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chapter 1

The Significance of Codex Schøyen
and Explanations for Its Text

1.1 Introduction1

1.1.1 The Schøyen Collection
The Schøyen 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.”2 This noble and estimable
purpose is evident in its acquisition and publication ofmany significantmanu-
scripts,3 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 Schøyen Collection
series.4

The manuscript is a part of the Coptic literary tradition long recognised as
important for establishing the text of the New Testament.5 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accompanied by translation, and most citations in French and German have either been
replaced by summary explanations or translated in full (all translations are my own, with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 Schøyen Collection 2009. I am thankful for Mr. and Mrs. Schøyen’s kindness and hospi-
tality as I examined the manuscript at the Schøyen Collection near Oslo, Norway in June
2010.

3 Its website asserts that the collection “comprises about 13,700 manuscripts and inscribed
objects” (Schøyen 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).
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is not well attested prior to the fourth century,6 and some have asserted that
the text of the Gospels evolved significantly and chaotically in the earliest
period of textual transmission (Koester 1990, tenKate 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.7

1.1.2 Manuscript Description
The editor, H.-M. Schenke, designated themanuscript “Codex Schøyen,” in hon-
our of the collector Hans Martin Schøyen, to whom the edition was dedicated.
Its text is in the Middle Egyptian Coptic dialect.8 Its first five folios are miss-
ing (1:1–5:37), as well as one other leaf (part of Matt 10), and it is lacunose to
some extent on each page.9 The Schøyen Collection describes the manuscript
as originally having 45 papyrus folios (23×20cm.), written in a single column
(18×14–16cm.) of 25–28 lines, “in a fine regular Coptic uncial.” The SchøyenCol-
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)” (2012a, 255).

8 “TheMesokemic orMiddle Egyptian dialect… belongs to the Coptic dialects ofMiddle Egypt.
It is one of the relativelyminor 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 Schøyen is the
second Middle Egyptian Matthew that has come to light in the 20th century. NA27 uses the
siglummae in reference to theMiddle Egyptian versions generally. InMatthew, mae refers to
Codex Scheide; in Acts, CodexGlazier; and in the Pauline letters, CodexMilani. UBS4 uses the
siglummeg for theMiddleEgyptianwitnesses. Codex Schøyenhasnot yet been citedby either
New Testament edition. A fifth Middle Egyptian biblical text is Codex Mudil of Psalms. Most
recently, Askeland has published aMiddle Egyptian fragment of John’s Gospel from the Petrie
Museum (2012a, 148–155). Schenke produced the editio princeps not only of Codex Schøyen,
but also that of Scheide (1981) andGlazier (1991b), not tomention an analysis ofMudil (1996).
For a bibliography of theMiddle Egyptian dialect, cf. Heike Behlmer’s compilation, (2009), to
which should be added Bosson 2006; Schenke 1996, 1999, 2000, 2001a, 2004b.

9 Uwe-Karsten Plisch characterises mae2 as a whole “recht gut erhalten, jedoch weniger gut als
der schon bekannte mittelägyptische Mt-Text des Codex Scheide” (2001, 368).
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region of Egypt (Schøyen Collection 2009). Following the editor, I refer to the
manuscript with the siglummae2.10

1.1.3 Significance ofMae2
Mae2 is significant for multiple reasons.11 First, it is often cited, perhaps too
confidently, as having an early fourth century date, and as such, the Schøyen
Collection claims that “11 chapters … and a great number of verses elsewhere,
are … the earliest witnesses to these parts of the Bible.”12 Given that Matthew
has so little second and third century attestation, such an early date would
makemae2 all themore 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.13 Thirdly, its subdialect, although close to that of Codex
Mudil (Plisch 2001, 368; Schenke 2001) is hitherto unattested.14 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 mae2. By Vorlage, I refer not to themanuscript’s exemplar, but to the Greek text
behind the Coptic text of Codex Schøyen (pace Baarda, 2006, 401).

11 Nathalie Bosson refers to mae2 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 Schøyen 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 mae2 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 centuriesmore or less (Schenke 1991b, 52; 1991c, 162; cf. Kahle 1954, 223–
224); and 2) mae1 is dated to the fifth century (cf. Metzger, citing also the opinion of Skeat
and Roberts; 1976, 303), and the archaic features in mae1 which Metzger cited to justify
his fifth century date are even more prevalent in mae2. Given the significant syntactical
differences between mae2 and known Greek readings, it may be that the later that one
puts the date for mae2 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 Schüssler’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)” (1991c, 162).

14 This is the conclusion reached by Bosson in her careful dialectal comparison ofmae2 with
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independent from all other Coptic versions of Matthew (Plisch 2001, 368; et
al.). Fifthly, the text of mae2 is probably one of the earliest Middle-Egyptian
Coptic translations,15 and thus from it one might infer the boundaries early
translators may have had in translation technique for authoritative religious
texts.16 Finally, as I argue in chapter six, when translational phenomena are
identified and accounted for, mae2’s strong alliance with both 01 and 03 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

1.2.1 Overview
Mae2’s editor would likely find this last point surprising and dismiss with
prejudice any notion of mae2’s textual affinity with 01 and 03, and perhaps
also the point about the early development of translation technique. Rather,
Schenke argued that mae2 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 mae2 that makes it the textual basis of a Hebrew or Aramaic
Matthew. He writes,

And of themany conceivable options, perhaps the simplest andmost nat-
ural would be that mae2 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 c’est tout naturelle-
ment et à juste titre queR.Kasser voit, dans le texte récemmentpublié par Schenke, ‘la pre-
mière attestation d’un nouveau dialecte copte (pour nous, sigle C, pour Schenke, variété
à rattacher au sigle M)’. Le sigle C proposé à la communauté scientifique résume la nou-
velle appellation kasserienne de cata-mésokémique [i.e., κατα-] …” (2006, 70). Schenke
claimed that the dialect in mae2 is closest to that of an Isaiah manuscript whose 15 frag-
mentary leaves were mixed in with mae2 at the time of the Schøyen Collection’s acqui-
sition of mae2, 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 PetrieMuseumhas a “dialect that is almost precisely the
same as the Schøyen codex text of Matthew” (2012a, 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.17

Baarda explains:

[Schenke appealed] on the one hand to the fact that the Ebionites used
a Gospel of Matthew which was incomplete andmutilated (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 tohis ability.His conclusionwas 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
Schøjen18 manuscript.

2004b, 303

If Schenke’s theory is true, then mae2 would have little value in establishing
the initial text of Matthew’s Gospel as it is known in the Greek manuscript
tradition.19

1.2.2 Schenke’s Case for an Alternative Vorlage
Schenke claimed that certain unexpected features of mae2’s Coptic text are
difficult to explain except by an appeal to an alternative Matthew (2001, 31).
These features include 1) smaller and largerGreek text elements that are unrep-
resented; 2) expansions; 3) numerous loanwords not in the Greek tradition;

17 “Und von den vielen denkbaren Möglichkeiten wäre die einfachste und natürlichste
Annahme vielleicht die daß der von mae 2 repräsentierte Matthäus-Text im Prinzip
diejenige Textform war, die den verschiedenen Ausformungen der judenchristlichen
Evangelien zugrunde lag. Dieses Matthäus-Evangelium aber war, nach den vorliegenden
Nachrichten, ursprünglich hebräisch bzw. aramäisch geschrieben” (Schenke 2001 31).

18 Baarda consistently spells Schøyen “Schøjen.”
19 Schenke noted further that this would also make the two source hypothesis for the syn-

optic problem untenable: “Die Implikation wiederum, daß also auch das kanonische
Matthäus-Evangelium seine Entstehung einer Übersetzung aus dem Hebräischen ver-
dankt, müßte dazu führen, 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 Matthäus-Evangelium in griechischer Sprache auf der
Basis zweier griechischer Quellen geschaffen worden sei, ist mit dieser durch den Codex
Schøyen neu eröffneten 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 (ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲉ-), future con-
junctive (ⲧⲁⲣⲏ-), and limitative (ϥⲁⲛⲧⲉ-) 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.20

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 mae2 which could provide a basis for the
formulation of such translational expectations.21 Consequently, translational
expectations and perceptions of standard equivalencies have been profoundly
influencedby relatively latemanuscripts of the Sahidic andBohairic versions of
the New Testament. These manuscripts have been researched for more than a
hundred years,22 and Coptic scholars have been prone to learn Coptic through
these translations.23 Thus, a newly found version such as that of mae2 might
be assessed by expectations prejudicially formed from themore familiar trans-

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

21 “Thewritten attestation of standardizedCoptic Egyptian beginswith Biblicalmanuscripts
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 …
in 1716 …” (Metzger 1977, 122).

23 In introducing 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…Thevast corpus of Shenouteanevidencewashardly 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 mae2 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, mae2 is one of the earliest Middle Egyptian
translations, produced prior to the dominance of a formal equivalent trans-
lation technique, then some of mae2’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 LinguisticMilieu in Representing Greek
Coptic linguistic conventions can explain some of mae2’s problematic fea-
tures. I demonstrate this throughout this work, but exemplify mymethod 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 mae2’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 mae2’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

Mae2/English/NA27 Comment

11:29 ϥⲓ ⲡⲁⲛⲉϩϥ [ⲉ][ϫⲱⲧⲛ] ⲙⲁⲧⲥⲁⲃⲉ
ⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲁⲧ… ⲧⲁⲣⲉ[ⲧⲉⲛⲕⲓⲙⲏ]
[ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲁ]ⲛⲙⲁⲧⲛⲥ24 take my yoke
upon you; learn fromme … and
you will find a place of rest

ἄρατε τὸν ζυγόν μου ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς καὶ
μάθετε ἀπ᾽ ἐμοῦ …, καὶ εὑρήσετε
ἀνάπαυσιν

In NA27, there are two imperative verbs followed by the
future. Coptic has a formal equivalent for the Greek
future, but none of the Coptic versions use it here, using
instead the future conjunctive. This is so due to the
syntactical environment in which the two Greek
imperatives function as conditions, and the Greek future
functions as a promise. Together, they convey that those
who obey the imperatives will receive rest. Thus, mae2 is
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.)

