
Schenke’s thesis since mae! regularly reflects known Greek readings.!® Inter-
estingly, Schenke’s reconstruction generally corresponds in meaning to NA27.

17  Note Baarda’s similar criticism: “As Schenke himself underlines, the Greek models of
[mae?] and [mae!] were quite different: [mae!] was translated from the ‘canonical’ Greek
text, whereas [mae?] was a rendering of an independent Greek translation of Matthew. If
this were true, it would become a bit strange to reconstruct the text of [mae?] with the
help of [mae!]” (2004a, 282).

18  On the basis of expansionistic readings, some of which are harmonisations to other
Gospels, Schenke wrote in regard to mael, “Stellenweise wirkt dies MtEv wie eine Evan-
gelienharmonie bzw. wie ein Matthdus-Apocryhpon” (1981, 47; emphasis added). This as-
sessment, however, is too sensational, for such expansions are 1) relatively few (Schenke
cites less than 15); 2) often well attested in the manuscript tradition (14:15, 24; 16:4; 27:16,
49); 3) typically of little interpretive consequence (e.g., Jonah the prophet; Judas Iscariot;
scribes and elders of the people); and 4) comparable to harmonistic accretions in other
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In addition to the theoretical issues of reconstructing this leaf, one should
note Schenke’s admission of his inability to solve the difficulty of positioning
its fragments (2001, 18).1° His placement of the fragments made the leaf inordi-
nately large relative to the other leaves. The solution is to reposition the large
fragment which is in the middle of the verso to form the left edge of the text;
the left-justified initial letters of lines 6-14 make the solution more or less obvi-
ous.20

Throughout the edition, Schenke exaggerated the certainty of his transposi-
tion and reconstruction by an insufficient appropriation of brackets and sublin-
ear punctuation. He also notes that he did not carefully check if the reconstruc-
tion would fit the lacuna.?! His reconstruction is made all the more uncertain
due to the text’s pronounced orthographic inconsistency.22

manuscripts (e.g., 038 imports the statement conveying, “Even as the Father sent me, so
send I you” into Matt 28:18). Metzger indicated that mae! otherwise has an affiliation with
o1 and o3 (1976, 307), and that the “variety of larger and smaller additions” in its text are
indicative of the version’s great antiquity (306—307). Elsewhere, Schenke invokes the term
westlichen Textform in order to describe these few accretions (1981, 49). None of the lacu-
nae on the present leaf of mae? are reconstructed in accord with any of mae’’s expansions.
Note in 3.5.1 that mae! is shown to have the fewest differences of the four versions in the
intraversional analysis.

19  The edition’s two plates for this leaf put the fragments at different distances from each
other respective of the recto and verso.

20  Schenke’s comment that the copyist does not follow basic rules of syllable division at the
line breaks reflects his failure to construct the initial leaf correctly, for the manuscript’s
syllable division is very regular and typical throughout. This is corroborated by Bosson
(2006, 21—22), although, under the influence of Schenke’s faulty reconstruction, she con-
cluded that the copyist used an archaic method of syllable division at the line breaks on
the initial leaf. The solution to the correct placement of the fragments was suggested to me
by PJ. Williams, although it was already noticed by Depuydt (2003, 632) who also rejected
Schenke’s claim that mae? lacks typical syllable division.

21 Stating that it was more of a matter of estimating than measuring, Schenke writes, “Und
es ist denkbar, daf} sich manches aus der Anfangsphase der Arbeit bis jetzt erhalten hat”
(2001, 33).

22 For example, the individual words for the phrase “your Father in heaven” are spelled
variously throughout the manuscript, yielding twelve theoretical spellings of the phrase,
from a minimum of 14 letters to a maximum of 19:

METNIDT €TEN NITH  TIETENIT €TN MITH METENIMT E€TPEN NITHOYH
METENIMT €TPN NIH  TIETNIMDT €TPEN MITH METNIT €TEN MITHOYH
METNIDT €TPEN NIH  TIETNIMT €TEN NMHOYH  METENIMT €TEN MITHOYH
METNIDT €TPN MIIH~ TIETENIMT €TPN NIMTHOYH  METENIDT €TEEN MITHOYH
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Nonetheless, many if not most of Schenke’s individual reconstructions can
hardly be improved, although there are instances where Schenke’s reconstruc-
tion is speculative (e.g., 6:25; 13:53; 14:17; 22:2). [ have carefully assessed Schen-
ke’s reconstruction of the three leaves, taking into consideration available
space, Coptic linguistic conventions, known Greek readings, and the text of
the other Coptic versions. The text I present in this and the two subsequent
chapters reflects most of Schenke’s reconstruction, but offers numerous cor-
rections, mostly minor ones. Generally, I indicate less confidence in my recon-
struction, and have reconstructed less text than Schenke. Where more than one
reconstruction seems possible, I have been content to leave the text unrecon-
structed. Despite these parameters, the reconstruction must remain tentative
on all counts, especially since there is no way to account for factors such as
scribal errors, vacant space in a given line, scribal compression or expansion of
letters within a line, etc.23

3.4 Verse by Verse Analysis

Matt 5:38

[ea]TeTn[coT]m [x€] 2ayxac X[e oyB]ex ea [oyB]ex oy[nex]e ea oyn[ex]n You heard that it was
said, “An eye for an eye; a tooth for a tooth.”

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Dissimilarity in Coptic versions

X mae?2 sa® boA: X mael: maxin anZ4

23 Due to the extensive lacunae in this leaf, I am unable to justify my reconstruction in every
instance. For examples of my method in assessing and correcting Schenke’s retroversion,
cf. 5:41; 5:47; 6:5; and throughout chapter five. The final line of the recto of the first extent
leaf is a primary example of the risks of reconstruction. The scribe, for whatever reason,
reduced the line from 15cm. to about 7cm., centring it between the margins; there is
no evidence of any other page being so treated. If the left and right margins had been
defective, any proffered reconstruction would have assumed the full length of the line
and would be significantly different from what the scribe had actually written.

24  Mae! uniquely begins with naxm an, perhaps due to harmonisation with 5:33. Without
warrant, Schenke reconstructed mae? after mae's singular, revealing an embarrassing
lack of scholarly neutrality in promoting his thesis. Additionally, mae! singularly avoids

representation of 811 éppéfy in this verse.
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NA27

Similarity in Coptic versions

Dissimilarity in Coptic versions

"Hxoboate dti

mae?: [ea]‘TeTn[cT|M [x€] payxac

mael: 2aATETNCOTM X€

eppedn x[e]
sa%: ATETNCIITM X€ aYX00C X€
boA: apeTencTEM X€ aYXO0C X€
0qBaApov avti mae?: [oyB]ex ga [oyB]ex sa% OYBaX €MMa NOYBAX
0¢BaApod mael: oyBeX ga OYBEX
boA: 0YBax ba oyBax
xal mae2 mae! sa% X bo”: oyoe
338vta vl mae?: oy[nex ]e ea sa% oyogse
mae': oynexe ea sa%: erma
bo”: oynaxel ba
d36vtog mae?: oyn[ex |n sa?: n-oyopBe

mael: oynexe

boA: oynaxgt

Number of mae?

common elements

mae? + mael + bo? =3
mae2 + mae! +sa® =1

mae? +sa + bor =2

mae? + mael = o
mae2 + boA =0

mae2 +sa%=o0

Unique elements

mae2: o mael: 2 sa% 4 boA:1

5:38.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Of its ten words, no single element is

unique to mae?, suggesting a Vorlage substantially similar to that of the other

Coptic versions.

5:38.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The syntax of mae? corresponds formally

to NA?7,

5:38.c Text Critical Analysis. Despite Schenke’s retroversion, the lack of repre-
sentation of xai in mae? (and mae! and sa®) should not be taken as supporting
its omission in o5 f13, but rather as an accommodation to the Coptic preference
for asyndeton (cf. 1.5).
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Matt 5:39

[an]ak e X MMAC NHTN X6 [ | | [MrT]epogH ep[€T]eN THNOY (N)OYe MONHPOC aXka mie[T] [+ n]ek-
NOYEEC €TEKOYaKH NOYiNeM niene TK[eyi] epaq I myselftell you, Do not resist an evil person. But the

one giving you a blow to your right cheek, turn the other one to him.

NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
27 mael: aNak mae?: [an]ak ew
sa% anok
boA: anok
3& Aéyw DUy mael: A€ TX® MMAC NHTN X€ mae?: tX® MMAC NHTN X€

sa% A€ TX® MMOC NHTN X€
boA: A€ tx® MMOC NODTEN X6

K vt Tivar mae?: [mr]epogh ep[eT]en sa%: MmagepaT
mae': MrIpogepeTN boA: unept eboyn
mae?: THNOY boA: X

mael: THNOY

sa% THYTN

mae2 mae! sa% X

mae? mael: X sa% oyse

boA: egpen

T4 TOWP® mae?: (N)oY€ IONHPOC
mae': NOY€ TTONHPOC

sa?: nrieeooy

boA: mnetTewoy

M Sotig o€ mael: ax\\a neTnet mae?: axa ne[T]-[1]

pamilet boA: aaa du eonat sa%: aA\a TIETNAP22TK
e [ - ] o - (HGTNAPA 2T>_K ..........................
mael: nex
boA: nax
o NOYGGC ...................................... T
mael: novec boA: noyxpoyp2s

25  BoA places the pronoun nax after noykoyp.
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NA27

Similarity in Coptic versions

Unique elements

Ceig ™y "Seklay
alayéva [gov],

mae?: €TEKOYAKH NOYINEM
mael: eTekoyase NOYINEM

sa% €TEKOYOGE NOYNaM

boA: beN TEKOYOX1 NOYINAM

aTpédov adTR xal
™V &Y

mae?: nene TK[eY1] epay
boA: deng txet epoq

mael: koTe Neq

sa%: kTo epoy

mael: NTEKKEOY1

sa%: NTKeTE

Number of mae?

common elements

mae2 + mae! + boA =1
mae? + mael +sa® = 3

mae2 +sa®+bor=o0

mae2 + mae! = 4
mae2 + boA =1

mae2 +sa%=o0

Unique elements

mae?: 4 mael: 3 sa%: 8

boA: 6

5:39.a. Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? agrees most often with mae! in this
verse, although there is substantial agreement between mae? and bo# as well.

5:39.a.1 2. As also in 5:44, mae? uniquely uses the inflected modifier pw- to
emphasise the pronoun [an]ak, in close correspondence to the intensive first
person of the Greek’s éyw ... Aéyw (cf. 5:44; 12:6; 21:27, etc.; Layton 2004, 118).

5:39.a.2 ne[T][t]. If the reconstruction is correct,?6 mae? uniquely uses the
present tense referring to the one who might give a blow to the disciple’s cheek,
while the other versions use the future.

Mae?’s present tense corresponds formally to NA2”s present form pamnilet,
against the Greek future pamicel in most manuscripts. In contrast, bo? and
mae! correspond to the future tense reading in o5 o019 038 f! 13 M.27 Mae?'s
support for NA27 is uncertain, however, for while the Coptic versions generally
do represent the Greek present with the Coptic present, they often do not, as
Kreinecker has demonstrated, all the more so since futurity is not the focus, but

26  Although the future tense would involve only the additional letters e (i.e., ne[Tne][1]),
there seems to be insufficient space at the end of the line to accommodate them.
27  Horner’s edition of the Sahidic lacks the text, and so is not cited in NA%7.
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potentiality.2® Consequently, the Coptic versions should not be cited in support
for this variant passage.

5:39.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The syntax and vocabulary of mae? corre-
sponds formally to NA27,

5:39.c Text Critical Analysis
5:39.c.1 e[ T] [+ n]ex- noveec. Cf. 5:39.a.2.

5:39.c.2 €ig. NA27 has pomilet eig ™y Seidv alrydve, while most manuscripts
have the preposition £ni. Mae? has the preposition - which is by far the most
common way to represent i in mae?2, although in some cases the Coptic
versions do use the preposition ¢- to represent &mi (14:34°°; 22:5mael sad boA gmael,
34, 27:43%). Consequently, mae? cannot reliably support either reading (cf.
Plumley 1977, 148).

5:39.c.3 3e&av alaydva [oou]. NA?7 indicates omission and variation in word
order in its reading de&dv oraydva [oov]. Mae?'s eTekoyakH NoyineM attests the
occurrence of 3e&lav (contra o5), although not any particular word order, or the
presence or absence of the possessive pronoun (Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink

1972, 233—237).

Matt 5:40

METNE[KP |INH NOYHK €4i NTEKW)THN [K®] NTKeeaiTH eB[a]X Nicoy- The one who would litigate against
you to take your coat, permit even your garment to him.

NA?27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
xai mael: aywm mae?: X

sa%: ayw

boA: oyop

28  Kreinecker indicates that in the resurrection reports, there are only 10 of 24 occurrences of
the Greek present that are represented by the Coptic present. In 12 instances, the Coptic
perfectis used. The other two occurrences are represented by the future (Matt 28:75%; Mark
16:7%%; 2008, 251).
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NA27

Similarity in Coptic versions

Unique elements

‘1§ Béhovti® cot

xp@jvat

mae“: NOYHK

mael: NOYHK

sa?: NMMaK

boA: nemak

mae?: neTNE[KP|INH

mael: neTnexegen

sa%: MET-0YWQ) X1l
boA: pn eonaoyw® es1RAT

xal TV \ITAVE o

Aofely,

mae?: qi NTEKWTHN ... €B[a]A

sa%: eql NTEKW)THN KA €BOX

mael: €X1 NTEKWTHN KM €BaX

bo”: Tek@eHN Xa ... €BOX

dipeg adTd xal TO
{pdTiovT

mael: NCOY MITEKKERAITE

sa%: NCY MIEKKELOITE

mae?: [kw] N-T-KeaiTH €B[a]X Ncoy
boA: xa NeKePWmN €BOX

Number of mae2

common elements

mae2 + mae! + boA =0
mae? + mae! +sa®=o0

mae2 +sa%+bor=o0

mae2 + mae! =1
mae? +boAr =0

mae? +sa%=1

Unique elements

mae2: 4 mael: 2 sa% 2

boA: 5

5:40.a Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? has four unique elements, two of
which merit further discussion.

5:40.a.1 neTne[kp|nk. In sa¥, the articulated attributive neTtoyww combines
with the preposition and infinitive exigan to convey “The one who wishes to

litigate,” and in bo# similarly, except in the circumstantial future. In contrast,
mae? and mae! both avoid the initial verb oyww, putting instead the verb for o
litigate in the articulated relative in the future tense, conveying “The one who
would litigate.” This use of the future in the articulated attributive “can express
... potentiality rather than futurity” (Layton 2004, 239), so that mae? and mae!
both convey the meaning of NA27, making Schenke’s retroversion té@ uéMovrti

got xp1bfjval unnecessary.
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Mae? uniquely uses the loanword, while the other three use xiean (boA:
clean).

5:40.a.2 wrKeeaiTH. Mae? avoids the possessive article and second person inter-
mediate (cf. sa% mnexkeporte). This lack of representation of ov corresponds to
the reading adopted by NA27 (xai 16 ipdtiov) against the inclusion of gov in 0133
12411424 pc, for the Coptic versions do not have a tendency to omit representa-
tion of the possessive pronoun, but to add it when not in the Greek (Emmeneg-
ger 2007, 105; Mink 1972, 233-237).

5:40.b Translational Analysis. Mae? corresponds formally with NA27, with two
exceptions. For the first, cf. 5:40.a.1. The second is that the Greek has té 8¢ ovtt
as the dative object, but mae? and the other three versions make the referent
into the subject. This probably reflects the referent’s prominent position at the
beginning of the passage in the Greek rather than suggesting the nominative
in their respective Vorlagen. Thus, the Coptic versions should not be cited in
support of the nominative reading in os.

5:40.c Textual Analysis. For t¢ 8éhovt, cf. 5:40.b. For nrxepaith, cf. 5:40.a.2.

Matt 5:41

aykagek NOYRa0YTN [Maw n]B29 If you are compelled to go a (certain) distance, go twice as far.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

wal mae? mae! sa% X bo?: oyop

29 Schenke’s reconstruction aykaygek noyeaoyTn [ap]t B is problematic. First, since there is
hardly any ink preserved, his transcription of the letter 1 in [ap]: B is unjustified. What
remains is probably the right minim of the marker v, a construction used in the three
other Coptic versions. (When a cardinal number occurs with the noun it modifies, n-
is to be omitted; but in this case, the noun is not explicit, prompting the inclusion of
the marker in all the Coptic versions; cf. 25:15.) Also, reconstruction of the verb [ap]i is
improbable since this would be the only instance in which mae? has the verb ipu for
NA27s12 occurrences of \mdryw that are extant in mae?. Since the letter is probably not an1,
there is nothing against the reconstruction mawu, or more probably, the specific form vaq
(imperative of @), which mae? consistently uses to translate Odyw in the imperative, the
sole exception being 16:23 where amoy (the imperative of i) is used in Jesus’ statement to
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
éotig o€ mael: neTnekayex mae2: aykaqek
Fayyopedoet sa”: meTNakooBek 30 bo?: on eonac1TK
uitov v, mae': NoYMINION mae?2: NOY220YTN
boA: noyminion sa%: NOYKOT
Umarye mae?: [Maw] mael: Meme NeKk
bo: moay sa%: Bk
pet’” adtod ™ mael: neveq mae?: X
sa% nMMaq
bo”: nemay
dvo. mae?: [n]B
boA: nB
mael: ncuey
sa?: NCNaY

Number of mae?

common elements

mae2 + mae! + boA =0
mae? + mae! +sa® =1

mae2 +sa®+bor=o0

mae? + mael = o
mae? + boA =2

mae2 +sa%=o0

Unique elements

mae?: 3 mae': 1

sa%: 2 boA: 2

5:41.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. This short verse affords multiple ways of

representing the Greek in the Coptic.

5:41.a.1 aykaqek. While the other versions use the articulated attributive clause

with the future to convey the hypotheticality inherent in the future éotig ge
dyyapebaet (cf. sa%: neTnakoosek), mae? conveys the meaning of NA%7 through

Peter to get behind him; cf. especially the occurrence of maw in 18:15 and 19:21 involving

the conditional mood. My reconstruction is similar to bo* and mael.

30  Cf. Crum 2005, 99.
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the conditional (cf. Layton 2004, 239). Schenke slavishly retroverts with the oth-
erwise unattested £av dyyapebowaw.3! Even though mae? has the conditional,
it nonetheless conveys the same meaning whether its Vorlage read dyyapedoet
(NA27) or €av évyapebay (o1 [037 33 892%]), and so is not a reliable witness to
either text.

5:41.a.2 NOY220YTN. NAZ7 has the word piAiov. MiAtov is a Latin loanword and
occurs rarely in Greek literature, apparently occurring only here in the Greek
New Testament, and not at all in the Greek Old Testament, Josephus, the Old
Testament Pseudepigrapha, or the Greek patristic literature.32 While bo# and
mae! use minion in Matt 5:41, the word otherwise does not occur in the Coptic
New Testament, in Nag Hammadi, or in Coptic documentary texts.33

Sahidic resorts to using the indescript term kot in this verse, conveying “The
one who will compel you a turn.” Mae? may make a similar attempt in its use
of paoyTn.

For gaoyTn, Crum provides, in the first instance, the glosses road and high-
way, and indicates the use of gaoyTn to translate 636¢. Such a meaning, how-
ever, would produce the non-sensical translation, “If you are compelled a road,
go two.” Alternatively, the word may indicate an unspecified distance, and is
comparable to other attempts, ancient and modern, to translate weights and
measures. If so, mae? would mean, “If you are compelled (to go) a certain dis-
tance, go twice as far,” and is not far removed from the meaning of sa®.

5:41.a.3 [Ma@ n]B. Three of the Coptic versions use the prepositional object pro-
noun nmmaq (mae?: nemey; boA: nemay) to convey that the disciple should go
the second mile with him. Mae? lacks the prepositional object pronoun, per-
haps because its Greek antecedent (6otig) has been subsumed in the dynamic
passive conditional clause ayxayek; the meaning of the Greek is nonetheless
conveyed (cf. NRSV).

Space considerations indicate that mae?'s reconstructed text supports the
reading in NA27 against 05's singular reading &t1 d&A\d between adtod and dbo.

31 Cf.i21where again NA27 has the hypothetical statement in the future (8¢ €Eet mpéBatov £v),
while mae? presents the statement as a present (N1 2€N THNOY METE OYENTEY ENOYECAOY ).
Cf. also 18:21 and 19:28 where mae? has the conditional while NA27 has the future. English
versions are typically more similar syntactically to mae? than to the Greek in this regard.

32 Rengstorf1973; Denis 1987; Lampe 1969.

33  Wilmet 1957-1959; Cherix et al. 1992-2002; Forster 2002.
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5:41.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? differs significantly in its syntax from
NA?7, having formal correspondence in only two of its four elements, but lack-
ing formal correspondence with four of NA2”’s elements. These differences are
readily seen in Schenke’s retroversion, which is made even more different due
to his faulty reconstruction (n. 29). If the exact distance of piAiov is discounted,
however, the message of mae? corresponds to that of NA27, despite the syntac-
tical incongruities. The three differences (ayxaqek, noyeaoytn, and [Maw n]B)
are all treated in 5:41.a. above.

5:41.c Textual Analysis. For aykaqex and [maw uJ8, cf. 5:41.a.7 and 5:41.a.3.

Matt 5:42

MET” €T1 MMaK Mai Neq neToYew X134 NTa[Tk ] [Mrepk JwTH Mriek[ea] 2'a'Bax 1may The one who asks

of you, give to him. The one who would borrow from you, do not turn your face away from him.

NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
76 aitodvti 0e "06g, mae?: meT eT1 MMAK Mal Ney sa%: meTarTel MMOK t Neq

mael: METaITI MMaK Mal NeY boA: 1 €TEepeTIN MMOK MOI Naq
ol mael: aym mae?: X

sa%: ayw

boA: oyoe
“tév BéAovta dmd mae?: neToyew X1 NTa[TK] sa%: METOYEW X1 NTATK €MeYWEr
god davicacdat mael: ETOYEw) X1 NTATK bo”: 1 ee0YD®) €61 NTOTK
U ATToaTpagfs. mae?: [unepk JoTH Mgk [ea] 2a’Bax  sa¥ MOPKTOY NCABOX MMOK

May boA: unepTaceoy €Box

mael: MIIPKOTE MITIEKRa 2aBaX MMaY

Number of mae? mae? + mael + bo? =1 mae? + mae! = 3
common elements mae2 + mae! +sa® = o mae2 + boA =0
mae2 +sa®+bor=o0 mae2 +sa%=o0

34  Schenke transcribes this as netoyewxi in mae?, but as netoyew x1 in his edition of mae!
(1981).
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(cont.)
NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
Unique elements  mae?:1 mael: o sa% 3 boA: 2

5:42.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Apart from those discussed summarily in
1.5, Mae? has no unique features.

5:42.b Translational Analysis. Mae? lacks formal correspondence with NA27 at
four points (two of which are frequently recurring elements; cf. 1.5), and are
all reflected in Schenke’s retroversion. Despite the incongruities, there is no
difference in meaning between the text of mae? and NA27.

5:42.b.1 74 BéhovtL. Cf. 5:40.6 which reflects the same phenomenon except in the
Greek accusative case.

5:42.b.2 unek ga gaBax. Mae? and mae! complement the negative imperative
with unexga. The idiomatic clause is one possible way to represent the Greek
verb dnootpépeafat (cf. Crum 2005, 647, citing Heb 12:25P°).35 Nonetheless,
Schenke retroverts the Coptic literally.

5:42.c. Textual Analysis

5:42.c.1mai. Since Coptic does not reflect tense for the Greek imperative (Plum-
ley 1977,149), mae? should not be cited in support of either NA27’s aorist imper-
ative 6 or the present imperative 3idov.

5:42.c.2 meToyew X1 Since the Greek case system is not reflected in Coptic,
mae? does not reliably attest either NA27s accusative case of the substantive
Tov BEhovta or o5's dative case ¢ BEhovTL

35  Baardasuggests that the addition is an attempt “to give expression to the middle dmootpa-

an

ens

(20034, 304) which has no counterpart in Coptic.
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Matt 5:43

2ATNCITM X€ 2aY[XaC X€ €]KEMEP[H 1]eKWBHP &YW €KEMECTH ek [ xex |n You heard that it was said,

“You will love your neighbour and you will hate your eneny.”

NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
"Hxoboate 811 mae2: QaATNCITM X€ 2ay[Xac X€] boA: apeTeNCTEM X € aYX0C X€
Eppél mael: 2ATETNCOTM X€ 2aYXAC X€

sa%: ATETNCITM X€ aYX00C X€

dyamyoelg mae?: [e]kemep[H] mae': bepe
sa?: exemepe

boA: exemenpe

ToV TAy|giov gou mae?: [n]ekwBHp
bo”: nexwdup

mael: neTeIToYOK

sa?: neTRITOYWK

ol mae?: ayw36
boA: oyoe
mae! sa% X
RIoNTELS mae?: eKEMECTH mael: vecTe
boA: exemecTe sad: NrMecTe
oV &xOpbv gov. mae?: nex[xex]u sad: Nekxaxe€

mael: nekxexe
boA: nekxaxa

Number of mae? mae? + mael + boA =1 mae? + mael = o
common elements mae? + mael + sa® =1 mae? + boA=3

mae? +sa + boA =1 mae? +sa=0
Unique elements ~ mae?: o mael: 2 sa% 2 boA:1

36  While mae? is apt to lack representation of xai, in this case it represents xaf, while two of
the versions do not.
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5:43.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? has no unique readings. Where mae?
does not agree with all three of the other versions, it agrees most with boA.

5:43.b Translational Analysis. Mae?'s syntax and vocabulary in this verse corre-
spond formally with NA27.37

5:43.c Textual Analysis. NA?7 indicates no textual variation in this verse.

Matt 5:44

ANaK 2 [TXW] MMAC NHTN X€ MEP! NeTNXaX[HOY] [TwB]e exen n[eTn]nT ncwTn [ myself say to

you, love your enemies. Pray for the ones persecuting you.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
&yo 3¢ mae?: aNak

boA: anok

mael: aNaK A€ mae?: e

sa%: aNOK A€

Aéyw Opiv- dyamdte  mae?: [tx®] MMAC NHTN X€ MePpL

ToUg €xOpods V@Y NETNX2X[HOY]
“yal sa%: tX.® MMOC NHTN X€ MEPE
NETNXINXEEYE

mael: +X® MMaC NHTN X€ MEPE
NETNXAXHOY 2YD

boA: tx.® MMOC NIDTEN X€ MeENpE
NETENXAX1 OYOR

mpogevxeafe Uép  mae?: [TwB]e exen sa% NTETNWAHA €XN
mael: TogB exN
boA: TwBe exen

37  Although Schenke retroverts ¢idov for mae?'s wsup, he concedes in a footnote that the
Vorlage may well have read mAyaiov (2001, 280).
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

OV AwNbVTWY mae?: n[eTn]uT
sa% NeTTHT

mael: NeTAIDTE
boA: un eToox1

bpag, mae2: ncoTN mael: MmoTN
sa%: NCATHYTN

boA: nca ennoy

X mae2 sa® boA: X mael: cMOYE ENETCEROYE EPOTN. APl

TIMETNANOYY NNETMACTE MMOTN.

Number of mae? mae2 + mae! + boA =1 mae? + mael = o
common elements mae2 + mae! +sa®=o mae? + boA =1

mae? + sa® + bor =2 mae? +sa%=2
Unique elements ~ mae?:1 mael: 2 sa% 0 boA: 0

5:44.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Seven of the first eight words in mae? are
identical to the other three versions, except for dialectal considerations. Its
remaining four words are similar to the readings in one or more of the versions,
as well. The sole unique feature in mae? is the use of the inflected modifier ew
(cf. 5:39.a.1).

5:44.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? formally represents the syntax and
vocabulary of NA?7.

5:44.c Textual Analysis. Mae? (with sa® and bo?), against mael, attests the
shorter reading in NA%7 (o1 03 f!) which lacks the injunction for Jesus’ followers
to bless those who curse them, to do good to those who hate them, and to pray
for those who spitefully use them.
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Matt 5:45

Kec €TNE[(€)p|wHph [M][MET|NIMT €Te[€N] MIHOYH T20Y2 MIIEYPE €XN N[1a][rae]oc Men [Haal]koc
qTa0Ya N1eyeoB exn NIA[1][katoc] un w[peqepnasu So that you will be children of your Father in
heaven. He sends his sun upon the good and the unjust. He sends his rain upon the just and sinners.

NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
émwg mae?2: kec38 boA: gimna
mae': xekec
sad: xeKkac
Lo viol Tod 2 . o
Yéwoe viol Tod mae?: etne[(e)p]upu [u][neT]niwT  sa’: eTeTnewWIE
TATPOS VU@V ToD v €Te[€eN] MMHOYH boA: NTETENEPWHPI MITETENIDT
obpavols, mael: ETETNEEPWHPE MITETNIOT ETEN  .eevvuririiuiiriiieeiieeesiieeesneessnaeesneeenns
MIHOYE

sa%; NQYHPE MIMETNEIDT ETEN MITHYE

i dl mael: xe mae2: X
sa%: xe
boA: xe
TOV AoV adted maeZ: qTaoya
SvortéMhet mael: ®aqTe
sa% qTpe
boA: eqepo

mae?: Mneqpe

boA: uneypu

e neqpe ....................................

sa?: neqpu

e 0)66 ....................................... et X
sa%: ma

boA: mat

38  Sa®and mae!read xexac and xekec, respectively. Mae? has the shorter form kec; the longer
form never occurs in mae?. In the intraversional analysis, kec is assessed as a dialectal
difference.
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NA27

Similarity in Coptic versions

Unique elements

émt movnpolg

mae?: exn yf1a][raeoc]
mael: XN NIraeoc

sa% €XN Naraeoc

boA: exen micamneTemoy

xat dyafolg mael: MN NITTONHPOC mae?: veN [naal]koc
sa?: MN MITONHPOC boA: nem NicaMnieonaNeY
ol mael: aym mae?: X
sa%: ayw
boA: oyoe
Bpéxet mae?: qTaoya
mael: geoB
sa% gewoy
boA: eqwoy
mae?: \neqgos
émi Siealovg mae?: exn na1][katoc] bo”: exen remtt
mael: EXN NIAIKA10C
5a%: €XN NAIKAIOC
xai ddixovg. mael: MN NIPEQEPXINGANC mae?: MN N[ pey |€PNaBH

sa% MN NPEUXINGONC

boA: nem niox1

Number of mae2
common elements

mae? + mae! + boA =0
mae? + mae! +sa® = 3

mae? +sa® + bot =0

mae? + mael =1
mae? + boA =1

mae? +sa®=o0

Unique elements

mae2: 8 mael: 2 sa% 4

boA: 8

5:45.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? has seven words in common with
two or three of the other versions, respectively. When in agreement with only
one version, mae? is slightly closer to mae’.

5:45.a.1 6t.. Mae? does not include xe in introducing the phrase about God’s
universal grace, although xe usually does represent 8tu. In this case, 61t carries
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the explanatory sense often conveyed by ydp, which might explain mae®s
avoidance of x¢ here. The Greek construction where explanatory étt follows the
subjunctive (6mwg yéwabe) is rare in Matthew; it occurs only here and in 23:10
where the other Coptic versions use rap instead of x¢, but is unfortunately not
extant in mae2.39

5:45.0.2 qT20Ya ... yTa0Y2. The Greek puts Jesus’ saying about God’s gracious
provision of sun and rain for both good and bad people into an imperfect
parallel. The first part contains a verb and an object conveying that God raises
up his sun (tov #idtov adtod dvatédhet), but the second part uses only the verb
Bpéyxet which entails no object.

More formally than mae?, the other Coptic versions reflect both the verb and
object of the first line, as well as the verb without the object of the second line.
On the other hand, mae?s finite verb corresponds more closely with NA27 than
the other three, since they use the causal infinitive in the first line (he causes
his sun to shine). Moreover, with Taoya, mae? strengthens its correspondence
with NA27 in that dvatéMet is not a verb of luminosity but of motion.#? Indeed,
mae? twice uses Taoya in regard to God sending both sun and rain. This
serves to complete the imperfect parallelism of the two Greek lines, since
mae?’s rendering includes verb and object in both, although it decreases mae?'s
syntactical correspondence to NA27.

5:45.b Translational Analysis. Despite substantial differences, mae? nonetheless
conveys a meaning which comports with NA?7. For xe and qTaoya ... 4T20Y2,
cf. 5:45.a.1 and 5:45.a.2.

The reading n[1a][rae]oc men [Mmaar]koc ... miA[1][kaloc] un N[ peyq]epnash
deserves special attention. Where NA27 has the two word pairings movpotg
and dyafolg, and dwalovg and &dixoug, the four Coptic versions use a total of
ten different words, including the four loanwords. Not only do the words differ
from one another six times, they also disagree in word order for the virtuous
and the non-virtuous:

39  CL NIV, etc. See also the formulaic “Woe to you scribes and Pharisees, ... for ...” (23:[13], 15,
25, 27, 29) where xe also is unrepresented.
40  This point was suggested to me by P.J. Williams.
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First pair Second pair Order*
NA27  movwpodg dryafotg Sucaioug ddixoug -+ +-
Mae? n[ia][rae]oc [maat]koc wafiJkatoc  w[peq]epnaBh e
Mae!  waraeoc NITIONHPOC NLAIKA10C NIPEYEPXINGANC  +—  +—
Sa?® NIAT200C MIONHPOC NAIKAI10C NPEYXINGONC +— -
BoA  NICAMOETROY — NICAMMEOANEY — NIOMHL NI0X1 -+ -

Mae? differs formally in vocabulary from NA27 and in word order.

Schenke retroverts these word pairings slavishly. He claimed that the large
number of loanwords which are not otherwise found in the critical Greek text
of Matthew’s Gospel is one of the features which constitutes the essential
heterogeneity of mae?’s text (2001, 30). As Emmenegger (2007, 99) and Metzger
(1976, 307) have argued, however, use of a loanword in Coptic is no guarantee
that it reflects the corresponding word in the Greek Vorlage.*?

Regarding the word order for the virtuous and for the non-virtuous, only bo#
corresponds to NA27. One of the six explanations for word order inversion in
translation documented by Williams is that “there may be a natural or preferred
order which is consciously or subconsciously used by [the translator]” (2004,
211). This phenomenon is attested in modern English Bibles for this verse (e.g.,
CEV).

Regardless of these formal differences, mae? is similar to NA27 in that it
depicts God graciously providing both sun and rain to both morally good and
morally bad people.

5:45.¢ Textual Analysis. The lack of xe in Mae? should not be taken as support
for NA27s 611 against the poorly attested éotig (1573).

41 The marks + and - signify the virtuous and the non-virtuous, respectively.
42 See further Askeland’s mature and nuanced analysis (2012a, 57—-60 andi174-176).
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Matt 5:46

E€WOIH ATETMMEPH [NNET |MHI MM[ TN | MIMETH: OY TIE TIETNBEK[H OYX1 NI [KETEAW[NHE ceip|n vinel If

you love the ones loving you only, what is your reward? Do not even the tax collectors do this?

NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

gdv mae?: e sa%: X
mael: emore

boA: eyt
Yap mael: rap mae?: X
sa% rap®3
boA: rap
Qyamay e mae?: ATETMMEPH boA: nTeTenvenpe

mael: aTeTnMEpPPE

sa%: eTeTNaNMEPEHH

TOUG GryamAvTag mae?: [NNET |MHI MM[WTN ] METH:

VA, mael: NETMHIE MMOTN MMETE

sa% NeTME ...

MMO TN

boA: un eomel Mu@TEN

Tivor paov Exete; mael: eq) nie mae?: oy nie

sa% a me

mae“: I'IGTNB(-IK[H mae’ IETNBEKH NeOoYa

boA: neTensexe sa%: MeTNBEKE ETEYNTHTNY

43  Sa¥postpones rap to the penultimate word of the clause, while mae! and bo# put it in the
second position.
44  Sa¥has the long form of the conditional: eTeTnwanmepe.

45  The ellipsis represents rap; cf. n. 43.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
olxl xal of TeEAGVaL  mae?: [oyX1 Ni]KeTEND|NHC ceip|n sa% NTEAWNHC
16 aTd” motodaty; anet

mael: 0YX1 NKETENMNHC CEEIPE MTIEL boA: mikeTexwnHe

sa% nNTooy
boA: ewoy

sa%: e1pe aN NTEIRE
boA: @ayipt Mmaprt

Number of mae2 mae2 + mae! + boA =1 mae2 + mae! = 2
common elements mae2 + mae! +sa® =1 mae2 + boA =1

mae2 +sa®+bor=0 mae2 +sa%=o0
Unique elements ~ mae?: 2 mael: 1 sa% 5 boA: 4

5:46.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. While each of the four versions has
unique renderings, two or three of the versions agree in most of the individual
elements. At the six points where its text is not similar to two or three of the
other translations, mae? is similar to mae'. The one noteworthy unique element
in mae?is its use of the generic interrogative specifier oy, while the other Coptic
versions use the interrogative specifier aa) (mae: ew; cf. Layton 2004, 54).

5:46.b Translational Analysis. Mae? has a text which accords well with NA27 in
its meaning. Two elements, however, need comment.

5:46.b.1 meTH. With mae!, mae? includes mmeTh, explicating that there is no
reward for those who only love reciprocally. A corresponding word is lacking in
all known Greek witnesses, but is present in the following verse throughout the
tradition; Schenke includes uévov in his retroversion. Mae! has an occurrence
of mmeTH in 2012 where NA%7 again lacks a corresponding adverb, and Schenke
has reconstructed mae? similarly. A possible explanation is that adding the
explicative mmeTH was so natural in this context that two translators produced
the same reading independently.*6 Regardless, the presence of umeTn merely
explicates what is implied by the Greek.

46  This is the case for many modern translations; for English, e.g. CEV NLT.



70 CHAPTER 3
5:46.b.2 vnei this. Cf. 5:46.c.

5:46.c Textual Analysis. Despite NA?7 citing mae! in support of todto, elliptical
vnei does not occur frequently enough in either mae? or mae! (5:46, [47]) to
determine its Greek Vorlage. Thus, the two Middle Egyptian manuscripts are
not reliable witnesses to NA2”’s 16 a9, or to o070, or to oitwg, especially given
mae?’s tendency to translate informally and without perceptible consistency.

Matt 5:47

ewnH aTeT[Nac][nach] | eT[6 or 7 letters o]y xn nie [neeoya ewapeTeniph] [MMa]y oyxt [Nike-
e€]enkoc [pwoy wapoyiph mnei] Ifyou salute ... what more is it that you are wont to do? Are not even
the Gentiles themselves wont to do this?

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
et mael: ayw mae? X
sa%: ayw
boA: oyoe
24 2. 9.
eav mae?: EQmIH sa%: X
mael: eorne
boA: emwn
aomdayade mae?: areT[Nac][rmacH] boA: nTeTenwen
mael: aTNacnazZe boA: ToToy

sa%: eTeTNWANACTIaZEY

ToUg "adeApols mael: NNETNCNHOY sa?: NNETNEPHY
Op@v48 boA: nneTencnHOY
u6vov, sa%: mmaTe mael: oyaey

boA: muayaToy

47  Sa¥has the long form of the conditional: eTeTnwanacnaze.
48  Mae? is lacunose here, for which Schenke reconstructs vinet[encan].
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
Tl meploady mael: oy e mae?: [0]y XH ng
sa% oy ne boA: oy
mae?: nig [repoya boA: m-meT-goyo*?
mael: e negoya
sa?: ne negoyo
TolelTe; mael: eTeTNEIPE MMAY mae?: [ewapeTeNiph] [MMa]q

sa?: €TETNEIPE MMOY

boA: eTenenpt MMog

ol xad of "éBvixol

mael: nkegeoNoC
sa%: nkegeoNoC

boA: nkegeonoc

mael: oy
boA: ewoy

mae?: oyx1 [Nikepe|enkoc

sa% NToOY

16 oaTo” motodaty;

mae?: [wapoyipx Mrei]
bo: @ayipt unaiput

mael: ceeipe Mrel

sa’: eipe

sa% an Mmal

Number of mae?
common elements

mae? + mae! + boA =2
mae2 + mae! + sa% =2

mae2 +sa%+bor=o0

mae? + mael = o
mae2 + boA=1

mae? +sa%=o0

Unique elements

mae2: 4 mael: 2 sa%: 5

boA: 5

5:47.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? presents a text comparable to the

other Coptic versions, although three elements require explanation.

5:47.a.1 XH. Mae? uniquely includes the inferential particle xn in the interroga-
tive construction oy xH rie. Mae?'s use of xu (Sahidic: s¢) is similar to that of e

49  BoA differs from the other versions not only in its use of the preposition u-, but also in its

plural determinator.
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(cf. 17:27; 25:5), although often it lacks any corresponding particle in the Greek
(5:47; 121125 17:17; 18:33; 19:20; 23:31; 26:45; 27:4). The other Coptic versions some-
times use the particle as well (12:12%29; 17:7mael, gymael sad; 1g:pgmael; 56:45c0),

5:47.a.2 [€T@apeTeNipH]. Assuming my reconstruction,’° mae? uniquely uses
the aorist, with the relative converter. This is in keeping with the translator’s
tendency. Of the 39 instances where mae? uses the conditional in the prota-
sis, the relative conversion by itself is otherwise never used in the apodosis,
as Schenke reconstructed the text; indeed, even in the other Coptic versions of
Matthew’s Gospel, the only such occurrence of the relative converter by itselfis
in this verse. Alternatively, consonant with the above reconstruction, the Cop-
tic versions unanimously use the aorist in five of the seven other conditional
sentences in mae? where the Greek uses the present in the apodosis.?! Thus,
mae?’s aorist is a typical way to translate this sentence into Coptic.

5:47.a.3 oxx1. Mae? is the sole version to formally represent NA%”’s negative
interrogative oyxi. Two of the other Coptic versions convert the rhetorical
question into a positive assertion, while sa® uses an.52

5:47.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. There are two syntactical incongruities
between mae? and NA?7, neither of which interfere with the meaning. For xu
and ewapeTenipy, cf. 5:47.a.1 and 5:47.a.2, respectively.

5:47.c Textual Analysis

5:47.¢.183eApols. Mae? should not be cited as a witness for either NA27s reading
adeAgots or for the majority’s giAoug, since it is lacunose at the critical point in
the manuscript.

5:47.¢.2 [nikege]emkoc. Mae? supports NA27's reading of €Bvixof (01 03 05 035 f!
33 892 1241 1424) against teAdval (019 032 038 f13 M).

50  Schenke’s reconstruction [mepoya eTeTenipH MMa ]q appears to be three to five letters short.
The reconstruction eTeTenipn agrees with the other three versions. Alternatively, the aorist
(cf. 24:32), or better, the relative aorist eTwapeTenipn comports well with Coptic usage
elsewhere in Matthew (cf. above), and fits the space better. Ultimately, since the lacuna is
so large, about 6.5 centimetres, the reconstruction must remain a mere possibility.

51 Cf12:258, 433, 44;1813; 24:32. The two exceptions are in 5:46 where all the Coptic versions
use the nominal predicate, and in 24:33 where they all use the imperative.

52 See Askeland’s disccussion of amelioration (2012a 39).
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5:47.¢.3 [mnei] Cf. 5:46.c.

Matt 5:48

@ [3-5 letters] [nuT]en net[niwT 1216 letters |53 Be [perfect] as your Father in heaven is perfect.

The lacunose nature of this passage does not allow a proper assessment of the
text or translation, although those words which do survive, gwnu ... [nT]en
net[niwT], are consonant with the other Coptic manuscripts and with NA27

(cf. 15).

Matt 621

[te][ThTn ep]wTn [15-25 letters mrie] [uTa]>* ten|p]wm[H 12—18 letters] mmenTeTn [BeKH Mm[e]o[Y

3—5 letters u]neT[niwT eTen mnnoyH] Take heed ... before men ... you have no reward from your Father

in heaven.
NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
ITpoaéyete [3¢] mae?: [te][TnTN] boA: magenTen

mael: +2THTN

sa%: teTHTN

mae?: [ep]wTn

mael: epoTN

53  Schenke reconstructed mae? without the phrase for in heaven: @wnn [nTenoc] [n]Ten
neT[enimT oyTenoc ne], presumably due to space considerations. However, there seems to
be sufficient space to read @wmnu [3—5 letters] [nT]en neT[NiWT eTen MK OYTENOC], espe-
cially since it occurs in the portion of the leaf where the scribe seems to extend the right
margin by perhaps a letter or two. Because of Schenke’s misplacement of the fragments,
he did not have the benefit of the flexible right margin, and he may have based his approx-
imation upon the longest orthographies possible (viz. [m]neT[eni®T eTeen MrHoYH]).

54  Alternatively, [uneuta €][Ban] is possible. Regardless of the precise reconstruction, mae?

probably conveyed “before men.”
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(cont.)

CHAPTER 3

N A27

Similarity in Coptic versions

Unique elements

v "Sixatoatvyy
VU@V 1) TTotefvdS

mael: éTmepes®

sa% eTMaay

boA: mnieparq

mael: NTETN-ENEHMOCYNH
sa%: eneTnt

boA: eneTenTalo

gumpoafey TOV
avBpymwvs?

mael: MrIeMTa €BaX NNPOME

sa%: MIEMTO €BOX NNEPOME

boA: mnemeo nnpmmt

Tpog o Oeabjvan
adTolg-58

mael boA: X

mael: enTPOYNE €POTN
boA: eepoynay epTEN

sad: xekac

sad: eyeNay epOTN

el 8¢ un ye,5°

mael: eMan
sa%: emywre MMON
boA: X

55  Mae? is not extant.

56  The Coptic word order is not reflected in the chart. Representation of py moielv is shown

in the upper row of the last column, while representation of v Sixatogtvnv Ou@v is given

in the lower cell. Mae! is the only version in which the verb precedes the complement.

57  Depending on the reconstruction (cf. n. 53), mae? could be similar to the reading of mae!
(sa%) or boA.

58  Mae? is not extant.

59  Mae? is not extant.
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NA?27 Similarity in Coptic versions

Unique elements

ptaBov odx Eyete

Topd TQ TorTpl DUAY
T WA

¢ &v "ol odpavofs.

mae?: MMeNTETN [Be]kH Mu[e]o[y
3-5 letters m|neT[NiwT eTen
MrHOYH |60

mael: MMNTETN BEKH MME NTN
TETNIOT €T2N MITHOYE

$a% MNTHTN BEKE MMAY NagpPM
TIETNEIWT €TEN MITHYE

boA: MMONTETEN BEXE MMaY NTOTYq

MIETENIDT €THEN NIGHOY1

Number of mae? mae2 + mae! + boA =0

common elements mae2 + mae! +sa® =2

mae? + mael =1

mae2 + boA =0

mae2 +sa%+bor=o0 mae2 +sa%=o0

Unique elements  mae?:1 mael: 6 sa%: 6 boA: 7

6:1.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. The Coptic versions differ syntactically at
many points, perhaps reflecting some difficulty in representing the Greek. They
nonetheless convey the same message. Mae? is largely lacunose in this verse,
but may not differ from the other versions.

6:1.b Translational Analysis. Mae?'s preserved text conveys a meaning that cor-
responds to the Greek of NA27.

6:1.c Textual Analysis

6:1.c.1[3¢]. Mae? cannot testify to NA2”s inclusion of 3¢ or its exclusion, for mae?
so frequently gives no representation to 3¢ (cf. 1.5).

6:1.c.2 Sieaoctvyy. Due to the lacuna, mae? cannot reliably support either
NA27s Sicatoahvn or EAenpoaivyv.

6:1.c.3 toig. Not only because the text is lacunose, but also because Coptic is not

a reliable indicator of the Greek article (cf. 1.5), mae? should not be cited in
support of the presence of NA2”’s 1o, or its absence.

60  Mae? could be reconstructed similarly to any of the other three versions.
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Matt 6:2

CHAPTER 3

[eoT]an ak[i ekNeepH] NTeKE[Ae[HMOC[YNH MIIepcan][m]|cH 2aTeK2[H NTRH NNI|RYMOKPIT[HC WayipH

NTEigH ] [2€]1 NICYNAT®[TH ME N NRIP 2iNa[C €YEX120Y €BaX] [M]MEMMTa NP[MMH 2 |aMHN tXM® MM[ac

NHTN X€ aym | [€]yx1 vineoysekH: Wheneveryou go to do your charitable deed, do not trumpet before

you as the hypocrites. They are wont to do such in the synagogues and streets so that they will receive

glory before men. Truly I say to you that already they have received their reward.

NA?27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
"Otav mae?: [poT]an
sa’: eoTan
mael: eorne
boA: eyt
odV mael: oyn mae?: X
sa%:6l e
boA: oyn
Lelifly mae?: ak([i]
mael: aki
sa® bo: X
mae?: [ekNeepH | mael: ekeipe
boA: exnaipt sa%: KWanelpe
EAenpoaivyy, mae?: nTeke[Ae|HMOC[ YNH]
mae! NOYENEHMOCYNH
sa%: NOYMNTNa
boA: noymeonanT
U caATiong mae?: [unepcar][m]cu sa®: mrpww

mael: unp’carmze

boA: mriepewy®?

61  Sahidic regularly uses se where the other Coptic versions use oyn, and so is considered a

dialectal difference for statistical purposes.

62  Bo?isin the prenominal state, with Tan as its object.
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NA?27 Similarity in Coptic versions

Unique elements

gumpoabév aov, mae?: paTeke[H NTRH]

boA: paxwk moput

Wamep mael: paTekee NoH
sad: paTEKPH NOE
ol moxprral mae?: [Nn]2YNoKPIT[HC WayipH] sa%: eTepe N-2YTIOKPITHC €1peb3
motodoty mael: NNIRYTIOKPITHC )AYEIPE boA: eToypa
boA: nxe
boA: mwosi®4
X mae? sa® boA: X mael: rap
X mae2: NTeign
boA: muoc
gv mae?: [2e]n sa?: gpai1 onb6
mael: on
boA: pen

Tals guvarywyals mae?: meynara|[ru] 67

boA: nicynarwru

mael: NCYNATMTH
sa%: NCYNATMTH

xal mae?: [me]n sa% ayw

mael: uu
boA: nem

63  Additionally, sa® is the only version that lacks the preposition n-.

64  Bo”reads €Toypa MMOC NX€ NI)OBL.

65  Sa®and bo” position the complement mvoc differently.

66  Sa® uses combinative adverb gpai en (cf. Layton 2004, 165).

67  This is the affective demonstrative (cf. Layton 2004, 48—49).
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(cont.)

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
&v Talg pOpAIG, maeZ: ngip sad: gpal eN NQIP

mael: ngip boA: niaropa
Omwg mae?: gina[c]68

boA: pina

mael: xekec

sa%: xekac
Sokacbdat Od TV mae?: [eyexiaoy]®? boA: neetwoy
GvOpwmewy- mael: eyexiay

sa?: eyex1 eeoy

mae?: |
mael: eBax

sa%: eBOA

mael: 21TN NpOME mae?: [M]nemMmTa p[wmn]

sa?: 2ITOOTOY NNPWME boA: mpwm
QuivT Aéyw Ouly, mae?: [2]aMHN tx® MM[aC NHTN Xe  DOA: aMHN X @ MMOC NWTEN X€
GTméxOVaLy TOV 2ayw| [€]yx1 ¥reoyBekH AYKHN €YG1 MIOYBEXE
ugbov adT@v. mael: 2aMHN XM MMAC NHTN X€

22YOY® €YX1 MMEYBEKH
sa%: eaMHN +XM MMOC NHTN X€

AYOYMD €YX1 MIEYBEKE

Number of mae2 mae2 + mae! + bo?A =2 mae? + mae! = 5
common elements mae? + mae! +sa®=6 mae? + boA =3

mae? +sa + boA =1 mae? +sa% =1
Unique elements ~ mae?: 4 mael: 3 sa%:g boA:13

68 Bo has g, but mae? consistently uses gac.
69 The conjunctive, used in bo#, would also be a reasonable reconstruction for mae?, reading
ncex1a0Y. Thus, the reconstruction must remain tentative.
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6:2.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Despite many differences, the four ver-
sions convey the same meaning, except perhaps for boA’s maropa for NA%”s
év Tais popatg, which Horner translates “market places.” Together, they have 28
unique features, four of which belong to mae?2. Given the considerable agree-
ment between mae? and the other versions, and the large number of unique
elements in sa® and bo#, this verse especially casts doubts on Schenke’s char-
acterisation of mae? as entirely heterogeneous.