Mae2/English/NA27 Comment

15:23 [ⲁⲡⲟⲗⲟⲓ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ] ⲧⲁⲣⲉⲥⲗⲁ ⲉⲥⲱϣ

ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓ̈ⲡ[ⲉϩⲟⲩ] [ⲙⲙⲁⲛ] Dismiss
her and she will stop crying out
after us

ἀπόλυσον αὐτήν, ὅτι κράζει
ὄπισθεν ἡμῶν

Mae2 conveys that if the disciples’ request that Jesus
dismiss the woman is fulfilled, then the result will be
that she will stop crying out after them. This differs from
the Greek where the request ends with an explanation
for their request: “for she cries out after us.” The
translator seems to have taken ὅτι not to be explanatory,
but to denote result, perhaps influenced by his
language’s own typical post-imperatival conjugations
and syntactical patterns.25 Thus, this rendering may be
an imprecise translation of the Greek reflected in NA27,
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 ⲁⲙⲏⲓ̈ⲛⲏ ⲛⲧⲉⲛϩⲁⲧⲉⲃϥ

ⲧⲁ[ⲣ]ⲉⲛⲉⲣϭ̅ⲥ̅ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲕⲗⲏⲣⲟⲛⲟⲙⲓⲁ
Come and let us kill him, and
we will be lord to his inheritance

δεῦτε ἀποκτείνωμεν αὐτὸν καὶ
σχῶμεν τὴν κληρονομίαν αὐτοῦ

NA27 begins with the imperative followed by two
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 NA27 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.

ⲧⲁⲣⲉ[ⲧⲉⲛⲕⲓ][ⲙⲏ ϩⲉ]ⲛⲙⲁⲧⲛⲥ you will find rests. My reconstruction of the verb’s object is
close to the reading of boA: ⲉⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉϫⲓⲙⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲁⲛⲙⲧⲟⲛ 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, mae2 provides a correct translation using
its own idiomatic expressions, while the second example conveys a meaning
similar to NA27, 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.26 The starting point of this trend isGerd
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 themost detailed work on
the topic, S.G. Richter and G. Wurst criticised Schenke for not availing himself
of it (2003, 133; Askeland 2012a, 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-
fluß der übersetzung 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 Fällen ist die Entscheidung, ob man eine tex-
tkritisch relevante oder eine übersetzungsbedignte Lesart vor sich hat, nicht
sicher zu treffen” (2002, 86).27 He then shows how the Sahidic translator of
the Jeremiah Corpus represents certain Greek words and syntactical elements
(specifically, καί, 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 theMudil codex, documenting examples of free trans-
lation and the translator’s representationof 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 awork on theResurrectionnarratives
thoroughly documenting the Sahidic’s representation of Greek verb forms.28
In the same year, Elina Perttilä (2008) published “How to Read the Greek Text

in the extant text of mae2, almost twice as much as mae1 which is considerably better
preserved thanmae2. It occurs even less frequently inCodexMudil, and but once inCodex
Glazier.

26 For Syriac, cf. P.J. 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” (2012a, 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 NA27. In 1Pet 1, for exam-
ple, NA27 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.29 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 Mae2

Secondary literature onmae2’s text is limited.31Here I give anoverviewofworks
on mae2 by three authors.32

29 The same is true for Syriac, as can be seen in the differences in citations for 1Pet 1 where
NA27 cites 13 Peshitta readings, seven of which are deemed ambiguous in Editio Critica
Maior.

30 For a theoretical comparison of Greek and Coptic, and for the use of Greek to help under-
stand Coptic, cf. Funk 1984. Also, Franz-Jürgen 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, 2Peter.

31 Formae2’s linguistic features, cf. Bosson 2006; Schenke 2000. Regarding the editio princeps,
apart from the three authors analysed in thepresent section (Baarda, Plisch, and tenKate),
I am aware of reviews by Bethge, Kaiser, and Plisch 2002, Depuydt 2003, Krause 2003,
Niederwimmer 2002, and Richter andWurst 2003. Craig Evans has an article dealing with
early JewishGospels which devotes a lengthy paragraph tomae2’s text (n.d.). Additionally,
M.-E. Boismard has also written on the text of mae2 (2003a; 2003b), which I treat in the
excursus in chapter 3. Wieland Willker includes on his website his analysis of mae2 as
well as excerpts of his personal correspondence withWilliam 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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1.4.1 Analysis of Plisch’s Assessment
1.4.1.1 Introduction
Uwe-Karsten Plisch wrote two overlapping articles dealing with mae2’s texts
involving John the Baptist. Plisch too claims that mae2 is a translation of an
otherwise unknown Greek textform: “Der Text des Codex Schøyen last sich
keinembekanntenTexttyp zuordnen, sondern repräsentiert 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
andWurst 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,33 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).34 Another important explanation suggested by Plisch is
mae2’s northerly oriented dialect (cf. mae2’s use of ⲧⲁⲉⲓⲧ for ⲣⲓⲙⲏ in 11:17; 2001,
379). Similarly, Plisch also points to the lack of the temporal conversion inMid-
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, mae2 has ϩⲛ ⲡⲏⲓ̈ where NA27 has the plural, noting that
the determinators “ⲛ und ⲡ 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” (2012a, 38).
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1.4.1.3 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 mae2 and the Greek that he overlooks mae2’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 mae2’s text (21:28; 2001, 391), his dismissive comment “Sofern
nicht schon die griechischeVorlage vonmae2 ein anderesWort enthielt, ist dies
Übersetzung 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, ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁϥ does not correspond formally to NA27’s Τί δὲ
ὑμῖν δοκεῖ, but it does convey (accurately) that Jesus asked his opponents for
their opinionof amatter; such conveyanceofmeaningmayhavebeen sufficient
for the translator.38 Ironically, although Plisch cites syntactical incongruities
between mae2 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 9:15 (cf. 13:56;
26:65co; cf. 5:46boA, 5:47mae1 boA), mae2 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), mae2’s idiomatic ϩⲱϥ ⲁⲛ highlights the author’s intended contrast. In 16:2 (cf. 15:[24];
19:[4]; 21:29, 30; 22:1; 26:[66]), mae2 lacks representation of the redundant participle in
the introductory speech formula (cf. many modern translations). These phenomena,
occurring as they do elsewhere in mae2 and the Coptic versions, are probably transla-
tional.

36 11:8 (singular ⲡⲏⲓ̈ in mae2 with mae1); 14:1 (ⲇⲉ in ϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ ⲇⲉ with boA; cf. 11:25; 12:1boA); 14:6
(ϩⲁϥⲟⲣⲕ ⲛⲉⲥ ϩⲁϥϩⲟⲙⲟⲗⲟ[ⲅⲉⲓ] with boA); 17:10 (no representation of οὖν, in agreement with
mae1 and boA); 21:31b, 32 (ⲡⲟⲣⲛⲟⲥwith boA instead of ⲡⲟⲣⲛⲏ).

37 Plisch presents mae2’s text with its reconstructions at the beginning of the discussion of
each pericope, but the lacunae are typically notmentioned in the bodywhere the reading
is discussed. For example, in the case of [ϩⲁ]ϥⲓ ϣ[ⲁ]ⲣ̣[ⲱⲧⲛ ⲛϫⲏ ⲓ̈ⲱϩⲁ]ⲛ̣ⲛⲏⲥ in 11:18, 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 heißt es ‘wer von ihnen’ statt ‘wer von den zweien’ ” (2001,
392). However, whether one readsmae2’s ⲛⲓⲙ ⲙ̇ⲙⲁⲟⲩ which of them ormae1’s ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲙ ⲡⲉⲥⲛⲉⲩ

which of the two, the referent is obvious.
39 E.g., in 21:28 ϩⲁϥϩⲁⲛϥ in mae1 for προσελθών (so also v. 30); ⲛⲉϥ (ⲛⲁϥ) in boA and mae1
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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 [mae2] and Schenke’s re-translation into Greek with the apparatuses in the
great editions.”40 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” (2004a, 266).

Baarda allows thatmae2 reflects somehitherto lost Greek variants,41 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 phenomenawhichmight account for the
different renderings in mae2. He indicates his openness to explanations such
as

– translational tendencies (2004a, 269, 271, 280; 2006a, 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 Copticwords 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, 2006a, 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 ⲛⲛⲟ in sa9 for οὐ θέλω; in 21:31 ⲥⲉⲟ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ

ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ in sa9 for προάγουσιν ὑμᾶς (note also the future in boA and mae2). Other such
examples abound, and should caution against the expectation that the Coptic translator
render the Greek Vorlagewith strict equivalency.