Mae? has two noteworthy differences. First, as often in Coptic translation,
the possessive article and personal intermediate are used in mae? for NA2"’s
anarthrous é\enpoctivyy (Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink 1972, 233—237). Secondly,
mae? has unemmta where NA27 has 76, conveying the locus of one’s glorifica-
tion as being before people. This contrasts with the Greek, mael, and sa® which
convey the agents of glorification as being the people themselves (Umé; cf. 1Tn
and grrootoy in mae! and sa® respectively).”? Although mae?s translation is
not a precise rendering of NA?7, it probably is close enough that an alternative
Vorlage is not necessary (cf. Schenke’s retroversion &umpoafev).

6:2.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. There are five elements in mae? which do
not correspond formally with NA27. Two reflect normal Coptic conventions,
and one is in keeping with the translator’s habits. None of the incongruities
affects meaning.

6:2.b.1 ak[i ekneepn]. Assuming the reconstruction, mae? and mae! both share
the periphrastic conditional reading aki exneepn. In the Middle Egyptian ver-
sions, the periphrastic conditional i introduces the acts of giving alms (6:2mael
mae2); praying (6:5ma¢1; 6:7ma2), fasting (6:16,17ma¢2 mael) offering one’s gift
(5:23m2¢1), and washing one’s hands (15:2m2¢1). Thus, the use of the construc-
tion seems to reflect normal convention rather than an alternative reading in
the Vorlage.™

70 Bo” makes mpwrn the subject of the verb, rather than a complement.

71 The conditional often occurs in mae? without the otherwise characteristic -an- (28 of 54
occurrences in mae?; mae! does so less frequently). Its occurrence with auxiliary i seems
to be more prominent in Middle Egyptian than in the other Coptic versions. In an article
written prior to his analysis of mae?, Schenke expanded Kasser’s and Polotsky’s earlier dis-
cussions of the periphrastic construction, including its previously misunderstood occur-
rences in Sahidic (Schenke 1978, 93-94). For a fuller, more recent discussion, cf. Layton

2004, 342-343.
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The main verb exneepn is future, while the Greek is present subjunctive.
Mae?'s use of the future is not unusual, as suggested by bo#’s eknaipt (in mae?,
cf. 8:19; 15:2; 20:4; 24:32).

6:2.b.2 [NTeH ... NTeign]. nTen modifies [Mnepcan][m]ch while nTeipn modifies
wavipn. Together, they convey the sense that when a person gives alms, he
should not trumpet “as the hypocrites; they are wont to do so in the syna-
gogues.” The first modifier nTen seems to correspond to NA%”s @onep, but no
Greek word corresponds to the second modifier nteign. In this simplification of
the Greek text, nteign probably functions, however, as a transitive object much
akin to mmoc with eipe in Sahidic and Bohairic (cf. 19:8), so that there is no need
for Schenke’s retroversion o{itws.

6:2.b.3 gina[c]. Where NA27 has énwsg, and sa® and mae! have xekac and xexec,
respectively, mae? has gina[c] similarly to bo (ema). This is typical for mae?, in
that xexec never occurs in mae?, and kec only occurs once in mae?’s unrecon-
structed text where NA27 has 6mws. Hence, Schenke’s retroversion of gina[c] as
va is unnecessary and pedantic (cf. 6:4, 18; 13:35; 21:34).

6:2.b.4 umemmTa. Cf. 6:2.a.

6:2.b.5 xe. All four versions, in accord with Coptic convention, include x¢ to
introduce reported discourse (cf. Layton, 423), again making Schenke’s retro-
version ¢tt unnecessary and pedantic (on this leaf, cf. 5:39, 44; 6:2, 5, 16).

6.2.b.6 nTeke[ne]nmoc[ynu]. Cf. 6.2.a.

6:2.c Textual Analysis. Since mae? only has the single occurrence of gamun, it
probably attests the single occurrence of duv in NA?7 instead of its double
occurrence in 01% 13 pc. This is so since mae? has a tendency to double the duyy,
having ten such occurrences without significant corroborating Greek evidence.
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Matt 6:3

NTaK: A€ EKNEEP T[EKEAEHMOCY |[N]H MIIEPTAMH TEK2BOYP X€ OY NE[Te TekoYineMm| [ip|u tmay But as

for you, when you will do your charitable deed, do not inform your left what it is that your right does.

NAZ7

Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ool 8¢ motobvtog

mael: NTaK A€ aKEL

mae?: NTaK A€

EXenpoatvny sa% NTaK A€
boA: neok ae
mael: exeipe
sa?: exeipe
[exexenmocy][n]v
mael: NTEKEAEHMOCYNH
sa% NOYMNTNa
boA: noymeoNaHT
boA: TekxasH
Uy yvoTw 1 mael: MTIpTe TEKEBOYP €1M€ mae?2: MEpTaMH TEK2BOYP

dploTepd gou sa?: MIIPTPE TEKEBOYP €1ME boA: unenspexa
boA: TekxacH
i moel 1) 8ekid cov, mae?: x€ oy mael: X
sa%: xe oy
boA: xe oy

mae?: e[ Te Tekoyinem] [ip]u MMag mael: eneTe TEKOYINEM EIPE MMAY

boA: ne eTe TekoYINAM 1PL MMOY

sa%: e TEPE TEKOYNAM EIPE MMOY

Number of mae2
common elements

mae? + mae! + boA =0
mae? + mae! +sa%=o0

mae? +sa® + bor =1

mae? + mael = o
mae? + boA =1

mae? +sa®=o0

Unique elements

mae?: 3 mael: 4 sa% 2

bo?: 5

6:3.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis.

While much of the vocabulary is similar, the Coptic versions differ on numerous
syntactical elements in this short verse.
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6:3.a.1 exkneep T[ekexenMocy][n]u. The other three versions use the absolute
state (mae!: eipe), while mae? uses the prenominal form (ep), and so lacks the
mediatory preposition n-.

6:3.a.2 MnepTamu. Mae? uniquely uses the verb Tamn, where the Greek uses
yvwTw; the other Coptic versions use eme (bo: eem). Nonetheless, since the verb
TaMH sometimes translates ywwoxw (Mark 5:43; Acts 4:24) and is the causative
of eme (Crum 2005, 413), it appears to be a contextually sensitive translation of
YVOTW.

Mae?'s negative imperative (mriep-) corresponds formally to the Greek im-
perative against the negative jussive in the other Coptic versions. However,
mae? uniquely uses the second person, for the Coptic imperative does not have
a third person form to correspond with the Greek’s third person. This further
explains the selection of the word Tamu which functions well with the second
person imperative with its object Tekgsoyp. Thus, Schenke’s retroversion yvw-
plons (imperative) is not justified.

6:3.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? corresponds in meaning to the text of
NA?7, despite differences between Schenke’s retroversion and NA27.

6:3.b.1 nTak. To compensate the lack of an absolute genitive, all four Coptic
versions use the personal independent as an extraposited subject where NA27
begins the verse with oo 8¢ motobvrog. Thus, Schenke’s retroversion b 8¢ mow-
owv is pedantic.

6:3.b.2 exneegp. Both mae? and boA have the circumstantial future exneep while
mae! and sa® have the circumstantial present, and NA27 has the present partici-
ple. Despite Schenke’s retroversion, representation of the Greek present partici-
ple by the Coptic circumstantial future is not uncommon (on the present leaf,
cf. 5:40; 6:7), and the future tense subtly conveys the hypotheticality of render-
ing charitable deeds.

6:3.c Textual Analysis. NA?7 cites no variants in this verse.
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Matt 6:4

2iNAC €PE TETNEAEHMO[ CYNH ECEW)MMH] [2€]1 METPHTI2 aYW MEKIWT €YNEOY €[Pak 2N METRHNT | eqet
NEK NTEYWEBIW >—73 so that your charitable acts will be in secret, and your father, seeing you in

secret, he will certainly give you their reward

NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
émwg mae?: ginac

boA: eina

mael: xekec

sad: xeKac
) gov ) mae?: gpe ... [eCeq)IH| sa”: epe ... e
ghenpoaivnt mael: €pe TEKENEHMOCYNH €ceporie  boA: nTe ... wm

mae?: TETNENEHMO[CYNH]
mael: TEKENEHMOCYNH
sa% TEKMNTNA

boA: TekmeonaHT

&V T xpumTQ- xal 6 mae?: [pe]N METPHTN Ay MEKIWT sa?: eN OYTIEOHIT aYMD MEKEIDT
TP GOV mael: 2M METZHITT aYM MEKEIOT

boA: pen neTenm 0Y0Q TIEKIDT

0 ATy mael: eTcomT mae?: gqueoy
sad%: eTeWT boA: eonay
mae?: g[pax]
sa?: epok
mae!sa?: X

&v T XPUTTR mae?: [en neTeHIT| sa”: gu nmeeHM
mael: oM neTenT

boA: pen neTen

72 Schenke writes, “-putn] sic! Metathese von T und n” (2001, 36).
73 The non-textual markings occur centred on the last line of the leaf.
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(cont.)
NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
T4 8 /. T 2. 1.
dmodwaoel got™. mae2: eqet nek mael: eqeToY1a NeK
boA: eqet nak sa%: qNATMMBE NaK
mae! sa® boA: X mae2: NTeYWEBID
Number of mae2 mae? + mae! + bo? =2 mae? + mael =1
common elements mae2 + mael +sa®=o0 mae? + boA =2
mae? +sa + bot =1 mae2 +sa%=1
Unique elements  mae?: 3 mael: 2 sad 5 bo#: 3

6:4.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? has three unique features, and is most
similar to bo® when not in agreement with the other versions.

6:4.a.1 TeTNENEHMO[ CYNH]. Mae? reads TeTnexenmo[cynH], using the plural inter-
mediate, instead of the singular as found in the other Coptic versions and the
Greek. Mae?’s incongruity in grammatical number can also be seen in 6:7,16. On
this leaf, there are over 8o indicators of grammatical number in the second per-
son, alternating frequently between the singular and the plural. The first four
verses of chapter 6 are in the singular in NA?7, switching to the plural in v. 5,
although most manuscripts continue with the singular up to v. 6. Thus, assum-
ing NA27s plural in v. 5, mae?’s plural in v. 4 anticipates the change to plural,
whether by accident or by design.

6:4.a.2 eqneoy. Where NA27 has the present attributive participle 6 fAémwy, three
of the Coptic versions use the relative form, while mae? has the circumstantial.
Despite Schenke’s retroversion with the finite verb fAénel, mae®s representa-
tion of the attributive participle as a circumstantial is not unusual. Indeed,
mae? also avoids the relative in the other two formulaic parallels in 6:6, 18
against NA27s ¢ BAénwy, reinforcing that Coptic is not a reliable witness to the
Greek participle (Plumley 1977, 151). In this case, there is hardly any difference
between mae?’s circumstantial nexioT equeoy and the relative in the other ver-
sions.

6:4.a.3 Wreymen. Although eqet nek uTeywesiw in mae? differs from the other
Coptic versions, it reflects an accurate understanding of the Greek. The clause
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implies a parity between what is given as alms and the Father’s recompense,
since wesw, as Crum indicates, refers to “giving the like” and to “requite” when
expressed in its compound form (2005, 552); it also alleviates the potential
ambiguity in polysemous + as found in boA.

More strikingly, the possessive article and second person intermediate in
nTeywesiw literally read, “Your Father ... will certainly give you their reward.”
This may be a deficiency in the translation or a scribal error in which the exem-
plar had nrekwesiw. Otherwise, the antecedent is ambiguous, if not missing. Its
nearest possible antecedent is two verses previous, where the sum total of the
hypocrites’ reward was public praise from men. If this were the antecedent, the
message would seem to conflict with the denigration of vainglory compared
with the Father’s qualitatively superior reward. Since this last point would be
true for both Coptic and Greek, Schenke’s retroversion which suggests that the
inconcinnity goes back to the Vorlage is not likely.

6:4.b Translational Analysis. In addition to the two elements discussed in 6:4.a.1
and 6:4.a.3, mae? has three other elements needing comment.

6:4.b.1 ginac. Cf. 6:2.5.3.

6:4.b.2 epe ... [ecemymn]. The reconstruction of mae?’s initial verb as an optative
is not an unusual way to represent the Greek present subjunctive, as attested
by all four versions. Layton notes that the optative following xe(kaac) “forms
the usual expression of purpose” (2004, 264). This is the case in 6:4, although
mae? often uses ginac where Sahidic uses xe(kaac).7#

6:4.b.3 ¢[pax]. Where NA27 lacks an object in the phrase ¢ BAémwv €v 6 xpumTd,
mae? and sa® both supply the complement epak (sa: epok). In the formulaic
parallels in 6:6 and 18, mae! also reads with mae? and sa® in supplying the
complement, suggesting that its use in Coptic probably reflects a concession
to the receptor language. Thus, Schenke’s retroversion e is pedantic.

74  The variability in representation of the present subjunctive is striking in mae?. It uses 11
different tense forms in the 18 occurrences of NA27’s present subjunctive which are extant

in mae?, all of which have but one, two, or three total occurrences; cf. Plumley 1977, 149.
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6:4.c Textual Analysis.

6:4.C.1€P€ TETNEAEHMO[ CYNH eceyH . Since placement of the noun and verb is
much more fixed in Coptic than Greek, and since placement of the possessive
article and pronominal intermediate is not variable in Coptic, mae? is not a
reliable indicator of word order for the variants in this verse (Kreinecker 2008,
141; Plumley 1977, 143). Thus, despite Schenke’s retroversion (V) éxenpoatvy gov
7)), mae? should not be cited in support of NA2”s placement of the verb in the
first position () oov ¥) Exenuoatvy), or in the last position in 01 (¥) gov Eenpocivy

¥

1) and o5 (1) é\enpocivy cou 7).

6:4.c.2 adtég. Mae? probably does not give representation to intensive adté, for
there is insufficient space for anything more in the lacuna than ¢[pax gn neTen-
nt]. The absence, however, of its formal representation does not imply mae?’s
support for its absence in NA27, for mae? gives representation to intensive adtég
in only three of NA2"'s seven occurrences that are extant in mae2.

6:4.c.3 &v 1§ pavepd. Mae? and the other Coptic versions attest NA2”s lack of év
6 povepd (01 03 05 035 f1 13) against 019 032 038 0250 M.

Matt 6:5

[12.5cm75 ][] [n]Ten n[r]eyrokp[IT]HC emayt[HOYH NT[ay X€ [€Bar] [2€]n MeRoYa NNEYCEXH
emayc[wTeM €]paoy ea[MHN] [T]Xm MMAC NHTN X€ eayw eYyx1 Bek[H]| Whenever you go to pray, do
not be as the hypocrites who are wont to think that in the excess of their words they are wont to be
heard. Truly I say to you that they have already received (a) reward.

NA?27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
Kai?6 mael: X

sad: ae”’

boA: ovyop

75  The formulaic parallels in vv. 2 and 16 would suggest a conditional form, perhaps oTan
ATETNI €TETNIPOCEYXH Or possibly poTan aTenwani eTeTnmpoceyxH, both of which fit
reasonably well (the x very well may have been a x). Either reconstruction would produce
a similar English translation.

76 ~ Mae? is not extant.

77 Sa eTeTNeEl A€.
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N. A27

Similarity in Coptic versions

Unique elements

étav

“mpogedynabe,’

mael: ATeTN@)ANEL

sa% eTeTNEL

mael: €TETNENpPOceYXe
sa%: €TETNAWAHA
boA: epeTennaTW®BY

obx €geahe??

mael: mripayorte
sa%: NNeTNW)NIE

boA: nueTenep

wg ol broxprral,

mae?: [n]Ten n[n]eymokp[1T]He
mael: NOH NNIRYTIOKPITHC
$a%: NOE NNIRYTIOKPITHC

boA: uepnt nn@yost

étt mael sa® boA: xe mae2: X

X mael sa® bo?: X mae?: eayM[HOYH NT]aY X€
[eBan] [2€]n meRoYa NNEYCEXH
emayc[wTem e]paoy8?

eAodow™ mael: genmal

sad: ceme

bo?: @aymel

év Tals cuvarywyals
xai &v talg

yoviag Tév
TAATELQY ETTAOTES

mpogelyeafa,8!

sa?: NagepaTOY
boA: nog1 epatoy

78  Mae? is not extant.

79  Onlya g is evident in mae?, perhaps of the word gwmnu.

mael: ogepeToy

80  Ihave counted the scribal blunder as a single difference (cf. 6:5.a).

81  Mae! differs in its representation of mpogebyeafat from sa® and boA not only in vocabulary,

but also tense, and position, and is so factored into the count of unique elements.
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(cont.)
NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
mael: N enpoceYXe
sa%: eAHA
boA: nceTwse
mael: 2N NCYNATMIH MN NEAKE boA: heN NICYNATMTH NEM NINAK
NNETAXTIA NTENID)OER

sa%: eN NCYNATMIH MN NKAXE

NNEMAATIA

émwcT mael: xekec boA: pontwc

sa%: xeKkaac
pavday Tolg mael: YEOYONP €BaX NNPOME 2aMHN D02 NCEOYNP €BOX NNIPMMI aMHN
av@pwmotg: qpnv FX® MMAC NHTN X€ +X. MMOC NIDTEN X€ AYKHN €YG1
Aéyw duiy, sa%: €YEOYDNP €BOA NNP(ME 2aMHN MIOYBEXE

XM MMOC NHTN X€ mae?: ga[uun] [1]X® MMAC NHTN X€
22YM eYX1 BEK[H]

QTéxoVaLy TOV mae?2: gaym mael: ga ... OYD
uLadov adtév. sa%: ayoym boA: ayxun

mae2; eyxi mael; X82

sa: eyxi

boA: eyst

sa¥%; mrneyBeke mae?: Bek[H]

o#: Mnoysexe mael: neyBekH

boA 1
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + boA =0 mae?2 + mael = o
common elements mae? + mae! +sa® =1 mae? + boA =0

mae2 +sa® + boA=1 mae? +sa® =1
Unique elements  mae? 4 mael: 10 sa% 6 boA:n

82  The verb is absent in mae, perhaps the result of scribal error.
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6:5.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Analysis of this verse is impeded by the
loss of the manuscript’s top line and a scribal blunder. A scribe’s eye probably
jumped down to v. 7 where there is a similar negative enjoinder about praying;
Schenke suggests the blunder may have occurred in a preceding Greek copy
(2001, 30), but since there are more points of similarity in the Coptic between
the two verses than in the Greek, the error more likely was committed by a
Coptic copyist:83

NA27v.5  mpogebynabe, obx Eaeabe dg ol hmoxprral
NA27v.7  mpogeuybuevol 3¢ uy Battooyyante bomep ol eBvixol
Mae?v.5  mPOCEYXE YIH NTEH NNIRYTIOKPITHC

Mae?v.7  mPOGEYX€E MIE[PEP OY |MHWH NCEXH NTRH NNIPEONIKOC
Moreover, for the scribe of Codex Scheyen, a page turn was involved.

The versions have minor differences of expression, although many elements
are similar. Apart from the scribal blunder (and whatever might have been in
the lacuna) there is but one unique feature in mae? (cf. 6:5.5.2).

6:5.b Translational Analysis. Excepting the scribal blunder, mae?’s extant text
corresponds in meaning to the Greek text. Nonetheless, Schenke provides a
retroversion which differs at two syntactical points (excluding the conjectured
retroversion £ay) where NA27 has €oea0s).

6:5.b.1 x¢. Despite the occurrence in all four versions of xe which introduces the
phrase for “they have received their reward,” Schenke pedantically retroverts
ot.. This seems to suggest that mae? disagrees with NA27s lack of 411, but
supports its presence in most manuscripts. Such a conclusion is unnecessary,
for its occurrence here is requisite for the Coptic syntax regardless of whether
the Vorlage had 1.

83  Boismard seems not to have considered this explanation, assuming instead that mae?
reflects an earlier redactor’s activity: “Le début et la fin du texte de [mae?] ont leur
parallele dans le Matthieu classique, mais le centre du verset n’a plus rien a voir avec
Matthieu mais reprend ad litteram un argument qui se lira au verset 7 ... Comment
justifier cette anomalie? Par le fait que ce verset 5 est omis dans la Syriaque Sinaitique,
un des compagnons habituels de [mae?]? Nous renongons a donner une explication a
cette anomalie; nous constatons seulement qu’ici encore [mae?] offre un texte fortement
remanié” (2003b, 193).
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6:5.b.2 Bg[xn]. Mae? lacks the possessive article and the third person intermedi-
ate (ney-), so that Schenke retroverts s¢[ku] as anarthrous uiefév, without the
third person possessive adt@v. This same absence can be seen in the formu-
laic parallel in v. 16, but contrasts with the formula’s occurrence in v. 2, reflect-
ing perhaps translational inconsistency. The lack of these elements is probably
best explained on the basis that x1 Beke is a compound verb, conveying, “Truly
I tell you, they have been compensated” (Crum 2005, 30), encompassing repre-
sentation of the Greek verb, object and possessive pronoun.

6:5.c Textual Analysis

6:5.c.1 mpogetynofe, obx &oecle. Because of its lacuna, mae? cannot testify either
to NA27s tpooelymobe, odx Eoeabe or to Tpooedly, obx oy in most manuscripts.

6:5.c.2 otfivan. Because of the scribal blunder, mae? cannot attest the inclusion
of gtijvat in o5's singular reading ptAodaw atijvat.

6:5.c.3 &v. Since Coptic does not have a formal equivalent for &v, the Coptic
versions cannot attest to the presence of év in most manuscripts, or its absence
in NA27,

6:5.c.4 xe. Cf. 6:5.b.1.

Matt 6:6

[M]Tak A€ a[Ki] eknempoceYXH Meme Nek €20Y[N] emekTami[on] @TeM Mrekp[a €]pwk Tws
vne[KiloT eTeN N[e] TeHNT Ay MEKIMT €TPEN METRHOT yYney [epak] eqeToyixy nek: But as for you,
whenever you go to pray, go into your closet, shut your door, pray to your Father who is in secret, and

your father who is in secret sees you. He will certainly reward you.

NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
ab 3¢ Gtav mae?: [n]Tak A€ a[Ki]
TPOTEVYY), mael: NTaK A€ aKl

sa% NTOK A€
boA: neok A€

mae?: eKNEMPOCEYXH sa%: EKNAWAHA
mael: eKNenpoceYXe boA: exnaTwse
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N. A27

Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

eloeAe gic 16
Tapeldv gov

sa%: Bk

mae?: Mewe

mael: vewe

mae?: nek e2oY[N] ertekTami[oN] sa%: €2OYN ereKTaMION
mael: NEK €2OYN ETEKTAMION

boA: nak €bgoYN €MeKTaMION

xal wheloag Ty

mae?: @TeM Mrekp[a sa%: Nr@yTam Mnekpodt

Bbpav cov mael: @TeM MIeKpa boA: Ma@eam Mekpo
mae': epok
boA: epok

xal mae? mae! sa%: X boA: oyop

npdoevial mae? boA: Twse mael: npoceyxe

sa%: Nr-AHA

T Tatpl gou

mae?: anglkijwT sa®: eneke1wT
mael: MIeKeoT

boA: unexioT

TG v TG XPUTTE)-

mae?: eTen
mael: eTeM
sa?: eTem
mae?: nfe]TennT sa¥: nneenn

mael: neTennT

bo: neTenn

84  “The favoured coordination (often asyndetic) of imperatives is shared by M [ie., the

dialect of mae?] with Boh., opposed to the Sah. ‘imperative + conjunctive’ coordinative

sub/syncategorization” (Shisha-Halevy 1983, 323).
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(cont.)

CHAPTER 3

N A27

Similarity in Coptic versions

Unique elements

xai 6 TaTNp gov
0 BAEmwy &v T®

XPUTTR

mael: ayw nexiot
sa%: ayw nekeiwT
boA:

mael: eTeowT

0Y0p TEKIDT

sa%: eTeW)T

mae?: [epax]
mael: epak

sa’: epok

mael: oM neTeHnT

boA: pen neTeun

mae2: aym neKiwT €T-2eN NETeHITSS

mae?: quey
boA: eonay

sa%: em nneonn

dmodwaoel gotT.

mae2: eqeToYiay NeK
mael: eqeToY1a NeK

sad: YNATMODMBE NaK

boA: eqet nak

Number of mae2

mae2 + mae! + boA =5

common elements mae2 + mae! +sa® = 3

mae? +sa® +bor=0

mae? + mael = 4
mae? + boA =1

mae2 +sa®=o0

Unique elements

mae?: 3 mael: 1 sa%:10 boA: 7

6:6.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Of mae?'s 24 words, 17 are similar in vocab-
ulary and syntax to at least two of the other three versions.

Mae?'s three unique features involve the final phrase eTeen neTennT yney.
Mae? has the relative converter with the preposition gen, but the others have it
with the verb for to see. Mae? differs in word order, too, putting the reference
to “in secret” prior to the verb instead of afterward, similar to the occurrence of
une[ki]wT eTen nfe]TennT in the previous clause. While the other versions cor-
respond more formally to NA?7, a difference in meaning is difficult to discern.

6:6.b Translational Analysis. Despite four syntactical incongruities, three of

which have been treated in 6:2.b.1, 6:4.5.3, and 6:6a, mae? conveys the mean-

85  Mae? places the representation of év @ xpumt® prior to the verb, in contrast to the other

versions.
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ing of NA?7. The fourth involves the pronominal -y suffixed to eqeToyia- in mae?
and mael, from which Schenke surmised the reading adtots as the complement
of the verb dnodwaet. The object, however, is a regular feature of the construc-
tion (18:25, 26, 29), making Schenke’s retroversion unnecessary.

6:6.c Textual Analysis. Similarly to v. 4, mae? and the other Coptic versions attest
the reading in NA27 (01 03 05 035 f!) which lacks év 1 pavepd at the end of the
verse, against 019 032 038 f13 33 M.

Matt 6:7

aKi A€ EKNETIPOCEYX.E MIE[PEP OY|MHMH NCEXH NTRH NNIPEONIKOC €WAYM[HOYH] NTaY X€ €BaX 2EN
nepoYa Nne[ycex | eway[cawTm] epaoy Whenever you (sg.) may pray, do not make a bunch of words
as the Gentiles. For their part, they are wont to think that out of the excess of their words they are wont
to be heard.

NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ITpooeuydpevol ¢  mael sa® boA: X mae?: aki
mae?: A€ €KNEMPOCEYXE
mael: eTETNITPOCEYXE A€
sa% €ETETNWAHA A€

boA: epeTENNATWBY A€

pn Battakoyhonte  mae?: Mre[pep OY|MHWH NCEXH NTPH  Mmael: MIPBATTANOT NOH

&amep ot "edvucol, bo#: urniepep 0YMH) NCaX1 MdPHT sa%: MIppeag NAXE NOE
o 3eeNn<o s e NNla Ynop TR
sa%: NNIPEONIKOC

boA: nuieenikoc

Soxobay mae?: emayM[HOYH]
mae': ®ayMHOYE

sad: eymeeye

boA: cemext
mae! sa® boA: X mae?: NTay
yap mael: rap mae?: X

sa?: rap

boA: rap
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(cont.)

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

81 év Tf) modvdoyle  mae? mael: xe eBax

T

BTV eeeiiieieeeeeeeeeeeerre e ————————————eeeeeeeeeteeeeteettttttt . ———————————————aaaaeeeeeeetaeeeereernnes
sad boA: xe
mae?: gen sa?: gpal en
mael: en
boA: pen
mae2: negoya
mael: X
sa%: TeYMNTRa
boA: moymua
sa%: Nwax€ mae?: e[ ycex Ju
boA: ncaxi mael: TeyaTecexe
eloaxovadoovral mae?: emay[cwT™] epaoy
mael: ayNecOTM epay
sa%: eYNaCWTM €POOY
boA: cenacwTeM epwoy
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + boA =1 mae? + mae! =1
common elements mae2 + mae! +sa® = o mae2 + boA=1
mae?2 +sa® + boA =1 mae2 +sa’=o0
Unique elements  mae?: 8 mae': 7 sa% 6 boA: 4

6:7.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? has eight unique elements.
Where mae? does not share features with two or three other versions, it favours
mae! slightly more than boA.

6:7.a.1 aKi A€ exnenpoceyxe. For the auxiliary verb and circumstantial future,
cf. 6:2.b.1 Despite the rare future participle (npocevEépevog) in Schenke’s retro-
version, mae? probably reflects NA2”’s present participle (cf. 6:2; 8:19; 15:2; 20:4;
24:32). For the inconcinnity in grammatical number, cf. 6:4.a.1.

6:7.a.2 emayM[HoyH]. Both mae! and mae? have aymnoyn (mael: @aymuoye),
but mae? uses the circumstantial converter with it. Schenke retroverts this as
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a Greek participle, against the finite verb in NA?7, The retroversion is unneces-
sary, however, as demonstrated by the twofold occurrence of the circumstantial
in sa® for finite Greek verbs even in this same verse.

6:7.a.3 Wray. Schenke’s retroversion atof for nTay is unnecessary, for the Coptic
versions frequently supply an explicit pronoun where the Greek only has a
conjugated verb (on this leaf, cf. 6:8mael mae2),

6:7.a.4 negoya. Where NA27 has tj) moAvAoyiq, the four versions have four dif-
ferent renderings, three of which correspond closely in meaning to the Greek,
while mae! has TeyaTtecexe.

6:7.a.5 emay[cwT]. As also the prior verb emaym[noyH], mae? has the circum-
stantial aorist form eway[cawTn]. In this case, where NA27 has sigaxovadnoovral,
the four versions again have four different forms, reflecting the syntactical dif-
ficulty in conveying an expected outcome that will not be fulfilled.

6:7.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Except for the difference in grammatical
number (cf. 6:4.a.7), mae? corresponds in meaning to NA??. In addition to
aki A€ eknerrpoceyxe and nray (cf. 6:7.a), two other elements merit further
comment.

6:7.b.1 e[ pep oy |unmn ¥cexn. Where NA27 has py) fattadoyionte, mae? has
Mne[pep oy |MH@H NcexH, similar to sa® and boA. The difficulty in translating
the Greek word is implied by the use of a phrase to render it (cf. Askeland on
amelioration, 20124, 39). Instead of the phrase, mae! uses the loanword.

6:7.b.2 negoya wne[ycex]u. Where NAZ7 has molvAoyla avt@v, mae? has the
gendered common noun niepoya with tne[ycex]u, in accord with the Greek
(Layton 2004, 88). While possession is indicated in their respective gendered
common nouns in sa® (Teymnteag) and bo? (noymu), possession in mae? is
shown in the common noun tne[ycex Ju.

6:7.c Textual Analysis Mae? supports the reading é8vixol found in most manu-
scripts, against Umoxpttai found in 03 1424 and mael.



96

Matt 6:8

CHAPTER 3

NTMTN MOEPINH MM [0Y 4C[20YN T[a]p [MMIE| TETNXPHA MMaY 220H EMMAT[€TEN |aITEl MMA[( €T |BHTY.

Do not be like them. For he knows what you need before you ask him about it.

NA27

Similarity in Coptic versions

Unique elements

1) odv dpotwbijte
adTolg-

mae2: NTMOTN
mael: NTOTN

sa? boA: X

mael: oyN Mrpeine Mmay86

sa?: MIpeINe 6€ MMOY

boA: mnepiut oyN MM@OY

mae?: MIepinH M [0Y]

oldev yap T6 morhp
Opédv

mae?: [qc]aoyn ra]p
mae': ca0YN rap

boA: qcwoyn rap

mae’: NeETNIOT

sa?: meTNeIwT

sa%: INOY'TE Tap COOYN

boA: uxe nereniwT

av xpelov Eyete

mae?: [MNe| TETNXPHA MaY
mael: MIIETENXPIa MMaY

sa%: MMETETNXPIa MMOY

boA: NNH €TETENEPXPIA MMWDOY

mpd Tod pag
‘aitijoat adToV.

mae?: paoH eMraT[eTen]arTel MMa[(]
A6H EMITATETNAITI MMaY

mael:

sa%: MMATETNAITEL MMOYy

mae?: [eT]|BHTY

boA: eeBuToOY

Number of mae?
common elements

mae? + mael + boA =1
mae? + mae! +sa®=1

mae? +sa® + bot =1

mae?2 + mael = 2
mae? + boA =0

mae2 +sa =0

Unique elements

mae?: 3 mael: 1 sad: 2

boA: 5

86  Sa®and boA delay their representation of post-positive odv to follow the verb.
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6:8.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The four versions are similar, with
mae? having three unique features. About half of mae?’s text is similar to two,
if not all three of the other versions. There is a marginally closer relationship
between mae? and mae! than the others.

6:8.a.1 [qc]aoyn. The other Coptic versions give explicit reference to the Father,
while mae? represents the Father with personal y- prefixed to the verb. The
absence could be explained by scribal error, or even by the translator’s care-
lessness. Less likely is that the translator consciously avoided the nominal ref-
erence, for the Father had not been mentioned since v. 6. Also unlikely is its
deliberate suppression, for mae? is otherwise replete with occurrences of net-
niwT. Regardless, the referent is clear.

6:8.a.2 [eT]|BuTy. Mae? and boA agree in their use of the preposition eTsuT;
suggesting that Schenke’s retroversion mept adtod is unnecessary.

6:8.b Translational Analysis. Although mae? differs at four syntactical points
from NA?7, it conveys a meaning similar to NA%7.

6:8.b.1rTN. Since the Coptic imperative does not indicate grammatical num-
ber, the extraposited personal independent ntwtn (mael: nToTn) explicates
the plural (cf. Layton 2004, 295), and also facilitates the transition which the
unrepresented odv would imply. Schenke’s retroversion with intensive Operg is
pedantic.

6:8.b.2 6 watnp Vu&v. Cf. 6:8.a.1.

6:8.b.3 [une] TeTnxpha. Where the Greek has plural @v, referring to the things
which the disciple needs, mae?, mae!, and sa® have the singular articulated
relative, suggesting a concession to the receptor language.

6:8.b.4 [eT]BuTy. Cf. 6:8.0.2.

6:8.c Textual Analysis

6:8.c.1 6 O=ég. Mae? probably attests NA27’s reading which lacks 6 8eé¢ prior to
6 Tatp @Y against the longer reading (01¢ 03), for its lack of the nominal

reference is already striking; an additional omission of a reference to God the
Father would be all the more unexpected.
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6:8.c.2 emmaT[eTen]arrer. Mae? supports aitijoat adtév in NA27 against the sin-
gular reading dvot&e 16 otépa in o5.

Matt 6:9

NTElRH OYN NTWTEN N[eTeT|NeeT! MM[ac]3” xe TENIDT €TPN NrtH: ekpe[N Ma|peqoyan As for you,
therefore, it is in this way that you should ask: Our Father in heaven, may your name be hallowed.

NA?27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

OUtwg odv88 ... mael; OYN NTOTN NTEIRH mae?2: NTeigH OYN NTWTEN
Opeels: boA: oyn NewTeN MralpHt sa’: Tal 6€ T€ ©€ NTWTN
Tpogevyeate mae?: n[eTeT|-neeT1®d

mael: poceyxe

sa%: - TETNAMAHA

boA: Twse
mae?: vi[ac] xe mael: xe
sa% mmoc xe boA: X
Idep UGV 6 mae?: neNiT €TEN NITH MEKpe[N
év Tolg odpavoig- Ma]peqoyart
aylaaditw o Svoud mael: IENEIOT TN MITH MEKPEN
aov- MAPEYTOYBA

5a%: IENEIT €TEN MIHYE MAPE
TIEKPaN OYOT
boA: nermT €TheN NipHOYT

MaPEYTOYBO NXE TEKPAN

Number of mae? mae? + mae! + boA =0 mae?2 + mael = o
common elements mae2 + mae! +sa® = o mae? + boA =0

mae2 +sa® + boA=0 mae? +sa%=2
Unique elements  mae? 4 mael: 3 sad: 5 boA: 3

87  Schenke’s reconstruction vi[aq] is plausible.

88  Both mae' and bo? postpone representation of oitwg odv until after the verb; post-positive
elements are accordingly affected, but not counted as additional differences. Cf. 6:9.a.1.

89  The orthography probably reflects assimilation of n-n to n.
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6:9.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? agrees with either two or three of the
other versions in seven of its ten elements, being about equally similar to mae!
as to sa®. Mae? has four unique elements.

6:9.a.1 wreign. While sa® has a1 in the first position, and mae! and bo# have
nTeten and mnaipet in the last, mae? is the only version to have nteien in the
first position, even though mae?’s positioning accords well with that of NA27’s
oltwg.

6:9.a.2 n[eTeT|neeT. For NA%”s mpogetyeale, there are four different renderings
in the Coptic versions. Mae? uses the loanword (cf. aitéw). Also, mae? uses
an attached relative converter in the cleft sentence (with elided e-€) nwreign ...
n[eTeT|neeT! to introduce the Lord’s Prayer. The cleft sentence is also used in
sa® (cf. Layton 2004, 374).9°

6:9.a.3 [ma]peqoyan. While both mae? and sa® use oyan (sa’: ovyom) in the
petition that the Father’s name be sanctified, mae? puts it in the prepersonal
state ([ma]peqoyamn), while sa® uses the prenominal.

6:9.b Translational Analysis. The one element meriting comment is the verb
Tt (cf. aitéw) where NA27 has mpocetyeabe. For e, Schenke infers aitioete as
an alternative Greek reading, but this is unnecessary, for BDAG indicates that
aitéw can mean fo pray (Bauer 2001, 30), and is used in regard to the disciple’s
entreating the Father (6:8; 7:7, 8;18:19; 21:22). eT1 was probably attracted to v. 9
through its occurrence in v. 8 where it refers to entreating God. Note also the
interchangeability of Tose with aitéw and mpogetyouat in bo# in vv. 8—9.

6:9.c Textual Analysis. NA27 indicates no textual variation.!

9o  Formae?s use of neT- rather than -eT in cleft sentences, see Bosson (2006, 65-66).

91  The forms nn and nnoye are both amply attested as plurals in both mae! and mae? (cf.
Bosson 2006, 20). NA27 appears to mistake mae's unu as a singular and cites it (and by
implication, mae?) as supporting the singular form found in the Didache, a point already
countered by Plisch (2003, 95).
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Matt 6:10

[Tex]MeNTEPa MaPEC NEN: TIETERN[ €K | MAPEYWM®|[TTH N]TPH €TMAI 2N TIMH MAPECA)MI[H 21X |N TIKe-

2[n] May your kingdom come to us. That which you will, may it be; as it is in heaven, may it be done

upon the earth.
NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
ENBétw ) Bacideic  mae?: [Tek]uenTepa Mapeci boA: Mapect nx€e TEKMETOYPO
aov- mael: TEKMNTEPa MaPECEL

sa%: TEKMNTPPO MaPeCel

mae! sa® boA: X mae?: NeN
yewOMtw 10 BéAud  mae?: neTepn[ek]| Mapeq@m[mH sa%: MEKOYM®) MAPEYWM)MIIE NOE
aov, °WG N]TeH

mael: IeTEPNEK MAPEYW)OTIE NOH

boA: neTepnak Mapeq@®M MPpHT

mae?: eTan sa%: eTeq

mael: eTman boA: X
&v obpave xat &l mae?: 2N TIH Mapec)®TI[H] sa%: oN TTIE MAPEYWDTIE
Tyfg mael: 2N TTIH MAPECM)OTIE boA: pen Tde

mae?: [21x ]n rkep[H] sa% ON 21XM K2

mael: 21X N KePe boA: nem g1xen mKkagl
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo? =1 mae? + mael = 3
common elements mae? + mae! +sa® =1 mae? + bo? =0

mae? +sa® + boA=0 mae? +sa’ =0
Unique elements  mae?:1 mael: o sa%:4 boA: 4

6:10.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? only has one unique feature (cf.
6:10.b.1). Mae? agrees with at least two of the versions in most of the verse, and
often with all three of the other versions.

6:10.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? lacks syntactical correspondence
with NA27 at two points, but nonetheless conveys the same meaning.
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6:10.b.1 nen. Mae? has nen as the prepositional object in [Tek]MenTepa Mapeci
nen, for which Schenke has retroverted the otherwise unattested nuiv. Nonethe-
less, even when lacking in the Greek, prepositional objects for i are not unusual
for mae? (e.g., 15:[12];15:23;17:7), or for the other Coptic versions (e.g., boA: 15:12;
17:7; mae': 15:23).

6:10.b.2 vapeq@m|[tH] ... vapecqymn[u]. The Coptic versions, bo* excepted, are
not as economical as the Greek (with its polyvalent xai) in petitioning that
God’s will be done, for mapeqywmnn (mael: mapeqayorie; sa: Mapequywre) is used
twice, while the Greek uses the corresponding word yew0vtw but once.

6:10.c Textual Analysis

6:10.c.1 [n]Ten. With the occurrence of [n]Ten, Mae? probably attests the pres-
ence of ag prior to év odpavé xal ml y#g, as opposed to its singular absence in

05.

6:10.c.2 ke [H]. Mae? cannot reliably attest NA27’s lack of the article prior to y#jg
or its presence in most manuscripts (cf. 1.5; Plumley 1977, 148).

Matt 6:11

[men][aik n]pecTH Maiq nen nnd0Y Give us our bread of tomorrow today.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
ToV dpTov Nudv Tov  mae?: [men][aik N]pecTH Malq NEN sa%: MENOEIK €T-NHY Taay NaN MIO0Y
émiodatov 3o¢ N NIT20Y
aNuEPOV mael: MENAEIK NPECTE MAEIY NEN
MI1a0Y

bo: meNmIK NTEPaCT MHIQ NaN

MbooY
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + boA =1 mae? + mael = o
common elements mae2+ mael +sa=o0 mae2 + boA =0
mae2 +sa%+bor=o0 mae2+sa’=o0

Unique elements  mae% o mael: 0 sa% 2 bo: o




102 CHAPTER 3

6:1.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? reads identically to two of the three
other versions, excepting dialectal differences.

6:1.b Translational Analysis. For the notoriously difficult petition for the “daily
bread,” early tradents apparently coined the word émodatog (Bauer 2000, 376).
The early versions translate it variously. Davies and Allison summarise the pos-
sible meanings as 1) necessary or needful for existence; 2) for the current day; 3)
for the coming or following day; and 4) “that which belongs to it.” They explain,
“The Fathers generally accepted meaning (1) or (3). The majority of modern
scholars have opted for (3)” (1988-1997, 1.607—608). Mae? and, similarly, mae!
and bo” read -pecty, in keeping with meaning three (“for the following day”),
and reflecting the modern majority opinion. Schenke retroverts npecth not as
émovatov, but as the otherwise unattested énadplov tomorrow, but this is not
necessary.%2

6:1.c Textual Analysis. NA?" indicates no variation in the Greek manuscript
tradition.

Matt 6:12

k[ nNE]TEPaN €BAX [NT2]H N €TNK® eBaX NeT[€ oYeNTE|N epao[Y] Forgive our debts in the way
that we, for our part, are forgiving the ones indebted to us.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

xal mae? mae! sa% X boA: oyop

Bipeg Ny T mae?: K[ NNE|TepaN €BaX sa% KW NaN €BON NNETEPON
OQeMaTA U@V,  mael: KW eBaX NNETEPaN boA: xa NeTepON NaN €BOX
¢ xal mae?: [NTR]u 2N sa?: Nee MmN ON

mael: nen gn

boA: udput en

92  Horner notes that other Coptic manuscripts have nenoeix eTnuy, conveying “bread for the
coming day,” which might be synonymous with the other Coptic versions.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
uels "apyxapey mae?: €TNK® €BaX mael: ETWANKM® €BOX
sa%: €TENKM €BOX boA: nTenxm eBox
Tolg dpelAéTalg mael: NNETE OYNTEN epay mae?: NeT[€ OYeNTE]N epao[Y]

M-

sa%: NNETEOYNTAN EPOOY
boA: nun €Te 0YON NTaN EPMOY

Number of mae2 mae? + mae! + boA =1 mae? + mael =1
common elements mae2 + mae! +sa® =1 mae2 + boA =0

mae2 +sa%+bor=0 mae2 +sa%=1
Unique elements  mae%1 mael: 1 sa: 2 boA: 2

6:12.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Except for the placement of esax and
dialectal considerations, the only unique feature in mae? is the lack of the
preposition n- in the articulated relative net[e oyente]n. The last six words are
nearly identical in all four versions.

6:12.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? (and mae!) lacks representation of
Wby, perhaps because the intended recipient of forgiveness is already implied
when the petitioners entreat, “forgive our sins,” making “to us” redundant. Thus,
there is no compelling reason for Schenke’s retroversion without nuiv.

6:12.c Textual Analysis. NA27 has agvxapev, with deiopev as the variant. None
of the Coptic versions have either the perfect or the present; rather, mae? and
sa? have the circumstantial, mae! has the aorist (i.e., habitual), and boA has the
conjunctive. From these, NA27 tentatively cites co? in support of the present,
and Schenke corroborates this through his retroversion. The subtleties of Greek
tense, however, are not always reflected in Coptic (Emmenegger 2007, 98),
and this is all the more likely with the &g xai construction which introduces
the clause. Ultimately, the translators all may have prioritised the admonitive
element that the disciples are to forgive one another, rather than the theoretical
basis of forgiveness implied in the Greek’s perfect.
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Matt 6:13

CHAPTER 3

[Mnep][NTN €20YN emmmpacHo|c axka €[keneR [Mmn [eBax 2—4 letters nnonnpoc] Do not bring us into

temptation, but deliver us ( from) evil.

NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
xai mae? sa%: X
mael: aym
boA: oyop
un eloevéyxns uds  mae?: [mrep|[NTN €2OYN sa%: NITMXITN €20YN EMEIPACMOC

elg TElpaT b, GG

ETIMPACMO|C aXAa

mael: MIIPNTN €20YN €NMMMPaCcMOC
AN

boA: MnepenTEN €HOYN EMPACMOC
AN

AN

mael: NE2MN €BaX
boA: nagmen eson

mae?: g[kene JuMn [eBan]

sa?: NCNagMEN

mael: ntaTq

sa: e1TM

boA: ea

sa?: nmmonHpoc

mae”: MIrnoNHpOC

boA: mnetTewoy

X mae? sa® boA: X mael: Xxe TK T€ TGOM MN T€00Y
MANIENER 2AMHN
Number of mae2 mae? + mae! + bo?A =1 mae? + mae! = o

common elements

mae2 + mae! +sa® = o

mae? +sa® + bot =1

mae? + boA =0

mae? +sa =2

Unique elements

mae?: 1 mael: 3 sa% 3

boA: 2

93  Thereconstruction is tentative, but reasonable since it occurs elsewhere for movnpds (5:39;

12:34, 35, etc.). Schenke proffers gen as the reconstructed preposition, but it could also be

2N Or 2.
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6:13.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Except for the inclusion of the doxology
in mael, the differences between the four versions are minimal. Mae? shares a
similar text with two, if not three of the other versions in six of its seven words.

The one unique element in mae? is the optative in the appeal for deliverance,
which the Greek conveys with the imperative pdcat Despite Schenke’s retrover-
sion as a future indicative, however, the optative is not unexpected, and occurs
in mae? where the Greek has the imperative in 9:29;15:4, [28]; and 17:20. Accord-
ingly, the optative expresses a strong wish, and is appropriate for this context
(cf. Layton 2004, 264).

6:13.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? conveys the same message as NA?7,
with formal equivalent syntax, except for the form ¢[keneg Jmmn (cf. 6:13.a).

6:13.c Textual Analysis. Mae? attests NA2”s form of the Lord’s Prayer which lacks
the Doxology, for there is insufficient space to accommodate the longer forms.

Matt 6:14—15

[ewpwrn aTe]n@ank[@ eBax N]NENPM[MH NNEY][MAPANITMMA YNEKM NXH T|eTNIM[T €TeeN] NIH
€B[AX\ NHTEN 2TEN NNETENM|ap[anTOMa €]WMI[H A€ ATETN][TMKM €BaA NNPMOMH NNEYTIAPa-
nTw]ma [o]yae n[2—4 letters][4—6 letters net(e)niwT eTen] nnn[oyH uneq|k[w] eBax u[uTN] Ifyou
forgive men their trespasses, your Father in heaven will forgive you yourselves your trespasses. But if
you do not forgive men their trespasses, neither ... will your Father in heaven forgive you.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
"Edv mae?: [emwrH] sa%: X
mael: egyorte
boA: et
yap sa% rap mae?: X
bo#: rap?4 mael: oyn
dgptite Tolg mae?: [aTe|nmank[m eBax sa%: €TETNWANKD ap €BON NNPDME
avBpwmotg N]NeNP®[MH] boA: NTETENX® €BOX NNIPMMI

mael: ATETNWANK®D €BAN NNPOME

94  Since sa® lacks emwrie, post-positive rap is postponed until after the verb.
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(cont.)

CHAPTER 3

N A27

Similarity in Coptic versions

Unique elements

TO TAPATTWRATA

mae?: [NNEYTIAPATITM [Ma

sa%: NNEYNOBE

adThY, mael: NNEYTIAPTITMM
boA: NnnoYTIAPATITMDMA
el el mae?2: quekm boA: eqexw

mael: quekm

sa?: quakm

xol Oy 6 TarTyp

L NP S N
VHWYV "0 ovpavtog -

mae?: [NXH TT]eTNIW[ T €TeeN] NITH
sa%: NG1 IETNEIWT ETEN MITHYE

boA: NX€ METENIDT €THEN NIPHOYL

mae?: €B[a\ NHTEN 2WTEN ]
mael: NHTN TN €BaX
sa% eWY NHTN EBOX

boA: nawTen eBox

mael: NNETNITAPATITOM NXE

NMETNEIOT €T2N MITHC

mae?: [NNeTent |ap[anTwma ]9 sa% X
boA: NneTENTaAPATITMMA
édv mae?: [e]gwn|u] sa%: X
mael: egyorne
boA: eyt
3¢ ) dgtyte Tolg mae?: [A€ aTETN][TMK® €BaA sa%: €TETNTMKM A€ €BON NNPMDME®
avfpwmorg™, NNPMH ] bo”: A€ NTETENWTEMXD €BOX
mael: A€ ATETNTMK® €BAX NNPOME NNIPOMI
X mae! boA: X mae?: [NNEYTIaAPATITM [Ma

sa?: nNeyNOBE

95  Mae!includes nneTnmapantwua, but puts it prior to the reference to the Father in heaven.

96  Since sa® lacks egwne, post-positive ae is postponed until after the verb.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
003 mae?: [o]yae

boA: oyae

mael! sa% X
6 matp "OuevO? mael: MIETNIOT

sa?: no1 neTnelm T8

boA: neTemwT

mae?: [eTen] nrm[oyh]

apnoer mae?: [uneqk[w] eBax n[uTn]%?
mael: NeKM® NHTN €BaX €N
5a%: NgNAKM NHTN &N €BOX
boA: quaxm NDTEN €BOX aN

TO TAPATITOUALTOL mael: NNETNITAPATTTMMA mae?: X

Opddv. boA: NneTeNmapanTWMA sa% NNETNNOBE

Number of mae? mae? + mael + bo? =3 mae? + mael! = 2

common elements mae2 + mae! +sa® =1 mae2 + boA =4
mae? +sa + boA =1 mae? +sad =2

Unique elements ~ mae?: 5 mael: 5 sa%: 11 boA: 6

Verses 14 and 15 are antithetical parallels, promising divine forgiveness for
those who forgive, and warning that trespasses will not be forgiven to those
who do not. Given the interrelatedness of the parallels, consisting as they do

97  Since mae?is lacunose, one cannot determine whether it agrees or differs with any of the
other three versions regarding the n- negative prefix or the use of the extraposited subject
mediated by nxn.