40 2004b, 303. Baarda’s research produced four articles (2004a, 2004b, 2006, 2008).
41 Baarda cites two possible examples: Matt 6:11 (ⲛⲣⲉⲥⲧⲏ of tomorrow for ἐπιούσιον) and 19:20

(ϩⲁⲓ̈ⲉⲟⲩ I have done them for ἐφύλαξα, 2004b, 305). For 6:11, cf. chapter 3 6:11b. 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 ἐφύλαξα.
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– Coptic idiom (277)
– adoptionof epexegetical glosses in the translator’sGreekmanuscript (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 mae2’s
unexpected readings. Specifically, where mae2 lacks correspondence with
NA27, he suggests possible genetic coherence between the Vorlagen of mae2
and Syriac texts to explain

– the occurrence of the possessive article formy beloved (ⲡⲁⲙⲉⲛⲣⲉⲓⲧ) in 17:543
– the occurrence of the prepositional pronoun ϣⲁⲣⲁⲟⲩ conveying that Jesus

came to them in 17:7 (syp h; 277)
– the occurrence of the preposition for before where mae2 literally reads that

Jesus told his disciples not to say this vision [i.e., the transfiguration] before
anyone (ϩⲁⲧⲉⲛ) in 17:9.44

Baarda makes similar claims throughout, concluding, “We find parallels in the
Syriac tradition,whichmightmean either that therewas once a variant reading
of this kind in Greek, or that perhaps the Coptic translator had a Syriac text at
his deskwhile hewas engaged in his translationwork” (285). Elsewhere, Baarda
cites the possibility of genetic coherence between the Vorlagen of mae2 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 mae2 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 sypal, and secondarily the Diatessaron, Ephraim, and syc (2004a, 276).
44 “It is 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 Syp. One
may compare Lk. 9:36 in the Vetus Syra (Sys c): … ‘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
(ⲛ-) is frequently replaced by the possessive article irrespective of Vorlage (ⲛⲉ⸗;
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 ὅτι
(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.45

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 amixed review of Williams’ book on Syriac translation technique (2006b),
even though this new article (2006a) was verymuch in sympathy with the kind
of appeal to translation theory outlined and demonstrated by Williams.

With justification, Baarda severely critiques Schenke’s retroversion.46 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 ⲟⲩⲱϣ (ⲟⲩⲉϣ) serves as a model for
this approach. Baarda’s analysis led him to doubt that ⲟⲩⲱϣ always implies
θέλειν in the Vorlage, and concludes that ⲟⲩⲱϣ 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” (2006a, 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 ismore sceptical of versional evidence as a credi-
ble indicator of otherwise unattestedGreek readings. In regard to the the occur-
rence of ⲟⲩⲉϣ in 19:16 in mae2 (and mae1), Baarda writes, for example, “… the
fact that no other Greek or versional witness exists with the reading τί θέλεις
ποιήσω raises a serious doubt concerning the correctness of [Schenke’s] retrans-
lation” (585; 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 mae2 (and mae1) 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 [mae2’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 καί and δέ, and the interjection ἰδού
in mae2. He does so by comparing mae2 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 [καί] in the process
of translation or copying. The same is true for δέ …” He reaches the same con-
clusion in regard to ἰδού (269–270). My own research (presented below in 1.5)
augments Baarda’s assessment of Schenke’s Konjunktionsnetz argument.48

47 While the auxiliary use of ⲟⲩⲱϣ is discernible in Sahidic (e.g., 8:29sa), this distinct usage
is more obvious inMiddle Egyptian due to its more frequent occurrence. The same is true
for features such as the use of the verb ⲓ̈ 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 mae2.

48 Similar conclusions are reached in regard to Sahidic by Feder (2002, 86–94) and by Perttilä
(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).
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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 τότε
in NA27 and ⲧⲟⲧⲏ (ⲧⲟⲧⲉ) in mae2. 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 NA27 despite any incongruity in syntax or vocabulary with known Greek
readings.49

Ultimately, however, what is most remarkable about mae2’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 τότε, ἰδού, initial καί, and post-
positive δέ in NA27 is substantially the same as that of mae2. Moreover, regard-
ing Schenke’s theory, how strange it would be that editors would suppress such
classic Hebraisms as ἰδού and initial καί, and then that Jewish-Christians would
deem the edited text as conducive for the redactionof Jewish-Christian gospels.

1.4.3 Analysis of ten Kate’s Assessment
Albert tenKatewrote an extensive article entitled, “À la recherche de la parenté
textuelle du Codex Schøyen.” Title aside, ten Kate’s intention is not to iden-
tify textual relationships between mae2 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 mae2
reflects an alternative version of Matthew.

1.4.3.1 Identification of “Variants”
What tenKate does intend in this article is to documentmany readings inmae2
(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 ἰδού with “behold,” and
avoids representation of καί and δέ in many contexts, yet its underlying text differs little
from other translations which tend to render these words strictly.
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The use of the term variant for certain readings in mae2 is imprecise for
two reasons (cf. Epp 1993, 47–61). First, mae2 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 inmae2 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: I tell you the truth
NJB: In truth I tell you

The matter is confused further, for whenever he identifies a “variant” in mae2,
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.50 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 textsmay imply nothing about genealogical relationshipswith ear-
lier Greek texts without taking into consideration themeaning of the texts. The

50 E.g., ten Kate states that mae2’s articulated attributive (ⲛ̇ⲛⲏ ⲉⲧ[ⲛⲁⲩϩⲁⲣⲉϩ] the ones keeping
guard) is “identique” to manuscripts of Syriac, Ethiopian, Old Latin, Armenian, and the
Diatessaron which disagree with NA27’s simple noun τῆς κουστωδίας. 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 polyvalence51
and synonymity52 of words, especially as they are influenced by context; 2)
differences in syntactical systems from one language to another;53 3) evolu-
tion of a language’s norms over a period of centuries;54 and 4) varying levels
of the translator’s consciousness and commitment to his own translation tech-
nique.55

1.4.3.3 Production of a Liturgical and Evangelistic Text
Having identified so many “variants” in mae2, ten Kate then compares them
individually with the Greek and the other versional renderings. He rightly

51 For example, theGreekwords καί and δέmeanmore than just “and” and “but.” Rather, they
have ranges ofmeaning corresponding to theEnglish glosses thereupon (at that), thereafter
(afterward), thus (so), and then (so), for which mae2 regularly renders with ⲧⲟⲧⲉ (ⲧⲟⲧⲏ).
Ten Kate recognises this in regard to 24:14 when hewrites, “La conjonction ⲧⲟⲧⲏ, ‘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 mae2’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 For 24:4 (cf. v. 6), NA27 reads βλέπετεwhich, in this context, is awarning towatch out, or, to
be on guard. Mae2 thus has ϩⲁⲣⲉϩ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲉⲛ which, in this context, is synonymous with the
expressions ⲁⲛⲉ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲉⲣⲟⲧⲛ in mae1 (and similarly boA), and ϭⲱϣⲧ in sa9. Yet, regarding
mae2’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 Mae2’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. Mae2 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
whereNA27 has a present participle (the equivalent ofwhich is lacking inCoptic) followed
by the future to convey “the Lord (will) come and will find him …,” while mae2 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 Thepossibility is difficult toprove since 1) theCopticwriting system is thought tobehardly
earlier than the evangelisation of middle and upper Egypt; 2) so few Coptic manuscripts
are known tobe fromtheearliestCoptic period; and3) biblicalGreekmayhaveprofoundly
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 thatmanyof the “variants” inmae2 are simpler,56 clearer,57 and shorter58
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 tomae2’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 readingwith 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 itselfwhich should not be difficult
to grasp, in order to be able to convince the hearers.59

Thus, ten Kate understands mae2’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 (ϥⲓ) the Noahic generation away, mae2 explicates
that they were all killed (24:39); instead of reading that people will be handed over, mae2
explicates that they will be handed over to death (24:10).

58 E.g., redundant Greek words are left unrendered (24:1, 45; cf. Perttilä 2008, 376); mae2
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 l’emploi liturgique de ces
textes. Ils devaient être 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
n’était pas récité.Deplus, il est probable quedans la liturgie vivante les conjonctions n’ont
qu’une valeur restreinte, puisque le texte récité doit avoir un logique simple en lui-même,
qui ne doit pas être trop difficile à saisir, afin de pouvoir convaincre l’auditoire.” (622)
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“variants,” however, do not fall into these three categories. TenKate 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”
(ϩⲉⲛⲇⲓⲱⲅⲙⲟⲥ) where the word for earthquake is expected.60 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 tobe simpler, clearer, andoften shorter, and that sucha translationwould
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 mae2 have genetic coher-
ence with readings in the other versions. In particular, ten Kate claims that
mae2’s relationshipwith theDiatessaron and a particular Georgianmanuscript
is obvious (“saute aux yeux”; 2007, 621). Ten Kate claims, however, that “le texte
de Mae 2 ne peut pas être réduit à 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 mae2 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 ⲇⲓⲱⲅⲙⲟⲥ probably reflects a scribal corruption of ⲇⲓⲥⲙⲟⲥ, which is mae2’s orthography for
his representation of σεισμός (cf. mae1’s ⲥⲓⲥⲙⲟⲥ; cf. 27:54; 28:2).
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variant readings. But the textual multiplicity from the beginning of the
Christian eraobligates themto retrace their steps starting fromthe textual
freedom in the primitive Church, which then evolved toward a relatively
uniform text.61

Thus, for ten Kate, mae2’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
2005g).

Mae2, 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 evenwhile translating it without
syntactical exactitude. Given mae2’s strong textual affiliation with 01 and 03
(cf. 6.3 below), this may have been the case.

1.5 Frequently Recurring Translational Incongruities

Between mae2 and NA27, 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 mae2’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.62 The large number of of such
incongruities in mae2 and the other Coptic versions would suggest that the
incongruities are probably not representative of unattestedGreek readings, but
rather, indicative of translational phenomena.

61 “Le texte du UBS est le résultat exemplaire de cette orientation erronée: on cherche à y
éditer un texte à partir de cette idée préconçue, qu’ il aurait dû exister un texte originel, à
reconstituer en comparant les variantes. Or la multiplicité textuelle, dès le début de l’ère
chrétienne, oblige à rebrousser chemin en partant de la liberté textuelle au sein de l’Église
primitive, qui évolua ensuite vers une uniformité textuelle relative.” (2007, 623).

62 The passages cited are from three sample leaves of mae2 (cf. 3.1.2 below), excluding
lacunose passages and passages involving relevant textual variants.
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Frequently recurring translational incongruities63

Greek element
Examples of incongruous
representation in mae2 Intraversional corroboration64

καί65 sampling from 5:38–6:18: 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

X: 5:40co, 40co, 40co, 41mae1 sa9, 44sa9,
46co, 47co; 6:5mae1 sa9, 6co, 6mae1 sa9,
10mae1 sa9, 12mae1 sa9, 13sa9, 17sa9

ϩⲱ⸗:67 5:47; 6:12, 14 ϩⲱ⸗: 5:46boA, 5:47mae1 boA; 12co, 14co

sampling from 12:3–28: 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

X: 12:4mae1 sa9, 7mae1 sa9, 12:9sa9; 10mae1,
10sa9, 11sa9, 11co, 13mae1, 13mae1 sa9, 15sa9,
15mae1, 16co, 18co, 20boA, 21sa9, 22co,
22mae1 sa9, 23sa9 boA, 26mae1 sa9, 27mae1

ⲇⲉ:68 12:17 ⲇⲉ: 12:13sa9

sampling from 28:1–20: sampling from 28:1–20:
X: 28:3, 4, 7, 7, 8, 9, 9, 14, 18(?), 20 28:4mae1 sa9, 7mae1, 7co, 8sa9, 9mae1 sa9,

14sa9, 15sa9, 18mae1 sa9

ⲧⲟⲧⲏ: 12:12 ⲇⲉ: 28:8mae1, 12sa9, 14mae1, 17mae1 sa9

63 X indicates no representation.
64 Some readings may reflect variation in the Greek manuscript tradition.
65 Data in the chart assume that the formal equivalent for καί in the Coptic versions is ⲁⲩⲱ

(mae2: ⲁ(ⲟ)ⲩⲱ; boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ) or ⲙⲛ (mae2: ⲙ[ⲉ]ⲛ; boA: ⲛⲉⲙ). The phenomenon is documented
in Perttilä 370–376; Plumley 1977, 149; cf. Layton 2004, 178.

66 The lack of representation of καί often reflects the Coptic linguistic preference for asyn-
deton, and a tendency to avoid representation of καί when used to transition to a new
topic. In a few cases, Coptic compensates for the lack of representation of καί with the
conjunctive (e.g., 12:18mae1 sa9) and the circumstantial (e.g., 12:23mae2 mae1 sa9).

67 Emphatic καί is often represented by the Coptic linguistic convention ϩⲱ⸗; cf. Askeland
2012a, 26.

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

Greek element
Examples of incongruous
representation in mae2 Intraversional corroboration

δέ = ⲇⲉ sampling from 5:38–6:18: sampling from 5:38–6:18:
X: 5:39, 44 X: 5:44boA

sampling from 12:3–28: sampling from 12:3–28:
X: 12:3, 7, 14, 15, 25 X: 12:7mae1, boA, 14sa9 boA

sampling from 28:1–20: sampling from 28:1–20:
X: 28:3, 5, 11 X: 28:5mae1, 11boA, 16boA, 17mae1

ἰδού69 X: 12:10; 28:2, 7, 7, 9, 11, 20 28:7mae1, 9mae1

γάρ = ⲅⲁⲣ 5:46; 6:7, 14, 16; 28:2, 5, 6 6:14mae1; 28:2boA, 6mae1

τότε = ⲧⲟⲧⲏ70 12:22; 28:10 28:10sa9

69 In Schenke’s statistical analysis for mae2 and mae1’s representation of ἰδού, he only con-
sidered the occurrences of the words ϩⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲏ and ϩⲏⲡⲏ, counting eight occurrences in mae2
and 23 for mae1 (2001, 32, n. 31). Strikingly, by restricting his analysis to ϩⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲏ and ϩⲏⲡⲏ,
mae2 would have a slightly higher rate of representation of ἰδού than even boA. In reality,
the Coptic versions have several ways to represent ἰδού, including ϩⲓ, ⲉⲓⲥ, ϩⲏⲏⲧⲉ, ϩⲏⲏⲡⲉ, in
varied combinations in each dialect. Sometimes mae2 andmae1 compensate with the cir-
cumstantial (8:34mae1) or withⲇⲉ (28:9mae1).Mae2 never gives formal representation to καὶ
ἰδού (cf. 7:4; 8:32, 34; 9:2, 3, 10, 20; 12:10, 41; 17:3, 5; 27:51; 28:7, 20).

70 The sampling from the three leaves (cf. 3.1.2) is not typical for thewholemanuscript. There
are 71 occurrences of τότε in NA27 that are extant inmae2. Mae2 represents τότε with ⲧⲟⲧⲏ

(= ⲧⲟⲧⲉ) 53 times, and ⲧⲟⲧⲏ 18 times. The lack of formal representation of τότε is corrobo-
rated in seven of these passages by the other Coptic versions: 16:21co, 27mae1 sa9; 22:13sa9;
24:21sa9 boA; 26:16co; 27:16co; 28:10sa9. Especially problematic for the alternative Vorlage
explanation are five passages wheremae2 formally renders τότε with ⲧⲟⲧⲏ, but other Cop-
tic versions do not: 8:23mae1; 16:21mae1 sa9 boA; 24:30bmae1; 24:30csa9; 27:58mae1. These data
indicate that the lack of ⲧⲟⲧⲏ in the Coptic versions does not reliably reflect the absence
of τότε in their Greek Vorlagen. Moreover, mae2 uses ⲧⲟⲧⲏ 29 times in passages where τότε
is lacking in NA27. However, in most of the passages, if not all, ⲧⲟⲧⲏ is a contextually sen-
sitive translation of the Greek. For example, mae2 uses ⲧⲟⲧⲏwhere NA27 has καί and δέ in
narrative transition, much as a modern dynamic equivalent translation might read.



the significance of codex schøyen and explanations for its text 25

Greek element
Examples of incongruous
representation in mae2 Intraversional corroboration

οὖν = ⲟⲩⲛ71 5:48; 6:2, 8; 12:12, 26; 28:19 5:48sa9; 6:2sa9, 12:12mae1 boA

Participles72 sampling from 5:38–6:18:
5:40; 6:3, 7

sampling from 12:3–28:
12:4, 9, 10, 14, 15, 17, 20, 20, 22, 24, 25, 25,
25

sampling from 28:1–20
28:2, 5, 8, 12, 12, 13, 13, 15

– Greek substantive: articulated
relative (5:46co); circumstantial
(6:4mae2); relative (6:4mae1 sa9 boA)

– Greek present: circumstantial
(6:16co); future circumstantial
(6:3mae2); conditional + circumstantial
(6:17mae2 mae1); conditional +
circumstantial + future (6:7mae2);
durative present (6:18mae2)

– Greek aorist: imperative (6:6mae2
mae1 boA); conjunctive (6:6sa9); relative
(12:9mae1 sa9); relative perfect (12:9mae2
boA)

– Greek perfect active: circumstantial
(12:25mae1 sa9); relative perfect
(12:25mae2 sa9).

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

71 Sa9 does not use the Greek loanword ⲟⲩⲛ to represent οὖν, but rather ϭⲉ.
72 Coptic lacks a formal equivalent for theparticiple, 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 Mae2 Mae1 Sa9 BoA

Ὀψέ [ⲧ]-ⲟ̣ⲩϣⲏ ⲣⲟⲩϩⲉ ⲣⲟⲩϩⲉ ⲣⲟⲩϩⲓ

σαββάτων ⲡ-ⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛ ⲡ-ⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲧⲟⲛ ⲡ-ⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲧⲟⲛ ⲛⲓ-ⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲧⲟⲛ73

τῇ ἐπιφωσκούσῃ ϣⲱⲣ[ⲡ] ⲉϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲉϩⲧⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲩⲓ

μίαν σαββάτων –74 ⲧ-ⲕⲩⲣⲓⲁⲕⲏ75 ⲥⲟⲩⲁ

ⲙ-ⲡ-ⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲧⲟⲛ
ⲉⲫⲟⲩⲁⲓ

ⲛ-ⲛⲓ-ⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲧⲟⲛ

Μαρία76 ἡ
Μαγδαληνή

ⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙⲙⲏ

ⲧ-ⲙⲁⲅⲇⲁⲗⲓⲛⲏ
ⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙ

ⲧ-ⲙⲁⲅⲇⲁⲗⲏ
ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ

ⲧ-ⲙⲁⲅⲇⲁⲗⲏⲛⲏ
ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ

ϯ-ⲙⲁⲅⲇⲁⲗⲓⲛⲏ

ἡ ἄλληΜαρία [ⲧ-ⲕ]ⲁⲓ-
ⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙⲙⲏ

ⲧ-ⲕⲉ-ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ ⲧ-ⲕⲉ-ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ ϯ-ⲕⲉ-ⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ

τὸν τάφον ⲡⲉ-ⲙϩⲉⲟ[ⲩ] ⲡⲉ-ⲙϩⲉⲩ ⲡ-ⲧⲁⲫⲟⲥ ⲡⲓ-ⲙϩⲁⲩ

σεισμὸς … μέγας [ⲟⲩ]-ⲛ̣ⲁϫ
ⲛⲇⲓⲥⲙⲟⲥ

ⲟⲩ-ⲛⲁϭ ⲛⲥⲓⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲟⲩ-ⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲕⲙⲧⲟ ⲟⲩ-ⲛⲓϣϯ

ⲙⲙⲟⲛⲙⲉⲛ

ἄγγελος ⲟⲩ-ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲟⲩ-ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲡ-ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲟⲩ-ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ

κυρίου [ⲡ-ϭ̅ⲥ̅] ⲡ-ϫ̅ⲥ̅ ⲡ-ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲡ- ϭ̅ⲥ̅

οὐρανοῦ ⲧ-ⲡⲏ ⲧ-ⲡⲏ ⲧ-ⲡⲉ ⲧ-ⲫⲉ

τὸν λίθον ⲡ-ⲱⲛⲏ ⲡ-ⲟⲛⲉ ⲡ-ⲱⲛⲉ ⲡⲓ-ⲱⲛⲓ

73 Only boA agrees in grammatical number with NA27.
74 Mae2 lacks representation of the second reference to the Sabbath; cf. Chapter 5 28:1.a.2.
75 Mae1 lacks representation of μίαν.
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 NewTestament
in general and the Coptic versions in particular.