98  Sa®uniquely postpones the subject no1 neTneiwT eTen Mrnye to the penultimate position,
just before nneTnnoBE.

99  The reconstruction for mae? is so uncertain that the position of negative en cannot be
established.
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of a protasis and an apodosis in each verse, one should analyse the Coptic
representation of the Greek text of the two verses together. The two verses
in mae? need extensive reconstruction, making the comparison and analysis
especially uncertain.

6:14—15.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Where mae? does not agree with
two or three of the other versions, it agrees more often with mae!. Mae? has two
noteworthy elements unique to its text.

6:14-15.a.1 [UNEKM® NXH M]|eTNID[T €TEEN| NITH €B[aX NHTEN PMTEN NNETEN-
t|ap[anToma. In v. 14, the pronominal complement in three of the versions
(mae! sa®: nuTn; boA: nwTen) occurs prior to the extraposited postponed sub-
ject, while in mae?, nuten comes after the verb and the extraposited postponed
subject (mediated by nxn).

6:14-15.a.2 T8 mapamtwpata Uudv. In the protasis of v. 15, both mae? and sa®
give representation to & mapamTwpata UGV (mae?: [nneymapanTw]ua; sad:
nneynose), while the other two do not. Additionally, where the word occurs
in the apodosis of v. 15, mae? lacks the reference to trespasses. Cf. 6:14-15.5.3.

6:14-15.b Translational Analysis. Despite syntactical differences, NA%27 and the
Coptic versions all convey that divine forgiveness is predicated upon individu-
als’ willingness to forgive people who sin against them.

6:14-15.b.1 [m]eTniw[T eTeen] nnn. In the apodosis of v. 14, Schenke retroverts
[n]eTnio[T eTeen] nrH as 0 TaTHp V&Y [ev] (Tols) ovpavols, as if mae? supports
the poorly attested reading in 038 700 against NA2”’s 6 matyp D@V 6 odpdvioeg.
This conclusion is unjustified since all four Coptic versions regularly use the
same expression, regardless of whether the Greek uses the attributive or the
adverbial modifier (e.g., 5:45, 48; 61, 9, 14).

6:14-15.b.2 [eTe(€) |n th[oyH]. In the apodosis of v. 15, assuming the reconstruc-
tion, mae? includes [eTe(e)]n mu[oyn] to modify the reference to the Father,
similar to sa™ss. This reading is attested scantly in the Greek manuscript tradi-
tion (021 pc), and so may have arisen independently in mae? as harmonisation
to the immediate context or in conformity with the familiar formula.

6:14-15.b.3 mopantwpata. In the two verses, NA27 has only two occurrences of
TapamTwpate, putting them into the first protasis and the second apodosis, in
a parallel structure:
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v. 14 If you forgive men (dative) their Tapantwpata (accusative)

V.15

your heavenly Father will forgive you (dative)
but if you do not forgive men (dative)

109

neither will your Father forgive your mapantopata (accusative).

Strikingly, there are four different patterns attested in the Coptic tradition for
the parallel structure, none of which corresponds with NA27:

Greek and Coptic witnesses for “trespasses”

Greek witnesses
V.14 V.14 V.15 V.15 Supporting
Protasis Apodosis Protasis Apodosis Coptic witnesses
NAZ7 TOPATTWUATA mapantopate  (None)
01 05 mss
o019 f13 TOPATTOUATY  TOPATTWUATY  TOPATTWMATA  Topantwpata  sa® bo™ss mae!
03021579 TAPATTWHATA TOPATTWMATY  TopATTwpoTe  SaHorner
RP HF
Coptic witnesses
V.14 V.14 V.14 V.14 Greek
Protasis Apodosis Protasis Apodosis witnesses
mae? -TAPAIITMOMS  -TIAPATITOMa  -TIAPATITMMA (None)
mael SMAPANITOMA  -TRAPANITMOMA  -TIAPANITMMA  -TIAPANITOMA 019 f13
sa® -NOBE -NOBE -NOBE -NOBE o019 f18
satlorner -NOBE -NOBE -NOB€E 03 021 579
al22 148 151
boAbo™ss  -mapanT@Ma  -TIAPAIITMOMA -mapantoma  (None)
bomss SMAPANITOMA  -TIAPATITMOMA  -TIAPANITMMA  -TIAPANITOMA 019 f13
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Also remarkably, the fourfold occurrence of mapanrwma is widely distrib-
uted throughout the Coptic tradition (mae! sa® bo™ss) but with limited Greek
attestation (019 and f13); such widespread distribution is incongruous relative
to the Greek evidence. Moreover, there are no Greek witnesses which corre-
spond either to the ordering in mae?, or to those Bohairic manuscripts putting
-apanTwa in the first, second and fourth positions.

This pervasive lack of correspondence would suggest that the Coptic ver-
sions do not always formally reflect their respective Vorlagen. The variety of
readings in Coptic may be due to scribal error, harmonisation, subsequent cor-
rection to competing Greek readings, or even to translational preferences for
the sake of euphony (Layton 2004, 146). Consequently, the respective Vorlagen
of the Coptic versions probably cannot reliably be discerned for this variant
passage, and should not be cited in the apparatuses.10°

6:14-15.c Textual Analysis

6:14-15.c.1 Y4p. Mae? does not reliably attest the occurrence of ydp in NA2”
(cf.15).

6:14-15.c.2 []eTnim[ T eTeen] nmm. For the apodosis of v. 14, cf. 6:14-15.6.1.
6:14-15.c.3 & mapamtwpate avtdv. Cf. 6:14-15.5.3.

6:14-15.c.4 [neT(e)NimT eTe(€) |8 mH[oYH nNey|k[m] eBax y[nuT]. The phrase in
the apodosis of v. 14 involves two variation units. First, mae2 and the other
Coptic versions refer to the Father with the possessive article and personal
intermediate. This corresponds formally with the possessive pronoun in NA27’s
6 morthp VUGV, but since Coptic sometimes uses the personal intermediate with
the possessive article where the Greek possessive pronoun is lacking,'°! mae?®'s
support for NA?7 is uncertain. Secondly, while all the versions include the
prepositional personal object (mae?: n[nt(e)n]) as the object of the Father's
forgiveness, it is all the more necessary in mae? since it lacks the reference to
trespasses in the apodosis of v. 15; thus, mae? should not be cited in support of
the singular reading Opiv in 05, despite Schenke’s retroversion. Mae?’s potential
support for either reading is further attenuated by the general uncertainty of
the Coptic versions’ formal representation of the two parallel statements.

100 This would entail two corrections in NA2”’s apparatus.
101 Cf 11:29°0; 27:30™mae2 mael boA; for mae?: 17:23; 20:4; 21:4; cf. Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink

1972, 233-237.
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Matt 6:16

[eoTan Ae ak]man(i €]knen[HCTEYH] MMEPep [N][TeH NNIRYMO|KPITHC emayo[KeM MeoY |in mey[ea]
[xe eyeoymng] eBax en NIP[MMH €Y]NHCTEYH 2[a][MHN tX® M]MAC NHTN X€ [eaY®] €YX! BEKH:
Whenever you may fast, do not be as the hypocrites being wont to be gloomy. They are wont not to
wash their face so that they will be seen among men to be fasting. Truly I say to you that they have

already received their reward.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
“Otav O¢ mae?: [2oTan A€] sa% X

mael: 20Tan A€ boA: emywrt A€

sa® boA: X102 mae?: [ak]wan[i]

mael: aTeTNm)ANEL

VOTEVYTE, mael: ETETNNHCTEYE mae?: [e]knen[HCTEYH]
sa%: €TETNNHCTEYE boA: nTeTen-ep-NHCTEYIN

u) yiveabe "wg mael: nneTNepon!©3 mae?: unepep [n][TeH]
boA: nneTenep myput sa%: Mnp@mne noe

ol moxprral mae2: [NNIRYTIO [KPITHC boA: nnyost

mael: NNIPYTIOKPITHC

sa%: NNI@YTIOKPITHC

axvbpwol, mae?: emayo[kem] mael: eTmayokM

bo: emaywrem sa% eyokm

boA: mnoyeo

dgpavifouoy mae?: [meoyJin
mael: ®ayokM
sa%: ceTako

boA: wayTake

102 Lacking egone or potan, sa¥s ae is postponed to follow the verb eTeTnnncTeye.
103 Schenke transcribes and lists epen as a single lexical unit (1981, 64, 179).
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(cont.)
NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
Yép mael: rapl04 mae2: X
sa% rap
boA: rap
Ta TpdTwTa AVTRY mae?: ney[ea]
mael: mneyea
sa?: NneYeo
boA: novgo
émwg mae?: xe sad: xeKkaac
mael: xe boA: pina
QaVRTLY mae?: [eyeoymng] eBax boA: nceoymng €Box

mael: eYeoyong eBax
sa?: eYEOYNY €BOX

ol dvBpaolg

mael: nnpove
sa?: nnpwMe

boA: nupam

mae?: gn wp[wun]

woTedOVTES mae?: [ey]nHCTEYH boA: eyepuncTeYIN
mael: eyNHCTEYE
sa% eYNHCTEYE
Quy Aéyw iy, mae?: p[a][MHN tX® M]MAC NHTN X€  mael: 2aMHN XM MMAC NHTN X€ a

T dméy ovaty TOV
uadov fadTév.

[eayw]
sa%: 2aMHN XM MMOC NHTN X€

mae?: eyx1
sa%: eyx1

boA: eyt

sa% mnoyBexe
boA: unoysexe

.. OYMD

boA: aMHN FX.® MMOC NDTEN X€

mae2: BekH

mael: neyBexn

104

rap occurs in different positions, but I have not counted these as differences.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
Number of mae? mae? + mael + bo? = o mae? + mae! = 2
common elements mae? + mael! + sa® = 3 mae? + boA =1

mae? +sa + boA =1 mae? +sa® =1
Unique elements  mae% 8 mael: 7 sa%: 6 boA: 11

6:16.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? has more elements in com-
mon with mae! than with the other versions, although many of these are also
found in two or even three of the others. Mae? has eight unique features, six of
which merit attention.

6:16.a.1 [ak |@an[ie]knen[ncTeyn]. Mae? puts the first reference to fasting in the
future, indicating “generalization and potentiality” (Layton 2004, 239, 343; cf.
5:40.a.1; 6:5Mm3¢1),

Mae? employs the second person singular instead of the plural; cf. 6:4.a.1;
6:7.a.1.

6:16.a.2 mniepep. In proscribing the imitation of hypocrites, mae? joins mae! and
boA in using the verb ep, against sa®s gwre.

6:16.a.3 [meoy]in. After describing the hypocrites as gloomy, the Greek is fol-
lowed by the lexically difficult word dgavilovaw they render invisible/unrecog-
nisable (Bauer 2001, 154); its meaning is less than clear, for it can hardly be lit-
eral. Mae! renders it with @ayokm, using the previous verb to convey they make
gloomy, while sa® and boA use the verb forms cetaxo and wayTake, conveying
the idea that they ruin their appearance.l9

Assuming the reconstruction, mae? uses the negative aorist [meoy]iu to con-
vey that the hypocrites do not wash their faces. This indicates the translator’s
perception of what they did in practical terms, anticipating the admonition
in the next verse for the disciples to wash their faces. This perception is cor-
roborated by Davies and Allison who write, “As 6:17-18 shows, what is envis-
aged is the unnatural ... uncleanliness of the head and face” (1998-1997, 1.618).

105 Cf HCSB: “they make their faces unattractive.”
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Ultimately, none of the Coptic versions convey a literal meaning of dpaviov-
ow or the irony of the Pharisees making themselves invisible (&pavifovot)
in order to be visible (pav&awv). Given the syntactical and lexical difficulties,
the reading in mae? that the Pharisees do not wash their faces is probably a
case of translational amelioration rather than a literal rendering of a lost read-
ing.lOG

6:16.a.4 ney[ea]. Mae? and mae! refer to “their face”, while sa® and bo? refer
to “their faces” (cf. NA27). Mae?’s Vorlage may indeed have had 16 mpéowmov
adT@v, as in 01 244, as Schenke’s retroversion suggests. Equally plausible is that
the reading arose either from the translator’s choice (or perhaps an indepen-
dent scribal error), facilitated by the preponderance of occurrences of npéoo-
mov in the singular compared with plural occurrences in the New Testament
(64:7). Cf. also, for example, Matt 17:6 where the singular noun for face is used
with the plural possessive in Greek as well as in Coptic (cf. Williams 2004, 69—

87).

6:16.a.5 @n. Mae? has the preposition gy where mae! and the other Coptic
versions render the dative tols dvBpwmoig with the preposition n-. While the
meaning of the Greek dative is ambiguous, mae? conveys that the hypocrites
are motivated to be seen among people to fast.

6:16.a.6 eyx1 Bekn. Mae?'s conclusion about the hypocrites receiving their
reward is identical to that of v. 5, with mae? uniquely lacking the possessive
article for Bexn; cf. 6:5.b.2.

6:16.b Translational Analysis. Mae?'s meaning corresponds with NA27. This is so
despite the items treated in 6:16.a. As he did in vv. 2, 5, Schenke pedantically
retroverted the non-translatable particle xe following the formulaic Truly I tell
you as 811, as if in agreement with its inclusion in most manuscripts against its
absence in NA?7. Since xg is necessary to introduce speech, however, mae? is
not a reliable indicator of its Vorlage.

6:16.c Textual Analysis.

106 Under the rubric “Amelioration,” Askeland writes, “Translators might also simplify or alter
terms or syntax which they did not understand ...” (2012a, 29). In doing so he cites Budge
(xxiii-xxiv) and Thompson (320—321).
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6:16.c.1 [n][Ten]. Mae? does not reliably support either NA2”'s &g or domep in
most manuscripts, for mae? renders both Greek words with nten (on this leaf,
cf,, for example, wg 5:48; 6:10; domep 6:7).

6:16.c.2 mey[ea]. Since Coptic has no way of differentiating a0tév from €avtédov
in modifying the reference to face, mae? cannot attest NA%”'s adtév against the
subsingular reading éavtév in 03 pc.

6:16.c.3 xe. Cf. 6:16.b.

Matt 6:17

[nTak A€ aki] eknHCTEOYH TECR!07 TekaH NNER [1H TekRa €]BaX But as for you, whenever you go to

fast, anoint your head with oil. Wash your face.

NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ab 3¢ woTedwY mae?: [NTaK A€ aKi]
mael: NT2aK A€ 3Kl
sa% NTOK A€
bo”: neok A€
mae2: eKNHCTEOYH boA: ekepnHCTEYIN
mael: ekNHCTEYE

sa%: eKNHCTEYE

dAenpal gov TV mael: TopC NTeKATIH mae?: TECP TEKATH
XEQOANV sa%: TWPC NTEKATH
boA: ewgc nTekade

mael: sa%: boA: X mae?: inep

xol mae? sa?: X

mael: aym
boA: oyoe

107 Regarding the inversion of the final two letters of Tece, Schenke writes, “Tece] = Tepc
(Metathese von ¢ und c¢)” (2001, 38).
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(cont.)
NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
TO TTPGTWTIOV ToU mae?: [H] sa% nrelw
vipay, mael: e

boA:

mae?: [riekea | sa%: mrekpo

mael: mekga

boA: nekgo

boA: eBox

mael sa?: X
Number of mae? mae2 + mael + boA =2 mae? + mael =1
common elements mae? + mae! +sa® =1 mae2 + boA=1

mae2 +sa® + bor =0 mae2 +sa%=1
Unique elements ~ mae?: 2 mael: o sa% 2 boA:1

6:17.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? agrees with two or more of the ver-
sions in six of its ten words, and has two unique elements.

6:17.a.1 Tece TeKkamH. Because mae? uses the prenominal state rather than the
absolute, it lacks preposition n-.

6:17.a.2 ineg. Mae? and bo™ss expand the imperative Tegc with the prepositional
object fneg to read anoint with oil. Given the meagre Greek evidence (157),
its occurrence in Coptic probably reflects the translators’ interest in clarity or
fullness of expression (cf. Luke 7:46 and Askeland’s discussion of explicitation,
20123, 9—-10).

6:17.b Translational Analysis. For axi eknncteoyH (cf. 6:2.6.1).

6:17.c Textual Analysis. NA?7 indicates no textual variation.
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Matt 618

2INAC NTKTEMOY(MNY €BaX X€ [KNHCTEY|H MMEMTa NNPMMH aXAa MEKI[MT €T]|[eN MeTeHNT] aym
MEKIOT gqney epak N TeTen[nT| [eyeToyiay] nek: So that you will not reveal that you are fasting
before men, but [before] your Father in secret. And your father, he sees you in secret. He will reward

you.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
8 2.
8mwg mae?: 2INaC
boA: eina
mael: xekec
sa%: xeKkaac
pn paviis mae?: NTKTEMOYWNR €BaX

boA: ntTex@TeMOoYMNY €BOAIOS

mael: NNEKOYONQ €BaX
sa?: NNEKOYMDNQ €BOX

X mae! sa® bo?: X mae?: xe
10lg dvBpwmotg mael: NNPOME EKNHCTEYE mae?: [kuHeTeY |H
waoTebwy? sa%:; NNPOME EKNHCTEYE boA: NNIPMDMI €KEPNHCTEYIN

mae?: MneMTa NNPMMH

GG ) Tatpi oov  mae?: axa neki[T]
boA: axra nexioT

$ AAAA MIIEKIOT

sa%: aAAa MMEKEIDT

T v 1) xpueaiw’  mae?: [eT][2N METEHNT] aY® NMEKIWT  sa%: €TeM TIIEOHIT AYM TIEKEIWT
xal 6 ToThp Tou mael: €TeM NETHIIT aYW TMEKIOT

boA: eThen neTeun 0YoR nEKIwT

108 Both mae? and bo? use the negative conjunctive, but boA uses its own special form.
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(cont.)

CHAPTER 3

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements
0 BAémwv mael: eThe mae2: qney
boA: eonay sad: eTeW)T
e epw ......................................... B
mael: epak
sa?: epok

&v "1 xpueain’

mae?: en e[|
mael: oM neTeunT

boA: penneTenmn

sa?: eMm nneonn

dmodwaoet oot T.

mae?: [eqeToyiay] nex10?

mael: eqeToY1a NeK

sa%: g-Na-TOWBE

bo?: eqetweBiw nak

Number of mae?
common elements

mae? + mae! + bo? =2
mae? + mae! +sa®=1

mae? +sa® + bo*r =0

mae? + mael =1
mae2 + boA =3

mae? +sa?=o0

Unique elements  mae? 4 mael: o sad: 5 boA: 3

6:18.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Despite differences, there is substantial
homogeneity in the four versions. Mae?'s last thirteen words are actually iden-
tical to the other Coptic versions, except for dialectal considerations and the
present quey where the other versions use the relative to represent the sub-
stantive participle 6 BAémwwv. Mae? has four unique elements.

6:18.a.1 x€ [knHcTeY|H. Where NA27 has the participle votedwy, and the other
Coptic versions have the circumstantial, mae? has [knucTey]n, introduced by
xe as an independent clause. In turn, the independent clause necessarily ad-
vances the verb prior to the preposition and object. Despite the differences,
mae? conveys the Greek.

109 Mae? may just as well be reconstructed similarly to boA.
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6:18.a.2 ineMTa. With xe, mae? introduces the independent clause [knucTtey]u
MreMTa NNpwMy as the complement to nkTkTeMOYDNE €BaX, whereas the other
versions use the circumstantial to read NNEKOYMNP €BON NNPWME EKNHCTEYE
(sa%). These differences do not impact meaning, and do not justify Schenke’s
retroversion of &umpoafev.

6:18.a.3 yney. Cf. 6:6.a.

6:18.b. Translational Analysis. Mae? is similar in meaning to NA?7. The four
differences have been discussed previously: ewac (6:2.5.3); xe [knnctey]n (cf.
6:18.a.1); unemta cf. 6:18.a.2; epak cf. 6:4.5.3.

6:18.c Textual Analysis

6:18.c.1 [knuCTEY |H ¥riemTa npwmy. The word order in mae? is closer to the
singular reading wyotedbwv Toig dvbpwmolg in o3 than to NA2”s toig dvOpwmolg
watedwv. Coptic, however, is not a reliable indicator of word order (Plumley
1977, 143; Kreinecker 2008, 141).

6:18.c.2 [eT][en nmeTennT]. Since the meaning of NA2”s 1¢ xpugalw is hardly
different from 1@ »pYmTw in most manuscripts, mae? cannot reliably attest
either form. Furthermore, since Coptic is not a reliable witness to the Greek
article, mae? cannot attest NA27’s 1 xpugaiw against the anarthrous form in o5

(cf.15).

6:18.c.3 &v @ Qavep®. Mae? attests NA%”s reading against the longer reading év
T pavepd at the end of the verse (037 0233 579 1241 pm).

3.5 Conclusion

3.5.1  Intraversional Analysis

The intraversional analysis shows that mae? is not bewilderingly heteroge-
neous as Schenke characterised it. When points of commonality and differ-
ence are identified and methodically quantified, mae? seems comparable to
the other Coptic versions, as indicated in the table:
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Intraversional unique elements and similarities

Number of unique elements Number of similarities

Mae2 + Mae? + Mae2 +
Mael + Mael!+ Sa®+ Mae2+ Mae2 + Mae2 +
Mae2 Mae! Sa?® BoA Bo2 Sa?® BoA Mae! Bo# Sa?

5:38
5:39
5:40
5:41
5:42
543
5:44
545
5:46
5:47
5:48110
6:1
6:2
6:3
6:4
6:5111
6:6
6:7
6:8
6:9
6:10
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Total 78 60 115 110 32 32 12

N
o
»
co
-

S

Total Mae? agreements with Mae! Sa® Bo#: Mael: 105; Sa% 62; BoA: 69

110 Mae? is too lacunose to be analysed adequately.
111 This is the verse which erroneously incorporates a portion of v. 7.
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Mae?s 78 unique elements are far fewer than sa®s 115 and bo#’s 110, and
much closer to maes low count of 60. This quantification of mae?’s differences
contrasts significantly with the heterogeneity that Schenke claimed could be
discerned from an initial glimpse.!? The statistics betray Schenke’s thesis all
the more when one recalls that mae? is an arbitrary representative manuscript
of the version it represents, and not an ideal representative (cf. n. 2 above).

The statistical analysis suggests that Schenke’s comment on what might be
discerned at an initial glance may reflect a privileging of the two “standard”
versions, Sahidic and Bohairic, both of which have been known and researched
for a hundred years and more. If the fortunes of history had been reversed so
that the Sahidic and the two Middle Egyptian versions had been well known for
centuries, and bo? had been the newly discovered manuscript, one wonders if
Schenke would have similarly concluded that boA were a relic of a hitherto lost,
alternative version of Matthew.

The relative homogeneity of mae? with the other three Coptic versions
also undermines Schenke’s claims. While mae? has but 78 unique individual
elements, there are 158 units of text (as delineated in 3.4) where mae? agrees
with at least one other manuscript,''® 76 of which agree with at least two
manuscripts.!'* Of course, the units of text delineated herein typically include
more than one individual element—and often many—so that the number of
mae?s common elements is much higher than unique elements. Thus, mae?2
seems more like the rest of the Coptic tradition than different.!'>

Schenke himself recognised that there are similarities between mae? and
the other versions, but concluded that the similarities show that mae2 had an
influence on the other Coptic translations (2001, 31). While the text of mae?
may have influenced the other versions, such a theory is unnecessary, for the
intraversional similarities seem explicable enough on the basis of substantially
similar Vorlagen.''® Since Schenke denies that mae? and the other Coptic ver-

112 Cf n.1ofthe present chapter. Cf. also Boismard: “Il suffit de parcourir des yeux ces textes
mis en paralléle pour constater que [mae?] suit pas a pas le texte classique” (2003a, 395).

113 This is the sum total of (mae? + mae! +boA = 31) + (mae? + mae! + sa® = 32) + (mae? + sa®
+bo? =13) + (mae? + mael! = 39) + (mae? + bo? = 26) + (mae? + sa¥ =16).

114 This is the sum total of (mae? + mae! +boA = 31) + (mae? + mae! + sa° = 32) + (mae? + sa®
+bo? =13).

115 The statistical analysis was designed to indicate differences. While it does quantify points
of agreement, it is capable of doing so only between mae? and one or two of the other
versions, and not between all four.

116 Some of the similarities are due to dialectal proximity, especially for mae? and mael.

Further analysis is necessary to posit any influence of mae? upon mael.
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sions have a similar Vorlage, he necessarily resorts to claiming that mae? influ-
enced the other versions, however plausible or implausible such a claim might
be.

3.5.2  Synatactical Differences

The following chart indicates the readings which are significantly different
from NA?7, with a brief summary of the explanation in the preceding full
analysis.

Summary chart of significant syntactical differences

Alternate Greek
NA27 Mae? readings!!” Explanation
sqra2  piov év NOY220YTN a Neither the Latin loanword piAov,
(certain) distance nor its Coptic form, occur elsewhere
in Greek or Coptic literature. The
translator may have deemed both
unacceptable for literary use,
prompting him to convey an
unspecified distance, similar to that in
sa®.
5:45.a.2  QVOTENEL...  (TaOYA ... qTA0Y> Mae? uses the same verb twice, both of
Bpéxel he sends ... he sends which have parallel objects, while NA27

has two different verbs, with only the
first having an object complement.
Mae?’s use of the finite verb, however, is
closer to NA27 than the other Coptic
versions’ use of the causal infinitive,
and mae?’s use of a verb of motion is
closer to NA2”s gvartéMet than the

other versions’ verb of luminosity.

117 The fourth column was meant to include those Greek witnesses which correspond to mae?

in these passages which differ from NA?27. As it turns out, there is but one case of Greek
correspondence to any of these mae? readings, probably coincidental (6:17.a.2).
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Alternate Greek
NA?7 Mae? readings Explanation
5:45.b éntl movnpods  w[1a][rae]oc men Mae?'s agreement with two of the other
xal dyafods ... [maat]koc ... Coptic versions in word order may
émi Swaiovg  waf1][katoc] un reflect a more natural or preferred
xoi &3ixovg  ni[peqepnaBH sequence of the word pairs.
the good and the
unjust ... the just
and sinners
6:2.a Sokaofdoy  [eyexiaoy eBan] Mae?’s shift from men being the agents
OO TGV [m]oemuTa of glorification to being the locus of
GvBpomwy up[wuu] they will glorification represents an imprecise
receive glory before translation.
men
6:4.a.1 ) gou M) TETNENEHMO[CYNH ] Incongruity of the subject’s
Elenpoadvy  your (pl.) grammatical number occurs here
charitable deeds and in 6:7,16. This leaf has over 8o
indicators of grammatical number
for the second person, alternating
frequently between singular and plural.
The lack of congruity may have
happened accidentally or intentionally.
6:4.0.3 Gmodwaoel oot eqet nek The Coptic pronoun in the assertion
NTeYWEBIW their that the father will give the disciple
reward “their” reward lacks a clear antecedent.
The rendering may be a deficiency in
translation or a scribal error in which
the exemplar had nrexesio.
6:5.b.2 Gmé VTV TOV  €YX1 BEK[H] The use of the compound may make

uafov adT@v

receiving a reward

mae?’s lack of a possessive article and
personal intermediate unnecessary
since it conveys, “they have been

compensated.” So also 6:16.a.6.
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Summary chart of significant syntactical differences (cont.)

Alternate Greek
NA27 Mae? readings Explanation
6:7.a.1 poaeu- aki A€ Cf. 6:4.a.1 in this chart.
X6pevol EKNETPOCEYX.E
Whenever you (sg.)
may pray
6:7.b.1 Uy Mre[pep oY |MHWH Mae? and two of other Coptic versions
Battadoyn-  ticexn do not make represent the one Greek verb with a
ante a bunch of words phrase, perhaps reflecting the difficulty
of the Greek word’s representation
6:8.a.1 oldev ... 6 [ac]aoyn he knows Scribal error, whether Greek or Coptic,
TATHP VUGV or translational carelessness cannot
be ruled out to explain the lack of
representation of 6 matp Oudv. There
seems to be no motive for a conscious
avoidance of its representation.
Regardless, the referent is clear in
mae?,
6:9.b mpooelxesfe  nfeTeT|NeeTI you Mae? uses the loanword for aitéw,
should ask rather than a more usual word for to
pray. Aitéw is, in fact, used to convey to
pray in Greek, and the loanword is used
in reference to entreaty of the Father
elsewhere in mae?. eT1 was probably
attracted to v. g through its occurrence
in the final phrase of v. 8.
6:11.b Tov dpTov [men][aik n]pecTh Mae? and the other Coptic versions
NV ToV bread of tomorrow render the enigmatic reference to daily
émiodatov bread in accord with one of the three

major interpretations held by the
church fathers.
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Alternate Greek
NA?7 Mae? readings Explanation
6:14— TAPATTORATY  -TIAPATITMA In the passage, none of the Coptic
15.0.3 trespasses versions refer to occurrences of
trespasses in NA27 with formal
equivalence. The variety of readings in
Coptic may be due to scribal error,
harmonisation, subsequent correction
to competing Greek readings, or even
to translational preferences for the sake
of euphony.
6:16.a.1  woTtebyte [ak]wan]i Cf. 6:4.a.1in this chart.
e]kNeN[HCTEYH]
Whenever you (sg.)
may fast
6:16.a.3  apavilovow  [meoy]in They are The Greek’s literal meaning is difficult
wont not to wash to understand in this context. Mae?
renders it interpretively in light of v. 17.
6:16.a.6  ATEYOVTY TOV €YX1 BEKH receiving Cf. 6:5.b.2 in this chart.
uabov adtdv  a reward
6:17.a.2  dAenpalgov  TECR TEKATH MNER 157 Mae? and bo™ss specify that it is with
TV XEQOAY  anoint your head oil that the disciple is to anoint his
with oil head. The expansion probably reflects

the translators’ interest in clarity or

fullness of expression.

The critical issue in assessing Schenke’s claims is not whether the syntax
and vocabulary in mae? is different from the other Coptic versions, or
whether it lacks formal equivalence with the extant Greek tradition. To be

sure, such considerations are relevant in concluding that mae? is an inde-

pendent translation. For Schenke’s thesis, however, the question is whether

mae? conveys the meaning of the Greek as it is known to us through the extant

manuscript tradition. This analysis indicates mae? does indeed do so.
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3.5.2.1 Differences in Meaning
The analysis has shown that mae? consistently conveys a meaning comparable
to that found in NA2?7, There are only five exceptions to this conclusion:

1. Where NA?7 uses the Latin loanword puiAov, mae? conveys a distance of
unspecified length, much like sa® (cf. 5:41.a.2).

2. The translator conveys that hypocrites give charitably so that they might
receive praise before men, rather than being praised by them (6:2.a).

3. There were three instances in which mae? has a different grammatical num-
ber for the second person (6:4.a.1; 6:7.a.1; 6:16.a.1).

4. Mae? conveys that the Father will give to the disciple “their reward,” with
“their” having an unclear antecedent (6:4.a.3).

Additionally, the text of 6:5 is significantly different from that of NA?7,
but this almost certainly reflects a scribal blunder (parablepsis involving
6:7).

Such differences, so few, so insignificant, so reasonably explicable, can hard-
ly justify Schenke’s thesis, especially when mae? otherwise so consistently con-
veys a similar meaning as that of NA27.

3.5.2.2 Schenke’s Retroversion

Schenke assumed, without justification or explanation, that mae? is a formal
equivalent translation of its Vorlage,'® and this assumption is reflected in
his retroversion. In nearly every verse, Schenke discerns an underlying Greek
text that differs from every extant manuscript, not because of a difference in
meaning, but because of a difference in syntax or vocabulary. Obviously, if
Schenke’s assumption that mae? is a formal equivalent translation is incorrect,
then a formal equivalent retroversion will produce a text wildly divergent from
all known readings, as would be the case, for example, for a retroversion of a
modern translation such as NLT.

The impracticality of Schenke’s retroversion method may be illustrated by
two more or less typical examples. In keeping with Coptic convention, all four
versions use xe€ to introduce discourse in 6:2 (and elsewhere), yet Schenke
retroverts it formally with the otherwise unattested éti. Likewise, in 5:42, all
four versions have the negative imperative for “Do not turn away” which is

118 “Esist auch meist ohne weiteres moglich, die griechische Vorlage der Sonderlesarten von
mae 2 durch den koptischen Wortlaut hindurch zu erkennen und zu rekonstruieren” (2001,

31).
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a perfectly normal way to translate NA27s ) dmoatpagis, yet Schenke again
retroverts it formally with an unattested reading. If Schenke were to retrovert
the other versions similarly, he would have to hypothesise alternative Vorlagen
for all of them, for they often share the same syntax and vocabulary with each
other.19

3.5.3 Correspondence with Textual Variants

Instead of assuming the Vorlage solely on the basis of formal equivalency,
mae?’s Vorlage may be more accurately inferred if the particulars of the conjec-
tured text are guided by known Greek readings, the translator’s habits, and the
linguistic conventions of the receptor language. When variants are involved,
however, this method requires a greater tentativeness, for mae?’s text often cor-
responds in meaning to more than one reading.

In the foregoing analysis, all Greek variants listed in NA2” were compared
with mae?s text. There are 45 passages with Greek variants in NA?7 for 5:38—
6:18. Mae? could not be determined to support reliably any variant in 32 pas-
sages, due to mae?’s lacunose text, translational ambiguity, or obvious scribal
error. The remaining 14 cases all support the reading found in NA27.120

The analysis of the present chapter involves only 5:38—6:18, and does not
rule out possible block mixture. Nonetheless, the textual analyses in the fol-
lowing chapters produce similar results. Moreover, the unanimous agreement
between mae? and NA2 in the 13 unambiguous passages analysed herein is sim-
ilar to the analysis in chapter two of the 15 variant passages involving significant
additions or omissions.

The data from this chapter will be revisited in chapter six below.

Excursus: Assessment of Boismard’s Analysis

In 2003, Boismard published an article on 5:38—6:33 (2003a) and a book (2003b)
covering the whole of mae?, both using the same method and format. He
claimed that his research confirmed Schenke’s hypothesis of an alternative
Vorlage (2003a, 387), asserting that mae? may be a witness to what he called “le

119 One is tempted to conclude that Schenke’s Greek text is merely a formal rendering of
mae?’s Coptic. However, this is not how he explains it (cf. n. 13 above, and 3.1.2.2), and
this is not how Boismard understood it (cf. Excursus below). Moreover, if this were his
intention, then his literal German translation would be redundant.

120 The14 are discussed above in sections 5:40.a.2; 5:41.a.3; 5:44.c (two readings); 5:47.c.2; 6:2.c;
6:4.¢.3; 6:6.¢; 6:7.¢; 6:8.c.1; 6:8.c.2; 6:10.C.1; 6:13.C; 6:18.C.3.
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texte oriental” (2003b, 189), one which agrees frequently with Syriac, Georgian,
and Armenian. Since it is Boismard’s basic method which is faulty, and since
there is considerable overlap between his article and this present chapter, and
since all of Boismard’s analysis is based on Schenke’s retroversion and not on
mae?’s Coptic text, T have chosen to conclude this chapter with only a summary
assessment.

Boismard’s fundamental fault is that he seems not to have consulted the
Coptic text at all, but to have relied entirely upon Schenke’s retroversion.'?!
Indeed, the core of both book and article is Schenke’s retroversion placed side
by side with NA?7, with indications of their disagreements, and an apparatus
of the retroversion’s supporting witnesses. Since Schenke’s retroverted text is
unreliable whenever it disagrees with NA%7, Boismard’s analysis is regularly
unfounded.

Boismard argued that mae? has a special relationship with the Armenian
and Georgian versions (2003a, 396). Based on Schenke’s reconstruction, he
cited eight instances in 5:38—6:18 where they seem to reflect the same otherwise
unattested readings. In addition to whatever translational considerations for
Georgian and Armenian are necessary to compare their Vorlagen with mae?
(cf. Briere 1977, 199—214; Rhodes 1977, 171-181), Boismard’s eight passages are
also problematic in regard to mae?s underlying text, as indicated in prior
discussion:

Boismard's eight passages where he asserts textual affinities between mae? and the
Georgian and Armenian versions

Cross-
NA27 Mae? and Schenke’s retroversion reference
5:42  TOV Oedovtal neroyew; Schenke: dro To0 HAovtog 5:40.b
5:46 TOUG Ayam@vtag OuAs  [nneT|mut Mu[wTn] rmeTH; Schenke: Tolg 5:46.b.1
Gryamévtag DAg wovov
6:2  €Aenpogvvyy uTeke[ e |umoc|ynn; Schenke: Ty élenpogivy gov  1.5; 6:14-15.¢.3
6:3 0od ntaK; Schenke: o0 Cf. 6:3.6.1

121 In the preface to the book, Boismard wrote, “L’ Auteur a eu I'excellente idée d’accom-
pagner le texte copte d’ une traduction en allemande, et surtout d’ une rétroversion en grec:
c’est elle que nous utiliserons pour nos analyses” (2003, 7). Note Boismard’s enthusiasm
for Schenke’s retroversion in n. 12 above.
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Cross-
NA27 Mae? and Schenke’s retroversion reference
6:8 ) odv dpotwbijre nTwTN Mnepiny; Schenke: Duels ) dpotwdijte Cf. 6:8.b.1
6:8 ) odv dpotwbijre NT@TN Mnepinyg; Schenke: Opels uy) opotwdijte Cf.15
6:12  xoi dpeg k[w]; Schenke: dgeg Cf. 15122
6:15 Tolg dvOpcymorg [unpOMH NNEYTRPATITM |Ma; Schenke: Ta Cf. 6:14-15.b.3

TOPATTTWUATO DUV

Summarily, Boismard’s method is problematic for four reasons.1?3 First, he was
dependent upon Schenke’s unreliable retroversion, and came to untenable
conclusions that could have been avoided through an examination of the Cop-
tic. Secondly, he prints Schenke’s retroversion without indication of lacunae,
ignoring the uncertainty of its reconstructed text. Thirdly, he neglects to note
agreement between mae? and the other Coptic versions which may support a
translational explanation for mae?’s readings. Fourthly, it is Latin translations
of the Georgian and Armenian versions that he compares with Schenke’s retro-
verted texts, as if a comparison of Latin translations of Georgian and Armenian
translation texts with Schenke’s retroversion of mae?s Coptic text could reli-
ably indicate affiliation of the various versions’ respective Greek Vorlagen.12*
Thus, in like manner, Boismard conjectured otherwise lost Greek readings on
the basis of mae?’s putative agreement with 21 readings in Tatian’s Diatessaron,
18 in the Syriac versions, and 23 in Old Latin (2003a, 396—398). This adds up to
70 lost Greek readings just in 5:38—6:33. Yet mae2 manages to convey a meaning
that is compatible with known Greek readings in every instance.2

A further word is necessary regarding Boismard’s failure to cite agreements
between mae? and other Coptic versions. Nowhere in his book or article does
Boismard cite mae! or recognise its existence. It is particularly curious that he

122 Note that three of the four Coptic versions lack representation of xaf.

123 Thave deemed these four flaws unworthy of documentation in light of space constraints,
although the flaws are abundantly evident throughout Boismard’s two works.

124 “La version géorgienne a été éditée par Robert P. Blake ... Elle est accompagnée d’une
traduction latine et c’est elle que nous citerons” (2003a, 389). For the Armenian text,
Boismard cites Louis Leloir’s Citations du Nouveau Testament dans [’ancienne tradition
arménienne, and writes: “Le texte arménien est accompagné d’une traduction latine et
c’est elle que nous citerons” (2003b, 11).

125 Boismard concedes this essential agreement; cf. p. 46 n. 10.
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would prioritise citation of so many sources (Latin, Syriac, Armenian, Georgian,
the Diatessaron of Venice, the Pepys harmony, and even late medieval Syriac
church fathers), yet fail to cite mael. As it turns out, it seems probable that
Boismard was unaware of mae! although its editio princeps appeared in 1981,
and was known by papyrologists at least since the 1960s (Schenke 1980, 312).
This apparent ignorance is corroborated by Boismard himself when he claimed
that the siglum “Mae” was used in reference to Codex Scheyen in NA2”s appara-
tus,!26 even though Codex Schayen was virtually unknown for at least six years
after NA27’s initial publication. Of course, “mae” is the siglum that NA27 uses for
mael, and not for mae?, a point that, surprisingly, evades Boismard and seems
explicable only if Boismard were ignorant of mae.1?

In his book, using the same method, attendant with the same kinds of errors,
Boismard appeals to other passages to affirm that mae? is comprised of an
otherwise lost text that has been redacted with “classical” Matthew. His method
led him to conclude that mae? (or rather, mae? as Boismard knew it through
Schenke’s retroversion) has two levels of redaction, and that the two levels may
be discerned in the following items found in mae?:

mae?’s doublets!28
anomalies in the text129
— harmonisations!3°

correspondences with the Pepys harmony

126 “Dans I’ apparat critique [i.e., Boismard’s apparatus], les variantes du papyrus copte sont
désignées par le sigle Mae, abrégé de ‘Moyen égyptien, sigle utilisé par Schenke et aussi
dans!’édition critique de Nestle-Aland” (2003b, 10). Actually, Schenke uses the siglum mae
2 (2001, 13), which itself should have given Boismard a moment for pause.

127  One can hardly suppress the bafflement over a senior scholar engaging in researching and
writing of this sort of text-critical monograph on Codex Scheyen (mae?) without knowing
Codex Scheide (mae?).

128 The term is poorly defined (2003b, 190-191). From the list of 14 “doublets,” one might
surmise a broad definition involving differences between Schenke’s retroversion and NA2?
in key words such as évepyolow (NAZ%7) and dmaxovodow (Schenke) in 14:2, or clauses
where one or more element is placed at a different position with attending syntactical
differences.

129 Boismard (2003b, 192—193) cites ten passages, such as 1618 where the plural form gen unn
occurs in mae? although its parallel in the preceding line has the singular gen Trm. Cf. for
example my discussion below in 28:1.a.4.

130 Some harmonisations seem clear:17:9 (John 7:39, etc.); 26:51 (John 18:10); the double amen
in 12 passages (there are seven occurrences of the single amen); 27:60 (John 19:41). Most
of the others cited by Boismard seem less likely.
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— Semitisms which are otherwise not present in “classical” Matthew!3!

lack of correspondence of conjunctions and particles with NA%7 (cf. 1.5)

a tendency toward the active voice where NA27 has the passive
— depiction of the non-violence of Jesus.!32

Given the extent to which Boismard’s method is flawed, a comprehensive
examination of his argument probably is not warranted. No doubt, there is
evidence of intentional harmonisation in mae?2, but this is a phenomenon
abundantly attested not only in the other versions, but in the Greek manuscript
tradition as well; if harmonisation can be found in the more restrictive process
of word for word copying in manuscript reproduction, how much more so in
the more complex and freer process of translation.!® Further, undoubtedly
there are inconcinnities in mae?, just as there might be in other translations;
given the version’s apparent early date, short life span, and the limited amount
of time it might have had for revision, one would expect a greater number of
“anomalies” in mae? than later more widely used versions.!3* Thus, individual
elements noted by Boismard may be interesting, even compelling. Nonetheless,
since Boismard makes no attempt to explain particular readings in mae? by
analysing its Coptic text in its own syntactical environment and linguistic
milieu, the whole of his hypothesis is put into doubt. My own analysis of
5:38—-618 makes his hypothesis especially doubtful since mae? is shown to
convey the meaning of NA27 with great regularity.

Boismard’s use of Schenke’s retroversion illustrates how detrimental the
retroversion is. Baarda criticised Schenke’s retroversion, stating that despite
Schenke’s caveats, “it still will be used as if this Greek reconstruction of the Vor-
lage of the Coptic text ever existed in this form, quod non” (2004a, 267). Bois-
mard’s two works justify Baarda’s concern. Boismard said that the reconstruc-

131 Again, many of Boismard’s proposed examples, if not most, are ill-founded on Schenke’s
retroversion. What Boismard thinks are Semitisms in Schenke’s retroverted Greek text
reflect typical Coptic conventions.

132 This point is based primarily upon the reading of 21:12-13 where Jesus is said merely to
have found the buyers and sellers in the Temple. The leaf has the verb intact, but lacks
about 610 letters at the end of the line, with other lacunae as well, making other elements
uncertain. Boismard, however, does not reveal that any lacunae are involved. Boismard’s
other examples merely involve Jesus being less extreme in his words, such as him telling
someone something rather than commanding such (9:30; 14:22; 16:23; 21:6; 2003b, 220).

133 See Askeland on translational interference from assimilation and memorization (2012a,
38-39)-

134 See Metzger's quotation in n. 18 above.
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tion was the most valuable aspect of Schenke’s edition for non-Coptic readers
(cf. n. 11), but in fact, the retroversion mars what is otherwise an excellent edi-
tion by Schenke. Instead of being led to incorrect conclusions in nearly every
verse by using the retroversion, a non-Coptic reader would be better served by
reading Schenke’s excellent literal German reading which he provides on the
facing pages of the manuscript transcription.



CHAPTER 4

Syntax and Representation of Matt 12:3—27

4.1 Introduction

411 State of Preservation

The next leaf for analysis constitutes pages 29—30 of the codex, containing
12:3—27. It is perhaps the best preserved leaf of the manuscript, containing
about 1500 letters and sense unit spaces altogether, although 100-130 letters
are missing, mostly at the corners. There is little need for reconstruction, and
the several produced by Schenke are probably correct, except for readings
in v. 15 and possibly vv. 4, 17 (discussed below).! I have however, provided
my own transcription for each verse below. It largely collaborates Schenke’s
transcription, except that mine indicates a greater uncertainty than his in many
cases.

41.2  Mae?as a Witness to “Canonical” Matthew
The previous two chapters have already shown that mae? is not an alterna-
tive Matthew, but is substantially the same Matthew that is known in the
extant manuscript tradition. I do not focus on refuting Schenke’s claim further,
although there is much in 12:3—27 to corroborate my earlier discussion in chap-
ter 3. In particular, two points may be summarised.

First, the same kind of homogeneity and heterogeneity between mae? and
the other Coptic versions is evident in 12:3—27 as in 5:38—6:18. This is important
since mae?’s frequent agreement with the other Coptic versions where the syn-
tax differs significantly from NA27 suggests that the differences are translational
rather than textual. Conversely, the considerable number of unique readings
in sa¥% bo4, and mae! imply that mae? also is likely to have unique renderings
as a matter of course, without implying differences in their respective Vorla-
gen.

Mae?s homogeneity with the other Coptic versions can be illustrated by
12:23 where nine of mae?®’s twelve words are identical with two, if not three
of the other versions (excepting dialectal features), while only one element
is unique (the singular article in muuu the crowd). On the other hand, the
heterogeneity of the Coptic versions is evident in 12:18 where sa® has seven

1 The reconstructions in vv. 11, 14, 26 also raise questions, but can hardly be improved.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, DOI: 10.1163/9789004268180_005
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unique elements, boA has five, mae? has three, and mae! has one. In 12:3-27,
mae? has slightly more agreement with boA (see especially vv. 3, 9, 11, 14, 15,
18, 25, 26) than with mae! (see especially vv. 7, 10, 16, 18, 19, 23, 27), whereas in
5:38—6:18, mae? has slightly more agreement with mae! than with boA.

Secondly, the present chapter corroborates the previous conclusions which
showed Schenke’s retroversion to be little more than a slavish, formal equiva-
lent translation of mae?’s Coptic into Greek. A single example may suffice. In
Jesus’ assertion that it is lawful to do good on the Sabbath, all Greek witnesses
put the dative object toig cdfBacw prior to xaAdg motelv, while all four Coptic
versions postpone the Sabbath reference to the last position (12:12). This varia-
tion in word order reflects a typical concession to the receptor language (Lay-
ton 2004, 146), but Schenke’s retroversion suggests that mae?s Vorlage (and by
implication the Vorlagen of all four Coptic versions) puts the Sabbath reference
in the last position. Because chapter three showed Schenke’s retroversion to be
entirely unviable, I generally avoid commenting on it further.

41.3  Presentation of Analysis

In this and the next chapter, I emphasise the translator’s method and habits of
rendering his Greek text, with a view toward establishing his Vorlage. The analy-
sis has two components, a translational analysis and a textual analysis. For the
textual analysis, I continue to analyse every variant cited in NA27s apparatus
which is attested by Greek New Testament manuscripts. I also give considera-
tion to any variant cited in the other apparatuses which might correspond to
the reading of mae? where mae?’s meaning differs from that of NA%7, although
in actual practice, such readings rarely occur (12:24.a.1).

As in the previous chapter, whenever a verse has any of the frequently
recurring syntactical elements listed in 1.5, I indicate such by writing “Cf. 1.5”
at the pertinent section heading. My comments such as “The verse has no
syntactical differences from NA27” or “There are two syntactical differences”
are not to be taken absolutely, but as being duly qualified by the data in

15.
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4.2 Verse by Verse Analysis

Matt 12:3

Mae? TOoTe Mexey NaoY [X€ MME|[TNOW | NTMTN MIIETEa AAYELA €4 €TRA[qeKa
MeN] nu eTnaynemMey Then he said to them, “Have you, for your part, not
read that which David did while he hungered, and the ones who were
with him?”

NA27 ¢ 8¢ elmev adrolg: odx Gvéyvwre ti émoinoey Aowid 8te éneivaoey xal ol pet’
a0tod,

12:3.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? conveys the same message as NA%7.
There is but one syntactical difference of note. Mae? uses the inflected modifier
NTOTN, without dueis being in the Greek. The pattern, however, is well attested,
especially in the Middle Egyptian versions.? Indeed, mae? has ntwT(e)n in
three of the four extant occurrences of the formulaic, “Have you never read ...?"
(12:3; 21:42; 22:31).

12:3.b Textual Analysis. NA%" indicates no variation.

Matt 12:4

Mae? paqmH €()oyn erHi MP[T 2aqqi] NNENAI(K) NTE [TPOBECEIC 2a4OYAMOY
eNM[H NeY] N €0YAMOY OYAH NKAOYH €TNaY(N)EM[M]€q AMMHTI NOYEB
vmeTH “‘He went into the house of God. He took the loaves of the presence.
He ate, while not being lawful for him to eat, nor for the other ones who
were with him—except the priests alone.”

NA?%7  méx elofiAev eig Tov olxov Tod Oe0d xal Todg dpToug Tig mpodioews "Epayov,
"8 olx £Edv My bt paryelv 00dE Tolg uet’ adTod, el wi) Tols lepedaty udvorg;

12:4.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

2 For mae?: 6:8, 9, 30; 12:3, 34; 13:16; 15:16b; 20:26; 21:42; 22:31; 23:313; 25:41; 28:14. For mae: 6:8, 9,
30; 12:3, 34; 13:16; 15:16b; 28:14. For sa?: 6:9; 12:34; 20:26. For bo”: 6:9, 30; 1316.
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12:4.a.1 @G Greek md¢ connects the rhetorical question and the narrative
details: have you not read ~ow David entered the temple. By not representing
this connector, mae? simplifies its text, moving directly from the question to
the David story, as seen also in some English versions (cf. NIV NRSV, etc.).