2004b, 306

It is this desideratum that is the inspiration for thiswork. Baarda reinforced it in
some informal advice he sent tomewhile 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 Schøjen 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 tomae2’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 mae2 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 mae2’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 mae2’s closest allies in the Greek manuscript tradition
are ascertained, followed by a summary in chapter 7 which contains some
important text-critical implications.
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chapter 2

Features of Mae2 Unaffected or
Minimally Affected by Translation

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, I highlight several significant features of mae2’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 mae2 and NA27 in these elements shows that Schenke
at least exaggerated his case when he characterised mae2’s text as mutilated
and falsified (“gefälscht und verstümmelt”), 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

2.2.1 Correspondence of Pericopes and Verses
Mae2 and NA27 share an identical narrative sequence from one pericope to
another, and this may itself be sufficient to contest Schenke’s claim that mae2
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 mae2. Indeed, most significant is that there are only two verses that are
missing in mae2,1 and verses are nowhere expanded in the way that they are,
for example, in 05’s Luke 6:5 or 9:55–56, or throughout 05’s Acts. One can read
simultaneously a verse of NA27 and the same verse of mae2 and perceive their
general, topical, and very often their specific correspondence. Mae2’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 14:18–19a 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 (themanuscript 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 textmakes sensewithout the two directives, suggesting
that the omissionmay 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
familiarMatthew, nor to include large amounts ofmaterial not otherwise found
therein. Since these data raise significant doubts about Schenke’s thesis, other
explanations for the syntactical differences betweenmae2 and NA27 should be
considered.

2.2.2 Correspondence of Content
The correspondence of pericope and verse sequence betweenmae2 andNA27 is
strengthened in that their specific content is likewise similar. In chapters three,
four, and five, I analyse three of mae2’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

Category Matt 5:38–6:18 Matt 12:3–27 Matt 28:1–20

Characters, including
nominal and
pronominal references
to characters

Jesus, hypothetical
characters,2 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 11
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 I.e., 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) (12:1–23), Jesus
defends his disciples’
actions, Jesus accuses
the Pharisees of
condemning the
guiltless, Jesus travels
and enters synagogue,4
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

TwoMary’s visit the
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,
[6:55]

Temple, synagogue,
hypothetical kingdom
and city and house

Galilee, the mountain6

3 In both NA27 and mae2, the pericope begins in the preceding two verses, with Jesus and his
hungry disciples plucking heads of grain in the grain fields.

4 Mae2 interprets the ambiguous Greek as indicating that the man with the withered hand
came to Jesus. Cf. 12:10.a.1.

5 Because of the obvious copying error (cf. n. 8 below), mae2 lacks reference to synagogues and
street corners.

6 Mae2 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
characters

(None) People were amazed The guards fear, the
disciples doubt7

Narrative teaching topic Reciprocity and
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

Something greater
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

All authority had been
given to Jesus, the
“Great Commission,”
assurance of Jesus’
abiding presence

Scripture Lev 19:18 1Sam 21:6, Hos 6:6, Isa
42:1–3

Of these many larger structural elements, the only difference between mae2
and the Greekmanuscript tradition is thatmae2 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 mae2 does indicate that they oth-
erwise gathered together and bribed the guards. Since these larger structural
elements correspond to NA27, there is little reason to conclude that mae2 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 Mae2’s lacuna cannot be confidently reconstructed where reference to the women’s fear and
great joy is expected.

8 Mae2’s 6:5 does not correspond in content toNA27 due to a scribalmistake inwhich the saying
in v. 7 is copied (cf. 3.4).
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2.3 Correspondence of Names

Wherever extant in mae2, the named characters in NA27 occur in the cor-
responding passages with remarkable consistency.9 Apart from references to
Jesus, there are 158 such occurrences10 in NA27, but there are only 7 differences
frommae2. While the differences may be explained variously,11 the remarkable
correspondence in these names suggests that mae2 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 theVorlage thanmany other syntactical ele-
ments. Consequently, despite significant differences in representation of other
elements, mae2’s close correspondence with NA27 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) ⲃⲉ(ϩⲉ)ⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗ is supplied in 9:34 as the name of the Prince
of Demons (cf. 12:24; Mark 3:22; Luke 11:15); 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 theymay 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 28:18; 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, mae2’s text
does not exhibit the freedom necessary for Boismard’s theory. For example, mae2 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 mae2 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 mae2 is typical: [ⲡ]ⲣⲉⲛ ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲓ̈ϩⲉⲗ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲙⲉⲟⲩ

ⲡⲉ ⲙⲁⲗⲭⲟ[ⲥ] (cf. Layton 2004, 99).
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that mae2’s Vorlage is much more akin to the Matthew known through the
extant manuscript tradition than not. Indeed, these names in mae2 are so for-
mally exact in their correspondence to NA27 as to have only two nominal or
pronominal shifts in all of NA27’s 158 occurrences extant in mae2. By way of
comparison with modern translations, mae2 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

2.4.1 Differences between NA27 andMae2 in References to Jesus
A more exhaustive investigation of nominal references to Jesus is instructive.
A survey of NA27, Aland’s (1978) vollstandige Konkordanz (vK), four Coptic
witnesses (sa9, boA, mae2, and mae1; cf. 3.1.2.1), two Old Syriac witnesses (sys
syc; Wilson and Kiraz 2002), the Peshitta (syp; Etheridge 1849), the Vulgate (vg;
Gryson, Fischer, andFrede 2007), and themanyOld Latin (it)witnesses inAdolf
Jülicher’s edition (1938) cumulatively yield 232 different passages, 185 of which
are extant in mae2, with at least one witness having a nominal reference to
Jesus. Of these 185 passages, mae2 differs from NA27 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;12 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 mae2 and NA27 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
mae2 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.
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2.4.2 Mae2’s Differences Compared with Other Early Versions
The relative similarity of mae2 and NA27 in regard to references to Jesus is seen
in a comparisonwith 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 13 NA27 Mae2 Mae1 Sa9 BoA Sys Syc Syp It14 Vg

Number of
passages extant
in subject
witnesses out of
232 total

174
100%

232
100%

185
80.8%

232
100%

232
100%

232
100%

201
86.6%

154
66.4%

232
100%

232
100%

232
100%

Total occur-
rences of nomi-
nal references
to Jesus

58 82 64 57 82 79 100 55 47 75

Total number
of differences
from NA27
based on
witnesses’
extant material

22
12.6%

25
13.5%

27
11.6%

12
5.2%

11
4.7%

48
23.9%

30
19.5%

46
19.8%

17
7.3%

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 Jülicher 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
frommultiple 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 Mae2 Mae1 Sa9 BoA Sys Syc Syp It Vg

Differences
between NA27
and witnesses
in only the 185
extant passages
of mae2

13
7.0%

25
13.5%

24
10.4%

10
4.3%

10
4.3%

3415
21.8%

1916
19.0%

31
16.8%

10
4.3%

Differences
from NA27
of subject
witnesses
in only the
185 extant
passages of
mae2, excluding
passages with
significant v.l.17

18
9.7%

14
7.6%

7
3.8%

2
1.1%

26
16.7%

11
11.0%

20
10.8%

4
2.2%

Number of
occurrences
of nominal
reference to
Jesus without
support from
any other
witness

10
5.4%

4
2.2%

2
1.1%

0
0%

16
10.3%

3
3.0%

5
2.7%

0
0%

15 Out of the 232 passages, there are only 156 passages which are extant in bothmae2 and sys.
16 Out of the 232 passages, there are only 100 passages which are extant in bothmae2 and syc.
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 NA27 even though
there are noteworthy textual considerations: 19:18 and 21:7 have substantial Coptic sup-
port, while 13:57 agrees with 01 and 21.
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Mae2’s 9.7% rate of disagreement is comparable with that of mae1 (7.6%),
syp (10.8%), and syc (11.0%). While it is substantially more than the three later
versions sa9 (3.8%), boA (1.1%), and vg (2.2%), it is substantially lower than sys
(16.7%).

2.4.3 Explanation of Differences
Mae2’s higher rate of differences from NA27 compared with sa9, boA, and vg,
may be explained by two factors. First, since vg is a critically reconstructed text,
and because sa9 and boA 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 mae2, near the
zenith of the Coptic tradition, while mae2 was produced perhaps within 100
years of the first Coptic translations. The fewer differences in sa9 and boA,
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 (mae2, mae1, sys, syc,
syp, it) which have more readings with little or no Greek support than the later
witnesses (sa9, boA, vg).

Moreover, there are passages with versional support that disagree with NA27
and apparently have no Greek attestation.18 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 knownworld. A translational expla-
nation offers a simpler and more plausible way to explain these particular dif-
ferences in mae2 (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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2.5.1 Long and Short Variants in UBS4
In mae2’s extant text, there are 15 variant passages cited in UBS4 involving the
inclusion or exclusion of either a significant clause or perhaps an entire verse,
affording theopportunity to check for exact correspondencebetweenNA27 and
mae2.19 The following chart shows the correspondencebetweenmae2 andNA27
for these 15 variant passages. The third (middle) columngives the entirety of the
long reading from whichever Greek edition is cited in the second column; the
fourth and fifth columns indicate whether NA27 andmae2 support the short or
long reading.20

Long and short readings in mae2 and NA27

Source Long reading NA27 andmae2’s support
(with mae2’s text, when mae2 has the long reading)

Short reading Long reading

5:44a RP εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωμένους ὑμᾶς, καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς
μισοῦσιν ὑμᾶς

NA27 = Mae2

6:13 RP ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία καὶ ἡ δύναμις καὶ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς
αἰῶνας. Ἀμήν.