12:4.a.2 [eaqqi]. Where the right margin is broken off, Schenke provides the
uncertain reconstruction [paqyqi], conveying he took. The reconstruction as-
sumes that the preposition n- (n-nenai(k)) indicates a preceding verb in the
absolute state. For this, Schenke conjectures gaqqy, similar to Luke 6:4 where
David is said to have taken the loaves.

If the reconstruction is correct, it may reflect a Vorlage containing the poorly
attested reading € afev in mae?’s secondary ally 892 (cf. 6.3.1 below). Alterna-
tively, a scribe may have harmonised the text to Luke 6:4 independently, either
in the Greek or in Coptic. Another possibility is that the Vorlage had the same
reading as NA?7, but that eaqq was supplied in translation to explicate the
assumed acquisition of the bread; this inclusion of qi without Greek correspon-
dence is seen in 25:25; 27:7; 28:12, 18.

The presence of eayqr is uncertain, however. The scribe may have added the
preposition n- carelessly, a phenomenon made easier by Coptic’s pervasive use
of n- (e.g.,, {m}nre in 2513; cf. Kahle 1954, 105). Without n-, the text could be
reconstructed similarly to bo#, as indicated by the chart:

Schenke’s aqmH  e(2)oyN erHi MP[T  2aqqi] NNENAI(K) NTE [POOECEIC 2aqOYAMOY

Reconstruction he went into the house of God; he took the loaves of the presence; he ate them.

Alternative aqmH  e(2)oyn ermHi MP[T aoyw]| {n}uenai(k) NTe TPoeEceIC 2agoyaMOyY

Reconstruction he went into the house of God and the loaves of the presence he ate them

BoA nwc a4@e Nay €HoYN enHl Mt oyop NIDIK NTE HIPOOECIC  A4OYOMOY

how he went into the house of God and ate the loaves of the presence.
If mae? had a text similar to bo#, then it would have preserved the Greek’s
chiastic structure, against the Coptic tendency to put the complement after
the verb (Layton 2004, 146):
he went into the house of God

and

the bread of the presence he ate
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Layton notes, however, that “the order of expansion elements is not rigidly
determined. In actual texts it varies quite a lot ..., expressing the author’s free
rhetorical choices and overall textual arrangement. Euphony ... may also have
played a part.” Similarly, mae? also preserves the chiasm in 22:7, for example.

12:4.b Textual Analysis
12:4.0.1 [eaqq]. Cf. 12:4.a.2.

12:4.b.2 aqoyamoy. NA27 awkwardly reads that David entered the temple and
they ate (¢payov) the loaves, without identifying the plural subject. The reading
is supported by mae?’s closest allies 01 03 pc (cf. 6.3.2.1). The rest of the tradition
has the singular verb (¢payev), agreeing with the subject David. Mae? also uses
the singular in reference to David, against its closest allies and NA?%7. In this
case, however, mae? may not be a reliable witness to its Vorlage.

The shift from the plural to the singular could have been a Coptic scribal
error, involving a mere exchange of similar letters, (-4- and -y-). The error may
have been facilitated by context since the singular subject David had just been
referenced, and the plural nominal subject is left unexpressed not only in the
initial phrase, but also unexpressed in the second phrase, and even in the
third; David’s men are not explicated until the fourth phrase. This makes the
mental retention of the plural subject difficult. Moreover, since such variation
happened in the lesser task of manuscript reproduction, it is all the more likely
to have happened in the more complex task of translation.

12:4.0.3 enywn. Mae? does not reliably attest either NA2”s singular relative
pronoun 6 or the masculine plural variant otg, for mae? has the circumstantial
with impersonal g entailing a syntactical environment sufficiently different
from the Greek that its Vorlage cannot be discerned.

Matt 12:5

Mae? xen MneT(N)ow @i M[NOMO[C] X€ PPHI 2EN TICABBAOON NOYEB MPIEPO[N
clexo[2]em MIcaBBAOON’ CEEIPH MMAOY NaiTNaBH “Or have you not read
in the law that on the Sabbath, the temple priests profane the Sabbath?
They do it without sinning.”

NA27 1§} o0x GvéyvwTe €v T4 vopuw 6Tt Ttols aaPPaaty of lepels &v ¢ lepd T6
adfBartov PePnrodaty xai dvaitiof eiaty;




138 CHAPTER 4
12:5.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:5.a.1 icaBeBaeoN. Although NA27 has the plural, mae? (and comparably sa®)
uses the singular for Sabbath in all of its nine extant occurrences, and so does
not reliably represent the Greek grammatical number for Sabbath.

12:5.a.2 NOYeB Md1epoN. Where NA27 has ol iepels év T iepd, mae? (and similarly,
mae!) has noyes mdiepon. Instead of a mark of relationship, the assimilated n-
is probably the simple preposition (Layton 2004, 164), which may be used to
translate the Greek dative and év (Crum 2005, 215).

12:5.b Textual Analysis. A few manuscripts include the preposition év before Toig
odfBacw (04 05 032 pc). Unfortunately, Schenke retroverts mae?’s gen as sup-
porting this reading. In reality, all the Coptic versions include the preposition
as a normal representation for the dative construction (cf. also vv. 10-12). Thus,
mae? and the other Coptic versions are not reliable in their attestation to either
reading.

Matt 12:6

Mae? anak 2 TX® MMaC X€ TiNaX. edlepon quneive “But I myself say that the
greater than the temple is here.

NA27 Aéyw 8¢ v 81t to0 iepod "ueidév otv M.

12:6.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:6.a.1 aNak 2. The personal independent anax with the inflected modifier
for the formulaic “I say to you,” is not atypical. Occurrences in mae? without

the intensive Greek pronoun are found in 12:6, 36; 19:9; cf. also 11:2g™mael 529 boA,
16:15mae1 sa9 boA; 18:20539; 27:24mae1, 43mae1 sa9 boA_

12:6.a.2 Ouiv. Although mae? usually represents the second person plural com-
plement in the formulaic Aéyw 3¢ Oy, it is not represented here. It may have
been omitted by error, whether in translation or in inscription. Regardless, the
formula is regularly used to introduce timeless truths for all people, and as such,
its meaning can be conveyed without representation of Opiv.
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12:6.b Textual Analysis. Since Coptic does not have the neuter gender, mae?'s
masculine muax is not a reliable witness for the masculine reading peiwv

against NA2”s neuter peilov.

Matt 12:7

Mae? ene gaTNiMH X€ 0Y[Ne]H MeTOYEWMY AYD NOYOYCIa €N TH NNATETNNH-
TaXH NiaITNaBH €N TH ‘Ifyou had known that it is mercy which I desire
and not sacrifice, you would not have accused the innocent.

NA27 &l 8¢ eyvaxette Ti éotiv- Edeog FAw xal 00 Jvaiay, odx &v xatedindaote Tovg
dvattiovg.

12:7.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? conforms to typical Coptic conven-
tions conveying irrealis (Layton 2004, 411), expressing the same meaning as
NAZ7,

12:7.b Textual Analysis. NA27 indicates no textual variation.

Matt 12:8

Mae2 1iGC rap MIcaBBa©ON M€ aypH Mripmmu. “For the Son of Man is Lord of
the Sabbath.”

NA27  x0plog yap €ativ Tod gaBpdrou 6 viog Tod dvbpwmov.

12:8.a Translational Analysis. The nominal sentence pattern in mae? conforms
to typical Coptic conventions (Layton 2004, 203), conveying the same meaning
as NA27,

12:8.b Textual Analysis. NA?7 indicates no textual variation.
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Matt 12:9

Mae? eTeaqOYOTEB €BaX MMEOY 2ayi €20YN eTeYCYNarwrH When he crossed
over from there, he came into their synagogue.

NA27  Kai petafag éxelfev THABev el ™ quvarywyiy adtév-

12:9.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae?s syntax and meaning are close to
NA?7,

12:9.b Textual Analysis. The nominal subject 6 'Tnools occurs in 04 022 042. Mae?
probably supports NA27 since mae? has a tendency to represent formally the
corresponding nominal and pronominal forms of reference to Jesus, although
not consistently (cf. 2.4).

Matt 12:10

Mae2 paqi €PETY NXH OYPMMH €PE TEYXIX. OYMOY NAYMINH MMAY [TH X€
€Z€C(T)H €0APATIEYOYH MIICABBAOON NAYEW) KATHIOPEl MMaY TH A man
having his hand withered came to him. They asked him, “Is it lawful to
heal on the Sabbath?” They wanted to accuse him.

NA?7  xai i3ob dvBpwtog Tyelpa Exwv Enpdvy. xai Emnpwtyoay adTov Aéyovteg: el
gEeatv Tols odfBBaoty "Bepanedont; tva xatyyopyowaty adTod.

12:10.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:10.a.1 2a4i epeTq. With the support of o1 03 04 032 892 pc, NA2” introduces
the man with the withered hand with elliptical i8c0, without predication of
existence. Most manuscripts, however, include the verb #v. Mae? lacks not only
any representation of v, but also of i8o¥; instead of predicating the man’s state
of being, mae? asserts that the man came (i) to Jesus.

Assuming the translator’s Vorlage lacked #v, the translator necessarily com-
pensated his typical non-representation of iS00 by adding the verb i to predi-
cate the man'’s presence. 'I800, when lacking a verb, can convey either the sub-
ject's static presence or its incipient presence. In the transfiguration account,
for example, {900 is used twice in 17:5 to indicate the incipient presence of both
the bright cloud and the voice from the cloud; accordingly, most translations
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supply a verb to convey that a bright cloud came, and that a voice came from
the cloud. In both cases, mae? uses the verb i (cf. Baarda 2004a, 275). Unfortu-
nately, there are no contextual indicators to help determine if iS00 in 12:10 con-
veys the man’s static presence or incipient presence. The other Coptic transla-
tions simply read that there was a man with a withered hand, as if the man were
incidentally present, with the Pharisees pointing out his presence, similarly to
Luke 6:6. In contrast, perhaps influenced by the recurring Matthean narrative
feature of people coming to Jesus, mae? presents the man as coming to Jesus,
with implicit intentionality.

12:10.a.2 NaY@NH. Where NA27 has the Greek aorist énypwytoav, mae? has the
preterit nayayunu. This is not atypical, for of the 56 extant occurrences of the
preterit in mae?, NA27 has the aorist nine times.3

12:70.a.3 Méyovtes. Mae? gives no representation to the Greek’s redundant intro-
duction to direct speech Aéyovteg, except for the Coptic convention xe.

12:10.0.4 €l. Betraying the awkwardness of rendering the Greek formally, the four
Coptic versions resort to three different translations of conditional &i. Mae2 and
mae! avoid representing conditional &l altogether, conveying the meaning of
the Greek in the form of a simple question. Sa® uses ene, while bo” renders it as
a negative interrogative.

12:70.a.5 MnicaBBaooN. Cf. 12:5.a.1.

12:70.a.6 Naye®). The Greek concludes the verse with the subordinate clause
v xatyyopoway adtod, while mae? renders it as an independent clause. The
Greek subordinate clause modifies the second clause of the sentence introduc-
ing the Pharisees’ question, butis separated from the second clause by the ques-
tion itself:

gmpamoay adTév Aéyovte £l E&eativ Tols odBBaaty Bepamedont; tva xortiyyo-
pNgway avTod

As a consequence, the purpose clause is sufficiently distant from the main verb
as to be elliptical. Accordingly, less formal English versions invert the clause

3 This is seen in the other Coptic versions as well. For mae!, sa®, and boA: 12:7; 24:43; for mae!

alone: 27:11, 30; for bo” alone: 12:10; 12:24; 13:17; 20:31; 25:27.
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order (e.g. NIV), while more formal English versions introduce resumptive
punctuation to help alleviate the awkwardness (e.g. NASB). While bo” renders
the ellipsis with the preterit, and sa® and mae! render it with a circumstantial,
mae? avoids the ellipsis by inserting a main verb in the final clause. This change
of syntax, however, does not alter the meaning of the text.*

12:10.b Textual Analysis
12:10.0.1 . Cf. 12:10.@.1.

12:10.b.2 &xel. Since mae? does not give formal representation to many elements
in its Vorlage, and since mae? conveys that the man came there regardless of
whether éxel was in its Vorlage, mae? is not a reliable witness either to NA27’s
éxel or its exclusion in some manuscripts.

12:10.b.3 evapaneyoyH. Coptic has no one way to render tense in the Greek
infinitive of purpose, and so cannot reliably attest either NA2”’s aorist infinitive
Bepamedoat or the present infinitive 8epamedev in most manuscripts. In this
verse, sa® and mae! use the optative, bo? uses the conjunctive, and mae? uses
the preterit with the auxiliary oyew (cf. n. 4).

Matt 12:11

Mae? nTa[q] A€ M€X€Y NEOY X€ NIM 2EN THNOY METE OYENTEY ENOYECAO0Y?
MMEOYE aYM NYPHIH €2PHT EOYWIK MITEPAO0Y NICABBAOON YD €TE
ngneNne? en [Ngn] Ty eppHi But as for him, he said to them, “Who is there
among you who owns a sheep, and it fall into a pit on the Sabbath day,
and will not go (and) lift it out?”

4 Schenke’s apparatus reads, “Nayeq] = nayoyew, entspricht einem 6¢Aovteg + Inf. und steht
statt des Finalsatzes des Standardtextes” (2001, 64). However, since oye is often used as an
indicator of subjunctivity, there is no need for Schenke to postulate an otherwise unattested
reading containing the verb 8eAw. Cf. Baarda 2006.

5 eNoYecaoY [Who has] a sheep is probably derived from enoyeecaoy [who has] one sheep, with
elision of the two neighbouring epsilons. Mink has argued that €l is not rigidly rendered in
Coptic (1972, 231-232).

6 “The adverb mmay (untranslatable) often accompanies oyne- ... Its function and the condi-
tions for its presence or absence are at present unknown” (Layton 2004, 306).

7 Schenke identifies the lexeme as the intransitive verb nne to go (2001, 214). It appears here with
negative n- and with the future auxiliary, denoting a hypothetical meaning (Layton 2004, 239).
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NA27 ¢ 8¢ elmev adrols, Tig "Eatot €€ Dudv dvBpwmog 8¢ FEEet mpdBartov &v, xal
ey uméay °tobto Tolg adBPaaty eig BoBuvov, olyi xpathoet adTd xal
&yepel;

12:11.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:11.2.1 NiM 26N THNOY neTe. Where NA27 has the future €otai, the four Coptic
versions lack a verb, but compensate with the preposition gen to form the
verbless situational predicate (cf. Layton 2004, 237). Accordingly, mae? cannot
support éotat or the present éottv as it occurs in some manuscripts.

12:71.a.2 oyenTeq. NA27 has the future tense £el, supported by all manuscripts
except o5 pc which have the present tense &yet. Since mae? (and bo?) use the
verboid oynTe- to denote possession, and since verboids do not form with the
future auxiliary, mae? cannot reliably attest either reading.

12:71.0.3 MTIERA0Y NTICaBB20ON. Mae?, and similarly, mae! use the expanded entity
term -nepaoy nrcaBBaoon where NAZ7 uses Tolg odffacw, but without any
change of meaning. For mae?’s reference to Sabbath in the singular, cf. 12.5.a.1.

12:11.0.4 3Y®. Mae? unusually uses ayw where xai is not in NA%7. The conjunction
connects the modifying clause eTe nquenne en, which occurs toward the end of
Jesus’ rhetorical question, to its specifier subject mm at the beginning. Because
it was postponed toward the end, the modifying clause is separated from
the subject by 1) the expanded description of rm as having a sheep; 2) the
hypothetical situation of the sheep falling into a pit; and 3) it having done so on
the Sabbath. The ayw, then, facilitates resumption of the expanded description
of mmm with the final modifying clause. The use of ayw does not affect the
meaning of the passage.

12:71.0.5 €T€ NYNENNE €N [NqN]| Ty egpui. NA27 uses the verbs xpatyoet and &yepel
to indicate the actions of grabbing and lifting to rescue the sheep. In contrast,
mae? (mae! similarly) conveys that a man is likely to go and lift the sheep
out. The agreement between mae? and mae! may suggest a concession to the
receptor language. Indeed, the verb pair xpatioet and éyepel may have seemed
redundant, prompting the translator to avoid representation of the second
term, and to compensate for it with a verb explicating the requisite action of
travelling to the pit’s location. The translation may not be formally equivalent,
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but it is in keeping with the translator’s habits since the translator sometimes
reduces redundant word pairings.®

Since mae? differs so significantly in its syntax, it cannot reliably attest any
of the variants involving the verb xpatéw. Similarly, since Coptic is not a reliable
indicator of Greek word order (Layton 2004, 146), mae? should not be cited for
any of the word order variants involving NA27’s xpatoet adto xai éyepel.

12:11.b Textual Analysis

12:11.b.1 €otan. Cf.12:m.a.1.

12:11.b.2 Ee. Cf. 12m1.a.2.

12:11.b.3 €6v. Mae?'s preterit nquin conveys the same meaning of all three variants
cited in NA2?7 (&dv; l; omit), and so should not be cited in support of any one of
them.

12:11.b.4 Tolto. Mae?'s third person intermediate -q- in ngeuin (in reference to
the sheep that might fall into the pit) corresponds in meaning to both NA27’s
to07to as well the subsingular reading in 05* where to07o is lacking. Thus, mae?
should not be cited in support of either variant.

12:11.b.5 xportnoel adTo xal eyepel. Cf. 12:m.a.5.

Matt 12:12

Mae? MaANON XH OYPWMH €4oYaT€E[B] [€YE]CA0Y 2CTH WWH €P TIATAO0N
MI2220Y [Mric]aBBasoN “A man, then, is worth more than a sheep! So, it is

lawful to do good on the Sabbath day.”

NA?7  méow odv TSagépet dvBpwmog TpoPdtov. ote EEeaty Tolg cdBRaTY XoADS
Totelv.

8 Reduction of Greek verb pairs can be seen in 8:21, 33; 9:27; 11:1; 12:44; 21:21; 21:30; 23:3; 25:9; 26:4,
74; 27:2, 48; 28:2.
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12:12.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:712.0.71 MANAON XH OYPDMH €qoYaTe[8] [eve|caoy. Mae? and sa® both convert
the rhetorical question into a simple assertion (cf. CEV), just as bo* does, for
example, in 5:47.

Mae? uses maxnon, but this may not indicate that its Vorlage read pdMov
against NA2”’s wéow. Its occurrence here may illustrate that Coptic uses loan-
words to translate texts which do not have the corresponding Greek word (cf.
Emmenegger 2007, 99-102). Not only is Maxyon sometimes used to translate
Greek texts which do not have the word udXov (Bohairic: Acts 8:16; Phil 1:14;
2Pet 2:10), but maxxon can also be used to convey the meaning méoog, the very
word used by NA27 (7:11). These factors make mae?'s witness to udA\ov uncer-
tain.

12:12..2 MT2220Y [Mnc]asBaeoon. Cf. 12:5.a.1.
12:12.b Textual Analysis. For méoew odv Stagépet dvpwmos, cf. 12:12.a.1.

Matt 12:13

Mae? TOTH MEX€Y NIPMMH X€ COY[TEN] TEKX1X €BaX 2AYCOYTWNC EBaX 2ACEP
[Ten] nntknoyi® Then he told the man, “Stretch out your hand.” He
stretched it out. It became as the other.

NA?7  téte Aéyel 1@ avBpdmw- ExTewdy gov TV yelpa. xal eEétetvey xai
dmexateataly bywg “og 1) &y

12:13.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:13.a.1 nexey. Mae? regularly uses the verboid where the Greek has the histor-
ical present (e.g., 9:9, 28, 17:20; cf. Mink 1972, 198; Kreinecker, 251).

12:13.a.2 &mexateatady vymg. All four Coptic versions simplify the pregnant
phrase dmexateatddy vywg to convey that the hand was healed. Mael, sa¥% and
boA use only the verb oyxai (mae': oyxet), followed by the modifying clause
for as the other. oyxal conveys that the hand became whole, which differs

9 The first n of nntknHoyi is probably a variant doubling (cf. Layton 2004, 21).
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somewhat from restore as the meaning of drexateatdady (Bauer 1999, 111). Mae?
is even simpler, indicating that the withered hand had become like the other,

with gacep being used in the place of anexateataby dymg.

12:13.b Textual Analysis. Mae?s reading [ Ten | nutrroyi supports NA27’s g 1) 60y
against its omission in o1 04?2 892*.

Matt 12:14

Mae? eTeayi €BaX NXH MAPICAI[0OC 2 |AYEP OYCAXNH €Pay 2OTIMC Nee[2a]TeBY
When the Pharisees had gone out, they did a counsel against him in
order to kill him.

NA?7  reEehfbvres 3¢ of Papioaiol’ cupBotliov Erafov xat’ adtod dmwg adTov
dmoAETWaTLY.

12:14.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:14.a.1 [2]ayep oycaxnn. Mae?, mael, and bo” represent guuBotAiov EAafov
with the idiom [¢]ayep oycaxnn. The same idiom is used by mae?, mae!, and
boA in this verse and in 2215; 271, 7. Schenke, unfortunately, retroverts the
idiom as if in accord with o019’s singular reading gupuBodAtov émoivaay, but this
is pedantic.

12:14.a.2 ncegaTeBy. The Coptic versions use three different words to represent
NA27s anoléowaty: NcepaTeBq (mae? mael); eyemooyTy (sa’); ncetakoy (boA).
All three correspond with NA27s sense of killing.1°

12:14.b Textual Analysis

12:14.b.1 €5eNBbvteg 8¢ of Papioaiot. Since Coptic generally is not a reliable indi-
cator of Greek word order, mae? should not be cited to support either NA2”’s
¢&eNdbvteg 3¢ ol Papioaiol or the reading oi 3¢ Papioaior eEeAdévtes in some
manuscripts (Plumley 1977,143; Kreinecker 2008, 141). Within the same reading,
however, the presence of both verbs eTeayi eBax and [¢]ayep in mae? supports

10  BDAG’s initial entry reads, “to cause or experience destruction—a. act. ruin, destroy—a.
of pers ... Esp. kill, put to death ...” (Bauer, 2000, 115).
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NA?27 (01 03 04 0281 f! 33 892) against the exclusion of the participle é£eA06vreg
in 032 037 0233 M.

12:14.b.2 cupPodMov émoloav. Cf. 12:14.a.1.

Matt 1215

Mae? [ea HC] €1MH 224OYMTEB €BAX MMEOY 22Y[0YER0Y] [NCWY] NXH OY({Na )X,
MMHMOH 2ageapaney[H Mua][oy Thp]oy He knew. He crossed over from
there. A great crowd, they followed after him. He healed them all.

NA27 ‘0 8¢ Tnools yvodg dveywpnoey exelfev. xal HxoroLBnaoy adtd [dyot]
ToAolY, xal €Bepdmevaey adtolg mavtagh

12:15.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The verse exemplifies Coptic affinity for
asyndeton.

12:15.0.1 [eaq]emn. Schenke’s reconstruction [2aq]emn which lacks the nominal
reference to Jesus is probably incorrect. Prior to emn is an unambiguous space
the size of a letter!? A space between gaq and emn seems inexplicable if
Schenke’s reconstruction were to be assumed. Alternatively, reconstructing the
text with a space after ¢ in the prenominal state ga ¢ emn would not be
unusual,!® for there are 19 such spaces after \nc extant in mae2.1*

12:15.0.2 oY(Na)X. MMH@OH. Where NA27 has the plural [&yAot] mToMol, mae? has
the singular oy(na)x umnau.!> Sa® likewise has the singular. The phenomenon
is seen elsewhere without Greek variation (8:1ma¢l; 13:2mael; j5:3gmael; 1g:pmae2

11 For the textual variation involving wdvtag xal énetipnoey in vv. 15-16, see the next verse.

12 Autopsy of the manuscript confirms what can also be seen in the plate, that the space is
fully preserved in the papyrus.

13 Although the perfect more often occurs in the prepersonal state, Schenke lists 31 occur-
rences of the perfect in the prenominal state (2001, 264). The prenominal state is elsewhere
used with ¢ in 13:34, with half a letter space following it.

14  Full letter spaces after TG occur in 9:22; 1411, 25, 29; 17:9; 19:1; 20:22, 34; 23:1; 26119, 26, 34,
49, 57, 62, 64; 27:27; 28:5 (a space of about 3—5 letters), 10. Many other partial spaces occur
after Jesus’ name throughout the manuscript.

15  The u of uuuwn marks the inverted attributive construction (Layton 2004, 83).



148 CHAPTER 4

mael; 5g:pgmael boA) 16 T ayton notes that collective nouns “can occur in a sing.
entity term construction to denote a collection of individuals (munnwe ‘The
crowd’) and can receive cross-reference in the plural” (2004, 86-87); cf.
12:23.

12:15.b Textual Analysis. "OyMot is bracketed in NA?7, indicating a highly uncer-
tain text. Its exclusion is supported only by o1 03 372 873, while all others include
gxAol, with mae? in support.!” As I argue in chapter 6, after translational phe-
nomena have been identified and accounted for, mae? is a very close ally to
o1 and o3. Given this strong alliance, mae?'s support for the inclusion of &yAot
against o1 and o3 may bear accurate witness to the earlier textform that they
share, weakening its external support, and so justify the removal of the brack-
ets.

Matt 12:16

Mae? pagemTiMa NeY 2iNaC NNeY[ovaney | He warned them in order not to
reveal him

NA27 18yl gmetipnaey” adTolg tvar W) pavepov adTov Toowaty,

12:16.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The only syntactical incongruity is that
mae? more economically conveys Jesus’ warning not to make him known, using
only one verb and a pronominal suffix (nney[oyangy]), while NA%7 uses a verb
and two complements (pavepov adTOV TOWTWIW).

12:16.b Textual Analysis. In the variation unit involving the final word of v. 15 and

the beginning of v. 16, mae? supports the reading in NA27 against those found
in o5 and (f!):

16  Mae? preserves nothing of the occurrences in 4:25; 8:1; and 20:29 where NA27 has the plural
for crowd.

17  Mae? is extant in 24 instances where NA27 has dyAog. In each case, mae? gives formal
representation to its nominal reference, except for two occasions when the third person
plural pronoun is used (14:23; 27:15), and one occasion when the syntax of the text suggests
that the scribe probably omitted it by accident (23:1).

18  NA?7includes mdvtag at the end of 12:15 as part of the variant unit; cf. 12:16.5.
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Mae?  pageapamey[H MMa0Y] [THP]OY 2aUEMTIMA NEY

NAZ%7?  éBepdmevaey adTolG TAVTAG xal  émetipnoey avTols

05 éfepdmevaey alTovg mdvtog 3¢ olg édepdmevaey gnemin&ev avtolg

ft éfepdmevaey alTovg mdvtog 3¢ olg edepdmevaey gnéminooey adTolg
Matt 12:17

Mae? [emac]!® eqexmk €BAX NXH NCEXH N2Ca[1]ac [MEMPO]PHTHE 64X MMAC
so that the word of Isaiah the prophet might be fulfilled, saying,

NA27 "tva mAnpwdf) T prbev dia 'Hoalov tod mpogrtov Aéyovtog:

12:17.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:17.0.1 €qeXk. Since Coptic does not have a subjunctive mood, mae?, mael,
and sa® render a mAnpw6fj with the optative to denote an expression of pur-
pose (Layton 2004, 264; cf. 13:35; 21:4; Plumley 1977, 149).

12:17.a.2 ncexH. Where NA27 has the substantivised participle 6 pnfév, mae? has
instead nicexx. ncexn is mae?'s consistent rendering of the fulfilment formula
o TApwBf 6 prbev did ... (12:17; 13:35; 21:4; 27:9).

12:17.b Textual Analysis. Since mae? uses ginac to translate both o (14:36; 20:21;
21:4; 26:56, 63) and 8mwg (6:2, 4, 18, 35), mae? should not be cited in support of

either of the two competing Greek readings.

Matt 12:18

Mae? xe eHH 21 maaXoY [T]am[€]NpIT neTeacepeNel NPHTY €KW Mra[TT [N
[e]epni exmq eqeTame migeonoc eYkpi[c|ic Behold! My child, my beloved,
the one with whom I am pleased. I will put my Spirit upon him. He will
proclaim to the Gentiles judgment.

NA27  {Sob 6 maig pov T 8v Ypétion, 6 dyamyTés nov “elg 8v ed3bxv ey ) YPuym
puou-OMow T0 TTvedud Hov €’ adTév, xal xpiaty Tolg €8veatv dmaryyeAel.

19  Schenke constructed this as [kec], although the other two extant fulfilment formula
passages (13:35; 21:4), read pwac (cf. bo?).
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1218.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae?’s [n]am[e]uprT differs significantly
from the Greek, but the passage is problematic in the other Coptic versions
as well. All four seem to treat the rare word ypétion as being derived from the
more common word dpéaxw I win favour, I please instead of alpetilw I chose.
This confusion produced a redundancy in translation, especially perceptible
in Horner’s literal rendering of the Sahidic version:

Behold my Son whom I wished (oyawy),
my beloved for whom my soul wished (oyww) (1911-1924, 1.111).

Perhaps due to confusion in the Greek, mae? simplifies and truncates the third
and fourth lines, eliminating the synonymous parallelism,?? and reducing the
representation of the third person self-referent v Yuyy pov to the simplified first
person verbal suffix.

NA27 Mae?

A B A B
Lineg 6 maig pov v Ypétion, TAANOY

Line4 6 dyamntéguov  €lg ov ed30xnaev 1) Yoy pov  [m]am[e]upiT  TETRACEPRNET NPHTY

Additionally, the parallel in 17:5 (magupu namenperT neTeacepenei) may have
unduly influenced the translator. Ultimately, however, except for the reference
to the child’s election which is likewise lost in all four Coptic versions, the
meaning of the Greek and mae? is hardly different from each other.

12:18.b Textual Analysis. Partly because prepositions and case in the Vorlage
can hardly be discerned by the Coptic (Plumley 1977, 149), and partly because
mae?’s syntax deviates from the Greek, mae? cannot reliably attest any of the
variant readings involving prepositions in this verse or the case of the relative
pronoun in line 4.

20  Given that synonymous parallelism is pervasive in Hebrew poetry, its elimination prob-
ably occurred at the point of translation, rather than in the production of an alternative
Hebrew or Aramaic Matthew, as Schenke’s thesis would suggest.
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Matt 1219

Mae? [n]neqepecH NNEYAMXATT: €BAXN NNEYCMTM C¥paoy pi nemraTia He will
not quarrel. He will not cry out. He will not be heard ... on the streets.

NA27  obx épioet 003¢ xpauydael, 003¢ dxovael TIg v Talg TAATEIXLS TV Quviy
abTod.

12:19.a Translational Analysis

12:19.a.1 00% ... 08¢ ... 008¢. Showing the Coptic preference for asyndeton, mae?
represents the negators odx ... 003¢ ... 008¢ with the negative conjugation base
nne- in the three optative verbs.

12:19.a.2 NNeYcwTH. Where NA?7 uses the indefinite pronoun tig with the active
voice dxobagel to convey that no one will 4ear the Servant’s cry on the street,
mae? uses the dynamic passive nneycwt™. The decision to use the dynamic
passive probably explains the occurrence of third person intermediate -y- to
represent tig. Coptic generally is not a reliable witness to the occurrence of tig
(cf. Plumley 1977, 148).

12:19.a.3 ¢”paoY. Schenke’s transcription mark % represents a sign written above
the line by the scribe or a user, perhaps to indicate a textual defect.?! Schenke
transcribes this as ¢”°paoy and suggests that the text should read neycun, reflect-
ing the conjectured plural reading ai guwvai adtod (2001, 66), where the other
Coptic versions refer to the Servant’s cry in the singular. My own analysis and
autopsy of the manuscript suggests this is doubtful. Instead, the text should be
transcribed as ¢”paoy, with the siglum implying that someone found the text
deficient, and perhaps significantly so.

12:19.b Textual Analysis. NA?7 cites no textual variation.

21 Elsewhere such sigla link the text to marginal corrections (e.g., 2001, 372). Unfortunately,
the margin closest to this intralinear mark is broken off, and occurrences of the siglum are
too few to assess profitably.
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Matt 12:20

Mae? 0YKE® eYrIaTC NNEJOYAXITY: OYZHBC €JHMOYR NNEYAWEMY MAN(T)(X1
uneTkan eenn oyeen A cracked reed he will not break; a burning wick he
will not quench, until he seize victory in judgment.

NAZ7 By dAouov GUVTETPLLpEVOV 00 xaTedEeL xal Aivov Tugbpevoy ob aféaet, Ewg
av exPdAy eig vixog Ty xpla.

12:20.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:20.a.1 OY2HBC eqMoye. Mae? conveys that the Servant would not extinguish
a burning wick. The burning wick may mean the same as NA2”’s smouldering
wick, one which was no longer burning but was still smoking.22

12:20.0.2 QAN(T)qX1 MneTkaN genn oyeen. The Coptic versions render €wg dv
Exay) eig vixog ™V xpiaw variously:

Mae?  @an(T)qX1 MIETKAN 2ENN OY2€T until he seize victory in judgment.

Mael  @aNTYRIOYE MITEYRET €BAN PN OYTKAN until he cast his judgment forth in victory
Sa® MaNTEYENE €BOX Mreypart @n oyTaxpo  until he bring forth his judgment in victory
BoA WATEYRI0Y1 MITIRATT EYCPO until he cast the judgment in victory

The enigmatic statement and the ambiguity of the Greek words éxfdAy and
xplow may have contributed to the variety of renderings. In the case of mae?®'s
Vorlage, Baarda writes, “One needs only look at Mt 12:20, where éxfdAy is
rendered with the verb xi, which shows that the translator misread the verb
as &xAdfy” (2003b, 303). This change may have influenced the subsequent
transposition of direct and indirect objects, if seizing victory in judgment (or
justice) seemed more sensible than seizing judgment (or justice) in victory.

12:20.b Textual Analysis

12:20.b.1 oYK€W eynatc. Mae?’s oykew eqmatc attests NA2”’s reading xdAapov
TUVTETPLEVOY against 05's singular omission.

22 Cf. NLT CEV. For the exegesis, cf. France 2007, 472.
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12:20.b.2 oyeen. Since Mae? reads oygen judgment, without the possessive article
and personal intermediate, it supports NA27 against the occurrence of the
possessive pronoun avtod in 033 1424. While Coptic often adds the possessive
to articulate nouns (Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink 1972, 233—237), as can be seen
here in sa® and mae!, Coptic generally does not omit it.

Matt 12:21

Mae? aym epe nmigeoNoc mcTeyH eneqpeN And the Gentiles will believe in his
name.

NA27  yal Tt ovépatt adtod EBvwy EAmiodoy.

12:21.a Translational Analysis. Without Greek support, mae? reads that the
nations will believe (mcteyn) in the Servant’s name, rather than fope in it (NA2":
76 dvopatt adtod EBvy éAmioda). This difference is difficult to explain, although
the translator may have perceived that hoping in Jesus’ name was identical to
believing in it. Moreover, “believing in the name” is so formulaic that the trans-
lator or a scribe may have had interference from parallels such as John 1:12 so
that the letters I, I, C, [ and N in the continuous text EONHEAIIIOYCIN were
mistakenly read as EBNHIICTEYOYCIN.23

12:21.b Since Coptic is not a reliable witness to Greek prepositions (Plumley1977,
149), mae? cannot attest any of the variants involving them.

23  Mae! has a similarly enigmatic rendering about the presence of someone Aolier than the
Temple (neToyaTs empiepon mneme, 12:6), rather than greater than the Temple. Scribal
error is possible in both passages, whether Greek or Coptic. Such errors may have arisen
from incidental factors that cannot possibly be identified from our present perspective.
Borrowing from a popular phrase, duly sanitised, D.C. Parker once referred to unexpected
scribal readings as arising simply because “stuft happens” (British New Testament Confer-
ence, University of Aberdeen, September 4, 2009). Such readings support Askeland’s con-
clusion, “Some deviations in the Coptic translation appear to result from influence from
other biblical passages—perhaps passages with which either the translator or scribes
were familiar .... Some paraphrastic and expansionist readings could result from imperfect
memorization” (2012a, 38-39).
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Matt 12:22

Mae? payiNH Neq NOYEA- NBEAAH NEMIIA €YEN OYAAIMMN NEMMEY aY D
2aUoaPATIEYH (M)MaY 2CTE MEN NYCEXH aYMD YNey eBax They brought
to him a deafperson, blind (and) mute, having a demon, and he healed
him so that the deaf person spoke and saw.

NA27  Téte “mpoanvéxtn adTd Satpovi{opuevos TupAds xal xweds?, xal
gfepdmevaey adToY, WoTe “TOV xwPov? TAAAELY xal BAETEW.

12:22.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:22.4.7 NOYEA- NBEMH NeMrta. NA27 depicts the healing of a man who not only
was blind but was also xw¢dg. Kwgdg by itself can refer to speech incapacity,
or hearing incapacity, or both (Bauer 2000, 580). Mae? takes xw¢dg as implying
both debilities, explicitating them with ex and mna, even though NA27 only has
the one word xw¢ds. Later, when the word xw¢dg again appears to describe the
man, mae? represents it only with the one word ex deaf (person), and not with
ura. See also 28:16 in which two Coptic words translate the one lexically dense
Greek word.

12:22.0.2 €YEN OYAAIMMN NeMMey. Mae? represents the participle Soupovidpevog
with the phrase eyen oyaammn nemmey, similarly to bo#. Occurring with the
verboid eyen, the prepositional complement nevmey probably reinforces pos-
session (ke had a demon), and should not be translated formally as with him (cf.
Layton 2004, 313, citing Mark 5:1552).

12:22.b Textual Analysis

12:22.b.1 TPOaNVEXDY, ... Satpoviddpevos TVPAdS xal xwds. Since Coptic uses the
dynamic passive, mae? cannot attest either NA2”s passive form mpoavvéydy or
the active mpooiveyxa in 03 0281714 1424.

12:22.b.2 &V xw@év. The result clause in NA27 identifies the healed man simply
as Tov xw@dév. Mae? probably supports this reading (o1 03 05 892 1424) against
TOV TUQASY xal xw@bv (04 0281 33 M), and against ToV xwedv xal TVPASY (019 032
037 038 0233 f' 13 700).
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12:22.b.3 xal. Mae? does not reliably support the absence of xai before Adaeiv xai
BAémew in NA27 or its presence in most manuscripts; cf. 1.5.

Matt 12:23

Mae? 2aYePWIHPH NXH MMHMH THPY €YXM MMAC X€ MH MIIET €N TTH NAH(PH)
naayea- All the crowd was amazed, saying, “Is not this the Son of
David?”

NA?7  xai ¢Eiotavto mdvteg ol 8yAot xai ENeyov- wtt 00Tés Eotwy 6 vidg Aawid;

12:23.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.
12:23.0.7 QAYEPWITHPH NXH MMHMH. Cf. 12:75.a.2.

12:23.0.2 €YX®. Mae?, mael, and sa® all use the circumstantial where NA27 has
the imperfect & eyov.

12:23.b Textual Analysis. NA?7 indicates no variation.

Matt 12:24

Mae? 2ayCmTM A€ NXH (M)PAPICAIOC NAYXM MMAC X€ 2242l AAIMIMN €BaX 2N
Be[[N]]eenceBoYA- apxmn nnenaammn The Pharisees heard. They were
saying, “He cast out (the) demon through Beelzeboul, the prince of
demons.”

NA?7  oi 3¢ Papioaior dxodoavtes elmov- 00Tog 0lx ExBEMel T Satpubvie el i &v
¢ "BeeAlePoA dpxovtt TAV Satpovimy.

12:24.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:24.G.1 2AYCTM ... NaYX®. NA27 uses the verbs dxovcavtes and elnov to report
the Pharisees’ hearing and responding to the crowd’s positive assessment of
Jesus. The Coptic versions represent the two verbs with varying conjugational
bases:
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NA27  dxoboovteg elmov ... having heard, they said

Mae? aycwTM NAYXD ... they heard. They were saying

Mae!  eeaycoTm nexey ... having heard, they said

Sa® NTEPOYCIDTM  TIEXAY ... when (the Pharisees) heard, they said
BoA €TAYCMTEM nexwoy ... having heard, they said

Perhaps because the precursive (temporal) is unattested in Middle Egyptian,
mae? uses the perfect paycawtn for NA27s dxovoavteg (cf. Plisch 2001, 373 n. 19;
Schenke 1991, 163; 12:15.a.1).

Mae?'s use of preterit nayxw for NA2”s aorist elnov fits Layton’s description of
the preterit as slowing “the pace of narration.”4 It may also convey the progres-
sive sense that the Pharisees were saying that Jesus cast out demons by Beelze-
bul (Lambdin 1983, 86), and if so, implies a subtle difference in aspect, perhaps
influenced by contextual considerations. Mae?s syntactical agreement with
the singular reading €\eyov in 1093 is probably coincidental, especially since
1093 so closely represents the Byzantine text.

12:24.a.2 22421. While NA27 has the present éxBdMet, none of the Coptic versions
render it as a present. Mae? uses the perfect (eaqei), perhaps understanding
the Greek to be an historical present; the other Coptic versions use the preterit.
Mae?’s use of the perfect entails the immediate context of the single exorcism
in v. 22, while the accusation in the Greek and the other Coptic versions seem
to characterise Jesus” healing ministry in general.

For NA?”s obtog, mae? has the third person singular intermediate -q- (cf.
12:11.b.4; 12:19.0.2).

Like many modern translations, mae? represents the Greek’s double nega-
tive o0tog o0x xBaMer Ta Soupdvia el i) &v @ Beeh{eBov positively, simplifying
the syntax without altering its meaning.

12:24.a.3 AN and Be[[A]]eexcesoyA. In keeping with Coptic convention
which usually omits articles when referring to nouns of a generalised class or
to names (Layton 2004, 40, 98), mae? lacks the determiners for aamwn and
Be[ [N]]eenceBoyA.

24  Layton explains that the preterit “is not essentially a mark of anterior time. The preterit
signals a temporary shift ..., a stepping away from the primary line of discourse” (2004,
347-348). As such, it does not necessarily imply progressive aspect. This conflicts with
Lambdin who writes “The Imperfect is used to describe an action ... as in progress in past
time and is normally the equivalent of the English past progressive ...” (1983, 86).
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12:24.b Textual Analysis. Mae?'s spelling of the name of the prince of demons
probably reflects regional or dialectal conventions rather than the transliteral
spelling of its Vorlage (cf. BapamBa, 27:17; BHTOaNI, 21:17; TENHCAPPET, 14:34;
CANAOYKEWC, 16:11, etc.).

Matt 12:25

Mae? eTeayneoy MHZ% €NEYMHOYH MEXEY NAOY X€ OYMETEPa aW{(Y) }wannww
22PI2aPAC YAPECAMY: OYTIONIC T €YHI AqMANTIDW) MEYNEW|0RH] €peTY
Perceiving their thoughts, he said to them, “A kingdom, if it is divided
against itself; is wont to be destroyed. A city or a house, if it is divided, will
not be able to stand.”

NA27  reidg 32" tag évBupnoels adT@V elnev adtols oo Bactleia pepiobelon
xaf’ EauTijs €pnpoltat xal maoo TOALS 1 oixia uepiabeloa xab’ Eautiig 00
otabnoeTal.

12:25.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:25.0.1€TeaYNeoY. Mae? begins with eteaygneoy. This is similar to bo#, but con-
trasts with sa%s eqcooyn (mael: eqcaoyn). The disagreement could reflect that
which is found in the Greek manuscript tradition, with NA2”s eidcg supported
by most manuscripts, but P21 01¢ 05 33 pc reading idwv. This particular varia-
tion is replete throughout both the Greek and Coptic tradition. While bo” may
in fact give representation to the minority reading, this is far less certain for
mae?, given its propensity to render its Vorlage without formal exactitude.

12:25.0.2 OYMETEPa ... oymnoAic i eyHi. Instead of reading the adjective nm (cf.
Greek: 1) to modify the nouns for kingdom, city, and house, mae? reads these
nouns with the indefinite article oy. The meaning is substantially the same,
with mae?s indefinite articles befitting the proverbial pronouncement.

12:25.0.3 2apieapac. Sa® and boA both reflect the parallelism of NA2”s twice
repeated xad’ éavtijs in the two clauses, representing the two words with egpai
exwc and egpa’/ vmayat”/, respectively. Mae! does not preserve this parallelism,
rendering xaf’ éavtiis with exn neywp initially and with gapigapa- in the sub-

25  Schenke classifies this occurrence of i as a backgrounding particle (2001, 217).
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sequent clause. Similarly, mae? employs eapieapas, but only in the first clause,
and does not represent xaf’ éxvtijs at all in the second clause, perhaps due to
its redundancy. This explanation is all the more probable since mae? lacks rep-
resentation of the similar phrase é¢’ éautév in the subsequent verse as well.

12:25.0.4 Wapecywy. The four Coptic versions all use the aorist to convey the
Greek present indicative épypodtat.

12:25.0.6 Meynem| ogH epeTq]. While NA?7 indicates merely the fact that the city
or house will not stand (otafyoetat), mae? and bo# both use the auxiliary -
(with future ne-) to indicate their inability to do so (cf. 12:26; 10:29).

12:25.b Textual Analysis
12:25.b.1 €ldwg 8¢. Cf. 12:25.a.1.

12:25.0.2 6 'Incols. Mae? supports NA2”s reference to Jesus without nominal
"Ingods (01*2 03 04) against all other witnesses which use the name Jesus itself.
Mae? otherwise regularly uses the name in the Greek construction consisting
of participle + 8¢ + 6 + 'Ingods. The construction occurs twelve times in NA2”’s
text of Matthew, and there is only a single but explicable exception, indicating
the general reliability of mae?'s support for NA27.26

Matt 12:26

Mae? €1 €CXH MCAPAANAC METRIOYH M[TICAP | AANAC €BAX OY TRH TEYHMETEPA
nenewo[eu]epetc ‘If it is Satan who casts out Satan, how will his
kingdom be able to stand?”

NAZ7  xai el 6 gortov@g tov catavdy exBaMel, Ep’ Eautdv Epepiody. mdg odv
otabnoetal 1) Pactieia adtod;

12:26.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

26  The exception is 14:13, where Jesus’ name occurs at the end of the clause in v. 12 and where
the translator truncates v. 13 significantly. Cf. 8:10; 12:25; 14:13; 16:17; 17:17; 19:26; 20:22, 34;

21:21, 24; 2218, 29; 26:10. (Cf. 2.4.)



SYNTAX AND REPRESENTATION OF MATT 12:3—27 159

12:26.a.1 neTRioYH. Mae?, mael, and bo all use a cleft sentence (endophoric e
with a relative clause) to represent the Greek present expdMet (Layton 2004,

370).

12:26.a.2 €p’ €avtov Euepialy. Given the tautology of the saying about Satan
casting out Satan, the translator may have truncated the representation of
the clause predicating Satan’s division against himself, perhaps deeming its
omission as a justifiable simplification. Cf. 12:25.a.3.

12:26.0.3 neNewo[en]epeTc. Cf. 12:25.a.4.

12:26.b Textual Analysis. NA?7 indicates no textual variation.

Matt 12:27

Mae? iemxH 121 AaIMIDN €BAN 2€N BE[2EX]CEBOYA TH aPH NETENWHPH iOYH
e[Bax] [een] [[ ]]?7 nim eTBH nei NTaY ceneteen €[padrTn] “If I cast out
demons by Behelzeboul, then by whom do your sons cast (them) out?
Because of this, they, for their part, will give judgment against you.”

NA27  xol el &y év BeeAleBo exBdie T dopévia, of viol DUV év tivt
gxfdMouaty; Sid todto fadtol xprtai Egovral Hudv.t

12:27.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:27.a.1 tei. Mae? lacks the inflected modifier anak (sa® and boA: anox) which
the other Coptic versions otherwise use to represent intensive éyw in this
verse. Of NA2”s 21 occurrences in passages which are extant in mae?, the four
Coptic versions avoid representing €y with anak (anok) 18.1% to 22.7% of
occurrences, all of which involve some kind of subjunctivity or conditionality
which may also have influenced mae? in this passage.?8

12:27.a.2 ceneteen ¢[pwTn]. NA27 reads that the Pharisees’ sons who cast out
demons will be the Pharisees’ own judges, while mae? and mae! read that the

27 Aletter seems to have been blotted out.
28 CtL. 10:32(:0’ 33c0; 11:28mael; 12:27mae2; 18:33mael sa9 boA; 20:22mael sad boA 21:24boA; ZI:SOCO;
26:a5mael,
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sons will judge them, a somewhat simpler expression, with little change of
meaning.

12:27.b Textual Analysis

12:27.b.1 BeeALeBovA. Cf. 12:24.b.

12:27.b.2 adtol xprral Egovrar Vu&v. Since Coptic is not a reliable indicator of
Greek word order, mae? cannot reliably attest any of the word order variants
for the final phrase of the verse (Plumley 1977, 143; Kreinecker 2008, 141).

4.3 Conclusion

4.31  Syntactical Differences

The following chart indicates mae?’s significantly different readings from NA27,

with a brief summary of the explanation given in the preceding full analysis.

Significant syntactical differences

Alternate Greek
reading with
NA27 Mae? similar meaning  Explanation
12:4.a.2  wol Todg [eaqur] nnenai(k)  #Aafev: 892 1. Assuming the reconstruction, mae®s
dipToug TG NTE TIPOOECEIC Vorlage may have had the same reading
mpobégewg eaqoyamoy He took as its ally 892, harmonised with Luke
€paryov the loaves of the 6:4.
presence. He ate 2. A Greek or Coptic scribe may have

harmonised to Luke 6:4.

3. The translator may have expanded
the text to explicate an assumed action,
perhaps carelessly.

4. A scribe may have accidentally
included the preposition n-, where the
text should read [a0yw] nenai(k) nre
npoeecelc agoyamoy, with bo4, similar
to NAZ7.
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Alternate Greek
reading with
NA?7 Mae? similar meaning  Explanation
12:4.b.2  Eparyov 2aqoyamoy he ate  Epayev: P7o 04 05 1. Mae?s Vorlage may have had the well

019 032 038 f113 33 attested variant reading.

m 2. Postponement of the nominal
subject until the fourth phrase may
have influenced the translator’s
rendering of the Vorlage, so that the
Vorlage may have had the same reading
as NA?7,

12:7.0.5  OUYl XPATATEL €TE NUNENNE €N The translator may have substituted a
adTd xal [ngu]Tq eppui Will redundant element in his Vorlage
éyepel he not go and lift it (xpamioet) with an expansion (eTe

out nqgenne en) which explicates an
assumed element.

12:13.0.2  QmEXATETTADY) 2acep [TeH] Mae? may have simplified a lexically
Vymgs we M nntkHoYi It became dense phrase in its Vorlage which is
L7nY) like the other otherwise translated variously in the

Coptic tradition.

12:18.a v yypétion []am[e]nprr my All four Coptic versions mistake the

beloved rare Greek word y)pétion as conveying
(whom) I love. This makes its parallel
line redundant which the translator of
mae? may have truncated.

12:19.a.3  003E GXOVTEL  NNEYCWTM Cpaoy The interlinear mark (*) probably

TG ... THV

QN adTod

They [the servant’s
cries?] will not be
heard

indicates a defect in the text.
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Significant syntactical differences (cont.)

CHAPTER 4

Alternate Greek
reading with

NA27 Mae? similar meaning

Explanation

12:20.a.2  Ewg Qv EXBAAY) @an(T)yxi
elgVixog TV MMETKAN 2ENN
xplow oveen until he seize

victory in judgment

The translator may have transposed
the relevant letters in éxBdAy to read
éxhdfPy, making the enigmatic
phrase more difficult, prompting a

transposition of the two nouns.

12:21.0 EAmiodatv meTeyH believe

1. The translator or a prior Greek scribe
may have considered believing to
convey more accurately the meaning of
é\miodaw.