NA27 = Mae2

9:34 NA27 οἱ δὲ Φαρισαῖοι ἔλεγον, Ἐν τῷ ἄρχοντι τῶν δαιμονίων
ἐκβάλλει τὰ δαιμόνια.

NA27 ∽Mae2

Mae2: [ⲙⲫⲁⲣ]ⲓⲥⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲩ[ϫⲱ] ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ϫⲉ ⲁⲣⲏ ⲡⲓ ϩⲓ̈

ⲇ[ⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩ]ⲉⲛ ⲃⲉⲗⲥⲉ[ⲃⲟⲩ]ⲗ ⲡⲁⲣⲭⲱⲛ ⲛⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙ[ⲱⲛ]

12:47 NA27 [εἶπεν δέ τις αὐτῷ, Ἰδοὺ ἡ μήτηρ σου καὶ οἱ ἀδελφοί σου
ἔξω ἑστήκασιν ζητοῦντές σοι λαλῆσαι.]

Mae2
01 03 019 579
597

NA27

19 UBS4 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 mae2 and NA27
disagreewith 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 andmae2’s support
(with mae2’s text, when mae2 has the long reading)

Short reading Long reading

16:2–3 NA27 [ὀψίας γενομένης λέγετε, Εὐδία, πυρράζει γὰρ ὁ οὐρανός·
καὶ πρωΐ, Σήμερον χειμών, πυρράζει γὰρ στυγνάζων ὁ
οὐρανός. τὸ μὲν πρόσωπον τοῦ οὐρανοῦ γινώσκετε
διακρίνειν, τὰ δὲ σημεῖα τῶν καιρῶν οὐ δύνασθε.]

Mae2
01 03 033 ƒ13 157
579

NA27

17:21 RP τοῦτο δὲ τὸ γένος οὐκ ἐκπορεύεται εἰ μὴ ἐν προσευχῇ καὶ
νηστείᾳ

NA27 = Mae2

18:11 RP ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός NA27 = Mae2

19:9 RP καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσας μοιχᾶται. NA27 = Mae2

20:16 RP πολλοὶ γάρ εἰσιν κλητοί, ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί NA27 = Mae2

20:22–23 RP ἢ τὸ βάπτισμα ὃ ἐγὼ βαπτίζομαι βαπτισθῆναι; … καὶ τὸ
βάπτισμα ὃ ἐγὼ βαπτίζομαι βαπτισθήσεσθε …

NA27 = Mae2

21:4421 NA27 [καὶ ὁ πεσὼν ἐπὶ τὸν λίθον τοῦτον συνθλασθήσεται· ἐφ᾽ ὃν
δ᾽ ἂν πέσῃ λικμήσει αὐτόν.]

Mae2
05 33

NA27

23:1422 RP Οὐαὶ δὲ ὑμῖν, γραμματεῖς καὶ Φαρισαῖοι ὑποκριταί, ὅτι
κατεσθίετε τὰς οἰκίας τῶν χηρῶν, καὶ προφάσει μακρὰ
προσευχόμενοι· διὰ τοῦτο λήψεσθε περισότερον κρίμα.

NA27 = Mae2

27:35 TR ἵνα πληρωθῇ τὸ ῥηθὲν ὑπὸ τοῦ προφήτου διεμερίσαντο τὰ
ἱμάτιά μου ἑαυτοῖς καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν ἱματισμόν μου ἔβαλον
κλῆρον

NA27 = Mae2

21 NA27 has the text in brackets.
22 This is RP’s v. 13.
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Long and short readings in mae2 and NA27 (cont.)

Source Long reading NA27 andmae2’s support
(with mae2’s text, when mae2 has the long reading)

Short reading Long reading

27:49 WH23 [[Ἄλλος δὲ λαβὼν λόγχην ἔνυξεν αὐτοῦ τὴν πλευράν, καὶ
ἐξῆλθεν ὕδωρ καὶ αἷμα]]
Mae2: ϩⲁ ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲉ̇ ϩⲁϥϫⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲗⲟⲅⲭⲏ ϩⲁϥⲧⲁ[ϫⲥϥ ϩⲁϥϫⲉ]ⲧ
ⲛⲉⲥⲡⲓⲣ ϩⲁ ⲟⲩⲥⲛⲁϥ ⲓ̈ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ· ⲙⲉⲛ [ⲟⲩⲙⲁⲟⲩ]

NA27 Mae2
01 03 04 019
1010

28:9 RP ὡς δὲ ἐπορεύοντο ἀπαγγεῖλαι τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ NA27 = Mae2

Since mae2 has the short reading in 13 of these 15 passages, mae2 has “exact”
correspondence to readings in significant manuscripts of the Greek textual
tradition. In 10 of these 13 cases, mae2 corresponds exactly with NA27, 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 mae2 is bracketed
by NA27, indicating great difficulty in determining the text.24 This agreement
would be highly unlikely if mae2’s Vorlage had been an alternative version of
Matthew.

Similarly, mae2 corresponds to NA27’s long reading in 9:34, leaving 27:49
as the only passage where mae2 has the long reading against NA27’s short
reading. Nonetheless, even in 27:49, mae2 enjoys support from an impressive
range of manuscripts (01 03 04 019), and is similar to the reading found in
other editions.25 Thus, when both short and long readings are considered,
mae2 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. Mae2 supports the subvariant in which
theword order forwater and blood is inverted, but in correspondencewith 21manuscripts
as cited in Aland et al. 1999, 133. The subvariant is not cited in NA27.

24 NA27’s Editionum Differentiae appendix (749–750) cites the following editions as having
the shorter readingwhich agreewithmae2 or as placing the text in brackets: 12:47Westcott
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 NA27’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 Mae2’s Correspondence with NA27 Compared with Other
Manuscripts

These data counter the claim that mae2 reflects an alternative version, for
mae2’sVorlage in these 15passages seem incredibly similar towell attested read-
ings of the manuscript tradition, and to NA27 in particular. The unlikelihood of
the coincidence ismade all the clearer through a comparisonof themost signif-
icant manuscripts from NA27’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 NA27 and “consistently cited witnesses”

NA27 mae2 01 03 04 05 019 032 038 ƒ1 ƒ13 33

5:44a Short Short Short Short Long Long Long Long Short Long Long
6:13 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
23:14 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-
ment
with
NA27

15 of 15
100%

11 of 15
73.3%

12 of 15
80.0

11 of 15
73.3%

5 of 11
45.5%

9 of 15
60.0%

9 of 15
60.0

7 of 15
46.7%

10 of
15
66.7%

10 of
15
66.7%

7 of 15
46.7%

9 of 15
60.0%

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., 𝔓44 and 𝔓45 are not extant in any of the
variants under consideration. Most majuscules are also excluded for the same reason. In
particular, 02 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 01, mae2 and 03 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
mae2, mae2’s agreement rate of 73.3%would increase to 93.3%, andwould sur-
pass not only 03’s revised 80%, but also 01’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 inmae2 are unaffected orminimally 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 betweenNA27
and the Vorlage of mae2, casting doubt on Schenke’s theory that mae2 reflects
a hitherto lost alternative version ofMatthew. This correspondencemost likely
derives froma similarity betweenmae2’sVorlage 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 mae2 and
NA27 suggests that the use of NA27 as a base text for assessing syntactical
correspondencebetweenmae2 and theGreek tradition is reasonable. Secondly,
it strengthens the notion that mae2’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 betweenmae2 andNA27, 01, and 03 in the 15 passages
discussed above anticipates conclusions in chapter six where I analyse mae2’s
textual character and identify its closest allies.

These three points anticipate much of the next chapter which compares
mae2’s syntax with the other Coptic versions in the translation of their respec-
tive Greek Vorlagen.
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chapter 3

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 mae2 that
are minimally affected or unaffected by translation are strikingly similar to
Matthew’s Gospel as it is found in NA27 (and other critical editions). This
makes improbable Schenke’s claim thatmae2 reflects a hitherto lost alternative
version of Matthew’s Gospel.

Schenke made his claim on the basis of what he deemed as mae2’s bewil-
dering textual heterogeneity (“verwirrenden Andersartigkeit”). He cited vari-
ous recurring syntactical features, asserting that they are entirely different from
what is otherwisewell known to us through the other Coptic versions.1 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 inmae2 than they are in the other Coptic versions; 2) there are signif-
icant points of commonality betweenmae2 and the other Coptic versions; and
3) Schenke’s method of retroversion is invalid. The three points, if demonstra-
ble,wouldmakeuntenable Schenke’s characterisationofmae2 as bewilderingly
heterogeneous.

3.1.2 Analysis of 5:38–6:18
I placemy arguments against Schenke’s thesis intomy analysis of mae2’s text of
Matt 5:38–6:18. The analysis documents some of the translator’s translational
habits, shows mae2’s correspondence to known Greek readings, and assesses
mae2’s support for variant readings.

This is the first of three successive chapters in which sample leaves of mae2
are analysed. I have chosen leaves fromdifferent 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 Schøyen 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 natürlich durchaus verschiedene
Aspekte” (2001, 30).
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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 mae2 with the other three Coptic versions, as represented by the
following three manuscripts:

Sahidic: sa9 (M569, Pierpont Morgan, New York; Perez 1984)
Bohairic: boA (Huntington 17, Bodleian, Oxford; Horner 1898–1905)
Middle Egyptian: mae1 (Codex Scheide; Princeton, M144; Schenke 1981).

Sa9 and boA have been deemed excellent representatives of their respective
versions, perhaps suggesting a relatively low number of singular and secondary
readings.2

The analysis for each verse includes a chart designed to show both mae2’s
unique elements and its agreements with the other versions. The initial row
contains the text of mae2, with an original English translation. Below it in the
first column is the text of NA27, including NA27’s text-critical sigla.3 The column
is subdivided into descending cells so that NA27’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 siglumX indicates that the difference
involves the absence of an element.

2 For sa9, cf. Kreinecker 2008, 22. For boA, 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 boA “was an eccentric MS.
withmany 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 saHorner (1911–1924).

3 NA27’s 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, oneunit ismarkedout as μὴ εἰσενέγκῃς
ἡμᾶς εἰς πειρασμόν, ἀλλά, even though it includes the conjunction for the next
clause, for the Coptic versions all agree at every point, except for sa9 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.4
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 uniqueword 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 ⲉⲃⲁⲗ (ⲉⲃⲟⲗ).5

I donot distinguishCoptic’s affectivedemonstrative fromthe simpledefinite
article, nor thepeculiar formofBohairic’s articulated relatives.6When there are
more thanoneuniqueelement reflected in aparticularword, they are indicated
by segmentation of the word’s syntactical elements through dashes.7

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 ⲛ- as a preposition rather than an objectmarker,
etc., all reflect Layton’s usage. Such terminologyusually is accompaniedbypage
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 ⲉⲃⲁⲗ may reflect dialectal preferences in
some cases (1983, 327).

6 For example, in 5:46, boA has ⲛⲏ ⲉⲑⲙⲉⲓwhere mae1 (mae2) (sa9) has ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲏⲓⲉ.
7 For example, in 6:16 where mae1 and sa9 use the circumstantial ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ, boA differs

in two ways: by its use of the conjunctive and by its use of the compound morph ⲉⲣ-. Thus,
in the chart, I indicate this unique reading as ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛ-ⲉⲣ-ⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲓⲛ, and it is counted as two
differences in the statistics.



46 chapter 3

ter. The intraversional analysis was developed solely to test the viability of
Schenke’s theory that mae2 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 mae2’s correspondence with NA27 is examined. The use of NA27 as a
base text seems justified, given mae2’s uncanny agreement with NA27 in the
test passages in 2.5.8

Any incongruity between mae2 and NA27 in syntactical representation is
indicated and discussed.9 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 mae2’s lack of
syntactically significant text elements, its textmanages to convey NA27’smean-
ing.10

In my analysis, I considered Schenke’s retroversion wherever it differs from
NA27, although I do not always indicate the disagreement herein.11 Schenke’s
retroversion is especially praised by Boismard as being the most valuable fea-
ture of Schenke’s edition for non-Coptic readers.12 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 NA27 (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-Aland27 … as the point of
departure for my comparison of Schenke’s reconstruction of the Greek model … Schenke
himself followed the same procedure, for he oftenmentions readings in his re-translation
that differ from what he calls the ‘Standard-LA’ ” (2004a, 267).

9 This excludes frequently recurring Greek elements which mae2 often renders without
formal equivalence (cf. 1.5).

10 “Das sind vielmehr solcheDingewie dasNichtvorhandensein kleinerer oder größerer Tex-
telemente, deren Fehlen jedoch auf ‘wunderbare’ Weise das Verständnis der Textaussage
selbst nicht aufhebt …” (2001, 30–31). Cf. also Boismard: “À chaque verset, [mae2] exprime
la même idée que le texte classique, parfois de façon 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 “…mais le plus précieux, pour ceux qui ne connaissent pas le copte, c’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 mae2 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 mae2’s possible sup-
port for every variant cited in NA27 having Greek manuscript support.14

Tjitze Baarda recommended thatmae2’s text be analysed in light of themany
textual variants not listed in NA27 (2004b, 303; cf. ten Kate 2007). Accordingly,
I have thoroughly examined the data in many apparatuses.15 In principle,
however, I only cite variants in these other apparatuses whenmae2 agrees with
them in meaning against NA27. 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 mae2 conveys themeaning of knownGreek
readings.16

Greekmanuscript evidence is cited in full as listed inNA27, but only for those
variant passageswheremae2 unambiguously supports one readingor theother.
I do not cite evidence for ambiguous passages simply because doing so would
not advance the text-critical assessment for mae2.

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 Prämisse
aus, daß die befremdende Andersartigkeit des vomCodex Schøyen gebotenen koptischen
Mt-Textes imwesentlichen darauf beruht, daß er die Übersetzung einer vomkanonischen
Mt-Ev verschiedenen griechischen Fassung dieses Evangeliums ist (und nicht etwa nur
eine sehr freie Übersetzung bzw. willkürliche Bearbeitung desselben). Alleiniger Zweck
ist die Erleichterung und Beschleunigung der Einbeziehung des Codex Schøyen in die
Synoptiker-Forschung. Sie kann nicht beanspruchen, die Wahrheit gefunden zu haben.
Wohl aber möchte sie ein Bild von derWahrheit bieten bzw. einen (neuen) Zugang zu ihr
eröffnen” (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 NA27’s apparatus for the three sample leaves are excluded
entirely fromconsideration: 5:47; 6:5, 9, 11; 12:10. Apart from6:9, 11, these readings obviously
lack correspondence with mae2 (cf. 6:9.c n. 101; cf. 6:11.b).

15 KurtAland 2007; BarbaraAlandet al. 1993, 2004; Boismard 2003b;Hodges andFarstad 1982;
Horner 1898–1905, 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 NA27” 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 leaf is 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 therewould be no text onwhich to base the reconstruction
of an otherwise unknown alternative Matthew. Schenke, nonetheless, resorts
to reconstructing mae2 based largely on mae1.17 This also is problematic for
Schenke’s thesis since mae1 regularly reflects known Greek readings.18 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
[mae2] and [mae1] were quite different: [mae1] was translated from the ‘canonical’ Greek
text, whereas [mae2] 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 [mae2] with the
help of [mae1]” (2004a, 282).

18 On the basis of expansionistic readings, some of which are harmonisations to other
Gospels, Schenke wrote in regard to mae1, “Stellenweise wirkt dies MtEv wie eine Evan-
gelienharmonie bzw. wie ein Matthäus-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).19 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 6–14make the solutionmore or less obvi-
ous.20

Throughout the edition, Schenke exaggerated the certainty of his transposi-
tion and reconstructionby an insufficient appropriationof brackets and sublin-
ear punctuation. He also notes that he did not carefully check if the reconstruc-
tion would fit the lacuna.21 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” intoMatt 28:18). Metzger indicated that mae1 otherwise has an affiliation with
01 and 03 (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 ofmae2 are reconstructed in accordwith any ofmae1’s expansions.
Note in 3.5.1 that mae1 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 fragmentswas suggested tome
by P.J. Williams, although it was already noticed by Depuydt (2003, 632) who also rejected
Schenke’s claim that mae2 lacks typical syllable division.

21 Stating that it was more of a matter of estimating than measuring, Schenke writes, “Und
es ist denkbar, daß 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:

ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲛⲡⲏ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ ⲛⲡⲏⲟⲩⲏ

ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲛⲡⲏ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ ⲙⲡⲏ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲟⲩⲏ

ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ ⲛⲡⲏ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲛⲡⲏⲟⲩⲏ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲟⲩⲏ

ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲛⲡⲏⲟⲩⲏ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲟⲩⲏ
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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). I 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, andhave reconstructed less text than Schenke.Wheremore 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

[ϩⲁ]‘ⲧ’ⲉⲧⲛ[ⲥⲱⲧ]ⲙ [ϫⲉ] ϩ̣ⲁⲩϫⲁⲥ ϫ[ⲉ ⲟⲩⲃ]ⲉ̣ⲗ ϩⲁ̣ [ⲟⲩⲃ]ⲉⲗ ⲟ̣ⲩ[ⲛⲉϫ]ⲉ ϩⲁ ⲟⲩⲛ[ⲉϫ]ⲏ 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 mae2 sa9 boA: X mae1: ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲁⲛ24

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 Mae1 uniquely begins with ⲡⲁⲗⲓⲛ ⲁⲛ, perhaps due to harmonisation with 5:33. Without
warrant, Schenke reconstructed mae2 after mae1’s singular, revealing an embarrassing
lack of scholarly neutrality in promoting his thesis. Additionally, mae1 singularly avoids
representation of ὅτι ἐρρέθη in this verse.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Dissimilarity in Coptic versions

Ἠκούσατε ὅτι
ἐρρέθη

mae2: [ϩⲁ]‘ⲧ’ⲉⲧⲛ[ⲥⲱⲧ]ⲙ [ϫⲉ] ϩ̣ⲁⲩϫⲁⲥ
ϫ[ⲉ]

sa9: ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲥⲱⲧⲙ ϫⲉ ⲁⲩϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉ

boA: ⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙ ϫⲉ ⲁⲩϫⲟⲥ ϫⲉ

mae1: ϩⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲥⲟⲧⲙ ϫⲉ

ὀφθαλμὸν ἀντὶ
ὀφθαλμοῦ

mae2: [ⲟⲩⲃ]ⲉ̣ⲗ ϩⲁ̣ [ⲟⲩⲃ]ⲉⲗ
mae1: ⲟⲩⲃⲉⲗ ϩⲁ ⲟⲩⲃⲉⲗ

boA: ⲟⲩⲃⲁⲗ Ϧⲁ ⲟⲩⲃⲁⲗ

sa9: ⲟⲩⲃⲁⲗ ⲉⲡⲙⲁ ⲛⲟⲩⲃⲁⲗ

○καί mae2 mae1 sa9: X boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ

ὀδόντα ἀντί mae2: ⲟ̣ⲩ[ⲛⲉϫ]ⲉ ϩⲁ
mae1: ⲟⲩⲛⲉϫⲉ ϩⲁ
boA: ⲟⲩⲛⲁϫϩⲓ Ϧⲁ

sa9: ⲟⲩⲟϩⲃⲉ
sa9: ⲉⲡⲙⲁ

ὀδόντος mae2: ⲟⲩⲛ[ⲉϫ]ⲏ
mae1: ⲟⲩⲛⲉϫⲉ
boA: ⲟⲩⲛⲁϫϩⲓ

sa9: ⲛ-ⲟⲩⲟϩⲃⲉ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 3
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 1
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 2

mae2 + mae1 = 0
mae2 + boA = 0
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 0 mae1: 2 sa9: 4 boA: 1

5:38.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Of its ten words, no single element is
unique to mae2, suggesting a Vorlage substantially similar to that of the other
Coptic versions.