2. The passage may have been
harmonised to passages with the more
familiar formulaic believing in the
name.

3. A Greek scribe may have

misread EONHEAITIOYCIN as
EONHIIICTEYOYCIN, especially since
believing in the name was a more

frequently expressed concept.

12:24.a1  €lmov NaYX they were  EAeyov 1093

saying

The progressive aspect of mae?s
translation comes probably as a result
of inexact translation, perhaps

influenced by context.

12:24.a.2  ExPdMel eayel he cast

Mae?’s non-durative past was
probably determined by contextual
considerations, rather than an exact

correspondence to the Greek syntax.

12:26.a.2 €@ EoVTOV (omit)

The translator may have intentionally
truncated the passage due to its

apparent tautology.
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The six most significant differences are these passages:

— 2aqoyamMoy: he ate instead of they ate (12:4b)

— [m]am[e]nprr: my beloved instead my elect one (12:18.a)

— @AN(T)qX1 MIETKAN 2ENN OYRer: until he seize victory in judgment instead of
until he bring judgment unto victory (12:20.a.2)

— mcTeyh: believe instead of hope (12:21.a)

— omit representation: NA%”s ég’ éavtov epepiadn he is divided against himself
(12:26.a.2)

Otherwise, the other six differences are minimal, having little effect upon
the general interpretation of the passage. They seem not to reflect any level
of redaction in the Vorlage that might support Schenke’s alternative Vorlage
hypothesis.

Most of the differences are best explained as occurring at the point of
translation (12:5, 11, 13, 18, 20a, 20b, 21, 24a, 24b, 27). Some can be explained
as scribal error (12:4b, 19, 21, 26). One passage (eaqoyamoy in 12:4) may reflect
the reading of the variant, although this is the less likely explanation. Since
these differences probably arose through the normal processes of translating
and copying, one need not resort to explaining them through a hypothetical
recension.

4.3.2  Correspondence with Textual Variants
Most of the textual variants listed in NA27 cannot be reliably attested by mae?,
due to ambiguities in translation. The readings mae? can reliably attest, how-
ever, generally affirm the text of NA27 (12:13.; 12:14.b.1; 12:15.b; 12:16.b; 12:20.b.7;
12:20.b.2; 12:22.b.2; 12:25.b.2). Significantly, the textual analysis suggests that one
change might be made to NA27: the weight of mae?’s witness for 12:15.a.2 sug-
gests that NA2”’s brackets should be removed from [8xAot]. In one instance,
mae? has a text that appears to support the variant reading (cf. 12:4.b.2), but this
is probably a coincidental result of the translator’s treatment of the passage’s
complex syntax.

The analytical results of the present chapter corroborate the conclusions of
the previous chapter which suggested that mae?s Vorlage was very similar to
NA?7, They also anticipate those in the next chapter.
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Syntax and Representation of Matt 28:1—20

5.1 Introduction

511  State of Preservation

The third analytical sample comes from the final leaf of the codex, pages 91—
92, containing 28:1—20. With a little less than three quarters of the text extant,
Schenke reconstructs a total of about 450 letters for both pages. I have provided
my own transcription, which largely reflects Schenke’s transcription, except
that mine reflects greater uncertainty, with parts of six verses left unrecon-
structed.! Differences are noted.

512  Mae?as a Witness to “Canonical” Matthew

My analysis of the four Coptic versions for 28:1-20 concludes that the syntax of
mae? and of the other Coptic versions have about the same degree of homo-
geneity and heterogeneity as the texts analysed in chapters three and four.
Mae?’s relative homogeneity with the other Coptic versions, and the relative
heterogeneity of the others to one another, makes Schenke’s theory of an alter-
native Vorlage difficult to sustain: mae? is too much alike the other versions for
it to be a non-canonical Matthew, and the others are too different from one
another for them to be canonical Matthew if mae? is not. Some examples are
instructive.

Mae?'s syntactical homogeneity is especially seen in v. 2 where 16 of mae?’s
19 words are also found in at least two, and often all three, of the other versions.
Two of the three remaining words are found in one other version, and only one
word is unique.

On the other hand, the syntactical heterogeneity of the Coptic versions is
especially seen in v. 14 where sa® has five unique elements, mae? and boA have
three each, and mae! has one. Similarly, in v. 10, sa® has nine unique elements,
mae? has three, and mae! and bo# have two each.

Again, I found Schenke’s retroversion of 28:1—20 to be consistently slavish,
unnuanced, and little more than a formal re-translation of mae? into Greek.

1 The most serious problem with Schenke’s reconstruction is that his left margin of the recto
is variable, sometimes extremely so. A well defined left margin for the upper half of the recto
can be achieved if space for a single letter is assumed where the page has broken off.
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Examples from nearly every verse could be cited, but two may suffice. In v. 2,
with the exception of 032, the Greek manuscript tradition has the participle
xatafdg, for which all four Coptic versions have the perfect verb gaqi (or its
dialectal equivalent). Schenke formally retroverts gaqi as xatéfy, implying that
the four Coptic versions support 032’s singular reading. Similarly, in v. 14 where
the unanimous Greek tradition has the passive voice, the unanimous Coptic
tradition has the active, with Schenke retroverting mae? as an active, with no
regard to well-known Coptic convention.

As in the previous chapters, whenever a verse has any of the frequently
recurring syntactical elements listed in 1.5, I indicate such by writing “Cf. 1.5”
at the pertinent section heading. Again, comments such as “The verse has no
syntactical differences from NA27” or “There are two syntactical differences” are
not to be taken absolutely, but as being duly qualified by the data in 1.5.

5.2 Verse by Verse Analysis

Matt 28:1

Mae? [eeN T]OYWH A€ MIICAMIAO0N 21 )WP[TT 2en] [M]neoy MIOYaiN €T
NaPH NCIOY MI[@®i] [2]aCi MH NXH MAPIZAMMH TMATAJINH [MEN
T][k]amapieammn? payi epeTq mriemeeo| Y| In the night of the Sabbath,
early in the morning at daybreak while the stars were still above, Mary
Magdalene came, and the other Mary. They came to the tomb.

NA27 O °8¢ cafPdtwy, T Emeuoxoboy &g piav capBdtwy, AA0ey "Moptay ¥
MorySodnw xat 1) 8y "Mapio fewpijaat Tov Tagov.

28:1.a Translational Analysis. Mae? deviates significantly from NA27s syntax
and vocabulary, more so than many other passages, lacking representation of
Greek elements, and including elements not found in NA2?7. These differences
probably arose from the translator’s attempt to clarify his Vorlage. Despite these
incongruities, mae? conveys the meaning of NA27,

2 Schenke reconstructed this as [men] [Tk Jammapizammn. However, space considerations dictate
that the T of Tkaamapizammn be placed at the end of the previous line.
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28:1.a.1 [gen T]oyau. NAZ7 refers to the evening of the Sabbath (6y¢), while
mae? refers to the night of the Sabbath.3 Although Crum does not cite oy
as a translation of 0¢, both mae? and NA?7 clearly indicate that the two
Marys came to the tomb as the night of the Sabbath was becoming Sunday
morning.*

281.a.2 uncammaeon. NA27 has two Sabbath references. The first refers to Sat-
urday evening, while the second caffdtwv refers to the first day week (Bauer
2000, 910). Together, they literally read, On the evening of the Sabbaths ... on the
first of the Sabbaths. Mae? lacks the second reference, perhaps to avoid repeti-
tion of cammaeon, especially since the text had already established that it was
Sunday morning.

28:1.a.3 21 @wp[n gen] [n]neoy MIoYain €Tt NapH NeoY M[@mi]. NAZ7 has the
rare tf] émipwaxovay), which is usually taken as a reference to dawn (cf. sa® and
bo#), although the period when darkness gives way to morning may be more
precise.’ Mae? conveys this with ¢i @wp[n], but clarifies it with the expansion
[een TT]NEOY MIOYAIN €T1 NaPH Ncl0Y M| wwi] at the hour of the light, yet the stars
being above.

The expression nneoy mroyain hour of the light is a stock phrase referring to
early morning,% although mae? clarifies further that the stars were still visible,
which would suggest prior to the actual sunrise.

These expansive elements do not convey any information that could not be
extrapolated from the Greek text, and seem to reflect the difficulty in finding a
simple way to represent the Greek.

3 One wonders whether the reading might reflect an early church crux interpretum wherein
“one harmonized the chronological references either with Jerome ... and Augustine ... by
referring vespere to the entire night in the sense of a pars pro toto ... or with Gregory of
Nyssa ... and Severus of Antioch ... by understanding ¢¢ in the sense of ‘later’ or ‘after’” (Luz
20012007, 3.594). Cf. “sero ... sabbatorum” in the old Latin manuscript d and the Vulgate
against “vespere ... sabbati” in the other Old Latin manuscripts.

4 'OYg 3¢ caPPdtwv could also mean late Sabbath (cf. ASV). Alternatively, many English versions
read after the Sabbath, a meaning strongly rejected by Luz (2005, 594).

5 “To become dusky, twilight” (Luz 20012007, 3.594).

6 Crum also cites references such as muay ngwpn early morning, muay ngTooye dawn, inay
vmeepe midday, inay NpoYee evening, etc. (2005, 234—235). Because it was a stock phrase, there
is no need to postulate some kind of interdependence between its occurrence in mae? and
Liber Bartholomaei (cf. Schenke 2001, 188-189).
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28:1.a.4 2aYi epeTy Mnemeeo[Y]. In narrating the women'’s visit to the tomb, mae?
lacks representation of the verbal complement fewpfjoat which conveys that
they came ¢o see the tomb. R.T. France notes that the purpose “sounds rather
colorless” (2007, 1099). It hardly says anything more than that the women went
to visit the tomb, and the translator may have omitted it accordingly.

Due to the Greek’s compounding of the subject after the singular verb, mae?
adds a second occurrence of the verb i to go:

Mae? [ea]ci mH NXH MAPIZAMMH TMATASAINH [MEN T][K]amMapipammn 2ayi epeTq Mrempeo[Y]
English Mary Magdalene came, and the other Mary. They came to the tomb
NA27 AA0ev Morpiar 1) MorydaAnvi) xearl 1y 42 Maplar Bewpijoat Tov Tégpov

The Greek verb, in the singular, occurs in the first position, followed by Mary
Magdalene marked as its sole subject. The singular subject is then linked by
xai to nominative ¥) §Ayn Mopia, creating disagreement in number between the
compound subject and the singular verb. Mae? alleviates the inconcinnity by
supplying a second occurrence of the verb in the plural form.

28:1.b Textual Analysis.

28:1.b.1 8¢. Given mae?'s propensity for not representing the coordinator 8¢, the
presence of ae in the phrase [een T]oywn Ae Mncammaeon probably supports
NAZ27 which has 3¢, against 019 33 579 1241 1424.

28:1.b.2 Maptay ... Mapia. Since mae? lacks orthographic consistency (cf. 27:56;
3.3 above), and since the name’s spelling may reflect regional or dialectal
preferences rather than the Vorlage,” the two occurrences in 28:1 of Mapiearivn
probably do not reliably support either spelling in either occurrence.

7 E.g, BapaMBa, 27:17; BHTOaNI, 21117; TENHCAPPET, 14:34; CANAOYKEWC, 16:11, etc. Alternatively,
Boismard suggests the forms in mae? reflect Johannine elements of an ancient Gospel har-
mony (2003b, 197).
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Matt 28:2

Mae? [oy]uax8 NAICMOC 2aq@MITH OYATTENOC NT[€ MEC| [2]ayi €BaX 2eN TTIH
20Y® 224yl MIWNH [€BaX i plwy® MneMpeoy payeMac 2imTy- A great
earthquake occurred. An angel of the Lord came forth from heaven, and
he took the stone away from the mouth of the tomb. He sat down on it.

NA?Z7  xai i3ob oelopds eyéveto uéyag: dyyehos yop xupiov xatafds €€ odpavod
*xal TpogeAdwv dmexvAaey Tév Aov T xal éxddnTo émdvw adTod.

28:2.a Translational Analysis.

28:2.a.1 mpogeAdwv. Although it is found throughout the extant Greek tradition,
mae?, mae’, and bo? do not give representation to the Greek participle mpogeA-
8wv. Considering only the Passion Narrative, this non-representation of redun-
dant (-)&pyouat verbs in these three versions is reflected also in 26:50; 27:5; 28:9.
Indeed, mae? consistently does not represent redundant (-)&pyouat verbs in any
of its 37 occurrences in NA27 which are extant in mae2. Elsewhere in mael, for
example, cf. 9:31, 32; 14:12.

28:2.a.2 gaqqt MK [eBar]. Where NA27 has dmexdMoey, depicting the stone
as being rolled away, mae? has the verb qi eBax, conveying that that the stone
was taken away or displaced (cf. Crum 2005, 621), without denoting that it
was rolled. The non-formal representation of dmexdAigey is not accidental, as
confirmed by mae?’s comparable representation in the anticipatory passage
in 27:60. The other Coptic versions have the verb ckopkp (mae': ckapkp, bo?:
ckepkep), corresponding with NA27.

The translator’s word choice may have been an accommodation to Copt
culture. This type of explication might be categorized as “pragmatic explici-

8 At the ending of v. 1 and the beginning of v. 2, Schenke has mmemgeo[y ei oy]uax. This
is probably incorrect. Although ¢i is sometimes used to convey iS00, mae? does not give
representation to NA2”’s word pairing xal iS00 in any extant occurrence (cf. 1.5). Moreover,
there is insufficient space for the letters oy which Schenke places at the left margin; thus the
requisite oy must be placed at the right margin of the previous line, leaving no room for gi.
The corrected reconstruction mmempeo[y oy]uax is more reasonable since it reflects mae?’s
typical non-representation of xat id00, and fits well into the available space.

9 Schenke put i at the beginning of the next line: [eBax][ei p]wy. But if ¢i is correct, space
considerations dictate that it be placed at the end of the previous line.
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tation”!® whereby “sociological or historical features of the text which would
be obvious to the source language community, but unknown to the translation
language community” were explained in translation. Some Copts may not have
known the custom of rolling a stone into place to seal a grave. Rather, Copts usu-
ally buried their dead in shallow sandpits, often marked by a memorial stone.!*
Since the rolling of a gravestone may have seemed unclear to Copts, the trans-
lation may be intended to denote the stone’s removal without specifying that it
was rolled away. If so, the translator avoided some measure of confusion at the
expense of precision, and, in so doing, reinforces the principle that translators
should be sensitive to their readers’ competency in the source language’s cul-
ture. There may also have been some interference from the parallel in John 2021
(tév AiBov npuévov).

28:2.a.3 [2i P]wy mnemgeoy. Cf. 28:2.5.2.
28:2.b Textual Analysis.

28:2.b.1 xai. Given its tendency toward non-representation of xai, the occur-
rence of aoyw in mae? to link the reference to the angel’s descent to the stone’s
removal probably supports the reading xai in NA27 (01 03 04 019 032 33) against
its absence elsewhere (02 05 038 f1 13 ).

28:2.b.2 [2i p]wy mmemgeoy. Many manuscripts read that it was from the entry
that the stone was rolled away (&md tijg 00pag; 02 04 017 032 037 579 1424). Many
others expand this, indicating that it was from the entry of the tomb that the
stone was rolled away (&md t¥jg 80pag Tod pvnpeiov; 019 036 038 f1 12 33 565 1241).
NA27 has a short reading, lacking reference to both the entry and the tomb (o1
03 05 700 892). Mae? corresponds with the longest reading of the three, against
NA?7 and its closest allies o1 and o3 (cf. 6.1.5 below).

10  Pragmatic explicitation is one of four categories proposed by Kinga Klaudy, cited by
Askeland 20124, 10.

11 Egyptian burial in shallow graves is detailed at least as early as Jerome in his account of
burials in Anthony’s time (Hannah 1925, 21; White et al, 1988, 63, 83). Gawdat Gabra, in
his guide to the Coptic Museum of Cairo, writes, “Hundreds of decorated and inscribed
tombstones have been published ... which are datable to the fourth through the tenth
century” (2007, 52). In those cases when sarcophagi were used, rocks were piled at the
entrances to make the cliff face look as natural as possible, in order to disguise the
entrance. Consequently, round hewn stones were not used.
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The expansion itself is natural enough that the reading may have arisen
independently at various points in transmission history. After all, users of the
text who might have little knowledge of the custom of hewing a burial place
out of a cliff side and securing it with a stone might find the notice that an
angel came and took away the stone enigmatic if not lacunic, possibly even
suggesting that a stone memorial marker had been removed. For such users,
the expansion that the angel took the stone away from the entry of the tomb is
just about necessary for clarity, recalling the earlier notice that the burial place
was hewn from rock and its entry secured by a large stone (27:60), reflecting
the aforementioned the translational phenomenon “pragmatic explicitation.”

This is one of only four passages that I have found where mae? agrees
with a given variant against NA%7 and the combined witness of o1, and o3
(cf. 8:25; 21:44; 24:36). The disagreement is all the more remarkable because,
in contrast to the other three disagreements, the long reading seems to be
clearly secondary in that it is the reading least likely to explain the other
variants. Mae?'s support for such an unlikely reading is so rare as to commend
its occurrence as coincidental and lacking genetic coherence with the Greek
text.

Matt 28:3

Mae? nayga 1[MEC|MAT NOYTEBPHX. TEYPEBCM NACOYABW) [M]H (N)T2H NOYXIDN
He was of the form of lightning. His clothing was white as snow.

NA27 v 8¢ ¥) "eidéa adtod g dotpart xai T6 Evdupe adTod Aeuxdy Fag yiwv.

28:3.a Translational Analysis. The only difference is that NA2”s subject is the
angel’s image (1) idéa avtod), while the subject in mae? is the angel himself, as
indicated through the personal intermediate in the preterit verb naga (quali-
tative of ipn). Thus, mae? has the verb in the first position of the phrase, and is
followed by the incidental predication m[niec]uaT noYTEBPHX. hie was of the form
of lightning (cf. Layton 2004, 138).12 This simplifies the syntax and eliminates the
synecdoche, without altering the meaning of the Greek.3

12 This assumes the reconstruction which fits the available space and adequately repre-
sents the Greek. There may be sufficient space for the pronominal possessive infix -q-
(M[neyc]uaT his image).

13 Boismard cited this passage to support his claim that the putative primitive layer of
redaction preserved in mae? characteristically tends toward the active voice where the
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28:3.b Textual Analysis.

28:3.b.1 €idéa. Mae? is unable to attest the orthography of NA27s €id¢a against
13¢a.

28:3.b.2 wg. Mae?'s nten may reflect NA2”'s wg rather than woel in most manu-
scripts, but this is uncertain. Such is mae?’s typical representation of &g, but
there are but three occurrences of woel in NA27s text of Matthew, one of which
is not extant in mae? (3:16), with the other two having &g as a well attested tex-
tual variant (9:36; 14:21).

Matt 28:4

Mae? eTeayYNEOY A€ NXH NH [€]TeaPeR 220YEPRATH AYWTAPTEP 22YTW[OYN]
[uTe]u neenpequaoy T4 Having seen, the guards became afraid; they
trembled; they arose as dead people.

NA27  amo 3¢ tod @oPov adtod €oeiabnaay ol Tpodvreg xat "éyevnbnaoay "og
vexpol.

28:4.a Translational Analysis.

28:4.a.1eTeayneoy. The Greek uses the objective genitive &6 3¢ Tod péBov adtod
to convey that it was out of the fear of the angel that the guards trembled, lit-
erally reading, “from his fear” (i.e., from the angel’s fear; cf. Horner 1911-1924,
1.275). The other three Coptic versions translate this formally with the posses-
sive article and pronominal intermediate (sa% TeyeoTe; boA: Teyeot; mael: Teq-
eate). This construction puts the prepositional phrase prior to subject and verb.

Mae? avoids formal representation of the objective genitive construction by
indicating that the guards became afraid (eaoyepeatn). To clarify that their
fear was due to the angel’s presence, the assertion is modified by the relative

Greek of “classic” Matthew has the passive (2003b, 218). Such a theory is unnecessary, for
it is otherwise well known that Coptic lacks formal equivalence for the passive voice.

14  Despite Schenke’s claim that the reconstruction is entirely unavoidable (2001, 189),
another possibility is payTw[MT] [nT2 |1 Neen pequaoY T they were astonished like dead men,
since there might be evidence of a serif and minim, perhaps of the u in payTw[uT]. How-
ever, the remaining ink appears to be more at mid-height which would coincide with the
widest part of an omicron or sigma, comporting with Schenke’s reconstruction.
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clause eTeayneoy they having seen, so that the text conveys the sight of the
angel caused them to fear.1> The asyndetic construction of the verb eayawTapTep
implies the logical relatedness between the guards’ fear and their trembling,
consonant with the Greek. Despite the significant syntactical differences, mae?
does convey the meaning of the Greek.

28:4.a.2 gayTm[oYN] [NTR]H NeenpequaoyT. NA?7 indicates that the guards be-
came as dead men (éyevBnoav wg vexpoi). Mae? reads not that they became as
dead men, but that they arose (eayTw[oyn]) as dead men.

Preliminarily, the Greek word yivopat is often unrepresented in Coptic trans-
lation. While Greek predicates existence primarily through the verbs eiui and
yivopay, Coptic predication of existence is frequently, if not primarily, expressed
verblessly, in a nominal sentence construction.!® Tivopat is not represented in
eleven of its occurrences in NAZ? that are extant in mae2, about a third of the
occurrences (13:22; 17:2; 18:12, 13; 21:21; 23:15; 24:32, 34; 26:5, 6, 42). This may help
explain why the translator resorted to using the Coptic word Twoyn.

Taken literally, Twoyn implies that the guards were sitting or reclining, and
then stood up. Schenke suggests, however, that the guard’s startled demeanour
was akin to that of people who had just been resurrected (2001, 189). A more
tempered suggestion would be that Twoyn may have been used idiomatically
to indicate a change of demeanor, whereby they appeared to be dead.

Twoyn is thrice used elsewhere in mae? where there is no formal correspon-
dence in the Greek (9:9a; 12:44; 23:3). Its occurrence in 23:3 is particularly simi-
lar to the present passage. There, Jesus says to do everything the Pharisees say,
but if the Pharisees “arise” (xyToynoy), the people ought not do the Pharisees’
deeds. Accordingly, Twoyn seems to mean to act: “Everything that they tell you,
do it. But if they act (ayToynoy), do not do their deeds.” The same meaning
may also be reflected in 24:49, where the evil servant “begins to arise,” or rather,
begins to act ([nq]apxeceat eTwoyn) and beat his fellow servants.

In the third passage, the exorcised demon which searches for rest in arid
places was not sitting or reclining, but was searching ceaselessly. Nonetheless,
in his self-exhortation to return to his former house, he tells himself Twoyw,
which cannot be taken literally. Idiomatically, this would mean Act! (12:44). The
lack of a corresponding Greek verb in these passages (and also 9:9a) confirms
this idiomatic usage.l”

15  Mae?s avoidance of formal representation of the objective genitive is seen also, for exam-
ple, in 12:31.

16  E.g, with enclitic nie or ny; cf. Layton 2004, 252. A typical example can be found in v. 6.

17  Theidiomatic use of Twoynis comparable to that of the Hebrew word o in Ezra 5:2 where



SYNTAX AND REPRESENTATION OF MATT 28:1-20 173

Codex Glazier likewise has occurrences of Tooyn without a corresponding
Greek verb. In Acts 7:40, Stephen indicates that the Israelites said to Aaron,
TOOYN MaTaMMia NeN NeennoYTe Act! Make for us some gods!, a passage which
makes no reference to Aaron sitting or reclining. Other passages include 5:21
and 9117, both of which are anticipatory to the main action (cf. also 7:19 where
eayToyny translates xatacopiadyevos having dealt craftily). From the use of
Tooyn in these passages, one must surmise that it was used idiomatically
in indigenous Coptic, and that the word sometimes entered into translation
literature as a concession to the receptor language. If so, the verb facilitates
transition of the subjects’ actions or perhaps their demeanour. In regard to Matt
28:4, the meaning would be that the guards became like dead men.1®

28:4.b Text Critical Analysis.

28:4.b.1 éyewvibyoav. Since Coptic does not differentiate voice, mae? cannot
reliably support either NA%”’s passive €yevy0vjcav or the middle éyévovto in most
manuscripts.

28:4.b.2 wg. Cf. 28:3.b.2.

Matt 28:5

Mae? eaqgepoyw nxu qi][arr]exoc!® egxm MMac RNRiaMH: X€ MITEP[€pea]TH
tcaoyn xe aTeNkmTH Wca TC The angel answered, saying to the women,
“Do not be afraid. I know that it is Jesus you seek after.”

NA27  gmoxpibels 8¢ 6 8yyehos elmey tods yuvaukiv, My popeiode dpels, olda yop
811’ Inoodv tov eotavpwpévoy {yteite:

Zerubbabel and Jeshua arise, or rather, acted to build the Temple (Rahlfs’ LXX [2006] has
dviout).

18  Moreover, three other passages in Codex Glazier may be similar to mae?’s usage in 28:4.
In Acts 5:36, 37 and 7:18, Tooyn is used to translate the verb dvéom) to detail individuals
as coming onto an historical scene, in particular, Theudas, Judas, and the king in Egypt.
This use is found in Matthew as well (11:11; 24:11, 24). Thus, Tooyn is sometimes used for
existential predication, similar to yivopat in Matt 28:4, and accords with the idea that
2ayTwo[yn] [NTe]H neenpequaoYT means, “they became as dead men.”

19  Incontrast, Schenke reconstructs nfei] [art]exoc, prompting his retroversion of the unique
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28:5.a Translational Analysis.

28:5.a.1 4x®. Mae2 uses the circumstantial eqxw for the Greek’s redundant
elnev. This representation is common if not typical for the Greek idiom (e.g.,
24:2; 25:12; 26:23).

28:5.a.2 unep[epea]TH. Mae? lacks a corresponding extraposited subject for
Opels for the imperative not to fear, perhaps because there was no need to
clarify the unambiguous subject, and no obvious reason for the subject of the
imperative to be expressed emphatically.20

28:5.a.3 ToV doTavpwuévoy. Mae? lacks representation of the attributive partici-
ple tév éotavpwuévov after Jesus’ name. Its absence might reflect a copying error
in the translator’s Greek exemplar (cf. the eleventh century minuscule 348).
Or perhaps it may have been omitted by a Coptic copyist, whether the one
who produced the codex, or an earlier one. Since the pertinent line in the
manuscript ends with g, and since the sentence stands complete without the
reference to “the crucified one,” the mind of the manuscript’s copyist may have
jumped to the start of the next verse. Less likely is that the translator inten-
tionally avoided representation of tov étavpwpévov, perhaps out of a supposed
aversion to referring to the risen Lord as the crucified, for such an aversion is
not reflected elsewhere in the textual tradition for this passage.

28:5.b Text Critical Analysis. NA% indicates no textual variation.

reading ¢ &yyehog [o0tog]. However, the corrected reconstruction seems more probable.
The corrected reconstruction has the definite article ni- instead of the orthography ni- prior
to the word arrexoc. Actually, neither the form narrexoc or marrexoc is otherwise extant
in mae?, but the plural is formed in mae? with w + arrexoc, implying the singular form
marrexoc. Moreover, the form marrexoc is precisely that which is attested here in boA.
Thus, the reconstruction u[i][arr]exoc not only fits the available space, but complies with
mae?s orthography, as well as removes the impetus for Schenke’s retroversion odtog.

20  Thisis the only occurrence of the exhortation not to fear in Matthew where the intensive
second person is included in the Greek, so that a translation pattern cannot be established.
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Matt 28:6

Mae? [nquneim]e en [eaqTo]yNgZl KaTa TeH €TeA([XEC NHTEN AMHIN|H
TAPETENNEOY EMMH [€TNaYKH MMy .22 “He is not in this place. He has
arisen according to the way which he told you. Come and you will see the
place where he lay.”

NA27  olx Eotv 03¢, NYEpOY Yop xabag elmev: Sedte 1ete tév Témov Emov Exetro.™

28:6.a Translational Analysis.

28:6.a.1 [nqmrieim]e en. Where NA27 has €ottv, mae? uses a verbless construction
to convey Jesus’ absence ([nqureim]e en). Since mae! and sa® use the same
verbless construction, mae? probably reflects a natural reading in the receptor
language, a point reinforced elsewhere in all four versions (cf. 12:6, 41, 42; 24:23).

28:6.a.2 [nuTen]. Mae? and mae! both put the verb x in the prenominal state
with the requisite prepositional object pronoun (cf. Layton 2004, 128).

28:6.a.3 TapeTenneoy. NA27 has the interjection dedte followed by imperative
13ete, conveying, “Come, see!” Not atypically, mae? has the imperative [amuin]u
with the future conjunctive, expressing the angel’s assurance that if the women
obey his command to come, they would indeed see the place where Jesus had
lain. Cf. 1.3.2.

28:6.b Text Critical Analysis. There seems to be insufficient space in the lacuna
to allow representation of the longer reading 6 x0ptog (02 04 05 019 032 0148 f113
M) against NA27 (01 03 038 33 892) which lacks it.23

21 Schenke transcribes this as [2]aqToyny, although the visible ink is negligible.

22 The reconstruction must remain tentative, given the difficulty of rendering the Greek
correlative adverb émov (cf. Kreinecker, 2008, 149).

23  Moreover, representation of the longer reading in mae2? would apparently be its only

attestation known in the Coptic tradition.
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Matt 28:7

Mae? [2i]TPOYP?* MEWENHTEN [2XIC NNEYMAOHTH]C2S X€ paUTOYNY PEN
NET[M20YT Yneep®ap |n26 epayTeN €2pHi €TTa[ANALA aTETNENEOY 27
epa[q] mmeoy “Quickly, go! Tell his disciples that he has risen from the
dead. He will go ahead of you to Galilee. It is there that you will see him.”

NA27  yal toryd mopevbeloan eimarte Toig padytals adtod 8t "Hyépby Pamd tédv
vexp&v™, xal {dod mpodyet OpAg eig v Fahthaio, exel adtov Speabe: iSod
elmov Dpiv.

28:7.a Translational Analysis.

28:7.a.1 [yneepaap]n. All four Coptic versions represent present tense mpodyet
as a future. This is similar to 21:31 where the Coptic future is used by mae?, mael,
and boA to represent the present Greek verb in conveying that the tax collectors
and prostitutes enter (mpodyovow) the kingdom ahead of Israel’s leaders.

28:7.a.2 180V elmov dpiv. Mae? lacks representation of the angel’s assertion {§od
elmov Optv. Its absence seems to be a unique reading in both the Greek and
versional traditions,?® and is difficult to explain. Homoioteleuton did not factor
in its absence, whether Greek or Coptic.

24  The word is rare, with only a single citation in Crum (listed as Tkoyp, 2005, 406), although
it occurs in several Middle Egyptian texts (Schenke 1981, 173; Bosson 1997, 177). The recon-
struction is identical to mael. Schenke devoted an article on the word’s occurrence in the
Milan Codex (1989).

25  Schenke’s transcription has u prior to the last letter ¢, but there is not enough ink to justify
the letter’s representation outside the bracket.

26  Although Schenke’s reconstruction excludes any representation of NA27's xai o0 prior
to the notice about Jesus going ahead of the disciples to Galilee, the reconstruction is
reasonable for mae? does not otherwise represent NA27’s xai ido0; (cf. 1.5), and since it
is similar to the other Coptic versions.

27  Both words affected by the lacuna must remain uncertain. The alternative spelling raxei-
xaua is found in 27:55 and 28:6. Likewise, the reconstruction areTneneoy is suggested by
27:22, but Schenke’s reconstructs the shorter form areneneoy as suggested by 16:15; 20:22.
The lacuna is large enough to accommodate several possible orthographies, leaving the
reconstruction uncertain.

28  Boismard cites Jiilicher as indicating that the Old Latin manuscript Codex Brixianus (f)
supports the omission in mae? (2003, 185), but my own examination of Julicher’s edition
indicates that Brixianus reads sicut dixit vobis, which does not support an omission.
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A translator may have deliberately omitted it, perhaps due its curiousness
and superfluity. This would likely be exacerbated by the translator’s tendency
to avoid representing {300, leaving only the especially bland statement &lrov
OMiv.

If the translator did indeed think it superfluous, this would betray his igno-
rance of its similarity to the Old Testament affirmation formula, “The Lord has
spoken it,” and that its intention was to call the women to action (cf. France
2007, 1101). Thus, its absence undermines the notion of a Vorlage conducive for
Jewish-Christian gospels.

28:7.b Text Critical Analysis. Mae? supports NA27 against the omission of dwé tév
vexp®v in 05 565.

Matt 28:8

Mae? eayae [neoy 8-12 letters]?? pe[n] nempeoy een oy[10—14 letters eTa]me30
nequaeHTHC They went quickly®! from the tombwith a ... to tell his
disciples.

NA27  yal "dmerfodaoat oy drwd Tod uvpelov petd ofou xal xapds peyding
gdpapov amaryyeiiat tolg pabyrals adtod.

29  Schenke problematically reconstructed the beginning of v. 8 as paywe [neoy MmpHTH eBa X
they quickly departed, following mae's use of the rare unputh. Schenke placed unputh
where one would expect representation for the Greek adverb tayd which had just been
represented with the more common word giTpoyp in the previous verse in both mae? and
mael. In contrast to mae! which uses two different words to represent the two occurrences
of tayd, both sa® and boA use the same respective Coptic adverbs. Similarly, mae? may
very well have used the word giTpoyp not only to represent toy0 in v. 7, but also in v. 8.
Furthermore, although mae! informs Schenke’s reconstruction of mae?, his reconstruction
alters the word order reflected in mael, so that the adverb occurs prior to ge[n] nevpeoy,
apparently because he took the scant ink prior to e[n] niempeoy as the x of eBax. However,
so little ink remains as to make this highly uncertain. Thus, while Schenke’s construction
is possible, it is uncertain.

30  Schenke reconstructs this as oy[eaTH Men oyNax NpemH eTa]ue fear and great joy, to tell.
However, the reconstruction cannot possibly fit the available space. Of the 20 recon-
structed letters proposed by Schenke, 5-7 of them could not be accommodated in the
6.3cm lacuna.

31 Regardless of the precise reconstruction, the Coptic probably conveys that they went
quickly from the tomb.
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28:8.a Translational Analysis. There are no noteworthy syntactical differences
between NA%7 and what is extant in mae2.

28:8.b Text Critical Analysis. Mae? cannot reliably support NA27’s verb dmeAfo0-
oot or the verb ¢&eA8odoar in most manuscripts, for wu is used to represent both

(e.g.

amépyopat: 27:60; E&épyopat: 25:6).

Matt 28:9

Mae? [inc 8—12 letters]32 neoY MEXHY N2AOY X€ [XAIPETE: NT2Y A€

2Jav({a)meTh33 NNeqOYHPHTH [eayoYw®T Ney]3* Jesus met3S them. He
said to them, “Greetings.” They, for their part, clasped his feet. They
worshiped him.

NA27

Txal i8ob T 'Iygods "OmvTyaey adtals Adywy, Xaipete. at 0¢ mpoaeAdodaat
gxpatnooay avtod Todg TEdag kol TPOTEXVYNTAY AVTE.

28:9.a Translational Analysis.

28:9.a.1mexuq naoy. To introduce Jesus’ greeting, NA27 uses the participle Aéywv.

Both

mae? and mae! represent Aéywv not with the typical eqxw construction,

but with the verboid nexng (mae!: nexeq), forming an asyndetic construction:

Jesus

32

33
34

35

met them. He said to them ...

Again, Schenke’s reconstruction [THC A€ gaqananTa] is problematic, for two reasons. First,

where NA27 has xal 1300, Schenke reconstructs ag, as suggested by mael. Mae?, however,
consistently avoids any representation of the word pairing, the sole exception being 12:42
where mae? has ayw by itself; otherwise, in no extant passage does mae? give representa-
tion to xai 900 (cf. 1.5). The only instances when xat ido0 is represented at all in Schenke’s
edition are in his own reconstructions where he conjectures ayw gi or gi, probably incor-
rectly (15:22; 19:16; 20:30; 26:51; 28:2). Thus, if Schenke’s reconstruction here is correct, it
would be the only passage extant in mae2 where A€ represents xat i300. Secondly, Schenke’s
reconstruction [pagamanT]a occurs at a point where there is significant Greek variation
involving two verbs, both of which could be represented by Coptic verbs mutually com-
patible with the prepositional object neoy which follows the lacuna.

Schenke’s reconstruction reads gay(a)ueeTH.

Although it is assumed, Schenke’s reconstruction is especially uncertain since it may
possibly exceed the available space by one to three letters.

Regardless of the precise reconstruction, the Coptic probably conveyed that Jesus met
them.
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28:9.a.2 mpogerfodoat. Mae? (and mae! and bo#) lacks representation of mpoo-
eMdodoat. This accords with a tendency in some Coptic versions to avoid trans-
lating redundant (-)épyopat participles (cf. 28:2.a.7). This is true of 28:9 since the
narrative had already established that Jesus met them.

28:9.b Text Critical Analysis.

28:9.b.1 xai i8ob 'Inools. Mae? attests the short reading in NA27 (01 03 05 032 038
f13 33 700 892) against the long reading wg 8¢ émopetovto drmaryyeiiat Tolg uadytals
adtod in 02 04 019 0148 f1 (1424) M.

28:9.b.2"Inoods. Since mae? is lacunose, and since Coptic does not use the deter-
minator with personal names, mae? cannot reliably attest either the presence
of the article ¢ prior to Jesus’ name in most manuscripts or its absence in NA%7.,

28:9.b.3 bmvyoev. Cf. n. 32.

Matt 28:10

Mae? [rex]Hq NaOY NXH THC X€ MaW) [MATAME NACNH]|0Y36 MaPOYKWTH
nei eTra]x 711 letters n]eoy3” epal mmeoy- Jesus said to them, “Go!

36  ma@ [MaTame] is uncertain; I offer it as an alternative to Schenke’s reconstruction ma
[nTeTentame] which is unlikely. Schenke’s reconstruction has an imperative followed
by the conjunctive which together are otherwise unattested in mae?. It has two further
problems. First, even with the shorter orthography nretntanme, the reconstruction seems
compressed by at least one letter, and perhaps as many as three. Secondly, there are
several ways to reconstruct the reading to reflect the two Greek consecutive imperatives
Umdryete amaryyeidate. For example, 19:21 has two imperatives in an asyndetic construction:
va@ mal. Similarly, Schenke reconstructs 18:15 as [Ma ca][ewy]; cf. 15:10; 21:28; 26:26. My
reconstruction follows this pattern, conveys the meaning of the Greek with syntactical
parity, and fits the space reasonably well.

37 Schenke’s reconstruction eTra[xexaia ayw mapoy|ueoy has multiple problems. First, his
transcription n and e of neoy is overly optimistic. Secondly, the orthography for raxexaia
is uncertain (see n. 26). Thirdly, although none of the three occurrences of xdxet in NA2?
are in extant portions of mae?, one might still surmise that the translator left it unrep-
resented since xad itself is often unrepresented; moreover, if xai had been represented, it
probably would have had the longer orthography aoyw which is the consistent spelling
in unreconstructed passages in the last half of Matthew. Fourthly, the only apparent rea-
son for Schenke’s reconstruction of the verb as a jussive ([mapoy]ueoy) is that the prior
verb conveying that the disciples were to return to Galilee was itself represented as a
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Tell my brothers that they return3® to me to Galilee. ... see me
there.”

NA?7  1éte Aéyet adtals 6 Tnoods, My pofelobe: Umdyete dmoryyeiiate Tolg
6deAgols pov” tva améAbwaty eig v Tahthalory, wdiel pe "dovrat.

28:10.a Translational Analysis.

28:10.a.1 M1} pofeicfe. Mae? lacks representation of My pofeiafe. It is also miss-
ing from mae? in the theophany of14:27.3% The phrase may have been carelessly
omitted, whether by a copyist or by the translator.40

28:10.a.2 MapoYKWTH Nei. Mae? lacks formal representation of e this is not
unusual, for 14 of NA%7s 23 total occurrences of v in extant passages of mae?
are unrepresented.*! Here, however, the jussive may compensate for the lack of
tva, since it seems intended to convey the imperatival force of the subjunctive
Greek verb in the ta clause, especially since it is a command to be conveyed
through the women’s indirect speech to the disciples.

The instructions were for Jesus’ brothers to depart (dnéAbwaw) for Galilee, or
perhaps more generally, that they were to go to Galilee. Crum, however, gives no
indication that kwTH (sa: kwTe) ever translates anépyopat (2005, 884), although
its meaning to return comes close to fitting the context. Indeed, this is Schenke’s
understanding, as reflected in his retroversion Omogtpepdtwaoy.2

jussive. However, this would be the only occurrence of paired jussives in mae?. Moreover,
the two corresponding Greek verbs have different tenses, as do bo” and mae?, leaving no
motive for reconstructing both verbs in the same conjugation. In contrast, the other Cop-
tic versions reflect other possibilities: mae! and boA have the conjunctive; sa® has the cir-
cumstantial future; and to these alternatives, one might also add the optative.

38  Schenke translates, “Geht [und unterrichtet meine Briider!] Sie sollen mir zuriickkehren
nach Galilda” (2001, 189).

39  The translator may have deliberately omitted its representation in 14:27 out of a perceived
redundancy in the Greek phrase fapaoette ... ) pofeiode, a perception perhaps facilitated
by the similar phonetics of the words for heart (enT) and fear (eath). Alternatively, the
omission in 14:27 may have been an accident, since the words for heart and for to fear
share a similar orthography, as well.

40 A Vorlage having a Hebrew association would hardly have suppressed the favourite He-
brew exhortation not to fear.

41 Cf. 12:10; 14:15; 18:6, 14; 19:16; 20:21; 23:26; 26:5, 16, 41; 27:20, 26, 32; 28:10.

42 NA?7lacks any occurrence of the word in Matthew.
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Initially, then, mae? and NA2?7 seem different:

Mae?: Tell my brothers that they return to me to Galilee ...
NA?27: Tell my brothers that they depart for Galilee ...

Departing for a particular region, however, is tantamount to returning to a
region if that region had been the original point of departure. This was precisely
the case for the disciples. They began in Galilee, and went to Jerusalem, and
were instructed to depart for Galilee which, in effect, was a command to return
there.

28:10.b Text Critical Analysis.

28110.b.1 d3ehgoils pmov. Mae? cannot attest the possessive pov in NA%7 against
its absence in 01* since the text is lacunose, and because Coptic sometimes
includes the possessive intermediate, even when the Greek possessive pronoun
is lacking (cf. Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink 1972, 233—237). Mae?, however, does
attest adeAqols against uadytais in 157.

28:10.b.2 &Povrar. Mae? supports the third person reading of all other witnesses
against the second person &ecfe in o5.

Matt 28:11

Mae? eTeay[we neoy 7-11 letters]*3 painn tinn eT[nayeapee | [12—-16 letters
Nap]xiepemct [6-10 letters] [eayTa]maoy epws MM epwywnn They
having gone ... some of the ones who had been guarding ... the chief
priests, to the city. They reported everything that had happened.

43 Schenke’s reconstruction eTeay[we neoy peinu 1] is problematic. To begin with, mae? gives
representation to only 37.0% of NA2”’s occurrences of ido0 in passages that are extant in
mae?. If mae? did indeed represent idov, geinn i is probably not the way it was done, for
eeitm 21 does not ever occur in the extant text of mae2. The occurrence of gunu ¢i in 12:18
comes close, but in the ten occurrences where 300 is represented, even this orthography
occurs but once, with gi(c) occuring six times, geine (peinn) twice, and eTsu oy once.
Another problem is that representation of io0 never occurs in mae? after the Coptic
circumstantial. Regarding NA27’s ¢, mae? may not have had it originally, for it often goes
unrepresented in mae? (cf. 1.5).

44  Schenke reconstructs the line as [eayi epeToy unap]xiepewc. However, epetoy should not
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NA27  Tlopeuopévuwy 3¢ adt@v 800 Tiveg THg xovaTtwdiog EABGVTES €lg TV TTOAY

Famyyetha tols dpytepedaty dmavta T& YEVOpUEVa.

28:1.a Translational Analysis. The lacuna seriously hinders analysis of the trans-
lation. What actually remains of the text corresponds syntactically to the Greek,
although the position of the reference to the chief priests occurs earlier in the
text than a formal representation of the Greek would seem to allow.

28:11.b Text Critical Analysis. Assuming the reconstruction, mae? cannot reliably
attest either NA2”s reading dmyyyetdav or the reading dvyyyethav in o1 05 038
565, for the words are so similar as to be indistinguishable in translation. Coptic
uses the verb Taua (sa: Tamo) to translate both dvoryyéMw and dmoryyéMw (Crum
2005, 883-884).

Matt 28:12

Mae? ToTh [a]y[Tay][Th? N]XH NEMPECBYTEPOC MITAAOC 2aYyl NOYM[H][wH

N]eeT ayt MMa0Y NemMaTal eTeapee Then the elders of the people
gathered. They took a lot of silver. They gave them to the soldiers who
guard.

N. A27

xal guvaryBEvTeg PETA TAV TPETPuTEPwY TUPBOVALSY TE AaPdVTeg dpyUpLa
eava ESwxay Tolg TTPATIWTALS

be assumed, for 1) the lacuna is so large; 2) none of the other Coptic versions use it; 3)

45

reference to the guards going to the city is expected in this lacuna, prior to referring to the
chief priests; 4) the notion that the guards presented themselves before the chief priests
does not correspond to the Greek, but can only be inferred; and 5) the reconstruction
seems short by about three to five letters. Since Schenke’s epeToy cannot be established,
then three other crucial elements in his reconstruction are made more uncertain: 1) gayi;
2) the preposition n-; and 3) the placement of eTrionic after [nap]xiepewc. Consequently,
almost the entirety of Schenke’s reconstruction of this verse is too precarious to accept. A
final problem is that Schenke transcribes [nnap]xiepewc with a x rather than a x, despite
his index indicating 19 occurrences of the word with x, compared to 3 with x (including
reconstructed texts).

Schenke’s transcription gayT[ay][ Th] is overly optimistic. Nonetheless, his reconstruction
is otherwise assumed, for 1) the presence of [n]xe nenpecsyTepoc implies a preceding verb;
and 2) eayT[ay][TH] is mae?'s common rendering of the corresponding Greek verb cuvdyw.



SYNTAX AND REPRESENTATION OF MATT 28:1-20 183

2812.a Translational Analysis. (Cf. 1.5.)

28:12.a.12[a]y[Tay][TH n]xH nenpecByTEpOC. Although mae? lacks any represen-
tation of the preposition petd, v. 11 implies that it was the chief priests who
called the elders together, allowing the assumption that the chief priests met
jointly with the elders.

28:12.a.2 mmaoc. Without Greek support, both mae? and mae! expand the
reference to the elders with mmxaoc. This is a recurring phenomenon associated
with an inconsistent representation of the terms for the Jewish leaders. While
sa¥ and bo? consistently give formal representation to NA27’s leadership titles,
mae? and mae! often diverge, as indicated in the chart below.

NAZ7 Mae? Mae!
16:21 TGV TPeTPuTEPWY [ncep] [men NETIPECBY TEPOC MN
xal GpyLEPEWY xal Mda]pelcalmc Men NAPXIEPEYC MN
YPOUUATEWY NETPECBYTEPO[C M]en NETPAMMATEYC
[napxi][epewc]*6
21:23 ol dpylepels xadl ot Na[pxiepec] MeN N2PXIEPEYC MN
mpeaPutepot Tod Aood NEIPECBYTEPOC MIIAAOC  NETIPECBYTEPOC MITAAOC
26:3 ol apytepels xal ot NAPXI1EPEDC MEN NAPXIEPEYC MN
mpeaPuTepot Tod Aood ne[n]pecsy[Tepo]c NETIPECBY TEPOC MITAAOC
MI\AOC
26:47  TAV apyLepéwy xal N2PXIEPED[C Me]N NAPXIEPEYC MN
mpeaPuTtépwy Tod Actod NETIPECBY TEPOC MIA[2]OC NEMPECBYTEPOC MIAAOC
26:57 ol ypappatels xat ot NC[62] MEN MPAPEICAIOC  NETPAMMATEYC MN
mpeafiTepol NTE TIAAOC NETIPECBYTEPOC MITAAOC
271 ol apytepels xal o napxiepemc (omit “and  napxiepeyc Mu
mpeaBuTepot Tod Aood elders”) mmaoc NETPECBY TEPOC MIMTAXOC
46 Since the lacuna is so extensive, Schenke’s reconstruction (assumed above) is especially

uncertain.
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(cont.)
NAZ Mae? Mae!
27:3 Tolg apxtepedaw xal enapxiepec (omit “and  nNapxiepeYC MN
TpeafBuTépolg elders”) NETPECBY TEPOC MIMTAXOC
27:[12] dpxtepéwv xal NAPXIEPEC MEN NAPXIEPEYC MN
TPETPuTEPWY NETIPECBYTE[POC M|TIAAOC NETPECBYTEPOC MIAAOC
27:20 ol 0¢ dpytepels xal ot NAPXIEPEC MEN NaPXIEPEYC A€ MN
mpeaPuTepol TICYNREAPION NETIPECBY TEPOC
27:(41] ol dpxiepels ... peta [Mapxiep|ewc MeN NKAIAPXIEPEYC MN
TOV YPAUUATERY Xl (omit “and scribes”) NETPAMMATEYC MN
TPETPUTEPWY NETP[€CBY ] TEPOC MMAAOC NETPECBYTEPOC
2812 1AV mpeaPutépwy NETPECBYTEPOC MIIAAOC  NETIPECBYTEPOC MIAAOC

Mae? only corresponds formally with NA2?7 in 3 of the 11 passages, while mael
corresponds with 7. While mae? likewise disagrees 4 times with NA27 regard-
ing references to “of the people,” it agrees with mae! but twice (27:12; 28:12),
disagreeing in 27:3, 41. The apparatuses indicate no relevant variae lectiones.

The modifier mmxaoc in 28:12 may be due to harmonisation, not only to those
passages listed above, but also to the Old Testament (e.g., Exod 19:7; Isa 3:14).
No such harmonisation, however, is evident in any of the Greek manuscripts of
this verse. Alternatively, given the varied representation of the leadership terms
in mae?, the translator may have lacked a knowledge or appreciation of their
distinctiveness. In particular, the Middle Egyptian versions may have included
umaoc to clarify that npecsytepoc did not refer to priests (cf. Forster 2002, 673),
but to a body of leaders.

28:12.a.3 cupBodMdy te AaPévreg dpyipta ixava Edwxav. Mae? does not represent
NA27s gupPodAtéy te AaPévres. Rather, the translator implies that the elders met
in counsel in the verse’s initial verb g[a]y[Tay][Th]. While NA27 has gupufBodAidv
as the object complement of the participle AaBévteg, the object complement in
mae? is the money:

NA27: qupodhiév te AaPovteg
Mae?: payqi noYM[H][wH n]eeT
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Mae?'s reading may have been influenced by the word order in the Greek.
Coptic syntax usually puts the complement after the verb. In NA27, however,
an object complement occurs not only prior to the verbal form Aafdvreg, but
also immediately thereafter: cupfodAiév te AaPdvtes dpydpia. Both nouns are in
the accusative, allowing dpydpta to be an ambiguous complement to AaBéveg.
Accordingly, while NA27 uses only the one verb &wxav, both mae? and bo*
convey the payment of the guards with two verbs: the leaders took a large sum
of money and they gave it to the guards, the first of which makes the silver the
object complement to the corresponding verb gayqu.

28:12.a.4 €Teapee. While NA27 reads tois otpatiwtalg, mae? expands its represen-
tation to include the relative: nemmaTal eTeapee. This may have been deemed
necessary since this is the narrative’s first reference to the guards as soldiers.

2812.b Text Critical Analysis. NA?7 indicates no textual variation.

Matt 28:13

Mae? [eyx]m Mmac xe axiCc X€ a*7 neqMaeHTHC 2axi 2[en]*8 [Tey|wu pwc
TENNKAT 2aYITY NXI10YH saying, “Say ‘his disciples came in the night as
we were sleeping. They stole him.””

NA27 Agyovreg, Einate 811 Ot pabyral adtod vuxtds EAGOVTeS Exdeday adTov
NUDV XOUWUEVWY.

28:13.a Translational Analysis. The only syntactical difference is that NA27 has
the absolute genitive Hudv xoipwuévwy, while mae? uses pwc to facilitate its use
of present Tenrkat, without resorting to the circumstantial. This is also the
case, for example, in 25:10. Given that Coptic lacks participles and a case system,
the use of pawc with the present finite form TennkaT is not unexpected.

28:13.b Text Critical Analysis. NA? indicates no textual variation.

47 Schenke transcribes this as anequaenTuc, and writes, “Zwischen a und Liicke von einer
Buchstabenbreite; vielleicht auf Grund von Rasur” (2001, 190).
48  Although common in the earlier chapters, the shorter orthography en does not appear in

any extant passage after chapter 12.
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Matt 28:14

Mae? e@[w][rmn]* apu meureman {}aqcaTem®? eneicexn [en]emen’ vmay

20Y® NTWTEN pTEN eN|€p] THNOYSZ namepnoc ‘If the governor should
hear this word, we will persuade him, and as for you yourselves, we will
make you worry free."

N. A27

()

xal éav dovadf) Tobto "émt Tod 1yeudvog, Nuels melgopey *[adTov] xal budg
Queplpvoug ToIaopeY.

28:14.a Translational Analysis.

28:14.a.1 e[ ][] apn mgureman {2 }aqcwtem eneicexn. NA27 reads ... €dv dov-
a0fj todro émt Tod yepdvog, with the verb in the passive. Mae?, along with mae!
and bo#, puts the verb in the active voice so that the governor is represented
as the subject and not the complement. Moreover, to01o is represented as the
complement eneicexu in mae? (and similarly in mae! and bo#). Since the use
of the preposition e- bound to neicexu was determined by the decision to put
the clause into the active voice, mae? is not a reliable witness either to NA27s

¢l or to Umé in 03 o5 pc.

49

50

51

52

Schenke’s reconstruction em[wnn] [a€] (cf. mael, sa%) is faulty because it extends the
right margin too far by about two letters. The proposed reconstruction ew[w][nu] not
only fits the space better, but also reflects the translator’s tendency not to represent initial
xai (cf. 1.5). Moreover, in the three other occurrences of NA2”s xat €dv in mae?’s extant
passages, the translator conveys the Greek without representing xaf with ae.

Given that the converter apu indicates that the clause is conditional, Schenke is right to put
the ¢ of paqcwTen in round brackets, indicating that the scribe meant to write aqcwTen.
Schenke’s reconstruction [anan] enermen has two problems. First, the letters ¢ and n of
enemen have so little extant ink that they should be put inside brackets. Secondly, the
manuscript probably did not have anan. Despite NA2”’s emphatic Ypeis and the reading of
the other Coptic versions, its absence in mae? seems evident, for there is an unambiguous
space after the preceding word eneicexn which can hardly signal anything else but the end
of the line. Furthermore, the reconstruction of the additional four letters makes this line
longer than the surrounding lines.

Schenke’s reconstruction eng[ep] Thnoy is overly optimistic. Also, since haplography of the
¢ of ep- occurs 12 times in the extant text of mae?, the shorter form en[ep]Tunoy is more
likely since the line is already one of the longest of the page.
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2814.a.2 Npels. Mae? gives no representation to the Greek emphatic pronoun in
the initial clause of the apodosis, but compensates its absence by the optative
[en]emen. After all, in this context, the intensive pronoun does not serve to
stress one subject over another, but rather to emphasise the surety of the chief
priests’ oath, a point underscored by the optative.53

28:14.a.3 WT@TeN 2wTeN. The use of nTwTen pwTen probably is an attempt to
reflect budg in its intensive position at the head of the clause, especially since
direct objects do not normally occur at the head of a clause in indigenous
Coptic (Layton 2004, 146).

28:14.b Text Critical Analysis.
28:14.b.1 émi. Cf. 28:14.a.1.

28:14.b.2 [avtév]. The Coptic versions do not reliably attest either the presence
of the pronominal object adtév in NA?7, or its absence in some manuscripts,
for regardless, they probably would supply some form of the complement,
whether the pronominal suffix attached to the verb as in bo#, or attached to
the preposition as in the other three Coptic versions (cf. Emmenegger 2007,
105; Mink 1972, 233—237).

Matt 28:15

Mae? NTaY A€ 2aYX1 NET [2]aYIPH KaTa TeH €TRAYXAC NEOY 20YM MEi[ce]xH
224CP €BaA 26N TOoYAalx THPC Wa[20]Y[n] enaoy They, for their part,
took (the)®* money. They did as they were told. And this word spread in
all Judea to the present day.

NA27 ol 8¢ AaPbvreg “ta dpydpla Emoinaoy wg edi3dyOnoav. Kal "Stepnuioty 6
Aéyog obtog mapd: Toudaiols uéxpt Thig oNuepov 1 [Mpépag].

28:15.a Translational Analysis.

53  “Inactual occurrences, the meanings of main-clause epe- are greatly affected by the types
of discourse in which it occurs and the authority status of the speaker, in context. These
include ... oaths ...” (Layton 2004, 264).

54  The article is necessary in English, but mae? lacks it.
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28:15.a.1 nTaY. All four Coptic versions represent the substantivised participle
ol ... AaPdvtes with the personal independent preceding the verb, a typical way
for Coptic to represent the Greek (cf. 9:31; 22:5; 26:66).

28:15.a.2 eTeayxac Neoy. While the other Coptic versions translate the Greek
verb 31ddoxw formally with the verb tcsw to teach, mae? employs the verb xw.
Schenke writes, “28,15 wie ihnen gesagt worden war] und nicht ‘wie sie belehrt
worden waren’; was mae 2 iibersetzt, entspricht etwa einem (xaf)wg €ppédy
avtolg: aber nicht dem wg édiddy8noav” (2001, 191). Schenke’s judgment is dif-
ficult to sustain considering that BDAG assigns the meaning “to tell someone
what to do, tell, instruct” to the word 313doxw as it is used in Matt 28:14 (Bauer
2001, 241). In this light, mae? seems to provide a contextually sensitive transla-
tion of é313dy0Ovoav, one which suggests that the leaders simply told the guards
what to do, rather than giving them formal instruction. Mae? and sa® include
the object complement neoy (sa% nay) as a matter of course.

28:15.a.3 nei[ ce]xn gaqcwp eBax. The four Coptic versions render NA2”’s passive
Stepnpiotn & Aéyog oltog as an active. This eliminates the ambiguity of the
guards being identified as the subject of the verb, as if the guards themselves
were responsible for the perpetuation of the rumour.

28:15.0.4 26N toyAala THPC. Mae? and mael convey that the guards’ report spread
throughout all judea, rather than among the Jews. The difference may be due to
the use of the verb cawp (mae!: cop) which these two versions (and bo#) use to
convey spread (Stegnuiody), for it was more typically used in regard to spreading
throughout a geographical area, and not to spread something among a people
group.

cwp is indeed the very regularly used by Bohairic to convey that a report
spread widely (Matt 9:31; 28:15; Mark 1:45; Luke 4:37; 1Thes 1:8). Apparently, the
verb tcoert (sa®) was not an option for Bohairic (or for mae?, mae!, and Codex
Glazier), for Crum cites no biblical occurrences of +cant with this meaning in
the Bohairic dialect.5% In the Sahidic New Testament, cwp is used only in Luke
11:22, where it describes the scattering of a strong man’s armour over an area.
This is similar to its use in Bohairic (Isa 31:4; Ezek 36:19; Matt 9:31). Likewise,
when cwp is used to convey that a report, in particular, was spread abroad, as in

55  The sole occurrence is in Jer 13:22 where it means “to disgrace publicly,” without reference
to spreading the report of the disgrace by word of mouth.
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the case of Matt 285, its spreading was throughout a geographical area (Ruth
1:19%%; Mark 1:45°; Luke 4:37°°; 1 Thes 1:8b°).

The guards’ report in Matt 28:15 in the Bohairic version is apparently the only
occurrence of cwp being used to convey something being spread among people
rather than throughout a geographical location. Yet, even here, there is evidence
from boA* that this passage may have originally had a geographical reference in
Bohairic. Horner'’s transcription of bo? reads that the report spread among the
Jews, although his apparatus indicates that this is a correction of ben nnoyaat
in Judea (1898-1905, 1.279). Perhaps, then, the reading of Matt 28:15 in the
Bohairic tradition was revised to reflect the source language more closely. Such
a revision may have been facilitated by an orthographical similarity between
the two words.

Accordingly, the reference to the geographical region in mae? and mae! may
reflect a concession to the indigenous Coptic of Middle Egyptian and Bohairic.
Moreover, given the decimation of the Jewish community in Oxyrhynchus after
the Jewish Revolt (115117 CE), and its late and slow recovery in the late third
century (Epp 2006, 32—46), the guards’ report spreading in judea may have
made more sense than saying that it spread among the Jews, especially with
the added comment that the rumour was active to this day.

28:15.b Text Critical Analysis.

28:15.b.1 73 &pyvpta. Since the Coptic versions are generally unreliable witnesses
to the Greek article, they should not be cited in support of presence of the
Greek article prior to dpybpia in NA? or its absence in some manuscripts (cf. 1.5;
Plumley 1977, 148).

28:15.b.2 Siepnpicdy. Coptic cannot distinguish the subtle distinction between
the Greek word égnuioty in some witnesses and Siepnuicty in NA27.

2815.b.3 aYpepov [Npépag]. The reading emooy neooy of sa® and, similarly, enay
neaoy in mael, seem to mimic NA2”s emphatic reading onpepov [uépag]. In
contrast, mae? and bo? have the shorter reading enaoy (bo?: edooy), similar
to most manuscripts. The Coptic versions may not reliably represent their
respective Vorlagen in this difficult textual decision. For example, in 27:8 where
the short form is unanimously found in the Greek, all the versions except mae?
have the longer form.>6

56  Horner reports that one Bohairic manuscript also has the longer form (1898-1905, 1.260).
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Matt 28:16

Mae? m i A€ MMAOHTHC 2aYWENEO[ Y] €XEN MITA0Y NTTAAEINAL EMTHE
eTea{q)Ta[Ma0Y]%7 epay nxn T The eleven disciples went upon the
mountain of Galilee, to the place which Jesus had told them.

NA27 O 8¢ évdexa padyral Emopedfnoay eig Tv Todhaiav eig 0 8pog 0d EtdEato
avTolg 6 Tnood,

28:16.a Translational Analysis.

28:16.a.1 €X€N MTa0Y NTTaxeMatx. With two asyndetic prepositional phrases,
NA?7indicates that the disciples went to a certain mountain in Galilee. The first
phrase designates the larger geographical region, while the second specifies
a location therein: ei¢ ™y ToAdidaiav eig 0 dpog. In translation, perhaps as a
concession to the receptor language, both Middle Egyptian versions reduce
the two destinations to the single destination the mountain of Galilee, with the
specificlocation preceding the larger region. Mae? reflects the same word order
inversion in 211 (cf. CEV).

28:16.a.2 eTea(q)Ta[Ma0Y] €pay. Assuming the reconstruction (cf. n. 57), mae?
has the verb Tama where NA27 has the verb tdoow. The two words share a similar
semantic domain, although the Coptic word is used in regard to informing,
while the Greek word is used in regard to appointing or commanding (Bauer
2000, 991). Authoritative persons, however, telling or informing (Taua) their
inferiors what they are to do is tantamount to commanding or instructing them
(cf. 21:6; 26:19), so that mae?'s verb choice is appropriate for this context. Tama
in 28216 was probably influenced by its occurrence in v. 10 where Jesus has the
women tell or instruct (Tama) his brothers to go to Galilee.

28:16.b Textual Analysis. NA?7 indicates no textual variation.

57  Instead of the verb Tauma, mae! and sa® both use the loanword Tacce, which corresponds
well with the Greek ¢td&ato. While Tacce would fit mae?s available space, the preposi-

tional object epaqy that normally follows it is present, suggesting instead Ta[ua0y].
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Matt 28:17

Mae? NTaY A€ €TRAYNEO[Y €Pay paY [2ITOY EMECHT PaYMM[T NEY 2AINH A€
MM20Y %8 paoyalcTazu When they saw him, they prostrated themselves.
They worshiped him. But some doubted.

NA27  yal i86vteg adTov Tpogextivyaav™, ol 3¢ édiaTagav.

28:17.a Translational Analysis.

28:17.a.1 [eay]eiToy emechT gayww|T neq]. Both Middle Egyptian versions use
two verbs to convey the lexically dense verb mpooxuvéw. Ilpooxuvéw was used
frequently “to designate the custom of prostrating oneself before persons and
kissing their feet ..., etc.” But the term can also refer to a person’s “complete
dependence on or submission to a high authority figure” (Bauer 2001, 883). By
using the two Coptic clauses, mae? and mae! convey both meanings of the one

Greek word (cf. 12:22a).

2817.a.2 utay A€. The use of the personal independent with the perfectisnot an
unusual way for mae? to represent the absolute genitive, a construction which
otherwise lacks a formal syntactical equivalent in Coptic (cf. 11:7; 16:2; 28:15).

28:17.a.3 [2aINH A€ MMaOY] 2aoYAlcTazH. Assuming the reconstruction, all four
Coptic versions represent ambiguous o with gamn or its dialectal equivalent.

28:17.b Text Critical Analysis. The Coptic versions all use the verb oywaT (mae:
oywwT) with an object neq (mae? mae! sa% bo#: mmoy), and would render the
Greek verb mpogextvyoav with an object whether the Greek object were absent
or present (cf. 20:20; 28:9). Thus, mae? cannot reliably attest the shorter reading
in NA?7 or the presence of the complement adté in most manuscripts, or adtév
in 036 700*.

58  Schenke’s reconstruction gayww| T ney] 2a[iJu[u] is overly optimistic. The letters ¢, a, and
w in pann should be placed within the brackets.
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Matt 28:18

Mae? eaqcexh [4-8 letters®® nxh HC x€] eayt nel NTezoYCa TH|pC 5-8 letters

21xen|60 nkepu Jesus said (to them), “All authority has been given to me
... and on earth.”

NA?7  xai mpooerfaw 6 Tnoods EAdAnoey adtols Aéywy, 'ES68n pot ndoa é§ovaia

&v Todpave xal émt °[Thg] Y. T

28:18.a Translational Analysis. (Cf. 1.5.) For xail mpogerdwv, cf. 28:2.a.1.

28:18.b Textual Analysis.

28:18.b.1 obpav@. The manuscript breaks off at the corresponding point, and so
mae? cannot support the plural reading found in o5, against the grammatical
singular elsewhere.

28:18.b.2 [tHg]. Since the Coptic article is not a reliable indicator of the Vorlage
(cf. 1.5; Plumley 1977, 148) mae? should not be cited in support of either variant
reading. Schenke’s retroversion of nkegn as having the Greek article is pedantic,

and wrongly suggests that mae? supports the omission in most manuscripts

against its inclusion (in brackets) in NA%7.

2818.b.3 xabwg améoALy pe 6 mathp, xdyw dmootédw Uuds. Mae? does not
support the long singular reading found in 038. The gloss from John 20:21in 038

59

60

Since there are various ways to reconstruct the text, the lacuna should be left partially
unfilled. Schenke reconstructs with the preposition noyn- in pagcexu [HOYHOY NXH THC
xe], following the reading of mae! (cf. 11:7; 14:27; 22:46). However, cexn could be followed
by other prepositions such as ven- (26:47), or u- (27:13). The uncertainty is compounded by
the presence of the redundant participle of speech Aéywv which is represented in the other
three Coptic versions as eqxm mmoc (Mmac), but which Schenke leaves unrepresented in
his reconstruction.

Schenke’s reconstruction TH[Pc NNATTIH MeN NeTR1X€EN] TKeeH appears to exceed the avail-
able space by 3—7 letters. His reconstruction follows mae! closely, although the (proclitic)
possessive pronouns (ma- Ta= Naz; cf. Layton 2004, 46) are not frequent in mae?, occur-
ring but once in in the Passion narrative (27:56). Otherwise, Mae? regularly reads g(e)n
Tt where NA27 has év odpav (cf. sa® and boA). These competing reconstructions and the
space issue suggest that the lacuna should be unfilled.
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is instructive and cautionary: sometimes such accretions occur in manuscripts
as a matter of course, and that similar glosses in mae2 may be explained without

resorting to an alternative Vorlage.

Matt 2819

Mae? Ma@ MaCBM NN[2EONOC THPOY €TETEN |BAMTICHE! 1Ma0Y erpen M[miOT
MeEN NIHPH] MeN TN, €ToYe[B] “Go! Teach all peoples, baptizing them in
the name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit.

NA27  mopevbévteg "oty pabntedoate mavra ta E6vn, "PBantilovtes adTovs ig TO
dvopa Tob marTpog xat Tod viod xal Tod dylov Tvedparto,

28:19.a Translational Analysis. The only noteworthy syntactical difference is
that mae? and the other three Coptic versions represent the initial participle as
an imperative. The participle here, however, can have an imperatival function
(cf. Wallace 1996, 650—651), just as all four Coptic versions represent it.

28:19.b Textual Analysis.

2819.b.1 0v. Since mae? often gives no representation to odv (cf. 1.5), there is
no way to discern whether its Vorlage had NA2”s odv or lacked it as in most
manuscripts. Mae?, however, probably supports NA2”s exclusion of viv against

05.

2819.b.2 Bamrifovres. The text is lacunose, but regardless, mae? could not reli-
ably support either the present tense of the participle in NA27 or the aorist tense
in 03 o5. Even if the tense of the Vorlage were an aorist, the verb itself is a par-
ticiple having imperatival force which cannot be conveyed in Coptic with the
corresponding perfect.

61  The conjunctive [nTeTen]BanTICH is a viable alternative (cf. sa%).
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Matt 28:20

Mae? €T[€TENTCaBa MMAOY €2MWB] NIM €TRAIRON MMAOY [NHTEN €22PER
€pa.0Y]62 < anak tNE®MMH NeM[MHTN about 1018 letters |3 <
>->->->->-MMEIeMN >->->->- “Teaching them everything which I have
commanded you to keep. Iwill be with you ... of this age.

NA27  d18daxovteg adTovg TYpelv TAvTa Soor EVETEIAGUYY DUV xal IS0l &yw *ued’
VAV elutt Taoag TaS NuéEpag Ewg ThHS cuvteAelag Tod aidvog.™

28:20.a Translational Analysis.

28:20.a.1 tne@wrn. While the Greek uses present tense (gljt), mae? uses the
future auxiliary. The passage refers to the period from the present until the end-
time consummation. The thoughtful translator, then, must decide whether his
translation should emphasise the certainty of Jesus’ contemporary presence, or
of his future presence (cf. CEV). Mae?'s use of the future auxiliary emphasises
that Jesus’ assured presence will continue until the consummation.

28:20.a.2 uneiemwN. While NA27 reads tod aifvog, mae? has the demonstrative.
With some frequency, mae? translates the Greek definite article as the demon-
strative. This is seen, for example, in 10:32; 16:26; 17:9; 19:22; 25:28; 26:72; 27:21,
40, 42; 28:20. The other Coptic versions do so occasionally, as well (cf. 17:g™a¢};
19:22mael; a6:7omacl boA; oo:pymael sa9) This phenomenon is facilitated by the
change of a single vowel sound. It may be compared with the Coptic tendency
to expand the article to include a pronominal intermediate (cf. Emmenegger
2007, 105; Mink 1972, 232—237).

62 My reconstruction above contrasts with Schenke’s which reads, [nuten xe eyepapee e-
p20Y]. Schenke based his reconstruction on mae! which appears to be two to five letters
too long. In contrast, my reconstruction agrees with sa® and boA in using the infinitive
form, although located earlier in the verse. Either reconstruction must remain uncertain.

63  Schenke's reconstruction nem[MHTN NNERAOY THPOY MILX WK €BaA], although corresponding
closely to NA?7 and following mae! exactly, is too long by six to ten letters, and needs to
be shortened. Perhaps the translator thought ndoag tag Yuépag to be redundant in light
of &wg Tiig ouvteAeiag tod aiddvog, and did not give representation to the phrase, or an
element was inadvertently omitted. The lacuna is best left unfilled, especially since there
is further uncertainty over 1) whether cuvteheiog might have been represented by cyntexia
(cf. 13:[39], [40], 49; 24:3) or by xwk; 2) whether eBax was used (sa%); and 3) whether the
preposition @a might have been used (sa® bo?).
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28:20.b Text Critical Analysis

28:20.b.1 &yt el Dpdv eipt. Since word order is fixed much more stringently in
Coptic than Greek (Plumley 1977,143; Kreinecker 2008, 141), the Coptic versions
cannot reliably support either NA2”’s placement of eip in the last position or
after the pronoun €y prior to the prepositional phrase peé’ duév in o1 and o5

28:20.b.2 Apv. Mae? supports NA27 (01 02* 03 05 032 f! 33) against inclusion of
the Amen (02¢ 038 f13 M).

5.3 Conclusion

The insights derived from the foregoing analysis of 28:1—20 regarding the gen-
eral character of the translation and the individual translational decisions are
similar to those found previously in 5:38—6:18 and 12:3—27. The analysis makes
clear that there is no need to resort to an alternative Vorlage to explain mae?, for
translation and transmission factors account for most syntactical differences.
Moreover, not only does the general content of the final leaf correspond to the
Greek manuscript tradition of Matthew, but so does the general content of each
verse, and this is true even of individual clauses (cf. 2.2.2). Most importantly,
even when mae?’s syntax differs significantly from NA27, mae? usually conveys
the meaning of the Greek.

5.31  Syntactical Differences
The following chart depicts mae?’s significantly different readings from NA27,

with a brief summary of the explanation in the preceding full analysis.

Significant syntactical differences

Alternate Greek

reading with
NA?7 Mae? similar meaning  Explanation
281a2 O d¢ [een T]oywn ae The translator may have avoided the
oauBRATwy, Tff MMCAMITA00N awkward repetition of the Sabbath
Emuaxobay i wwp(n] In reference because the day of the week
el piov the night of the was already established.

coffatwy Sabbath, early in

the morning
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Significant syntactical differences (cont.)

CHAPTER 5

Alternate Greek
reading with
NAZ27 Mae? similar meaning  Explanation
281a3 Tj el @wp[n gen| Mae?s reference to the stars probably
Emewoxolday [n]neoy Mnoyain reflects the attempt to convey the
€T1 NaPH NCIOY timing of the visit more precisely, for
vn[oowi] at the word émipwoxw refers not generally
daybreak while to the dawn, but more precisely, to the
the stars were still twilight period of early morning prior
above to sunrise.
281.a.4  TABev ... 2ayl epeTy The translator reduced the verbal pair
Bewpfjoat ov  mniemeeo[y] They HABev ... Bewpfioat to a single verb, as he
Tdgpov came to the tomb does elsewhere when one of the verbs
is redundant.
28:2.a.1  &yyeAoS ... OYATTENOC ... [2]ayl The translator often reduces redundant
xoToBas .. €BA ... 20YD 2aqqL paired -€pyopat verbs; cf. 28:9.a.2.
xol TPogeAdwv MK [eBaX] An
dmexdhoey  angel came forth
Tov Afov from heaven, and
he took the stone
away
28:2.a.2  4mEXOANOEY  2aqyl MIIONH Perhaps because Copt readers may
Tov Albov [eBa] he took the have been unaware of the Jewish

stone away

custom of securing burial caves with
round stones, mae? indicates the
stone’s removal without explicitly

stating that it was rolled away.
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Alternate Greek
reading with

NA?7 Mae? similar meaning  Explanation

28:2.b.2  4mo Tig Bpag [2i pJwyq mriempeoy 019 036 038 f 1333 Mae?'s Vorlage may follow the well
o0 pwnueiov  from the mouth of 5651241 attested variant. But the expansion may
the tomb be translational, arising coincidentally
and independently as a harmonisation
to 27:60, or to help Copt readers
understand that the stone was not a
grave marker, but a barrier to the entry

of a hewn grave.

284.a.2  éyew)oav &g eayTw[oyn] [nTR]n Mae? (and ActsG'2#er) supplies Twoyn
vexpol NPENPEYUMAOYT occasionally to predicate existence and
they arose as dead to anticipate actions.
people
28:5.a.3  TOV (omit) 348 The translator or a copyist may have
ECTOVPWUEVOV omitted it accidentally, especially

since the previous clause had already

completed the thought.

28:;7.a.2  1dob elmov Outv (omit) The translator may have deliberately
omitted the clause due to its
curiousness and superfluity,
exacerbated by his tendency to avoid

representation of i{do0.

289.a2 aide NTaY A€ Coptic versions frequently lack
mpogerfoboat ¢ Jay(a)mepTH representation of -€pyouat participles.
ExpdTnoay uneqoynpHTH They,

avtod todg  for their part,

méd0g clasped his feet
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Significant syntactical differences (cont.)

CHAPTER 5

Alternate Greek
reading with

NA27 Mae? similar meaning

Explanation

28710.a1 M) @ofelofe  (omit)

The translator or a copyist may have
omitted it accidentally, especially
since the previous clause had already

completed the thought.

28:10.a.2 o AmENOwTY MAPOYKWTH that

they return

The translator assumes the perspective
that the disciples’ journey originated in
Galilee, hence, Jesus’ instructions

to depart (dmwéA8waw) for Jerusalem

constitutes a return (MaAPOYKWTH).

2812.a.2 TPETPUTEPWY  NEMPECBYTEPOC
umaoc the elders

of the people

Mae? may reflect harmonisation to Old

and New Testament passages.

28:15.a.4 TOPA 2€N FoYAla THPC

"Toudaiowg in all Judea

cwp is otherwise not used to convey
distribution among people groups, but
only of distribution over a geographical
area, prompting the complement

“in all Judea.” Also, the local Jewish
community had been decimated after
the Jewish revolt, so that there may
have been few local Jews among whom
the report could be circulated “to this

»

day.

28:15.b.3  aWuepov €enaoy to the 01 02 032 0148V f1
[Muépog] present day 135390

The Coptic versions probably are not

reliable witnesses to this biblical idiom.
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Alternate Greek
reading with
NA?7 Mae? similar meaning  Explanation
2817.a.1  a0TOV [eay]eiToy enecuT Mae? uses two verbs to convey the
TPOTEXVWTOV  2aYDM)[ T Ney fuller meaning of the one Greek word.
they prostrated
themselves. They
worshiped him
2818a  mpogeAdwv 2aqcexH [4-8 The Coptic versions frequently lack
6 Inoodg letters nxn Hc| representation of -€pyouat participles;
ENdAnaev Jesus said (to them) cf. 28:9.a.2.

ool

Schenke’s alternative Vorlage view is all the less sustainable since there are very
few renderings which convey a meaning that is actually different from known
Greek readings.5* Of the renderings which do convey a different meaning from
NA?7, three may reflect transmission error: two possibly involving accidental
omission (28:5.a.3; 28:10.a.1), and a third involving harmonisation (28:12.a.2).

Readings like these three are replete throughout the tradition, as exemplified
by the omission of the clause #v 8¢ 1 €i8éa adtod in 01 (28:4), or the omission
of un Tkemapia in sa®64 (28:1; Kreinecker 2008, 35), or the gloss of John 20:21
incorporated into 038 (28:18.5.3). Such readings are all the more possible in
translation texts, for in addition to the typical transmission errors, one must
also deal with errors in the translation process. The presumed early date of
mae? and its short reception history probably made it even less likely for such
errors to have been corrected.

A fourth rendering which differs in meaning from NA?7 is the lack of repre-
sentation of {300 elmov Ouiv (28:7.a.2) which could reflect a translational deci-
sion. The lack of representation of {00 elrov Opiv and ) @oPeiofe (28:10.a.1)
would be all the more perplexing if mae? actually were associated with an alter-
native Hebrew Matthean redaction.

64  After scrutinising the various apparatuses in the research and writing phase of this chap-
ter,  reviewed them all again looking for variants which might correspond to these 21 ele-
ments in particular. However, I was unable to find any corresponding Greek witnesses for
any of them, except for the three listed in the chart.
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The remaining syntactical differences between mae? and NA?7 are proba-
bly best explained as translation phenomena. A few of these syntactical differ-
ences might initially strike the reader as conveying a different meaning from
NA?7. On the other hand, recognition of the translator’s established patterns of
translation (e.g., 28:1.a.4; 28:2.a.7), as well as identification of the constraints of
his contextual-linguistic environment (e.g., 28:1.a.2; 28:1.a.3), and even consid-
eration of culture (e.g., 28:2.a.2; 28:15.a.4), help explain how the translator may
have produced his translation from a Vorlage not unlike our modern critical
editions.

5.3.2  Correspondence with Textual Variants

Most of the variants cited in NA27 cannot be reliably attested by mae? due to
ambiguities in translation. Those readings which mae? reliably attests, how-
ever, do typically affirm NA27 (28:1.b.1; 28:2.b.1; 28:2.b.2; 28:6.b; 28:7.b; 28:9.b.1;
28:10.b.1; 28:10.b.2; 28:20.b.2).

There are two readings in mae? which correspond syntactically with variants
rejected by the editors of NA2. In the case of NA2"s textually difficult read-
ing anuepov [Nuépag] (cf. 28:15.5.3), mae? has the shorter reading enaoy rather
than enaoy negaoy. The Coptic versions, however, probably are not reliable wit-
nesses to this idiom (cf. Matt 27:8). If mae?'s Vorlage did have the shorter read-
ing instead of NA2”s longer bracketed reading, it would corroborate the con-
siderable support of 01 02 032 0148vid {13 33 .

The other mae? reading which corresponds syntactically to a competing
NA?7 variant is discussed in 28:2.5.2. NA27 does not include either of the two
expansive references to the stone’s removal ( from the door, or from the door
of the tomb). The correspondence between mae? and the long Greek variant
could hardly be closer, and it would seem that mae®s Vorlage had the long
variant. One cannot, however, discount the possibility that the variant in mae?
arose coincidentally and independently, as a pragmatic explicitation of an
unfamiliar tradition of the source language’s culture. Such a possibility should
be considered since mae? does not often disagree with its closest allies 01 and
03 on Greek variants which are obviously secondary.

The analysis in these last three chapters has reinforced the basis for rejecting
Schenke’s hypothesis of an alternative Vorlage, and has suggested instead that
mae?s Vorlage was in substantial agreement with most NA27 readings. These
conclusions provide the basis for the next chapter’s identification of mae?’s
closest allies through a text critical analysis of selected sample passages.



CHAPTER 6

Identification of Mae? Allies

6.1 Introduction

6.1  Purpose

In this chapter, I outline the textual relationship between mae? and specific
Greek manuscripts. I do so by assessing mae?’s correspondence with the Greek
variants in select test passages.! The assessment identifies mae?’s allies, and
allows their ranking according to their percentage of agreement. I also evaluate
mae?’s support for NA?7, and compare their percentage of mutual agreement
with other significant manuscripts.

In short, I compare an array of readings in mae? with an array of manuscripts
along with the critical edition NA?7, and then rank mae?’s affiliation with them.
Those wishing to go immeditately into the assessment process may wish to pro-
ceed to section 6.2 Analysis of Test Passages which is largely self-explanatory.
For those with greater patience, I provide considerable detail in the next several
sections that is intended to illuminate the process and facilitate peer review.

6.a.2  Selection of Test Passages

I examined 272 different variant passages culled from the three sources listed
below. Most of these could not be used. About a fourth of them (64 of 272) are
unusable due to lacunae in mae?. Of the 208 passages that are not lacunose, a
little more than half (128 = 63.1%) could not be used due to translational ambi-
guity; this is not a remarkable proportion given Editio Critica Maior’s rejection
of about half of the Coptic citations in NA2"'s apparatus for 1Peter 1 (cf. 1.3.3).
Three variant passages were rejected because they were set within a verse omit-
ted in mae? due to the scribe’s own idiosyncratic error (6:5; 14:18; 20:10). In the
end, a few more passages were excluded since they contained no competing
variants supported by any of mae?®’s allies (cf. 6.1.4). After elimination of these
passages, 60 test passages remain. In 6.1.2.4, I have included a chart listing all

1 Cf. the criticism of quantitative analysis by D.C. Parker, and his commendation of the Coher-
ence Based Genealogical Method (2008, 164-167). Since there seems to be little prospect
that the Coherence Based Genealogical Method will be able to assess textual relationships
between a versional witness and Greek manuscripts, quantitative analysis seems the best
option to assess mae?’s relationships with extant Greek manuscripts.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, DOI: 10.1163/9789004268180_007
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272 variant passages. The chart indicates the source from which the variants
were culled, and the basis for the exclusion of individual variant passages.

6.1.2.1 The Teststellen

Almost half of the viable test passages were taken from Text und Textwert’s 64
Teststellen (Tst) for Matthew’s Gospel (Aland et al. 1999). The editors identified
these 64 passages as being especially important for assessing a manuscript’s
textual character. This feature distinguishes them from the other test passages,
for the others were either determined indiscriminately or chosen with less
discrimination. Additionally, the variants and their supporting manuscripts for
the Teststellen have the advantage of being thoroughly documented. In the test
passage summary charts below, the Teststellen are identified by the siglum Tst
and their editors’ numerical designation (e.g., Tst 19).

Each of the 64 Teststellen was analysed, although only 29 were used in the
final analysis. In addition to 22 Teststellen that could not be used due to lacunae
in mae?, ten could not be used due to translational ambiguity between mae?
and the relevant variants in a given passage; I justify their exclusion on an
individual basis in 6.1.6. One was excluded due to an idiosyncratic scribal error
involving the whole verse. Also, in the final analysis, two were excluded since
their only support came from non-allied manuscripts (cf. 6.1.4). For further
details, see the Comprehensive Chart of Considered Variants in 6.1.2.4.

Any given Teststelle may have more than two variants, but I only analyse the
NA?7 reading, those variants that correspond in meaning to the text of mae?,
and those that correspond in meaning to those manuscripts determined (in the
final analysis) to be mae? allies. Excluded readings are not analysed since their
consideration would merely inflate the correspondence of mae? and all its allies
to NA27 without distinction, and not assist in ranking the allied manuscripts
individually (cf. 6.3.2.1).

6.1.2.2 Variants from 3 Leaves (5:38—6:18; 12:3—27; 28:1—20)

The second set of variants was taken from NA2”'s apparatus for the three leaves
analysed in chapters three through five above. These were chosen due to the
close scrutiny they received in the previous analysis. Further, in contrast to the
highly discriminate selection of the Teststellen by the Text und Textwert editors,
every Greek variant cited in NA?7 for 5:38—6:18; 12:3—27; 28:1—20 was assessed.?

2 Variants from the three sample leaves with only versional support are excluded entirely from
consideration: 5:47; 6:5, 9, 11; 12:10. Apart from 6:9, 11, the versional readings obviously lack
correspondence with mae? (cf. 6:9.c n. 92; cf. 6:11.b).



IDENTIFICATION OF MAE2 ALLIES 203

Of the 102 additional variants listed in NA27 on these leaves, however, 88 could
not be used to help identify mae?s Greek allies, allowing only 14 more pas-
sages for consideration.? The vast majority of these excluded passages involved
translational ambiguity. Analysis of both included and excluded passages has
already been given in the previous three chapters, but summary data for the 14
passages are also provided in each test passage chart in 6.2. The Comprehensive
Chart in 6.1.2.4 provides further information.

6.1.2.3 Variants from UBS*

In contrast to NA2”s apparatus which was designed to assess the history of the
text, the UBS* apparatus is designed for New Testament translators (Aland et
al. 1993, 45). The limitation of its apparatus to translatable variants makes the
UBS* especially useful in assessing the text of a version such as mae2.

UBS#*has a total of 160 variant passages in Matthew’s Gospel. Discounting the
Teststellen and the variants appropriated from the three leaves (chapters 3—5)
from these 160, there are 106 additional variant passages listed in UBS#. Instead
of analysing all of these with the same level of scrutiny as I did for the three
leaves, I restricted the selection of UBS# variant passages to those containing
competing variants which differ so significantly from one another that their
correspondence to mae? seems obvious, minimally affected by translation
factors, and relatively certain.* Examples include addition or omission of an
entire verse (Matt 12:47; 16:2—3) and addition or omission of a significant word
(2319; 27:24). There are 17 such additional passages.

I have assigned a sequential number (1-160) to each of the UBS* variant
passages as they occur in the UBS* apparatus. In the test passage charts, I
have labelled each UBS* variant passage with the siglum UBS?, followed by
the designated variant passage number. An asterisk (*) follows this number to
indicate that UBS* variant passages were not based on any thorough analysis,
but on what seemed to me as immediately obvious and hardly disputable.

3 The count does not include those passages which are already counted separately as Test-
stellen.

4 On the other hand, there are 51 UBS# variant passages extant in mae? which are not analysed
since the certainty of their correspondence did not rise to the threshold of being obvious;
some of these may in fact be helpful in assessing mae?s allies should they be carefully exam-
ined. A case could be made that a few additional passages would qualify (11:15; 13:35b; 14:30;
15:4; 18:26; 19:9b, 20; 21:29—31; 27116, 17). Ultimately, however, I deemed these as too suscepti-
ble to interference from other factors such as harmonisation or independent expansion for
consideration.
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Since mae?'s syntax in these passages so obviously corresponds to one Greek
reading over another, T have generally assigned them a degree of certainty rating
of 1 (cf. 6.1.3.1). A few were assigned a 2 rating, duly considering the possibility
that they may reflect a harmonisation independent of the Vorlage.

6.1.2.4 Comprehensive Chart of Considered Variants

The following chart provides a list of all 272 variant passages that I considered
for this project. Exclusion of variant passages is indicated in the columns on
the right side of the chart, with an X indicating if a passage was excluded on
the basis of 1) mae?'s lacunose text; 2) mae?’s inability to reliably attest one
variant reading against another (translationally ambiguous or uncertain); or
3) the competing variant’s lack of support from any of mae?’s closest allies, as
determined in the final analysis; cf. 6.1.4.

The left hand columns contain information pertaining not only to the 60
passages that were utilised in the final analysis, but for the remaining passages
as well. The first column on the left assigns a test passage number to included
passages, consecutively numbered 1-60; excluded variant passages are not
numbered and their respective cells for this column are blackened. The other
three columns identify which of the three sources from which a given variant
was culled.

Discussion from chapters three through five for the passages culled from the
three leaves are cross-referenced in the pertinent column.

In many cases, an included passage might have been culled from more than
one source; thus, a test passage may not only be a Teststelle, but also a passage
from one of the three leaves, or from a UBS* passage, or in some cases, from all
three. In the statistical summary, care was taken not to double or triple count
these variant passages. Accordingly, the totals for the variant passages from the
three leaves and from UBS* reflect only additional passages, and not the total
number of either of the last two categories.

In the case of the three excluded variant passages in verses wholly affected
by the scribe’s own idiosyncratic error (6:5; 14:18; 20:10), the entire row of cells
has been blackened.

Passages cited with an a or b after the verse number correspond to one of
two Teststellen in the same verse, or to one of two UBS* variant passages in the
same verse.
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants
Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion
passage  passage
no. 3 Leaves UBS* Trans-  Unsupported
Teststellen  (section (numbered Not lationally by mae?
(tst no.) no.)’ 1-160)° extant’”  uncertain® allies

5 Variants lacking Greek manuscript support are excluded. Cf. n. 2 above.

UBS* does not list its variants in numerical sequence, although I have done so here.

For the UBS* passages (excluding Teststellen and passages analysed in chapters 3-5), I have

not attempted a thorough verification of Schenke’s reconstruction of the lacunae. Where

there seemed to be reasonable doubt regarding the reconstruction, I did not include the

passage for consideration.

8 Asexplained in 6.1.2.3, the threshold for translational certainty was set high for those variants

culled from UBS#s 160 variant passages. Cf. 6.1.2.3, n. 4. Also, a number of passages were not

considered because of the possibility that the translator may have independently harmonised

to other passages.
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.)

Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion

passage  passage

no. 3 Leaves UBS# Trans-  Unsupported
Teststellen  (section (numbered Not lationally by mae?
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies

9 Due to the large lacunae, there is no analysis of 5:48 in chapter 3.

10  Due to the large lacunae, there is no analysis of 5:48 in chapter 3.
11 The scribe, probably by accident, copied the similar text of v. 7 at this point.
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Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion

passage  passage

no. 3 Leaves UBS* Trans-  Unsupported
Teststellen  (section  (numbered Not lationally by mae?
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies

6:5.c.4

6:6.c
8 6:7 6:7.c
9 6:8 6:8.c.1
6:8 6:8.c.2
6:10 6:10.c1
6:10 6:10.c.2
6:12 6:12.c
10 6:13 6:13.c
6:14 6:14-15.c.1
6:14 6:14-15.b.a
6:14 6:14-15.b.3
6:15 6:14-15.b.3
6:15 6:14-15.C.4
6:16 6:16.ca

6:16
6:16
6:18
6:18
6:18
6:25
6:28
6:33
7413
7:14a
7:14b
7:21

6:16.c.2
6:16.c.3
6:18.ca
6:18.c.2
6:18.c.3

7:24
8:9

810
818
8:21

12 8:25a
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.)

Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion

passage  passage

no. 3 Leaves UBS# Trans-  Unsupported
Teststellen  (section (numbered Not lationally by mae?
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies

37
38
39
13 9:8 40
14 9:14 4
. -
15 1033 43
10:23 44
1m:2 45
;5
1:8
119
115
16 11:17
1119
11:23a
1:23b
1m:27
12:2
12:4 12:4.b.2
12:4 12:4.8.2
12:4 12:4.b.3
12:5 12:5.b
12:6 12:6.b
12:9 12:9.b
1210 12:10.a.1
1210 12:10.b.2
12:10 12:10.b.3
12:11 12:11.a.1
12:11 12:11.8.2
12:11 12:11.b.3

12:11 12:11.b.4
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Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion

passage  passage

no. 3 Leaves UBS* Trans-  Unsupported
Teststellen  (section  (numbered Not lationally by mae?
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies

12:11 12:11.4.5
12:12 12:12.a.1
17 12:13 1213.b
- 12:14 12:14.b
18 12115 12:15.b
19 12:16 12:16.b
12:17 12:17.b
12:18 1218.b
12:18 1218.b
12:20 12:20.b.a
12:20 12:20.b.2
12:21 12:21.b
20 12:22 12:22.b.2
12:22 12:22.b.1
12:22 12:22.b.3
12:24 12:24.b
21 12:25 12:25.b.2
12:27 12:24.b
12:27 12:27.b.2
12:36
22 12:47
131
13:9
E
23 13:35a
13:35b
13:43
24 13:44
25 13:45

13:55
14:3
14:9
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.)

Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion
passage
3 Leaves UBS# Trans-  Unsupported
Teststellen  (section (numbered Not lationally by mae?
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies

- 14:1812 45

N

N

w W W w

17:22
17:26

[°Y)

18:14
1815

14:24
14:26

14:29
14:30
15:4

15:6a

15:6b

1514
15:15
15:31
15:35-36
15:39

16:2—3

16:8
16:12
16:13
16:20
16:27
17:2

17:4
17:15
17:20a

17:21

18:10-11

12 The verse is missing entirely, presumably due to scribal error.
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Test Variant Source of variant passages

passage  passage

Reason for exclusion

no. 3 Leaves UBS* Trans-  Unsupported
Teststellen  (section  (numbered Not lationally by mae?
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies
1819 89
18:26 90
19:4 g1
1917 92
19:92 93
36 19:9b 94
19:10 95
19:11 96
19:16 97
37 1917 98
19:20 99
- 19:24 100
38 19:29a 101
19:29b 102
20:1013 103
20115 104
39 20:16 105
- 20:17 106
40 20:22 107
20:23 108
20:26 109
20:30 110
20:31 m
q 2112 12
21:29-31 u3
- 21:39 14
42 21:44 5
22:10 16
- 22:23 17
43 22:30 18

13 The verse is missing entirely, presumably due to scribal error.
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.)

Test
passage

no.

& R

5

6

N

IS

7

8

N

N

9
0

a

.U‘_
-

2

33

Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion
passage
3 Leaves UBS# Trans-  Unsupported
Teststellen  (section (numbered Not lationally by mae?
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies

22:32
22:35
23:3
234
23:9
2313
2319
23:23
23:25
23:26
23:38
24:6
2417
24:31
24:36
24:38
24:42
251
2513
25:15-16
26:20
26:27
26:28
26:71
27:2
27:4
27:5
27:9
27:10
27:16
2717
27:24
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Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion

passage  passage

no. 3 Leaves UBS* Trans-  Unsupported
Teststellen  (section  (numbered Not lationally by mae?
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies

28:1.ba
28.1.b.2
28.1.b.2
28:2.ba
28:2.b.2
28.3.ba
28:3.b.2

28:3.b.2
28:6.b
28:7.b
28:8.b
28:9.ba

28:9 28:9.b.2
28:9 28:9.b.3
28:10 28:10.ba
28:10 28:10.b.2
2811 28:11.b

28:14 2814.a.1
2814 28:14.b.2
2815 28:15.b.3
28:15 28:15.ba
2815 28:15.b.2
2817 2817.b

2818 2818.b.a
2818 28:18.b.2
2818 2818.b.3
28:19 28:19.b.1
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.)
Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion
passage  passage
no. 3 Leaves UBS* Trans-  Unsupported
Teststellen  (section (numbered Not lationally by mae?
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies
28:19 28:19.b.2 x
28:20 28:20.ba X
60 28:20 28:20.b.2 160
Test- Three
stellen leaves* UBS*!5 Total
Total number of considered passages 64 102 106 272
Number of excluded passages due to lacunae in mae? 22 10 32 64
Number of excluded passages due to translational ambiguity 10 68 50 128
Number of excluded passages due to lack of mae? allies 2 9 6 17
Number of excluded passages due to mae? larger scribal error 1 1 3
Total Number of excluded passages 35 88 89 212
Total Number of included passages 29 14 17 60

6.1.3

Presentation of Information in the Test Passage Charts

Basic information for each test passage (6.2) is encapsulated in its own chart,
with each chart labelled according to the test passage number and to chapter
and verse reference. Additionally, the source for each test passage is indicated
(cf. 6.1.2). Each of the 60 test passage charts includes

14
15

the identification of the affected text of NA27

the competing variant(s)

my transcription of the relevant text of mae? with an English translation
a list of supporting manuscripts for each considered variant.

Column excludes Teststellen which are already counted.

Column excludes variant passages from the three leaves and the Teststellen which are

already counted.
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In many passages, mae?'s support for a given variant is obvious and needs no
further explanation; otherwise, comments are provided below the chart.

6.1.3.1 Degree of Certainty

Since mae?’s degree of correspondence to a textual variant is relative, I have
provided my own assessment of the degree of certainty that mae?'s text reflects
one variant and not another. This is indicated in the chart on a scale of one
to three, with one being the most certain, and three being the least certain.!
While the rating is subjective,  have attempted to give due consideration to five
factors, usually in combination with each other:

— The degree of formal equivalency in syntax between the Coptic and the
Greek
— Translation features that can be documented as frequent or typical
— Degree of correspondence in meaning between the Coptic and Greek
— Degree of similarity or difference between the competing Greek variants
— Non-translational phenomena; these include
— The possibility of correspondence being independent of the Vorlage due
to scribal error or through the translator’s own contributions
— Relative certainty of mae?’s reconstructed text
— Agreement of mae? allies'”

Establishing the degree of certainty is particularly difficult and subjective in
regard to the possibility of coincidental correspondence, for any reading could
be said to have arisen coincidentally. For example, although implausible, it is
possible that the scribe accidentally omitted his Vorlage’s long ending of the
Lord’s Prayer (6:13). Or, more plausibly, the scribe may have independently
expanded the Vorlage’s reference to the temple (21:12) to read as the temple of
God, as if in agreement with the majority reading. Since one would think that
such coincidental agreement is the exception rather than the rule, the certainty
ratings have been affected by them only in the more plausible cases.

16 The certainty ratings have nothing to do with judging a reading’s viability as the earliest
attainable text, but only with judging the relative certainty of whether mae? supports a
given Greek variant.

17  The circularity in restricting variant readings to mae? allies to determine mae? allies is
minimised by the preliminary assessment explained in 6.1.4, and by its use being restricted
to assessing the degree of certainty; cf. 6.3.3.3.
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6.1.3.2 Presentation of Variants

The designation of variants as enumerated readings (e.g., Reading 3; Reading
4) follows that of Text und Textwert, although Reading 1 variants are specifically
identified as majority readings (Maj), and Reading 2 variants are specifically
identified as NA?7 readings. Readings are occasionally identified as NA25 read-
ings.

Text critical sigla used in NA2?7 are incorporated into the NA27 reading.!8
When possible, differences between readings are underscored to facilitate their
identification.

I cite in the second column of each test passage chart those variants listed
in NA27 which corresponds in meaning to mae2. In the third column, variants
which disagree in meaning with mae? are listed so long as they are attested by
at least one mae? ally (as determined in the final analysis). Variants which do
not correspond in meaning with mae? and lack support from mae? allies are
excluded since they would not serve to identify mae?’s allies (cf. 6.3.2.1).

6.1.3.3 Citation of Supporting Manuscripts

In the chart, support from mae?’s eight allies is fully cited for each reading
(cf. 6.1.3.2). This reflects the purpose of this chapter to identify manuscripts
that are most closely allied with mae2. Additionally, support for the included
reading from Greek manuscripts not allied with mae? is cited if they are cited
in NA?7, although they are excluded from the final statistical analysis.

6.1.4  Method for Determining Mae? Allies

To identify mae®s closest allies of the 1,757 manuscripts examined in Text
und Textwert, I eliminated 1,699 manuscripts which agree with the majority
reading in 80.0 % or more in the Teststellen, leaving 58 manuscripts for further
evaluation. I was justified in so doing by my initial surveys of mae? (e.g., as seen
in 2.5 above) which indicate that mae? often disagrees with majority readings
if they are not adopted by NA?7. Of the 58, 24 were excluded because they are
defective in more than half of the Teststellen.!® This left 34 manuscripts: o1 03
05019 032 0381 413 22 33118 124 205 209 279 346 372 543 700 788 826 828 892 983
1192 1424 1582 1604 1675 2586 2680 2737 2786.

18  The sigla are informed by data from NA27, UBS#, and Text und Textwert, but may not be an
exact reflection of the sigla as they are found NA2"s text. For the key to text-critical sigla,
cf. Aland et al. 1993, 52.

19 B35 P64+ 67 02 024 035 036 073 085 0170 0250 0281 79 687 837 1129 1295 1306 1372 1414 2589
2597 2607 2784.
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Ideally, these 34 manuscripts should have been analysed in regard to all 60
of the test passages. Unfortunately, many of these manuscripts are not cited
in the Greek apparatuses, and accessing their texts would be practically insur-
mountable for this project. Consequently, I conducted a preliminary assess-
ment of the relationship between mae? and these 34 manuscripts based upon
the Teststellen and their correspondence with mae?’s text; this was possible
since Text und Textwert thoroughly documents support for variant readings
of all 34 manuscripts. The preliminary assessment allowed me to rank the
34 manuscripts according to percentage of agreement with mae2. Disregard-
ing the manuscripts with the lowest percentages of agreement, I only consid-
ered the 13 manuscripts agreeing with mae? in 36 % or more of the 29 Test-
stellen.20 These 13 are 01 03 05 019 038 1 22 33 118 892 1582 205 209. Of these,
eight manuscripts have an agreement rate of 50 % or more with mae? in all 60
test passages. These eight were deemed to be mae?’s allies: o1 03 019 038 1 33
20521 892 1582.22

6.1.5  Classification of Mae? Allies

The eight allied manuscripts may be categorized in two classes, according to
the rates of their agreement in all 60 test passages. Supporting manuscripts for
a given reading are cited in the charts accordingly:

Class 1 (agreement with mae? of 70% or more): o103
Class 2 (agreement with mae? of 50.0-69.9%): 0191 33 205 892 1582

The classification is relative, and the setting of boundaries between the two
classes is subjective. There is a gap, however, of nearly 15 percentage points

20  The decision to set the limit of agreement at 36 % was a practical decision. Had it been
lowered to 30%, the number of included manuscripts would have doubled. Moreover,
there were no manuscripts ranging from 36 %-40 %.

21 Additionally, f member 209 also has more than 50% agreement with mae? in the Test-
stellen. However, it is excluded not only for practical reasons (I could not check its text
since none of the apparatuses consistently incorporates its readings), but because its read-
ings in the Teststellen agreed exactly with 205. Amy Anderson concludes that although 205
and 209 are obviously very close, her own collations could not confirm either the claim
that 205 had been copied from 209 in the Gospels, or that 205 and 209 had the same exem-
plar (2004, 116).

22 Onlytwo of o5’s singular readings included in the Teststellen were used in the preliminary
assessment. When o5’s singular readings for all 272 passages were included in the analysis,
the rate of agreement fell below 50 %. However, discounting 05’s many singular passages,
the rate of agreement between mae? and o5 is significant.
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between any Class 1 manuscript and any Class 2 manuscript. Moreover, the
Class 2 manuscripts are all within 6 percentage points of each other, making
a third class impractical.

6.1.6  Inclusion of Subvariants Having Ambiguous Support

In 14 test passages (Test Passages 6, 9, 11, 12, 19, 21, 24, 26, 27, 37, 43, 45, 50, 53),
subvariants are involved, so that while mae? clearly lacks correspondence with
the competing primary variant, it supports more than one of the subvariants
in a given passage. In such cases, I have placed in parentheses the supporting
manuscripts for the subvariant which mae? may theoretically support, but
which are less likely to reflect mae?’s Vorlage. 1 do so on the basis of the strength
of mae?’s supporting allies for a given reading.

6.1.7  Exclusion of Ten Teststellen

Ten Teststellen, discussed in this section, are excluded from the statistical anal-
ysis. Eight of ten Teststellen are excluded because mae? could not support one
reading against another due to translational ambiguity. Two others (6:15; 16:12)
are excluded because mae?’s syntax is so different that correspondence could
not be assessed.

Matt 6:15 (Tst 20, with v. 14)

NAZ7 14’Eqy yap defjte tois dvlpwmolg Td mapamtwmpata adTdv, denatt xal dulv
6 TP DAV 6 opdiviog: 15 Eav 3¢ i dpfite Tolg dvBpwmolgT, 03¢ 6 maThp
VHAY APY)TEL TO TAPATTWUATA DUDV

Mae? [emymrn aTe]NmaNK[W eBaX N]NENPM|MH NNEY][MAPATTTMMA YNEKD
NXH M]eTNIM[ T €TEN] NITH €B[2A NHTEN 2OTEN NNETENM |aP[aNTMOMA
e]mmn[H A€ aATETN][TMK® €BaX NNPOMH NNEYTAPATITM® |Ma [0]yAe
n[2—4 letters][4-6 letters neT(e)niwT eTe(€) |8 mH[oYH NNey|k[®] €BaX
n[uTN] Ifyou forgive men their trespasses, your Father in heaven will

forgive you yourselves your trespasses. But if you do not forgive men their
trespasses, neither ... will your Father in heaven forgive you

While mae?’s syntax corresponds formally to the majority reading which in-
cludes a reference to trespasses in the protasis of v. 15, I argued previously in
chapter three (6:14-15.6.3) that when variants involving mapantwuata in 6:14—
15 are taken together, the Coptic versions lack formal correspondence to the
Greek, and so should not be cited in support of one reading against the other.
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Matt 9:4 (Tst 26)

NAZ7=Maj xal "idowv 6 'Inoods tag evbupnoelg adtdvy

NA25 xat gidwg 6 'Inood tag evbupnaels ad TRV

Reading 4  €idwg 3¢ 6 'Inools tag évbupnoelg adTdv

Mae? [e]uneoy nh eneyM[HOYH NeHT] perceiving their thoughts

Given the similarity of meaning between idwv and €idwg, and the proliferation
of textual variation in most of the occurrences of either word in the Greek
tradition, mae?’s support for either idav or for €iddg is unreliable. Also, mae?
does not reliably attest the occurrence of post-positive 3¢ (Reading 4; cf. 1.5).

Matt 11:5 (Tst 31)
NA?7 *xal vexpol &yelpovtal xal rwyol edoryyeAifovrat
Maj vexpol éyelpovtart xal Trwyol ebaryyehilovral

Reading 3  vexpol eyeipovrat mrwyol edaryyeiilovtal

Mae? NIPEUMAOYT CETMOYN NIgH[KH ce|KHpYCCH NaY the dead are raised,
the poor are preached to

Since mae? frequently lacks representation of xai, it cannot reliably attest its
presence in NA27 or its absence in the majority reading or in Reading 3 (cf. 1.5).

Matt 11:8 (Tst 32)

NA27 1300 of Ta pohoed: popodveg €v Tolg olxolg TéV "Pagtiéwy eiaiv’

Maj 1d0b ol Ta pahoed popolvTeg &v Tolg otxotg TV PBagtieiwy elatv
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Reading 3  i800 oi td podaxd popodvreg €v 1ol olxolg TV Pactiéwy

Mae?2 i NaNIRaITH €YXHN 2N TiHT NNEpoYi- those of soft clothing (are) in
royal houses or those of soft clothing (are) in houses of kings

Coptic uses nouns as descriptors; in order to describe a house as royal, the noun
for king must be used, mediated by the attributive construction following the
word for house.?3 Thus, mae? could reflect BagiAeiwy in the majority reading or
Boaoréwy in NAZ7.

Likewise, one cannot surmise whether mae? represents ioiv in NA2? and the
majority reading against Reading 3, for Coptic often predicates existence with-
out a state of being verb (13:52°°; 18:20mae2 mael; 5y:4omael sa9) 3 phenomenon
perhaps facilitated by {900 (2i); cf. 1.5.

Matt 12:2 (Tst 36)

NA27 =Maj ol 8¢ ®apioaiot i8évtesT elmay adTd

Reading 3 ol 3¢ ®apioaiot i8évreg avtods elmay adtd

Mae? TOTe 2[a]YNeY epay [NXH M |apelcaloc niexey ney Then the
Pharisees saw them. They said to him

Since Coptic often supplies the object where there is none in the Greek (cf.
mae?: 6:6,18; 7:3; 9:11; etc.), epay in mae? may not indicate the presence of adtotg
in Reading 3.

23 Layton writes that the mediated attributive construction is “the most frequent attributive
construction of the noun ... This is the only construction in which a gendered common
noun can be actualized as an attributive. (Such attributives usually require an adjective
translation in English: e.g., the lexeme ppo ‘king’ actualized as an attributive N-ppo means

‘royal’ BagtAieds Acts 12:21)” (2004, 81).
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Matt 12:36 (Tst 38)

NA?7 Qv PAa dpydv "8 AaAygouatv’ ol dvBpwTot
Maj TV PR dpyov O gdv AaAngway ol dvOpwmot

Reading 3  mav pfjua dpyov 6 €av AdaAngovaty ol dvBpwrot

Reading 4 mav pfjua dpyodv 6 Aarodaw ol dvBpwmot

Mae? CEXH NIM ETWOYEIT ETOYNHXA0Y NXH NENPW|M]n every idle word
which men will say

Since “... in an articulated attributive clause ..., na- [mae?: ne or nu] can express
generalization and potentiality rather than futurity” (Layton 2004, 239), similar
to the Greek subjunctive, mae? does not reliably attest any of the four readings
(cf. 5:40.a.7).

Matt 1321 (Tst 39)
NA27 ¢EeN0v 6 'Inoods Tt obxlag
Maj g&eMdivv 6 'Tnoods drd Tig oixiog

Reading3  &&ehbwv 6 Inools éx Trjg obxiag

Mae? THC [2a4i] eBax 2en [mHi] Jesus came out of the house

Since nowhere in NA27s text of the New Testament does e&¢pyopat occur with-
out a preposition when followed by a genitive noun, identifying typical trans-
lation patterns is problematic not only for mae?, but for Coptic in general (cf.
Plumley 1977, 149). Consequently, this Teststelle cannot be used to establish
mae?’s allies.
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Matt 14:9 (Tst 44)

NAZ7  yal "Avmylelg 6 Baarheds Sid Todg Epxoug

Maj xal élnndy 6 Pacideds did 3¢ Todg Spxoug

Mae? [T]oTH 2ayBMAK NXH Mepa €TBH NeNopk Then the king grieved because
of the oaths

Since mae? and the other Coptic versions use the perfect not only to repre-
sent the Greek aorist, but also the Greek aorist participle, mae? should not be
cited in support of the Greek aorist participle in NA2? or of the aorist indica-
tive in the majority reading. Kreinecker, for example, documents the Coptic
perfect representing the Greek aorist participle in 11 of the 18 occurrences in
the Resurrection accounts (2008, 252). Likewise, mae? does not reliably sup-
port the presence or absence of 3¢ since mae? often avoids its representation

(cf.15).

Matt 16:12 (Tst 50)

NA?7 téte cuvixay 81t odx elney mpoaéyety &amd T Loung TOV dpTwy’
GG o s Sidayfis Tév Paploaiwy xal Zaddovxaiwy

Maj téte guvixay &tt odx elney mpooéyey &md THg LS Tod dpTou A
amd g Sidayiis Tév Papiaainy xal Zaddouxaiwy

Reading 3  téte quvijxav &1t odx elnev mpooéyetv &md thg Lopmg A dmd Tig
Si1dayiig Tév Paproaiwy xal Zaddovxaiwy

Reading 4  téte cuvijxav &1t odx elney mpooéyev amd tig opms Tav Paptoaiwy
ard g Sidayiis tév Papiaainy xal Taddouxaiwy

Reading 6  téte quvijxav &1t odx elney mpooéyev amd tig Lopms T@v Paproaiwy
xai Zaddouxaiwy GG o Tig ddaaxoiag Tév Paproaiwy xal
Zaddouvxainwy
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Reading 8  téte quvijxav 81t odx elmev mpooéyety amd T@V dpTwv GANG 4md THG
Si1dayfig Tév Paproaiwy xal Taddovxaiwy

Mae? eayiM[n x€ Nagaq][c]exH [ne]Mmeoy en €TBH oyeamelp They
understood that he was talking with them not about leaven
(omitting representation of the final phrase)

Outside of the variant unit, mae? lacks representation of two significant ele-
ments in this verse: 1) mpocéyetv; and 2) the positive assertion in the remain-
der of the verse dMa amnd tijg ddoryiis T@v Papioainy xal ZadSovxaiwv.2* Mae?'s
significant truncation of this passage makes its correspondence to any one of
the readings difficult to assess. Considering only the variant unit as defined
in Text und Textwert, without reference to mpogéyew or to the remainder of
the verse, Reading 3 would be closest in syntax to mae2. Metzger wrote that
transcriptional probabilities indicate that Reading 3, supported by o5 and 038,
were likely original, although the UBS? editorial committee settled on tfig {oung
&V dptwv due to its better external attestation (01°% 03 019 892).25 Mae? does
not, however, correspond with o5 and 038 without substantial support from its
other allies, making this an uncertain Vorlage for mae2. One cannot rule out
that the translator rendered his Vorlage in such a way that it cannot now be
identified. Consequently, I have decided not to factor this Teststelle into the
final analysis.

Matt 27:5 (Tst 62)

NAZ%7  pioag Ta dpyvpta "elg TOV vady?

Maj piog ta dpydpta v Té vad

Mae? 2aypl0YH NENPET- €BaX N2OY[N] [2]en diepon e threw the money into the
Temple

24  Likewise 579 also lacks the last phrase, probably by coincidence. AMd is not present in
33. Poploainv xal Zaddouxaiwv are inverted in 03. Where the others have 8i8a&f, 01 has
Sdaoxaiog.

25  Text und Textwert records 10 readings for this passage. The majority reading is supported
by Class 2 ally 205. Reading 4 is supported by Class 2 ally 33. Reading 8 is supported by
Class 2 allies 1 and 1582.
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Since the two Greek prepositions are so close in meaning, and since the
Coptic versions use 2(e)n to translate them both (Crum 2005, 683-685), mae?
should not be cited to support the preposition i in NA%7, or the preposition
év in the majority reading (cf. Plumley 1977, 149). This is especially true of mae?
in this verse since the verb pintw (pintéw) occurs so rarely in Matthew that a
pattern of translation cannot be established.

6.2 Analysis of Test Passages
In most cases, no discussion is necessary since the correspondence or non-
correspondence is clear. In many cases, previous discussion from chapters

three to five is cross-referenced.

Test Passage 1: Matt 5:40 (cf. chap. 3 5:40.a.2)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
NTKERAITH eB[a]x NA?Z7 = Maj: 16 ipdTiov™ Reading 3: t¢ ipdtiov gov
ncoy Class 1: 03 Class 1: 01
Even the garmentto  Class 2: 019 1 205 1582 Class 2: 33 892
him Non-mae? allies: (rell) Non-mae? allies: 12411424
Certainty: 2
Test Passage 2: Matt 5:44a (Tst 14; cf. chap. 3 5:44.¢)
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
vept neTNXax[HoY]  NA27: gyamate Todg ExBpovg Dudv™ Maj: dryamdte Todg yxOpods Dy,
Love your enemies ~ Class 1: 01 03 EDAOYEITE TOUG XATAPWUEVOUS
Class 2:1 2051582 Opdic, xaAd¢ motelte Toic wioodoty
Certainty: 1 Opag

Class 2: 019 33 892
Non-mae? allies: (05) 032 f1
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Test Passage 3: Matt 5:44b (Tst 15; cf. chap. 3 5:44.c)

Mae?2

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

[Tws]e exen
N[€TM]HT NCWTN
Pray for the ones
persecuting you

NA27: xal mpogetyeade dmep T@v ™
Stwrdvtwv Dpdg

Class 1: 01 03

Class 2:1 2051582

Certainty: 2

Maj: xai mpogebyeade Omep TéV
gmmpealdvtwy DUAC xai dtwxdvtwy
bpag

Class 2: 019 (33) 892

Non-mae? allies: (05) (032) (038)

le

Mae? supports the reading of NA%7 against the majority reading. The one caveat

to this assessment is that Mae? occasionally reduces synonymous word pairings

to a single word.26 This is probably not the case here, for the strong support

for the shorter reading from mae?’s Class 1 allies o1 and 03 suggests otherwise,

especially since mae?’s Class 2 allies 892 and 019 which support the majority
reading are not strongly affiliated with mae? in this part of Matthew’s Gospel.

Test Passage 4: Matt 5:47 (Tst 16; cf. chap. 3 5:47.c.2)

Mae?2

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

0YX1 [MIKe-€]|eNIKOC
[ewoy wapoyip
vnei |27

Do not even the
Gentiles do this?

NAZ27: olyi xatl ot "ebvixol 0 adTd
motodatv

Class 1: 01 03

Class 2:1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae? allies: 05 035 1241 1424
Certainty: 1

Maj: olyl xai of TEAGVaL T6 a0TO
motodaty

Class 2: 019

Non-mae? allies: (032) 038 (f12)

26 Examples of reduction of synonymous elements can be found in 8:21; 9:27, 36; 11:1;12:11, 18,
44; 21:21; 23:3; 2614, 74; 27:2, 5, 48; 28:1.
27  Mae? can only support the reading €6vixoi and not any of the subvariants which might

otherwise have been found in the lacuna.
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Test Passage 5: Matt 6:2 (cf. chap. 3 6:2.c)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[e]amun NA27 = Maj: duiv™ Reading 3: duvv duiv
Amen Class 1: 03 Class 1: 01

Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 Non-mae? allies: 13

Non-mae? allies: (rell)

Certainty: 2

Test Passage 6: Matt 6:4 (Tst 17; cf. chap. 3 6:4.c.3)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding

reading(s)?®

TIEKIMDT €YNEOY
¢[pak N neT-2HIT|
eqet nek
NTEYWDEBID

Your father, seeing
you in secret, he
will give you their
reward

NA27: 6 tothp oo 6 PAEmwy &v TQ
XPUTITY “dmodwael got”

Class 1: 01 03

Class 2:1 33 205 1582

Non-mae? allies: (05) 035
Certainty: 1

Reading 3: 6 matp gov 6 BAémwy
€V TQ ¥PUTTE ATodWaEL got €V TR
QUVERR

Class 2: 019 892

Non-mae? allies: 0250 032 038 f13

Test Passage 7: Matt 6:6 (Tst 18; cf. chap. 3 6:6.c)

Mae?

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

MEKIT €TPEN
TETRHIIT quEY
[epak] eqeToYiay
NeK

Your father being in
secret sees you. He
will reward you

NA27: 6 ot gou 6 PAEmwy év 1)
XPUTITQ dmodwael got™

Class 1: 01 03

Class 2:1 205 1582

Non-mae? allies: 05 035
Certainty:1

Maj: 6 matnp gov 6 BAETwWY €v
TG xPUTITR dmodWaEl gol €V TY
QUVERR

Class 2: 892

Class 3: 33 019

Non-mae? allies: 032 038 13

28  The majority reading (6 Tatip gov 6 PAETWY €V TY XPUTITEH AVTOS ATOSWTEL TOL EV TG QAVERD)

is unsupported by any mae? ally.
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Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
HINIREONIKOC NA27 = Maj: "é8vucol Reading 3: dmoxpirai
Gentiles Class 1: 01 Class 1: 03
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 Non-mae? allies: 1424
Non-mae? allies: (rell)
Certainty: 1
Test Passage 9: Matt 6:8 (chap. 3 cf. 6:8.c.)
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)

[qc]aoyn r[a]p
[Mrne] TeThxPHA
He knows what you
need

NAZ27 = Maj: oldev ydp 6 mati)p D&y’

@v ypetoy
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 019 (1)%° 33 (205) 892 1582

Non-mae? allies: 05 032 035 038 0170vid

j?13
Certainty: 3

NAZ25: oldev ydp 6 Hedc 6 Tartip
Dpdv Gv ypeloy

Class 1: 03

Non-mae? allies: 01!

Test Passage 10: Matt 6:13 (Tst 19; cf. chap. 3 6:13.c)

Mae?2

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

AN g[KeNep MmN
[eBax e TirONHPOC]
But deliver us from
the evil one

NA27: gM\a phoat Yudg dmo tod
movnpod ™

Class 1: 01 03

Class 2:1 205 1582

Non-mae? allies: 05 035 0170 11 (17)

Certainty: 1

Maj: dMa pboat Npdg amo Tod

movypod 81t god éatwv 1) BagtAein
xail 1) ddvae ol 36Ea eic Todc

A LA

QUWVAC. QY

Class 2: 019 33 892

Non-mae? allies: 032 038 0233 f13
(1253) (2148)

29  Inarare disagreement in the 6o test passages, 1582 has dué&v, while 1 has npé@v, supported

by 205.
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Test Passage 11: Matt 6:33 (Tst 21)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[KOTH NT2q NA25: {yreite 8¢ mpdytov Ty Pacideiov  NAZ7T = Majority: {yrelte 3¢
NWapm Nca xai v Sixatoahvyy adTod mp&dTov TV BagtAeiav ?[Tod Oeod]™
TequnT(e)pa [Men  Class 1: 01 (03)3° ol TY ducatoahvn ardtod
TEYAIKAIOCYNH] Certainty: 2 Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Seek first his Non-mae? allies: 032 037 038
kingdom and his 0233 f13

righteousness

The possessive article and intermediate Teq in TequnT(e)pa indicates that the
Vorlage lacked NA2”s [ o0 Beod].

Mae?'s support of the shorter reading in o1 (03) may warrant reconsidera-
tion of NA27s inclusion of [to0 8eod]. The shorter reading probably explains
all others, for adding to0 8e0d out of familiarity with the stock phrase seems
more likely than its accidental or intentional omission (Metzger 1994, 15—
16). The NA?7 editors adopted the longer reading, albeit in brackets, perhaps
because the shorter reading in o1 is only partially supported by 03, and because
o1 has a high number of singular readings attributed to scribal error (West-
cott and Hort 1988, 246—247). Mae?'s support for the shorter reading, how-
ever, makes the suspicion that o1 reflects one of the copyist’s errors of omis-
sion no longer tenable, so that removal of the brackets should be consid-
ered.

30  Tod Beod is lacking in 03, although Text und Textwert considers it a separate reading from

03 due to its differing word order (Reading 5). The difference in the order of the noun pair
in 03 has been understood as a scribal alteration to convey that righteousness is requisite
for the kingdom (e.g., Metzger 2002, 16).
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Test Passage 12: Matt 8:25 (Tst 25)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[ ... mae]uTne Reading 3: xai mpogeAdévteg ot padntal  NAZ7: xal mpooeAdévtes T Hiyetpoay
... disciples avTod Hyetpav adTév adTéY

Class 2: (019)3! 1 205 1582 Class 1: 01 03

Non-mae? allies: 04* 032 038 f131424 Class 2: 3314 892
Certainty: 3

Mae?'s extraposited [mae |nTHe supports the presence of the nominal reference
to the disciples (ol padytai) against its absence in NA27, for mae? regularly gives
formal representation to Greek references to disciples.3? Nonetheless, since
there are three intervening subjects (storm, boat, and a pronominal reference
to Jesus) between the antecedent reference to the disciples and the present
verse, the reading might reflect the translator’s independent clarification of the
verb’s subject (cf. Williams 2004, 25—26).

Since mae?’s determinator is no longer extant, mae? supports both o1g rep-
resenting the majority reading which has the possessive and the other manu-
scripts which lack it.

31 xol mpogeABovTeS ol pabytal fyelpav adtév. In this portion of Matthew’s Gospel, 019 is not a
strong ally of mae2.

32 Mae? corresponds very closely to NA27's references to the disciples in terms of nominal
and pronominal forms. In 54 passages which are extant in Mae? and have no significant
variation in the Greek tradition, mae? only deviates twice from representing the reference
to the disciples with the corresponding syntactical form as NA?7, for a rate of deviation
from NA?7 of 3.7 %. This contrasts significantly with Jesus references in which mae? has a
10.3 % rate of deviation.
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Test Passage 13: Matt 9:8 (Tst 27)

CHAPTER 6

Mae?2

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

€TeayYNeY [M]H NXH
NPMMH 2aYEP2ATH
The people having
seen (it), they were

afraid

[T

NA27: {56vteg 53¢ ol dyAot "EpoPndnaav
Class 1: 01 03

Class 2:1 33 205 892 1582

Non-mae? allies: 05 032 0281 1424
Certainty: 1

NS

Maj: i86vteg 8¢ ol 8xAot Ebadpaay
Class 2: 019
Non-mae? allies: 04 038 0233 13

Test Passage 14: Matt 9:14 (Tst 28)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[Ten]uHCTEYH NAZ25: yyotedopey, ot 8¢ padyrai gov NA27t = Maj: votetopev
NEKMAOHTHC Class 1: 01 03 F[moMd], ot 3¢ pabntai gov
We fast. Your Non-mae? allies: 0281 Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
disciples ... Certainty: 1 Non-mae? allies: 01% 04 05 032
038 0233 f13

Test Passage 15: Matt 10:3 (Tst 29)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)

WMAC MEN M20-0210C
TITEAMNHC
[iakkmB]oc
naadaloc

O2AAAIOC CIMMDN TIE
[kanan]ewc
Thomas and
Matthew the tax
collector, James (the
son of ) Alphaeus,
Thaddeus,

Simon who was a
Canaanite

NA27: Quwuag xot Mabfaiog 6 Terwvyg,
"Tawpog 6 Tod Adgpaiov xat "Oaddalos,
Zipwv 6 Kavavaiog

Class 1: 01 03

Class 2: 892

Certainty: 1

Maj: Owpdg xai Matdatog 6
TeAwVYS, TanwPog 6 Tod Adgpaiov
woll AefBaloc 6 émixAnbeic

Baddatog, Lipwv 6 Kavavityg
Class 2: (019) 1 33 205 1582
Non-mae? allies: 042 032
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Test Passage 16: Matt 11:17 (Tst 33)
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Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[eanp]iun NA27: ¢8pyvnoapev T xal ox éxdpacbe  Maj: éBpvpyoapey Dulv xal olx
MIIETNNHQTIH Class 1: 01 03 éxdpaade

We wept; you did not  Class 2:1 892 1582 Class 2: 019 33 205

mourn Non-mae? allies: 05 035 Non-mae? allies: 04 032 038 f13

Certainty: 2

Despite the lacuna, the lack of a second person plural pronominal complement

after the verb is sure, and suggests correspondence with the reading in NA27.

While Coptic often supplies the object when it is lacking in the Greek Vorlage,

the absence of the object in Coptic suggests as much for the Greek. The strong

agreement of mae?’s Class 1 allies strengthens the certainty of this conclusion.

Test Passage 17: Matt 12:13 (cf. chap. 4 12:13.)

Mae?

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

eacep [TeH]
NNTKHOYT

It became as the

NA27 = Maj: dmexateatady by “wg 1)

o>

Class 1: 03

Reading 3: dmexateotdfy bywg
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 892

other Class 2: 019 1 33 205 1582 Non-mae? allies: 042
Non-mae? allies: (rell)
Certainty: 1
Test Passage 18: Matt 12:15 (Tst 37; 12:15.5)
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)

eay[oyeeoy] [ncay]
NXH OY({Na)X
MMHWH

A great crowd, they
followed him

NA27 = Maj: xai ixorot8noav adtd
“[8xAot] oMol
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582

Non-mae? allies: 05 032 038 0281 13

Certainty: 2

Reading 4: xai xoloddnoov adTd
ToMol,
Class 1: 01 03
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The reading oy(na)x muu@u in mae? supports the inclusion of both the
noun dyAot and its adjective woMol. This majority reading is adopted by NA27,
although its uncertainty is stressed by the use of brackets. Mae?’s support
for NA27 = Maj is substantiated since the word &yAog is represented by the
corresponding noun in 20 of its 22 occurrences in NA27 which are extant
in mae2.33 Moreover, in the four occurrences of the reference to “numerous
crowd(s)” in NA%7, mae? gives representation to 8xyAog each time.3* These data
suggest that mae? is a reliable witness to the occurrence of dyAos in its Vorlage.
Mae?'s support for NA%7 and the majority reading breaks from its closest allies
o1 and o3, allowing the possibility that mae? is the purer witness to the earlier
text form, and suggesting that the Nestle-Aland committee re-evaluate the
reading and perhaps remove the brackets from the text.

Test Passage 19: Matt 12:15-16 (chap. 4 12:16.5)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)

2ayeapaney[H NAZ7: éBepamevaey adtolg ‘mdvtag xal  Reading 3: é8epdmevaey adTovg

mMa0Y] [THP]OY énetipnoev” adtolg mavtog 3¢ ol éBepdmevaey

2aUEMTIMA NEY Class 1: 01 03 EmEMANoaey adTolg

He healed them all.  Class 2: 019 33 205 892 Class 2:11582

He warned them Non-mae? allies: (038)3° Non-mae? allies: (05)
Certainty: 1

33  14:23 is exceptional, for mnayn would have occurred only two words away from its last
occurrence. More difficult is 27:15, but the shifts in syntax may have caused the nominal
reference to have been overlooked. Two other instances are not considered since they
involve clear copyist error (14:19; 23:1).

34  Iniqu4, however, the adjective is absent.

35  &fepdmevaey altodg xal émetipa adTols.
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Test Passage 20: Matt 12:22 (cf. chap. 4 12:22.b.2)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

ewcTe mex- nqcexH  NAZ7: dote oV xwpdv? Aakely xal

AYMD YNEY EBAA BAémev

So that the deaf Class 1: 01 03

person spoke and Class 2: 892

saw Non-mae? allies: 05 1424
Certainty: 2

Maj: (aTe TOV TUQAGY Xl Xw@ov
AoAely xal PAEmEWY

Class 2: 33

Non-mae? allies: 04 0281
Reading 3: dote 1OV xwpdv xat
TUPAGY AdAelv xal BAETEY

Class 2: 019 1 205 1582
Non-mae? allies: 032 037 038
0233 f18 700

Test Passage 21: Matt 12:25 (cf. chap. 4 12:25.b.2)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)

€TPAUNEOY TMH NA?27: “eldwg 3¢ tag évhupnoetg adt@dv3®  Maj: eidowg 0¢ 6 'Ingodg tag

€NEYMHOYH Class1: 01 03 évBupmoelg avTév

Perceiving their Class 2: (892) Class 2: 019 1 205 1582

thoughts Non-mae? allies: (P21) (o1!) 012 (05) Non-mae? allies: 04 032 038 0106
Certainty: 2 ()

Reading 4: 8wv 8¢ 6 Ingodc tag
évlupnoeig adTdY

Class 2: 33

Non-mae? allies: 0281vid 8g2¢

Mae? reliably attests the absence of the nominal reference to Jesus against the

majority reading and Reading 4, for mae? regularly uses the name to represent

the Greek construction consisting of participle + 8¢ + 6 + Incods.

36  Manuscripts in parenthesis read idawv 3¢.
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Test Passage 22: Matt 12:47 (UBS*: 56%)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
(omit v. 47) Reading 3: (omit v. 47) NA?7 = Maj: ®[elnev 3¢ Tig adt®,
Class 1: 01 03 "I80b ¥) wytp oov xal of ddedgpol
Class 2: 019 oo E&w Eathxaoty {todvtég ool
Non-mae? allies: 036 Aodfjoat.
Certainty: 1 Class 2:1 33 205 892 1582

Non-mae? allies: (rell)

Test Passage 23: Matt 13:35 (Tst 40)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[TkaTa]BOAR NA27 = Maj: 4o xataBoATjs “xoapou. Reading 3: dmo xatafoAi.
MITKOCMOC Class 1: 01 Class 1: 03
from the foundation  Class 2: 019 33 205 892 Class 2:11582
of the world Non-mae? allies: 012 04 05 032 038 {13 Non-mae? allies: 01!
Certainty: 3

While mae? certainly has nxocuoc in support of NA2”s xéapov, I have given
this passage a low certainty rating since one cannot rule out that the word was
added at the point of translation, whether as a harmonisation (cf. Matt 25:34)
or as the completion of a stock phrase. This is so especially since mae? allies are
about evenly divided between the two readings.

Test Passage 24: Matt 13:44 (Tst 41)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[eaqt mrieT]enteq  NA27F: wal “mwlel mdvta Soor Exel NAZ5: yai Twhel oa Eyel

THPY €BaA Class 1: 01 Class 1: 03

He sold all that he Class 2: (019) 1 (33) 205 (892) 1582

had Non-mae? allies: (04) 05 (032) (038)

(0106) (0233) 0242 (0250) f1® 1241
Certainty: 2
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Mae? opposes 03’s singular reading adopted by NA25. On the other hand,
mae? supports both the readings of NA27 and the majority’s mavto 8oo Exet TwAe
(support cited in parenthesis). Mae?’s syntax has the verb prior to the object,
but this is the normal word order for Coptic, and would be the probable word

order regardless of the Vorlage.

Test Passage 25: Matt 13:45 (Tst 42)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
TMENTEPA NENIH NAZ27t = Maj: ¥ agtheia Tév odpov@v NA25: ) Baotheia 16V 00paviv
[acinn nOYe®®T] °avBpamy Eumdpw gumdpw

NPOMH Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 Class 1: 01 03

The kingdom of Non-mae? allies: 04 05 032 038 0106 Non-mae? allies: 036 1424
heaven is like a 0233 0242 0250 13

merchant (man) Certainty: 1

Mae?'s npawmn supports the majority reading dvBpwmog in NA27 against its ab-
sence in NA25, This is so because, although the translator may have tended
toward the reduction of the word pair dv0pcymw éumdpw, its expansion to include
npwmn without dvBpwog in its Vorlage would be unexpected. Mae?'s disagree-

ment with its Class 1 allies 01 and o3 is noteworthy.

Test Passage 26: Matt 14:24 (UBS*: 65%)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

nxaie[aq][oy]uin  NA27: 10 3¢ mAolov 3y “aradiovg
€BaX MIIEKPa oMoV AT THG YTjg Amelyey’
NOYMH®H NcTaAlon  Class 1: 03

The boat had gone ~ Non-mae? allies: (038)37 f13 (700)38
away from the shore  Certainty: 1

a lot of stadia.

Maj: 10 8¢ mholov #3v) uégov Tig
Boddooy v

Class 1: 01

Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae? allies: 04 (05) 032 073
0106 (1424)

37 Amelyev amod TS Yiis atadiovg ixavois.
38  otadiovg TS YHis dmelyev ixavois.
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Test Passage 27: Matt 14:26 (Tst 46)

CHAPTER 6

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
€TRAYNEOY €P[2Y] Reading 5: id6vteg 3¢ adtév3® Maj: xai {9vteg adtov ot padytai

having seen him

Class1: o1

Class 2: (1) (1582)

Non-mae? allies: 038 (073) 700 (1241)
(1424)

Certainty: 2

Class 2: 019 33 205 892
Non-mae? allies: 04 032 0106
NAZ7: 7oi 3¢ pafnral idévteg
auToY”

Class 1: 03

Non-mae? allies: o5 f13

The absence of the nominal reference to the disciples in mae? precludes its
support for the occurrence of uadytal in NA2? or the majority reading (cf. Test
Passage 12).

Test Passage 28: Matt 15:6b (Tst 47)

Mae?

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

eaTe[NaKYPOY
MITNO J1oC

Mn[PT eTBH
TETENMAPAAOCIC]
You have nullified
the law of God on
account of your
tradition

Reading 3: xai fxvpwoate TV vopov 100
Beod did v TapdSoaty Hudv

Class 1: 01

Non-mae? allies: 04 073 f13

Certainty: 3

Maj: xai NxupwooTe TV EVIOA)V
00 Beod 318 T mapdSoaty L&y
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 1582
Non-mae? allies: 032 0106 1424
NA27: xal yxvpticate "oV Adyov”
00 Beod 31 T TapdSoaty Ly
Class 1: 03

Class 2: 892

Non-mae? allies: 01! 05 038 579
700

Schenke reconstructs the text as [mmno]uoc. Since the v of -moc is uncertain,

a close alternative could be xoroc. Coptic New Testament texts, however, reg-
ularly avoid the loanword xoroc except in the compound {roroc to give an
account (12:36) or to refer to a report or an account (Acts 1:1). Instead, the

39  Support marked in parentheses reads xai id6vteg adTév.
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corresponding indigenous word (mae?: cexe) is consistently used to repre-
sent Aéyos. Accordingly, the loanword »oroc is not used in the extant text of
mae2.40 It is also not extant in the other Middle Egyptian biblical codices
Mudil, Scheide, Glazier, or Milan,*! making Schenke’s reconstruction [mmo-
noJuoc probable.

Mae?'s Vorlage is made more uncertain by the translator’s tendency to render
its Vorlage without lexical equivalence, even when loanwords are involved.#? In
this case, the translator may have used novoc to render tov Adyov. Since Greek
copyists had a “tendency to replace Adyov with either évtoAvv or véuov” (Metzger
1994, 39), perhaps mae? is evidence that early translators might have done so
as well.*3 Thus, this combination of factors lowers the degree of certainty to be
at best 3, although there is a higher degree of certainty that mae?'s Vorlage did
not have ™y évtoA)v in Reading 1.4+

40  Schenke’s attempt to reconstruct it in the damaged lower margin as a scribal correction
to 24:35 is not convincing.

41 TheMilan Codex is so fragmentary that of the 59 occurrences of Aéyog in Romans through
2Thessalonians, only in nine passages can its representation be discerned (Eph 4:29;
Col 1:5;1Thes 1:8; 2:13a, b; 2 Thes 2:2, 15, 17; 3:14).

42 E.g, in 1:5 where the Greek reads ebayyeAilovtat, with the other Coptic versions reading
eyarrenize, mae? has kupyccy; cf. Emmenegger 2007, 99, 102.

43  The Old Latin manuscripts are about equally divided between verbum and mandatum, (cf.
Jitlicher1972, 1105), with no obvious way to test whether mandatum actually translated tov
Adyov.

44  If this Teststelle were excluded, mae?’s rate of agreement with NA2” would increase cor-
respondingly, while mae?’s affiliation with o1 would be correspondingly decreased. This
is important to note since an analysis of mae?s rendering of 15:6 involves uncertain-
ties on three sides. First, the reconstruction poses an uncertainty. Secondly, whether the
reconstructed text actually reflects tov véuog in the Vorlage is likewise uncertain. Thirdly,
NA27s reading tov Adyov is uncertain as to whether it actually reflects the earliest attain-
able reading, for Metzger writes that an alteration of tév véuov to tév Adyov to harmonise
with Mark 713 is possible (1994, 39). His argument against this explanation is based on
external evidence which might be countered, at least to some extent, by the testimony of

mae2.
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CHAPTER 6

Test Passage 29: Matt 16:2b—3 (UBS*: 75%)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

ntaq nfe]xeq uafoy Reading 3: 6 82 dmoxpibeis elnev adrols,

Xx€ Tei Tenea | T'eved Towpdt xal potyorAis
€Tea0Y N[NaJe Class 1: 01 03

He said to them, Non-mae? allies: 033 f13157 579
“This evil and Certainty: 1

adulterous

generation”

NA27 = Maj: 6 3¢ dmoxptfelg
elmev adtols, P[diog yevopéy
Aéyete, EOdia, muppdlet yop 6

0PaVdC: 3 Xoul TTPWT, ZNUEPOY

Yeuwy, Tuppdlet yap atuyvalwy 0

0VpavEC. TO eV TpdowTov Tod

oVpavoDd YIveaxeTe dlaxplvety,

T O& anUele TV xatpdv od

Stvagfe. ™ Tevea mownpd xal
potyaAis

Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae? allies: (rell)

Test Passage 30: Matt 17:4 (UBS*: 81%)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

treTa(m)ia nek NT NA27: "morjow Ode Tpels ownvdg
“TH’ NCKHNH Class 1: 01 03

I'will make for you Non-mae? allies: 04 700*

three tents Certainty: 1

Maj: mowjowyey G3e Tpels oxnvdg
Class 2: 019 (1) 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae? allies: 043 05 032 038
0281 f13

Test Passage 31: Matt 17:15 (Tst 51)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
qUaKR EMAMA NAZ7t = Maj: xo®g "mdayel- NA25: xodyg Exel-

he suffers greatly Class 2:1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae? allies: 04 o5 032 f13
Certainty: 1

Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019
Non-mae? allies: 035 038 579
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Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
€TBH TETENKOY( NA27: 31 v "oAryomiatiov D@y Maj: 31& ™y dmiatioy Hudv-
MIICTIC Class1: o1 03 Class 2: 019 205
because of your little  Class 2:1 33 892 1582 Non-mae? allies: 04 05 032
faith Non-mae? allies: 038 0281 f13 579 700

Certainty: 1

Test Passage 33: Matt 17:21 (Tst 53)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

(omit v. 21) NA27: (omit v. 21)
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 33 892
Non-mae? allies: 038
Certainty: 1

Maj: Todto 3¢ 10 yévog odx

gxmopeleTal £l uy) év Ttpogeuyd) xail

wately
Class 3: 0191 (205) 1582

Non-mae? allies: (012) 04 05 032

flS

Test Passage 34: Matt 18:10-11 (Tst 54)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

(omit v. 11) NAZ27: (omit v. 11)
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 0191 33 892 1582
Non-mae? allies: 038 {13
Certainty: 1

Maj: 7\Bev ydp 6 vidg Tod

dvBpwmov o@oat TO AToAWASC

Class 2: 205
Non-mae? allies: 05 019™8 032
038° 078" (579 892°)

Although lacunose, mae? clearly does not have sufficient space to accommo-

date v. 11 of the majority reading.
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Test Passage 35: Matt 19:9a (UBS*: 93*)
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
TH eTNERT Reading 3: 8¢ v dmoAdoy v yuvaika  NAZ7 = Maj: 6¢ &v dmoAbay) Ty
TeY-C[21]MH eBaA: adTod mapexTodg Adyou mopveiog yuvaixa adtod “ui éml mopvela
2XXEN OYCEXH Class 1: 03 Class 1: 01
NIOpNELa?s Class 2:1 33 2051582 Class 2: 019 892
The one who will Non-mae? allies: o5 Non-mae? allies: 04¢ 032 035 038
divorce his wife, Certainty: 1 078
except for a case of
fornication
Test Passage 36: Matt 19:9b (UBS*: 94*)
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[a] unaik*6 NAZ7: powydton™ Maj: potydtor xal 6 droAeAvuévny
commits adultery Class 1: 01 YUV TAS POt ETAL.
Class 2: 019 Class 1: 03
Non-mae? allies: 04 05 828 Class 2: 892

Certainty: 1

Non-mae? allies: 035

Reading 3: potydrat xat 6
GTOAEAVUEVY YOUUAV potydTal.
Class 2: (1) 33 (205) (1582)
Non-mae? allies: (04%) 032 038
078 f13

45  Mae? lacks representation of xal yauney &y, but otherwise corresponds to the short

reading of NA27.

46 Mae? lacks representation of xal yauney &y, but otherwise corresponds to the short

reading of NA27.
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Test Passage 37: Matt 19217 (Tst 55)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[a]epak kaymu NA?27: Ti pe gpwtdg mept tod dyabod; elc  Maj: Ti ue Aéyeig dyabév; ovdelg

MM[ai €]naraeon gaTwv 6 dyabég’ &yaBdc el un el 6 Bede

oYe 1€ mar[a]eoc Class 1: 01 (03)47 Class 2: 33 205

Why do you inquire  Class 2: (1)48 019 (892)4° Non-mae? allies: 04 (05) 032 f13

of me about the Non-mae? allies: 038 1424™8

good? There isone  Certainty: 1
(who is) good

Although Text und Textwert indicates many variants and subvariants, the pri-
mary difference is that in most manuscripts, Jesus asks the young man why he
calls him good, and asserts that no one is good except God, whereas in NA%7 and
its two subvariants, he asks why the young man should enquire of him about
the good, and asserts that there is one who is good. Between the two, mae?
unambiguously supports NA27.50

Test Passage 38: Matt 19:29a (UBS: 101%)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)

2w pi Meoy 2t Maj: matépa 1) untépa 1) yuvaixa NAZ7: matépa 1) wmtépa™

CPIMH Class 1: 01 Class 1: 03

Father or mother or  Class 2: 019 33 205 892 Non-mae? allies: (05)

wife Non-mae? allies: 04 032 037 f13 579 Reading 3: yovelg 7} yvvaixa
Certainty: 2 Class 2:11582

Although mae?’s syntax corresponds to the majority text against NA%7, the cer-
tainty rating has been lowered to 2 to reflect the possibility that the translator
or a copyist expanded the reading to include the reference to one’s wife inde-
pendently of the Vorlage.

47  Oglacks pe.
48  1lacksé.
49 892 has Jeig for €lc.

50  Text und Textwert indicates that 1582 is unreadable.
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Test Passage 39: Matt 20:16 (Tst 56)

CHAPTER 6

Mae?2

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

NPT €YEP[2aH]
The first will be last

NA27: of p@ot Eoyatot.
Class 1: 01 03

Class 2: 019 892

Non-mae? allies: 035 085 1424
Certainty: 1

Maj: ol mp&ytot Eoyatol. oMol Ydp
elow iAol dAiyor ¢ xdexTol.

Class 2:1 33 2051582
Non-mae? allies: 04 05 032 (038)

flS

Test Passage qo0: Matt 20:22b—23 (UBS*: 107*)

Mae?2

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

[TeTnene |cndl
[Mana]T etnecaq
TIEXHOY [ TNNENEW)
224X H]OYM NXH
THC 64X MMAC
mana(T) [Men
€TETNE |NEWCAY
“Will you able to
drink my cup which
Iwill drink?” They
said, “We will be
able.” Jesus said to
them, saying, “My
cup indeed you will
drink.”

NA27: 3tvaabe mielv 6 mothplov 8 eyw
MENMw Ttivewy; © Aéyouaty adTé- Suvduedo.
Aéyet adTolg- TO pév TOTHPIdV pov Tieahe

Class 1: 01 03

Class 2: 019 11582

Non-mae? allies: 05 035 038 085 f13
Certainty:1

Maj: 8Hvaade Tiety 6 ToTVpLov 8

&yw UM mivew, 1 To BamTioua 8

gyo Bamtilopat Bamtiodivar;

Aéyouatv avTd- Suvaueda. Kal
Aéyel adTolg- TO eV TOTHPIOV [ov
mieaBe, xal 6 PfamTiop 6 Eyw

Bamtilouat famtichnoeade

Class 2: 33 205 (892)
Non-mae? allies: 04 032 037

51 Schenke notes that the form betrays haplography of the n of future -ne-, with the n of the

second person plural (2001, 213).
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Test Passage 41: Matt 21:12 (Tst 57)
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Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
€2OYN €M ‘?'iepon NA27: gl 10 tepovT Maj: €ig 10 tepov Tod feod
into the temple Class 1: 01 03 Class 2:1 2051582

Class 2: 019 33 892

Non-mae? allies: 038 0281V {13 700
1424

Certainty: 2

Non-mae? allies: 04 032

Mae? lacks representation of o0 6e09, and so supports NA%7 against the major-
ity reading which includes it. While it is possible that mae? may have truncated
the longer reading, the word group iepév t00 8e0d is common enough as a stock

phrase to make this less likely.

Test Passage 42: Matt 21:44 (UBS*: 115%)

Non-corresponding reading(s)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae?
(Omit v. 44) Reading 3: (Omit v. 44)
Class 2: 33

Non-mae? allies: o5
Certainty: 1

NA27 = Maj: [ xol 6 Teady &mi tov
AiBov todtov ouvBAaotyoeTar ép’

6v 8’ dv méay Axpnaet avTév ]

Class 1: 01 03

Class 2: 019 1 205 892 1582
Non-mae? allies: 04 032 035 (038)
o102 f13
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CHAPTER 6

Test Passage 43: Matt 22:30 (UBS*: 118%)

Mae?2

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

AANA AYNE(P) TeH

NA27: 60\ wg dryyehot ™52

Reading 3: 40" wg &yyehot Beod

NNIATTENOC Class 1: 03 Class 1: 01
But they will be as Class 2: (1) 205 (1582) Class 2: 019 33 892
the angels Non-mae? allies: o5 (038) 700 Non-mae? allies: 035 1
Certainty: 2
Test Passage 44: Matt 22:35 (UBS*: 120%)
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)

2a 0YE MMa0Y
OYNOMIKOC
22qWENTY

One of them, a
lawyer, asked him

NA?7 = Maj: énnpdytyaey €lg €€ adtédv

[voudg]°
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019 33 892

Non-mae? allies: 05 032 038 o102 13 700

1424
Certainty: 2

Reading 3: énypwmoey €lg &€
abT@Y

Class 2:1 205 1582

52 Support marked in parentheses reads &AL’ &g ot dyyeAoL
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Test Passage 45: Matt 23:3 (Tst 58)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
ew[B] mm Reading 7: §oa €dv einwaty Ouiv Maj: Soa €dv eimwaty Oulv pely,
€TOYNEXA0Y NHTEN  TOLY)TATE Tpeite xal woteite
APITOY Class 1: 01 Class 2: 33
Everything which Non-mae? allies: (036) Non-mae? allies: 032 0102 o107 f13
they will say to you,  Certainty: 3 NA27: §oa édv elmwaty Oty
do them. “momaarte kol TrpelTe”

Class 1: 03

Class 2: 019 892

Non-mae? allies: 035 038

Reading 3: Soa €av eimwaty Oulv

molelte xal Tpelte
Class 2:1 205

Where NA?7 has the synonymous verb pairing momoote xai tpeite, mae? has
the single verb apitoy do, suggesting that mae2 supports o1’s singular reading
momoate. Mae?, however, often compresses synonymous verb pairings to a
single verb,53 and does so often enough to justify the suspicion that its Vorlage
may indeed have included both verbs. The suspicion is strengthened by the
widespread support of mae?s allies for the verbal pairing in NA%7. On the
other hand, the shorter reading is supported by mae?s Class 1 ally o1. This
makes a decision very difficult, and one is tempted to discount this test passage
altogether. Nonetheless, it is factored into the statistics as an agreement with
the reading in o1 against NA2” and the majority.>*

53  For example, where the two blind men are reported as crying out and saying (xpdgovteg
xal Aéyovtes), mae? reduces this to eyow crying (9:27). Or, where Jesus has compassion on
the multitudes for they were distressed and scattered, mae? reduces this to nayxa[pu] they
were scattered. Cf. also 11:1; 12:44; 21:21; 23:23; 26:4, 74; 27:2, 48.

54 1582 islacunose.
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CHAPTER 6

Test Passage 46: Matt 23:19 (UBS*: 124%)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
NBENA[HO Y NAZ7: Trugol Maj: uwpol xai TvgAot
You blind! Class 1: 01 Class 1: 03

Class 2:1 019 205 892 1582 Class 2: 33

Non-mae? allies: 05 035 038
Certainty: 1

Non-mae? allies: 04 032 o102 f13

Test Passage 47: Matt 23:38 (UBS*: 128*)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

neT]enni kn epwTen  NA25: dogietar Oulv 6 olxog Hpdv

Your house is Class 1: 03
abandoned to you Class 2: 019
Certainty: 2

NAZ27t = Maj: deoletor Dy 6 olxog
V&Y Epnpog

Class 1: 01

Class 2:1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae? allies: B77%° 04 05 032
038 o102 f13

Although mae? sometimes reduces redundant elements, €pypog seems too

colourful to be subsumed by the word xu (xw).

55  NA?7 cites P77Vid as supporting the longer reading. Since the publication of NA%7, two
independent studies suggest the shorter reading is more probable (Head 2000, 6; Min
2004, 201). However, my own analysis, in conjunction with David Champagne and Stephen
Whatley at the Center for New Testament Textual Studies, New Orleans, concludes that

the letters po are indeed extant.
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Test Passage 48: Matt 24:36 (Tst 60)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[6-9 letters]q Maj: 003¢ of dryyehot T@v obpav@v, el i &6  NAZ27: 03¢ of dryyehot T@V
OYAE N[20—25 TP UOVOS. obpav@v, Bo0de 6 vidg,™ el uy) &
letters]eyaeTy®® Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 TP HOVOS.
... neither ... alone Non-mae? allies: 01¢ 032 Class 1: 01 03

Certainty: 3 Non-mae? allies: o5 038 f13

The text is so lacunose and there are so many ways to reconstruct it that
there is some merit in excluding this passage from consideration. Schenke
has reconstructed the passage without reference to the Son’s ignorance of the
timing of the end, agreeing with the majority reading. There may be sufficient
space, however, in the lacuna to accommodate the reference to the Son not
knowing (08¢ 6 vidg), so that mae? might support its inclusion in NA27.57
Nonetheless, the constraints of space slightly favour the majority reading.

56  Schenke reconstructs the text as [Muen 2iMH €p]aq OYAE NK[€ATTENOC 2EN MITH aM][MHTI
niJoT (o)yaety; however, the other Coptic versions imply other possibilities. Apart from
orthographic and dialectal considerations, Schenke’s reconstruction differs from the other
Coptic versions in four ways: 1) it lacks a pronoun (i.e., “no one”) as the subject of the verb
for knowing (mae: g1; sa% xaay; boA: eai); 2) it employs the verb pimn instead of caoyn (cf.
mae!sa®); 3) it incorporates the morph ke for the entity term nkearrexoc (cf. maet), instead
of the unexpanded term nnarrexoc (cf. sa® bo?); and 4) ei v is represented by ammnti (cf.
mae! sa%), instead of esax (cf. bo?).

57  Thisis more possible if the translator did not use the morph ke, which Schenke included in
the reconstruction ng[earrexoc]. As it stands, there is almost nothing of the k remaining,
leaving Schenke to reconstruct the reading on the basis of mae!. Given mae?s frequent
reduction of assumable or redundant elements, the entity term nkearrexoc may have

lacked the expansion of nngen unn in heaven.
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Test Passage 49: Matt 24:42 (UBS*:134%)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
NTETENCAOYN €N NA27: o0x ofdate mola "Muépa Maij: odx ofdate mola Hpa
Mnegaoy Class 1: 01 03 Class 2: 019 205

You do not know the  Class 2:1 33 892 1582

day Non-mae?: allies: o5 032 038 13 788
1424
Certainty: 1

Non-mae? allies: 017 036 0281 565
579 700 828€ 1241 1582¢

Test Passage 50: Matt 25:1 (UBS*: 135%)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
MINYMIOC NA?27 = Maj: o0 vupgpiov™ Reading 3: to0 vupgiov xal g
The bridegroom Class 1: 01 03 VOUQYG

Class 2: 019 33 205 (892)38
Non-mae? allies: (04)>° 032 035 0249
13

Certainty: 1

Class 2:11582

Non-mae? allies: 05 038

Test Passage 51: Matt 27:10 (UBS*: 145%)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

22YTEOY 22 MIOZH NAZ7 = Maj: €3wxav adTd €l TOV drypdv
They gave them for ~ Class 1: 03
the field Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae? allies: 04 038 13
Certainty: 2

Reading 3: £dwxa adTd €ig TOV
drypév

Class 1: 01

Non-mae? allies: 032

58 TGOV vwuplwv.

59 T WHeLA.
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Test Passage 52: Matt 27:24 (UBS*: 148%)

249

Mae?2

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

t[oves anjak
enec[na]q
MIIEIAIKEOC

Iam clean in regard
to the blood of this
righteous person

Maj: AB@dg iyt amd tod alfuartog Tod
Juaiov TovToV

Class 1: 01

Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae? allies: (02)%° 032 f13
Certainty: 1

NA27:’AB¢6g el amd tod alfuatog
TTolTou

Class 1: 03

Non-mae? allies: 05 038

Test Passage 53: Matt 27:35 (UBS*: 151%)

Mae?2

Reading corresponding with mae?

Non-corresponding reading(s)

[eayer kan]poc
€pa0Y

They cast lots for
them

NA27 = Maj: BdMovteg xAfjpovT™
Class 1: 01 03

Class 2: 019 33 (892)6!
Non-mae? allies: 02 05 032
Certainty: 1

Reading 3: BdMovteg wAfjpov
o TANpewOi 0 prdév did tod

TLPOPNTOV SLEUEPITAVTO T IMATLEL

uov £ovTolc xai €l Tdv inatioudv

pov EBahov xAfjpoy

Class 2:1 205 1582

60  TtovTou ol Sucaiov.

61 BaMovteg wAfjpov €’ abTd.
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Test Passage 54: Matt 27:49 (Tst 63)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
n[gnegemy] pa keoyé Reading 3: chaowy adTév. "AMog 3¢ NA?27 = Maj: otyowv adTév.™

224X1 NOYAOTXH AaBav Adyymy EvuEey adtod v mAsvpdy, Class 2:1 33 205 892 1582
eayTa[xcy payxe]T ol eEAADey Bdwp xal afua. Non-mae? allies: 02 o5 032 038 f13

NECTIP 22 OYCNaY 1 Class 1: 01 03
eBaX- MeN Joymaoy]  Class 2: 019

... save him. Another Non-mae?2 allies: o4
took a spear, jabbed  Certainty: 1

him, pierced the

sides; blood came

out with water

Mae? unambiguously has the longer Reading 3 against the shorter text as it is
reflected in NA27 and the majority reading.

Mae?'s reference to blood and water in mae? corresponds to the order of
alpa xat $8wp found in some manuscripts.52 Alteration of order in such pairings
is a documented phenomenon in translation (e.g., 5:45m2¢2; cf. Williams 2004,
205-234). Given the support for water and blood by mae?s closer allies, the
agreement in word order between mae? and those manuscripts which have the
other word order could be a coincidence of translation.

62 Although not cited in NA2?7, Text und Textwert cites Reading 3c as being supported by 036
48 67 115 127% 160 364 782 1392 1448 1555 1780% 2117 2139 2283 23287 2437* 2586 2680 2787.
Additional support for Reading 3a, following the order water and blood, comes from 5 26*
175% 8711010 1011 1057 1300° 1566 1701% 2126 2585 2622¢ 2766*.
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Test Passage 55: Matt 28:1 (cf. chap. 5 28:1.6.7)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[een T]oywH A€ NA27 = Maj: 'O °0¢ caBBdtwy Reading 3:'Oy¢ caPBdtwy
MIICAMTIAO0N Class1: o1 03 Class 2: 019 33
In the night of the Class 2:1 205 892 1582 Non-mae? allies: 579 1241 1424
Sabbath Non-mae? allies: (rell)

Certainty: 2

Test Passage 56: Matt 28:2a (cf. chap. 5 28:2.5.1)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[2]aqi eBax pen T NA27: xataBag &5 odpavod xal Maij: xatafag €& odpavod

2A0YM 2aqql MIIONH  TTPoaeAbwy dmexdAtaey Tov Alfov mpogeAdwv dmexdALTeY TOV AoV
[eBan]®® Class 1: 01 03 Class 2:1 205 892 1582

He came forth from  Class 2: 019 33 Non-mae? allies: 02 o5 038 f13

heaven, and took the Non-mae?2 allies: 04 032
stone away Certainty: 3

Test Passage 57: Matt 28:2b (cf. chap. 5 28:2..2)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding
reading(s)%*

eaqqu mnonn [eBan]  Reading 3: dmexthioey tov Albov amo i NAZ7: dmextdioey tov Albov™

[ei p]wy mnempeoy  B0pag Tob pvnpeiov Class 1: 01 03
He took the stone Class 2: 019 1 33 205 1582 Class 2: 892
away from the Non-mae? allies: 036 038 f13 565 1241 Non-mae? allies: 05 700

mouth of the tomb  Certainty: 3

63  Mae?lacksrepresentation of the second participle (mpooeAfwv), and represents dmextAloey
with paqqu [eBan].
64  The majority reading (dmextAioey tov Aiov dmé Tijc 60pag) is unsupported by any mae? ally.
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Test Passage 58: Matt 28:6 (cf. chap. 528:6.5)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
[amHiN |0 NA27: 3ede (dete Tov TOTOV &TM0V EXElToT  Maj: debre {ete oV TémOV SMOU
TapeTenneoy enmu  Class 1: 01 03 €xelto 6 x0pLog

[eTNAQKH MMaY] Class 2: 33 892 Class 2: 019 1 205 1582

“Come and youwill ~ Non-mae? allies: 038 Non-mae? allies: 02 04 05 032
see the place where ~ Certainty:1 0148 f13

he lay”

Test Passage 59: Matt 28:9 (Tst 64; 28:9.6.1)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
™C A€ aqamantT]a  NAZ7: Tyai idod 'Tyoods OmivTyoey Maj: &g 3¢ émopevovto amaryyethat
Neoy®s adTals Tolg pabnraic avtod xal idod
Jesus met them Class 1: 01 03 "Ingods bmvtyoey adtalg

Class 2: 33 892 Class 2: 019 1 205 1582

Non-mae? allies: 05 032 038 f13 Non-mae? allies: 02 04 0148

Certainty: 2 (1424)

Test Passage 60: Matt 28:20 (cf. chap. 5 28:20.5.2)

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s)
MIEIEMN )-)-)-)- NAZ7: 10D ai@vog™ Maj: o0 aidvog. Apny.
Of this age Class 1: 01 03 Class 2: 205 892

Class 2:561 331582 Non-mae? allies: o2¢ f13

Non-mae? allies: 02 05 032
Certainty: 1

65  Mae? consistently avoids representation of xat ido0 (cf. 1.5), so that any correspondence
with two readings involving the absence of ido0 is probably coincidental, especially since
both readings are attested only by singular witnesses unallied with mae?.

66 o019 islacunose here.
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6.3

6.3.1

Statistical Analysis

Summary Chart of Statistical Analysis

253

Statistical data from the 60 test passages are encapsulated in the chart below,

with the manuscripts arranged in rank of agreement with mae?, and set along-
side with their agreement with NA?7. Test passage numbers in grey highlighting
indicate agreement. Lacunae are indicated by the number being in light grey
(1582: 37 and 45; 019: 60).

Statistical analysis chart

Mae? base comparison

NA?27 base comparison

Agreement rate Agreement rate
Agreement between of mae? and Agreement between of NA%7 and
Ms  mae? and subject ms subject ms NA?7 and subject ms subject ms
mae? 123456789101121314 (60 of 60 =100.0%) 12345678910111213 44 of 60 =73.3%
1516 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 141516 17 18 19 20 21 22
2526 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
34 3536 37 38 39 40 41 42 3031323334 353637 38
4344 4546 47 48 49 50 51 3940 41 42 43 44 45 46 47
52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56
57 58 59 60
o1 1234567891011 45 of 60 = 75.0% 12345678910111213 41 0f 60 = 68.3%
1213141516 17 18 141516 17 18 19 20 21 22
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
27 28 29 30 3132 33 34 35 313233 34 35 36 37 38
36373839 40414243 39 40 4142 43 44 45
44 45 46 47 4849 50 51 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54
5253 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 5556 57 58 59 60
03 123456789101112 42 of 60 =70.0% 12345678910111213 44 of 60 =73.3%
13141516 17 18 19 20 21 22 141516 17 18 19 20 21
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
31323334 353637 38 29 30 313233 34 35 36
39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54
57 58 59 60 55 56 57 58 59 60
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Statistical analysis chart (cont.)
Mae? base comparison NA?7 base comparison
Agreement rate Agreement rate
Agreement between of mae? and Agreement between of NA27 and
Ms  mae? and subject ms subject ms NA?7 and subject ms subject ms
1582 1234567891011121314 320f58=552% 1234567891011121314 340f58=58.6%
1516 1718 19 20 21 22 23 1516 1718 19 20 21 22 23
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
333843536 3738394041 333843536 37 38394041
42143 44 15 46 47 48 49 50 4243 44 15 46 47 48 49 50
5152 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 5152 53 54 55 56 57 58 59
60 60
1 1234567891011121314 33 0f60=7550% 1234567891011121314 350f60=58.3%
15161718 19 20 21 22 23 15161718 19 20 21 22 23
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
3334 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 3334 3536 37 38 39 40 41
42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 4243 44 45 46 47 48 49 50
5152 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 5152 53 54 55 56 57 58 59
60 60
892 12345678910111213 33 0of 60 = 55.0% 12345678910 42 of 60 =70.0%
141516 17 18 19 20 21 22 111213141516 17
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
31323334 3536373839 272829 30 3132 33 34 35
40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 36373839 404142 43
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52
57 58 59 60 58 54 55 56 57 58 59 60
33 12345678910111213 32 0f 60 =53.3% 12345678910m121314 33 0f60=755.0%
141516 1718 19 20 21 22 1516 171819 20 21
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
313233 34 35 36 37 38 39 31323334 3536 37 3839
40 4142 4344 45 46 47 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57
56 57 58 59 60 58 59 60
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Mae? base comparison

NA?7 base comparison

Agreement rate Agreement rate
Agreement between of mae? and Agreement between of NA%7 and
Ms  mae? and subject ms subject ms NA?7 and subject ms subject ms
019 123456789101112 30 0f 59 = 50.9% 123456789101112 29 of 59 = 49.2%
13141516 1718 19 20 21 13141516 1718 19 20 21
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
29 3031323334 35 3132 33 34 35 36 37 38
36373839 40 4142 3940 4142 43 44 45 46 47
4344 4546 47 48 49 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56
50 5152 53 54 55 56 57 58 57 58 59
59
205 12345678910111213 30 of 60 = 50.0% 123456789101112 30 of 60 = 50.0%
141516 1718 19 20 21 22 13141516 1718 19 20 21
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 313233343536373839
4142 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 40 4142 43 44 45 46 47 48
50 5152 53 54 55 56 57 58 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57
59 60 58 59 60

6.3.2  Explanation
6.3.2.1 Identification of Mae? Allies

The analysis of these 60 passages indicates that mae?’s closest ally is o1 with a
75.0% agreement, followed by 03 at 70.0%. Thereafter, the other manuscripts
agree with mae? at a rate of 15-20 points lower, all ranging about 5 percentage

points of each other, at about 50-55%.

With 205 at the lower range, at 50.0 %, the three fl members (1205 1582) show
a moderate affiliation with mae2. This affiliation, however, is derived not from

shared f! readings, but rather from the large number of readings in common

with NAZ27.67

67  Ofthe fifteen test passages in mae? which do not agree with NA27, only two belong to fUs

special readings (cf. 6.3.4.2). Test Passage 27 might constitute a third, but in this passage,

mae? supports the f! reading as much as it supports the other reading in o1. Presumably,

209 would share a similar rate of agreement as 205 (cf. n. 21 above).
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Block mixture in 019 and 892 in the earlier chapters of Matthew reduced
the rate of agreement between mae? and these two manuscripts. In the last
half of Matthew, these two manuscripts are particularly strong allies of mae?,
especially 892.

The rates of agreement would be higher, except that the analysis dismissed
variants which, in the final analysis, lacked support from mae?’s allies. If the
17 variant passages which lack support from mae? allies for the competing
variant were to be included, the rates of agreement between mae? and o1 and
03 would be increased to 80.5% and 76.6 %, respectively. Moreover, half of the
test passages were Teststellen which were intentionally chosen to illuminate
affiliation, and have the net effect of producing rates of agreement lower than
what is typical in ordinary sample passages.5®

6.3.2.2  Mae?s Agreement with NA27 and Other Critical Editions
Perhaps the most striking result of this analysis is mae?'s high rate of agreement
with NA27. None of the other manuscripts examined has a higher rate in these
60 test passages. Mae? shares the same rate of 73.3 % as 03.6°

If NA?7 is assumed to be the critical text which best represents the earliest
attainable text, then mae? may be deemed as having a particularly good under-
lying text, at least in the 60 test passages. The point may be pressed in regard
to other critical editions. Mae? disagrees with NA?7 in 15 of the test passages,
but finds agreement with other modern critical editions in nine of these 15,
as follows: 6:33 (SBL NA2> WH); 914 (NA25 WH); 12:47 (WH); 16:2b—3 (WH);
19:29 (SBL); 21:44 (WH™g); 23:38 (NA25); 24:36 (Tregelles); 27:24 (Tregelles); 27:49
([[WH]).

6.3.3  Verification of Results

The analysis has produced two significant conclusions about mae2 which invite
scepticism: 1) mae?’s textual affinity with o1 and o3 exceeds that of any of the
1,757 manuscripts of Matthew’s Gospel evaluated in Text und Textwert that are
substantially preserved; and 2) mae?’s underlying Greek text more consistently
reflects what the NA?27 editors deem as the probable earliest attainable text

68  One might note Eldon Epp’s comment, “As to the definition of ‘text-type, no one yet has
surpassed that offered by Ernest C. Colwell: ‘The quantitative definition of a text-type is
a group of manuscripts that agree more than 7o percent of the time and is separated by a
gap of about 10 percent from its neighbors’” (2005g, 372).

69  If the 17 variant passages lacking support from mae? allies were included, the rate of
agreement between mae? and NA27 would increase to 79.2 %.
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of Matthew’s Gospel than most of NA27’s consistently cited manuscripts. Such
conclusions require significant verification and scrutiny.

The selection of the 60 test passages could hardly be prejudiced, for they
were determined by external factors. Every variant passage that could be used
from the three sources (from Text und Textwert's 64 Teststellen, the three sample
leaves of mae?, and UBS#s passages involving extensive additions or omissions
or significant differences in meaning) were incorporated into the analysis.

6.3.3.1 Diversity of Test Passages

Since the test passages were culled from these three different groups, they have
differing characteristics which help assure an accurate assessment. Almost half
of the passages, 29, were derived from texts which specialists deemed most
significant in assessing textual relationships. More than a fourth (17) may be
characterised as minimally affected by translational phenomena. And a few
less than a fourth (14) may be characterised as involving typical variants and
were derived from different parts of the codex to guard against block mixture.
The three groups bring to the analysis different advantages, and this diver-
sity helps legitimise the analysis, and increases the reliability of its conclu-
sions.

The agreement rate between mae? and NA27 in the Teststellen is 74.2 %, sim-
ilar to the 71.4% agreement rate in those UBS* passages involving significant
additions or omissions, or significant differences in meaning. In contrast, the
three sample leaves have a higher agreement rate with NA27, 92.9 %. This, how-
ever, is not unexpected, for the Text und Textwert editors chose their Teststellen
to highlight differences, and because the variants involving major differences
in UBS* tend toward polarisation of the manuscript tradition. In contrast, the
selection of test passages from the three leaves was as inclusive as possible or
practical (cf. 6.1.2.2), with the result that a more ordinary variation is reflected
therein.”®

6.3.3.2 Exact Correspondence in Passages Involving Significant Omission

The high rate of agreement between NA27 and mae? was anticipated in chapter
two where I analysed 15 passages involving only additions or omissions of entire
verses or significant clauses (2.5). In 13 of the 15 passages, mae? supports the
shorter text, allowing for exact and assured correspondence between mae?
and any Greek manuscript also omitting the pertinent text. In 10 of these 13

70 The eight Teststellen which are found in the three leaves all happen to have agreement
between mae? and NA?%7.
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passages, mae? enjoyed exact correspondence with NA27, while the other three
were passages in which NA?7 put its text in brackets. Mae?’s agreement with
10 of the 13, along with NA2”s uncertainty in the other three, suggest that
mae? preserves proportionately more early readings than other manuscripts,
so that the high agreement with NA?7 in this present chapter should come as
no surprise.

6.3.3.3 Exclusion of Passages

The most important element in critiquing this assessment is whether or not
the correct passages were excluded from consideration. Many were neces-
sarily excluded due to mae?s lacunose text. Justification of the exclusion of
the passages which were culled either from Text und Textwert's Teststellen or
from the three sample leaves of the manuscript has been given in full, either
in this chapter, or in previous three chapters. While I did not justify exclu-
sion of any of the 107 UBS* variant passages which are extant in mae?2, most
of them should be immediately obvious as not qualifying as involving vari-
ants of lengthy additions or omissions, or of significant difference in mean-
ing. Although reviewers may disagree with some of the particulars or deci-
sions about some of the test passages, I am confident that any re-assessment
of these excluded passages would not significantly impact the statistical anal-
ysis.

6.3.3.4 Low Degree of Certainty

Some judgments are unavoidably subjective, but if I have erred, I have at-
tempted to do so to guard against a sensationally high rate of agreement
between mae? and NA27. In particular, I begrudgingly include four dubious pas-
sages which decrease mae?’s rate of agreement with NA27, only because I want
to err on the less sensational side (Test Passages 28, 45, 48, 57).

Altogether, I deemed g of the 60 test passages as having a low degree of
certainty.”! If these nine were omitted from the analysis, mae®s agreement
with NA%7 would increase from 73.3% to 78.4%, and would surpass 03's rate
of agreement with NA27 by 5.8 percentage points. Exclusion of these nine test
passages from the analysis would yield the following results, listed in rank of
agreement with mae?, set in contrast against the ranking with the test passages
included.

71 Test Passages 9 (6:8), 12 (8:25), 23 (13:35), 28 (15:6b), 44, (22:35), 45 (23:3), 48 (24:36), 56
(28:2a), 57 (28:2b).
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Inclusive:

rates of agreement including

low degree of certainty readings

Exclusive:

rates of agreement excluding

low degree of certainty readings

Agreementrate  Agreementrate  Agreementrate  Agreementrate
Subject of mae? and of NA%7 and of mae? and of NA%7 and
manuscript subject ms subject ms subject ms subject ms
mae? 60 0f 60 =100.0% 44 0f60=73.3% 510f51=100% 40 of 51=78.4%
03 420f60=70.0% 440f60=73.3% 400f51=784% 37 of 51=72.6%
o1 450f60=75.0% 410f60=68.3% 390f51=76.5%  390f51=76.5%
892 330f60=550% 420f60=70.0% 300f51=588%  350f51=68.6%
1 330f60=550% 350f60=583% 300f51=588%  330f51=64.7%
1582 320f58=552% 340f58=586% 280f50=56.0% 320f50=64.0%
33 320f60=53.3% 330f60=550% 26 0f51=501% 28 of 51 = 54.9%
019 300f590=50.9% 200f50=49.2% 230f50=46.0% 23 0f50=46.0%
205 300f60=50.0% 300f60=50.0% 250f51=49.0% 28 0f51=54.9%

The adjustment would result in a marginally stronger alliance between 03 and
mae?, at the slight expense of 01, although 01 and 03 would both maintain their
sole status as mae?’s Class 1 allies. Thus, given the subjectivity of some aspects
of the analysis, mae? could have been shown to have had an even higher rate of
agreement with NA27 than the earlier conclusions indicate.

Family 1 manuscripts 1 and 1582 would increase their rate of agreement with
NA?7 significantly, by over 10 percentage points, and 205 by nearly 5 percentage
points. Still, mae?'s agreement with NA2” would be about 14 percentage points
higher than the agreement between NA27 and Family 1 members1and 1582. The
other manuscripts would have but marginal adjustments in agreement with
NA?7,

6.3.3.5 NAZ27s Bracketed Texts

Seven of the 60 test passages involve extremely difficult text-critical decisions,
as indicated by NA27’s use of brackets.”? Five of the eight involve disagreements
with mae?. Thus, even if some of my analysis is adjudged invalid, then the

72 Test Passages 11 (6:33), 14 (9:14), 18 (12:15), 22 (12:47), 29 (16:2b—3), 42 (21:44), 44 (22:35).
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vulnerability and susceptibility of these passages to change might compensate
for any re-assessment.

6.3.3.6 Quantity of Test Passages

Although one could wish for more test passages, the 29 Teststellen used in
the final analysis of mae?'s extant text is more or less proportionate to the 64
Teststellen used for the whole of Matthew by Text und Textwert. Considering
lost and lacunose pages, probably about half of Matthew is preserved in mae2.
Thus, the 29 Teststellen that are used for the analysis of mae? is proportionate
to the 64 used for the whole of Matthew. Considering the passages included
from the three leaves analysed in chapters three through five and those from
the UBS* variant passages, the total number of test passages seem adequate to
ascertain mae?’s textual affiliation.

6.3.3.7 Margin of Error

A margin of error is impossible to calculate, involving as it would complex
issues such as the relative certainty of the correspondence of mae?s text to
the Greek, not to mention the possible presence of singular readings in mae?®'s
Vorlage. Some of this uncertainty is offset by considerations noted in the sub-
sections of the present section 6.3.3. Regardless, even if mae?’s 73.3% rate of
agreement with NA27 had an implausibly high 20% margin of error, mae?’s
rate of agreement with NA27 would still be within the same range of agree-
ment, for example, as that of NA2”s consistently cited witnesses of the first
order.

6.3.4 Implications

6.3.4.1 Early Attestation of Matthew

As indicated in 1.1.3, second and third century attestation of Matthew’s text is
not extensive. Of 1,070 verses total, only 154 verses are attested in this earliest
period, or about 14 %, as the chart indicates:"3

73 Dataisderived in part from Hurtado 2006, 217—-218. Roger Bagnall (and others) have argued
that many second and third century manuscripts need to be dated later or with a wider

range of dates (2009, 1-24).
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Second and third century attestation of Matthew’s Gospel

Chapter 1| 2 3 4

Manuscript P1| Pro [PB7o | P64* Proi| Pror Proz2

Number of verses 17| 6 | 1 2 5 3 4

extant

Number of verses 8 | 17 8 21

unattested

Chapter 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Manuscript B7o | P7o | Pioz Bas
Number of verses 2 2 3 9

extant

Number of verses 28 48 55 36 39 28 27 35 30 25

unattested

Chapter 21 22 | 23 | 24 | 25 26 27 | 28
Manuscript Pas Tiog P77 | B7o | P45 | Pas P64™ P37 P53

Number of verses 7 4 10 8 6 |39 10 34 12

extant

Number of verses 39 46 | 29 | 43 | 40 32 66 | 20
unattested

* Le., P64, P67 (Da)-
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Chapters 6—9, 1419, 22, 27—28 are not attested at all by the early papyri,
and the remaining chapters are attested only in several verses.”* Thus, whether
mae? is dated earlier (4th century) or later (5th century),” it is nonetheless one
of the earliest substantial witnesses to Matthew’s Gospel, one which has strong
affiliation with o1 and o3.

6.3.4.2  Mae?s Witness to a Textform and Transmission Technique

Mae?, o1, and o3 have a relationship with each other that the other mae? allies
do not share. In addition to mae?s strong textual affiliation with o1 and o3,
as indicated in the research above, this relationship is further reflected in
their high number of common Sonderlesarten. Text und Textwert understands
Sonderlesarten to be those readings which are neither the majority reading
nor the putative earliest attainable text (i.e. NA27; Aland et al. 1999, 21). In
the 60 test passages, remarkably, the three manuscripts o1, 03, and mae? have
five Sonderlesarten in common: Test Passages 11 (6:33), 14 (9:14), 22 (12:47), 29
(16:2b—3), and 54 (27:49). No other manuscript shares as many Sonderlesarten
with o1 and o3 as mae?; 019 has two (Test Passages 31 and 54), while the
individual manuscripts 033 036 038 f® 157 579 1424 have but one each in
common. Additionally, mae? shares Test Passages 27 (14:26), 28 (15:6), and 45
(23:3) as Sonderlesarten with 01, while mae? shares one more Test Passage
(number 47, 23:38) by itself as a Sonderlesart with o03.

In addition to having individual rates of agreement with o1 and o3 that
are 15—25 percentage points higher than its allies, mae?s unique relationship
with o1 and o3 may be seen through its high rate of agreement with o1 and o3
combined. There are 41 of the 60 test passages (68.3%) where o1 and 03 agree
with each other. Of the 60, the three manuscripts together agree in 34 passages
(56.7%). This agreement significantly surpasses 892’s 23 agreements with o1
and o3 (38.3%) by 18.4%, and is much higher than fUs and 33's 18 agreements
each (30.0%), and 019’s 15 agreements (25.4%).76 The unique relationship is
seen also when the agreements of the two manuscripts mae? and o1 are used
for the comparison base to analyse the relative proximity of the other allies, as
well as when mae? and o3 are so used:

74  Chapter 26 is the best attested, with 43 verses attested in four different papyri. Thereafter,
chapters 1and 10 are attested in 17 verses, and then chapter 21 in 13 verses.

75  Cf. Chapteri, n.12.

76 Note the earlier statement by Colwell that a text-type consists of manuscripts that agree
more than 70 percent, with a gap of about 10 percentage points from other manuscripts
(6.3.2.1n. 71).
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Mae? o1 and 03 agreements with class 2 allies

263

Base manuscripts Mae? o1 03 f1 892 33 019

o1and o3 34 of 60 180of60 230f60 180f60 150f59
40 of 60 = 68.3% =56.7% =30.0% =38.3% =300% =254%
Mae? and o1 340f60 210f60 270f60 220f60 200f59
45 of 60 = 75% =56.7% =350% =450% =36.7% =33.9%
Mae?2 and o3 34 of 60 210f60 210f60 200f60 180f60
43 0f 60 =71.6% =56.7% =35.0% =350% =333% =305%

Noteworthy is that mae? has a higher rate of agreement with either o1 (75 %) or
03 (71.6 %) than o1 and 03 (68.3 %) have with each other, by 3.2 to 6.7 percentage
points.

A possible way to explain this unique relationship between mae?, o1, and
03 is to posit a line of transmission of their shared readings from an earlier
text form. The significance of the relationship between o1 and o3 in this regard
has long been noted and advanced as a text-type (Westcott and Hort 1988, 212—
227), although the validity of text-types has been questioned (Parker 2008, 159—
175; cf. Epp 2005g, 360 n. 45). The relatively high percentage of shared readings
between o1 03 and mae?, however, many of which could hardly have arisen inde-
pendently of each other, does allow the possibility that their shared readings
may have existed coherently in earlier individual manuscripts. As such, mae?'s
unique relationship with o1 and o3 raises the confidence of retracing such aline
of transmission of these readings, and may help define the earlier textform.

In addition to its possible attestation of an earlier textform, mae?s agree-
ment with o1 and 03 on significant variant passages may also support Eldon
Epp’s assertion of a strict transmission technique in the early period. He argues,
on the basis that P75 and o3 are nearly identical, that they reflect a strict line
of transmission (2005g, 368—373), and that other manuscripts such as o1 and
some of the papyri reflect a similar strictness in transmission. For those papyri
assumed to be of the second or third centuries which contain parts of Matthew,
he included into this category 64+ 67, P1, and B53. He does so with great ten-
tativeness, partly due to their fragmentary texts, a tentativeness which is all the
more necessary when the collation base is restricted to Matthew. Accordingly,
these papyri together contain a total of 29 verses for Matthew. Since mae? is
so much more substantial than these papyri, and since it is so strongly affili-
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ated with o1 and o3 which are primary witnesses to this type of transmission
technique, mae? may offer early and significant data which, duly considered,
may strengthen the case for a strict line of transmission in regard to Matthew’s
Gospel.”

6.3.4.3  Mae?s Support of o1's Singular Readings

Another significant implication of the close affiliation between mae? and o1
is that some of o1's heretofore singular readings may now be assumed to have
genetic coherence. Previously, under the influence of Westcott and Hort who
argued that many of o1’s singular readings were “individualisms of the scribe
himself” (Westcott and Hort 1988, 246—247), New Testament editors may have
been hesitant to incorporate or’s singular readings into their critical texts. The
new evidence from mae? may show that some of these singular readings in o1
do in fact have genetic coherence. Test Passages 28 (15:6) and 45 (23:3) are two
possible examples, as is Test Passage 11 (6:33, although UBS# cites o3 as giving
qualified support to o1r’s reading).

6.3.4.4 Conclusion

Mae?'s presumed early date, its quality of text, and its close affiliation with
o1 and o3 suggest that New Testament editors and text critics should utilise it
in their attempts to establish the earliest attainable text. Specific passages are
discussed furtherin 7.6.2. Mae?’s text-critical value, however, cannot be realised
without a thorough understanding of its translator’s translational habits.

77  In contrast both to Epp’s tentativeness and the relatively large amount of mae?’s extant
text, consider this assessment of P1: “The copyist of P1 seems to have faithfully followed
a very reliable exemplar. Where there are major variants, P1 agrees with the best Alexan-
drian witnesses, especially B, from which it rarely varies” (Comfort and Barrett 2001, 39).
Yet, the comment was made on the basis of17 extant verses, containing only one Teststelle.
By comparison, Matthew’s Gospel is extensively preserved in mae2.
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Conclusions

I was drawn to mae? through my interest in early non-canonical Jesus tradi-
tions. Schenke, who first introduced the manuscript to the public through his
editio princeps, claimed that mae? is a witness to an alternative Gospel dating
to the earliest period (cf. 1.2 above). This was an allurement difficult to resist.
Consequently, I began my research with expectations of finding early Jesus tra-
ditions not otherwise known.

Initially, I was impressed by mae?’s strikingly different readings, such as the
women going to the tomb “in the night of the Sabbath, early in the morning
at the hour of light, while the stars were still above,” or that the guards at the
tomb “arose like dead men” (28, 4), or the shift from third person to first per-
son so that Jesus conveys, “If I had not made those days short, no flesh would
be saved. But on account of my elect, I will make those days short.”» Moreover,
Schenke’s retroversion seemed to suggest that mae? is so different from our
familiar Matthew as to justify its comparison to Epiphanius’ characterisation
of the Gospel of the Ebionites as false and mutilated (“gefdlscht und verstiim-
melt” [Schenke 2001, 30]).2 Further into my research, however, as I compared
mae?s Coptic text with the Greek text and the other Coptic versions, I had five
realisations which led me to reject Schenke’s views.

7.1 Mae?’s Affinity with Familiar Matthew

First, I found that mae? has too much in common with our canonical Matthew
to reflect an alternative Gospel. This is evident in the analysis of text unaf-
fected or minimally affected by translation. In particular, the correspondence
between mae? and our familiar Matthew in regard to sequence of pericopes
and verses, content, and the occurrence of names is all too high for mae? to

1 The shift from third person to first person may be an accommodation to Coptic’s lack of
a passive voice. Attributing the shortening of days to Jesus himself probably seemed more
desirable than assigning such a role to non-descript persons through the use of the dynamic
passive. Regarding the intrusion of the possessive article with the personal intermediate, its
occurrence in mae? and in Coptic translation generally, is frequent (cf. 6:14-15.¢c.4; Mink 1972,
223).

2 For the negative assessment of Schenke’s retroversion, cf. 3.5.2.2.
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be an alternative. One of my most fruitful research endeavours was to com-
pare variants involving larger additions or omissions which are affected little
by translation. There are 15 such passages extant in mae?, with mae? support-
ing the text of NA27 at a higher rate of agreement than most of NA2”’s consis-
tently cited manuscripts, coming second only to 01, and tied with o3 (cf. chapter
two).

7.2 Homogeneity and Heterogeneity of Mae? and the Coptic Versions

My second realisation came when I compared mae? with manuscripts from
the broader Coptic tradition. Although mae? is independent from them, they
nonetheless share many common features. Through my intraversional analy-
sis, I quantified the lexical and syntactical differences between mae? and the
others, and discovered that mae? has fewer unique elements than sa® and bo
(cf. 3.5.1). The fact that mae? has so much in common with the other Coptic ver-
sions, and the fact that they have as many or more unique syntactical elements
as mae2, make untenable the claim that mae?2 is a hitherto lost alternative ver-
sion.

7.3 Predictability of Mae?’s Translation

The third realisation was that many unexpected readings actually reflect mae®’s
translational habits or Coptic convention elsewhere. This is seen generally
in the Konjunktionsnetz (1.4.2.4-1.4.2.5). Indeed, the lack of representation of
initial xai and post-positive 3¢ is so pervasive as to be nearly predictable.
This would commend a translational explanation over one that appeals to its
Vorlage, especially since there seems to be no viable motive for an editor to
remove such features. Moreover, like mae?, the other Coptic versions also have
Konjunktionsnetz readings that are sometimes incongruous with the Greek,
strengthening the credibility of the translational explanation.

Other “surprising” features are more or less predictable, as well. For exam-
ple, mae? consistently avoids representing the many occurrences of -€pyouat
verbs in NA27 that are paired redundantly with other verbs (cf. 28:2.a.7). Other
features incongruous with the Greek which occur less frequently in the other
Coptic versions, but more regularly in mae?, include the use of the personal
independent (anax) with an inflected modifier (ew) for the formulaic “I say to
you” (cf. 12:6.a.1), and the use of the periphrastic conditional i for the Greek sub-
junctive (cf. 6:2.6.1). Examples of these and other such features abound.
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Other syntactical aspects are less predictable, but not unexpected in light of
their treatment elsewhere in mae?. For example, mae? may use the future ne-
in hypothetical contexts where the future is not used in the Greek (cf. 5:40.a.1).
In some instances mae?’s tendencies are reflected in the simplification of com-
plex Greek syntax (cf. chapter 4 12:18.a), while elsewhere they are seen in the
expansion of a text to clarify the Greek (cf. 28:1.a.3), or to convey information
that is otherwise merely assumed by the Greek (cf. 12:11.a.5). While these phe-
nomena occur more frequently in mae? (ten Kate 2007, 622), they also occur
elsewhere in the Coptic tradition (Perttild 2008, 368, 376).

The theoretical basis of translational expectations and the appeal to a trans-
lation theory to explain incongruities between mae? and its Greek Vorlage were
set forth in 1.3 and 1.4 above, while the interplay of theory and praxis is seen in
the translational analysis of each verse in chapters three through five above.

7.4 Mae?’s Correspondence in Meaning with the Greek

The fourth realisation was that, despite significant differences in syntax, mae?
sufficiently conveys the meaning of Matthew’s Gospel as it is known in the
Greek manuscript tradition. Interestingly, Schenke also commented, with some
amazement, that mae? omits smaller or larger text elements yet nonetheless
conveys the meaning of the Greek text as it is otherwise known to us (cf.
chapter 3 n. 10). As a matter of fact, Schenke provides no examples in his
introductory material which would suggest that mae? differs significantly in its
depiction of the Jesus story. As it turns out, in the surveyed material in chapters
three through five, the differences in meaning were minimal if not trivial,
even though the syntactical differences were often significant. For summaries,
cf. 3.5.2.1, 4.3.1, and 5.3.1.

7.5 Mae?’s Textual Affiliation

Conclusions reached through my translational analysis of mae? yielded a fifth
realisation, one which was entirely unanticipated from the onset, but one of
great significance. When I had established that mae?®’s Vorlage was not unlike
our known Greek manuscripts of Matthew’s Gospel, I noticed that mae? often
agrees with variant readings adopted by NA27 and other modern critical edi-
tions. This in itself is not surprising, given its purported date and provenance.
What is surprising is the nearly unprecedented extent to which mae? supports
variant readings accepted by scholars as the earliest attainable reading. In the
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60 test passages, I found that mae? had a higher rate of agreement with NA2”
than any of its allies, except for o3 with which it is tied. Conclusions regarding
the textual analysis were reached in chapter six above.

The textual analysis also allowed a ranking of mae?®s closest allies, by per-
centage of agreement. The closest allies by far are 01 (75%) and o3 (70 %), with
the next closest allies lagging by about 15%.3 Indeed, mae?’s rate of agreement
with either o1 or o3 is higher than o1 and o3 have together (6.3.4.2).

The results of the analysis may support the notion of an earlier textform con-
taining the shared readings of mae?, o1, and 03, a textform which would other-
wise be attested extensively in Matthew only by o1 and 03. The close affiliation
of the three allows for their triangulation to help determine the better external
attestation of certain variants, and has other important text-critical implica-
tions (cf. 6.3.4 above).*

7.6 Implications

7.61  Translation Theory

My research has shown that perceptions of translation equivalency need to be
more flexible and broadened. Such perceptions for Coptic translation of Greek
have hitherto been largely informed by Sahidic and Bohairic translations, typ-
ically reflected in manuscripts produced centuries later than mae?s probable
date. Schenke’s assessment of mae? may have been unduly influenced by later
Coptic versions. Mae?, in fact, may represent a more natural, indigenous style
of Coptic, and be less influenced by the source language than the style typical
of the Sahidic and Bohairic versions. Accordingly, mae? may give insights into
a Coptic style representative of the era prior to the impact of Shenoute and of
translation Coptic (cf. chapter 1 n. 23).

7.6.2  Reconsideration of Variants for Editors of the Greek New Testament
In light of the textual analysis in chapter six, I include a chart indicating the
impact of mae®s witness upon variant passages where mae? disagrees with

3 The rates of agreement would be higher, except that the analysis dismisses variants which, in
the final analysis, lack support from mae?s allies. For these statistics, cf. 6.3.2.1.

4 A comparison of the significance of the Vorlage of mae? with that of P75 might be proffered in
regard to their mutual attestation to a particular transmission technique and to their witness
to earlier textforms which they have in common with o1 and 03. However, the relationship of
P75 and o3 in Luke and John is so close that the triangulation exemplified between mae?, o1,
and o3 in 7.6.2 (below) is not feasible for P7s, o1, and 03.
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NA?7. The degree of impact is determined by the triangulation of the three
closely related manuscripts mae?, 01, and o03. The unique relationship of these
three was shown in 6.3.4.2. It is this unique relationship which provides the
basis for triangulating mae?, o1, and o3 to help surmise which reading might
extend back toward the earlier textform.

The last column of the chart indicates the relative degree of impact mae?
has on external attestation, with 1 being the greatest, and 3 being the least. The
degree of impact is assessed as follows:

1. A one rating is used where mae? has the most significant impact on external
attestation. It is assigned in those instances where mae? disagrees with both
o1and o3, or agrees with either o1 or 03 if one of them is an otherwise singular
reading (in particular, Test Passage 11 for o1).

2. A two rating is used where mae? has a moderate impact on external attesta-
tion. It is assigned in those instances where mae? supports either o1 against
03 or 03 against o1.

3. Athree rating is used where mae? has a marginal impact on external attesta-
tion. It is assigned in those instances where mae? supports a reading already
supported by both its allies o1 and 03.

Mae?s impact on external attestation is most significant when it disagrees with
o1 and o3 because its disagreement shows for the first time that the three-fold
witness to the earlier textform is divided. Its impact is also strong whenever it
gives new evidence that one of the other two is not a singular reading. Mae?s
impact is moderately significant when it sides with one of the two against the
other, so that the attestation to the earlier textform is no longer equally divided
between o1 and o3, but is weighted toward one or the other by mae®’s new
witness. Mae?'s impact is least significant when it merely confirms that the
three witnesses to a reading are in agreement.

In these passages, mae?’s witness may combine with other factors to imply
that a change in NA27s text is needed. The degree of impact, however, only
considers external attestation, and does not take into consideration internal
evidence or intrinsic probabilities which are necessary for a final judgment.

The chart only includes those passages analysed in chapters three through
six; analysis of the whole of the manuscript would likely reveal many more
passages.’

5 Notincluded are Test Passages 28, 45, 48, and 57, since mae?’s correspondence with the variant
readings may reflect factors unrelated to mae?’s Vorlage.
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Highly uncertain readings which the NA?7 editors placed in brackets are pre-
sented in bold to emphasise their special susceptibility to alteration. Relevant
features are underscored when practical.

Variants supported by mae? against NA27

Variant for Impact:
re-consideration 1= greatest
Test NA?27 and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate
passage manuscript support  manuscripts Mae? 3 =minimal
No.1 Qyeelte 8¢ mp@tov Ty {yrelte O¢ Tp@TOV [koOTH Taq N@apn 1
6:33 Boaaiheiov B[tod 0od]> Ty Bagtdeloy xal Ty nca] TequNT(€)pa
xal Ty Sicatoahvy Sieatoahvyy avtod [Men Teqakal0CYNH]
adTod Seek first his kingdom
and his righteousness
019 032 037 038 0233% T 01 (03)% mae?
1333 892 M
No. 12 xal TpogeAfovteg T ol TpogeAdovTeg ol [... mao]uTHE ... 1
8:25 Hyetpav adtov pabntal avtod yepay  disciples
aToV
0103 33" 892 04 (019) 032 038 f1 13
1424 (M) mae?
No.14  vnotebopev "[modA&],  vnoredopey, o 8¢ [Ten]nHCTEYH 3
914 ol 3¢ pabnrai gov padytal gov nekMaonTHC We fast.

012 04 05 019 032 038
0233 f113 33 892

t 01 03 0281 mae?

Your disciples ...

to be a singular reading due to 03’s qualified support (cf. Test Passage 11).

6 The reason why I assigned a1impact on external attestation is because o1 otherwise appears
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Variant for Impact:
re-consideration 1= greatest

Test NA?27 and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate
passage manuscript support  manuscripts Mae? 3 = minimal
No. 18 xat eorobBnoay adt®  xal xohovlyoay adT®  eay[oyeeoy] [ncwy] 1
12115 “[8xAot] oMol Aot oMol NXH OY(Na)X MMHMD)H
A great crowd, they
followed after him
04 05 019 032 038 (* o1 03 omit dyAoy;
(F0233 pc) 11333892  mae? supports
M mae? removal of brackets)
No.22  9[elnev 8 tig adtd), Omit (omit) 3
12:47 "I800 1) pnTNp oov xat
oi &dehgol cov E&w
gomixooty {nrodvres
got AaAfjoat.]>
(o1!) 04 (05) 032 035 01* 03 019 036 mae2
038 f1 13 (33) 892 M
No. 27 ‘ol 3¢ padytal idévteg  (0vreg 8¢ adTdv® €TRAYNEOY €P[2Y] 2
14:26 adTévY? having seen him

o1! 03 (04) o5 (019)
(032) (0106) 1* (33)
(205) (892) (M) pc

o01* 038 (073) (f!) 700
(1241) (1424) pc mae?

7 Support marked in parenthesis reads xat i8évteg adtév ot pabyral.

8 Support marked in parentheses reads xat i{86vteg adTov.
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Variants supported by mae? against NA%? (cont.)

Variant for Impact:

re-consideration 1= greatest
Test NA27 and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate
passage manuscript support  manuscripts Mae? 3 = minimal

No. 29 6 8¢ dmoxpifels elmev 6 8¢ dmoxpiOelg elmey nNTaq T[e]xeq nafoy 3

16:2b—3  adtolg, “[dlag adtolg, leved movpd  Xe€ Tei Tenea] €Tea0Y
YEVOREVY)S AEYETE, xal potyaAls n[nalew He said
E0die, muppdidet to them, “This evil
yap 6 obpavds 3xal and adulterous
mpwl, XYpepov generation”

XEWWY, Tuppdilet Yop

oTuyvadwy 6 ovpavés.

T uev mpdowmov Tod

ovpaved yvwoxete

Staxplvery, & ¢

onpelor TV xatp@v

o0 Svvagfe.]> Teved

ToOVNPA il Potyothig

04 05019 032 038 f1 33 0103 033 036 f* 579 al

892 M mae?
No.35 g &v dmoAday THv 0g &v dmoAvay) THY nH eTNeRl Teqc[o|Mn 2
19:9a yuvaiea adtod “pv) éml yuvaika adTtod €B3\ XX EN OYCEXH
TopVelQ TOPEXTOS AGYOU nropnen® The one
Topvelog who will divorce his

wife, except for a case
of fornication,

01 04° 019 032 035 038 03 05 f113 33 mae?

078 892 Mt

9 Mae?lacksrepresentation of xal yauyay &y, but otherwise corresponds to the short reading
of NA?7,
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Variant for Impact:
re-consideration 1= greatest

Test NA?27 and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate
passage manuscript support  manuscripts Mae? 3 = minimal
No.38  motépa i) untépa™ TATEPA 1) UNTEPX 1) 2T pi MeOY 2L CRIMH 2
19:29 yuvalbea Father or mother or
wife
03 (05) 01 04 019 032 037 f13 33
205 892 579 M mae?
No.42  9[xat 6 weowy énl (omit) (omit) 1
21:44 v Abov todtov
ouvbragdnoetar ép’ ov
&’ &v méoy Mxpnoet
avTév] MO
01 03 04 019 035 (038) 0533 mae?
0102
fl138g2
No.44  émmpwmoey elg ¢ ¢mnpdrmoey elg €& 22 0YE MMa0Y 3
22:35 0TV [vopxds]° AVTEY VOpIKO§ OYNOMIKOC 2a4MENTY
One of them, a lawyer,
asked
0103 019 33 892 mae?  (f! omits vopixdg;
mae? supports
removal of brackets)
10  Ifthe Nestle-Aland editors bracketed the verse on the strength of the testimony of o5 and

33, how much less secure is the reading on the basis of its omission in mae??
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Variants supported by mae? against NA%? (cont.)
Variant for Impact:
re-consideration 1= greatest

Test NA27 and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate
passage manuscript support  manuscripts Mae? 3 = minimal
No.47  doleran Oplv 6 olxog deleton bty 6 olxog TET]ENHI KH EPOTEN 2
23:38 Oy *Epnpmog Opév Your house is
abandoned to you
P77 0104 05032038 T 03019 mae?
o102 fl13 33 892
No.52  ABQés elpt drrd tod ABROS elpt drrd Tod toves anjax 2
27:24 alpartog "ot Tou afpatog Tod duaiov ernec[Na]q MnelAIKeoc
Iam clean in regard
to the blood of this
righteous person
03 05 038 o1 (02) 019 032 f1 13 33
892 mae?
No. 54 owowv adToV.T owowv adTév. /AMoc 8¢ n[ynepemy] 2a keOYE 3
27:49 By Adyymy EvuEey 2agX1 NOYAOTXH

02 05 032 038 f1 13 33
892

adtod Ty TAevpdy, xal
gENADey B8wp xai alua.

01 03 04 019 mae?

eaqTa[xcq payxe]T
NECTIP 22 OYCNa] 1
€BaX- MEN [0YM20Y]
... save him. Another
took a spear, jabbed

him, pierced the sides;

blood came out with

water

All these readings should be reviewed by Greek New Testament editors. In
particular, due to mae?s new support for certain readings, and its impact on
external attestation as it is triangulated with its closest allies o1 and 03, I would
especially consider a change for Test Passages 11, 18, 42, and 47; these readings
are either already set in brackets or were changed from NA25. Moreover, the
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marginally additional weight that mae? adds to Test Passages 22, 29, and 44
might be deemed sufficient to remove the bracketed readings, as well.

7.7 Final Assessment

I have set forth certain conclusions based on various parts of mae? and numer-
ous test passages. While the analysis is extensive enough to justify these con-
clusions in general, a more accurate assessment must involve a complete verse-
by-verse analysis in regard to translation, and a variant-by-variant analysis in
regard to textual affiliation.

Schenke has been praised, with considerable justification, for his magiste-
rial editio princeps. Indeed, my work is almost wholly dependent upon it, espe-
cially upon his grammatical indices which reflect a mammoth effort, great
scholarly maturity, and a completeness rarely seen in manuscript editions.
Reviewers have also duly noted the speed with which the edition was pro-
duced (Baarda 2004b, 302; Depuydt 2003, 630). One wonders, however, whether
Schenke would have come to different conclusions if there had been more time
for him to investigate more fully a translational explanation, and for testing his
own theories.!!

Had Schenke’s assessment that mae? was derived from a hitherto lost He-
brew Matthew been correct, the implications would be significant. First, there
would be important new data to help resolve the Synoptic problem, as Schenke
himself suggested (chapter 1 n. 21). Moreover, there would be an expectation
that the manuscript would contain not only more data for reconstructing the
historical Jesus, but data that are derived from an earlier date. Such a trea-
sure trove would be incalculably valuable for early Christian studies. Unfortu-
nately, these expectations are not fulfilled in the considerable remains of Codex
Schayen, and perhaps were altogether unrealistic to begin with.

What actually is contained in the codex, however, realistically endows mae?
with great worth. In the final assessment, there are seven factors which reflect
mae?’s great value (cf. 1.1.3):

1. It is a witness to a hitherto unknown subdialect of Middle Egyptian Coptic.
2. It bears the text of what some have surmised as one of the earliest Coptic
translations (1.6).

11 Regrettably, Schenke died the year after the publication of the editio princeps. A reflection
of his life was written by his friend and colleague Hans-Gebhard Bethge (2005), in which
some comments were made in regard to maeZ.
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3. It may preserve a more natural Coptic style, less affected by the source
language than later Coptic texts, and as such, may provide information about
early indigenous Coptic (1.3), especially if its probable 4th century date is
sustained.

4. It is a text which exemplifies the freedom a translator might enjoy in the
early period of New Testament translation (1.6).

5. Itis probably one of the earliest substantial witnesses to our familiar Gospel
of Matthew (6.3.4.1).

6. It has a Vorlage which is a relatively pure witness to the textform that it
shares with its closest allies o1 and 03 (6.3.4.2) so that the three witnesses
may sometimes be triangulated to assess their relative impact on external
attestation.

7. Relative to other manuscripts, it has a very high rate of agreement with NA%?,
comparable to that of 03 (6.3.2.2).

Points 3—7 are features Schenke could not observe since they are incompatible
with his understanding of mae?. It is these last five features, however, along
with the first two, that give mae? such significance. As a consequence, mae? is
worthy of further analysis and is likely to be used extensively to help establish
the text of Matthew’s Gospel in those passages which are not translationally
ambiguous.
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