5:38.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The syntax of mae2 corresponds formally
to NA27.

5:38.c Text Critical Analysis. Despite Schenke’s retroversion, the lack of repre-
sentation of καί in mae2 (and mae1 and sa9) should not be taken as supporting
its omission in 05 ƒ13, but rather as an accommodation to the Coptic preference
for asyndeton (cf. 1.5).
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Matt 5:39

[ⲁⲛ]ⲁⲕ ϩⲱ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏ̣ⲧⲛ ϫⲉ [ ̣ ] [ⲙⲡ]ⲉⲣⲟϩⲏ ⲉⲣ[ⲉⲧ]ⲉⲛ ⲧⲏ̣ⲛⲟⲩ ⟨ⲛ⟩ⲟⲩⲉ ⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ ⲁ̣ⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉ[ⲧ][ϯ ⲛ]ⲉⲕ·
ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲉⲥ̣ ⲉⲧⲉⲕ̣ⲟⲩⲁⲕⲏ ⲛ̇ⲟⲩ̣ⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲙ ⲡ̣ⲉⲛⲉ ⲧⲕ[ⲉⲩⲓ̈] ⲉⲣⲁϥ I myself tell you, Do not resist an evil person. But the
one giving you a blow to your right cheek, turn the other one to him.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ἐγώ mae1: ⲁⲛⲁⲕ
sa9: ⲁⲛⲟⲕ
boA: ⲁⲛⲟⲕ

mae2: [ⲁⲛ]ⲁⲕ ϩⲱ

δὲ λέγω ὑμῖν mae1: ⲇⲉ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ

sa9: ⲇⲉ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ

boA: ⲇⲉ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲱⲧⲉⲛ ϫⲉ

mae2: ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏ̣ⲧⲛ ϫⲉ

μὴ ἀντιστῆναι mae2: [ⲙⲡ]ⲉⲣⲟϩⲏ ⲉⲣ[ⲉⲧ]ⲉⲛ
mae1: ⲙⲡⲣⲟϩⲉⲣⲉⲧⲛ

sa9: ⲙⲡⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧ
boA: ⲙⲡⲉⲣϯ ⲉϦⲟⲩⲛ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................

mae2: ⲧⲏ̣ⲛⲟⲩ
mae1: ⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩ
sa9: ⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ

boA: X

...................................................... ........................................................
mae2 mae1 sa9: X mae1: ⲣⲱ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2 mae1: X sa9: ⲟⲩⲃⲉ

boA: ⲉϩⲣⲉⲛ

τῷ πονηρῷ mae2: ⟨ⲛ⟩ⲟⲩⲉ ⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ
mae1: ⲛⲟⲩⲉ ⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
sa9: ⲡⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ
boA: ⲡⲓⲡⲉⲧϩⲱⲟⲩ

ἀλλ᾽ ὅστις σε
⸀ῥαπίζει

mae1: ⲁ̣ⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉϯ

boA: ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲫⲏ ⲉⲑⲛⲁϯ

mae2: ⲁ̣ⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉ[ⲧ]-[ϯ]
sa9: ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲣⲁϩⲧⲕ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................

mae2: [ⲛ]ⲉⲕ
mae1: ⲛⲉⲕ
boA: ⲛⲁⲕ

sa9: (ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲣⲁϩⲧ)-ⲕ

.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2: ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲉⲥ
mae1: ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲥ

sa9: X
boA: ⲛⲟⲩⲕⲣⲟⲩⲣ25

25 BoA places the pronoun ⲛⲁⲕ after ⲛⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩⲣ.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

⸀εἰς τὴν ⸂δεξιὰν
σιαγόνα [σου],⸃

mae2: ⲉⲧⲉⲕ̣ⲟⲩⲁⲕⲏ ⲛ̇ⲟⲩ̣ⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲙ

mae1: ⲉⲧⲉⲕⲟⲩⲁϭⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲓⲛⲉⲙ
sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲕⲟⲩⲟϭⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ

boA: ϧⲉⲛ ⲧⲉⲕⲟⲩⲟϫⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲓⲛⲁⲙ

στρέψον αὐτῷ καὶ
τὴν ἄλλην·

mae2: ⲡ̣ⲉⲛⲉ ⲧⲕ[ⲉⲩ̈ⲓ] ⲉⲣⲁϥ
boA: ⲫⲉⲛϩ ϯⲭⲉϯ ⲉⲣⲟϥ

mae1: ⲕⲟⲧⲉ ⲛⲉϥ
sa9: ⲕⲧⲟ ⲉⲣⲟϥ.....................................................
mae1: ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲕⲉⲟⲩⲓ
sa9: ⲛⲧⲕⲉⲧⲉ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 1
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 3
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 4
mae2 + boA = 1
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 4 mae1: 3 sa9: 8 boA: 6

5:39.a. Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae2 agrees most often with mae1 in this
verse, although there is substantial agreement between mae2 and boA as well.

5:39.a.1 ϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱ. As also in 5:44, mae2 uniquely uses the inflected modifier ϩⲱ⸗ to
emphasise the pronoun [ⲁⲛ]ⲁⲕ, in close correspondence to the intensive first
person of the Greek’s ἐγὼ … λέγω (cf. 5:44; 12:6; 21:27, etc.; Layton 2004, 118).

5:39.a.2 ⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉ[ⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧ][ϯϯϯϯϯϯϯϯ]. If the reconstruction is correct,26 mae2 uniquely uses the
present tense referring to the onewhomight give a blow to the disciple’s cheek,
while the other versions use the future.

Mae2’s present tense corresponds formally to NA27’s present form ῥαπίζει,
against the Greek future ῥαπίσει in most manuscripts. In contrast, boA and
mae1 correspond to the future tense reading in 05 019 038 ƒ1 13 𝔐.27 Mae2’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 themore so since futurity is not the focus, but

26 Although the future tense would involve only the additional letters ⲛⲉ (i.e., ⲡⲉ[ⲧⲛⲉ][ϯ]),
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 NA27.
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potentiality.28 Consequently, theCoptic versions should not be cited in support
for this variant passage.

5:39.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The syntax and vocabulary of mae2 corre-
sponds formally to NA27.

5:39.c Text Critical Analysis

5:39.c.1 ⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉⲡⲉ[ⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧ][ϯϯϯϯϯϯϯϯ ⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛ]ⲉⲕⲉⲕⲉⲕⲉⲕⲉⲕⲉⲕⲉⲕⲉⲕ· ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲉⲥ̣ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲉⲥ̣ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲉⲥ̣ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲉⲥ̣ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲉⲥ̣ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲉⲥ̣ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲉⲥ̣ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲉⲥ̣. Cf. 5:39.a.2.

5:39.c.2 εἰς. NA27 has ῥαπίζει εἰς τὴν δεξιὰν σιαγόνα, while most manuscripts
have the preposition ἐπί. Mae2 has the preposition ⲉ- which is by far the most
common way to represent εἰς in mae2, although in some cases the Coptic
versions douse the preposition ⲉ- to represent ἐπί (14:34co; 22:5mae1 sa9 boA, 9mae1,
34co, 27:43co). Consequently, mae2 cannot reliably support either reading (cf.
Plumley 1977, 148).

5:39.c.3 δεξιὰν σιαγόνα [σου]. NA27 indicates omission and variation in word
order in its reading δεξιὰν σιαγόνα [σου]. Mae2’s ⲉⲧⲉⲕ̣ⲟⲩⲁⲕⲏ ⲛ̇ⲟⲩ̣ⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲙ attests the
occurrence of δεξιάν (contra 05), 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

ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉ[ⲕⲣ]ⲓ̣ⲛⲏ ⲛⲟⲩⲏⲕ ⲉ̣ϥ̣ⲓ̣̈ ⲛ̇ⲧⲉⲕ̣ϣⲧⲏⲛ [ⲕⲱ] ⲛ̣ⲧⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏ ⲉⲃ[ⲁ]ⲗ̣ ⲛ̇ⲥⲟϥ· The one who would litigate against
you to take your coat, permit even your garment to him.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

καί mae1: ⲁⲩⲱ
sa9: ⲁⲩⲱ
boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ

mae2: X

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
perfect is used. The other twooccurrences are represented by the future (Matt 28:7sa;Mark
16:7sa; 2008, 251).
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

⸂τῷ θέλοντί⸃ σοι
κριθῆναι

mae2: ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉ[ⲕⲣ]ⲓ̣ⲛⲏ
mae1: ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉϫⲉϩⲉⲡ
sa9: ⲡⲉⲧ-ⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉϫⲓϩⲁⲡ

boA: ⲫⲏ ⲉⲑⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉϭⲓϩⲁⲡ. .. ................................................ ..
mae2: ⲛⲟⲩⲏⲕ
mae1: ⲛⲟⲩⲏⲕ. .. ................................................ ..
sa9: ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲕ
boA: ⲛⲉⲙⲁⲕ

καὶ τὸν χιτῶνά σου mae2: ⲉ̣ϥ̣ⲓ̣̈ ⲛ̇ⲧⲉⲕ̣ϣⲧⲏⲛ… ⲉⲃ[ⲁ]ⲗ̣ mae1: ⲉϫⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲕϣⲧⲏⲛ ⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ

λαβεῖν, sa9: ⲉϥⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲕϣⲧⲏⲛ ⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ .....................................................
boA: ⲉⲉⲗ.....................................................
boA: ⲧⲉⲕϣⲑⲏⲛ ϫⲁ… ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

ἄφες αὐτῷ καὶ τὸ
ἱμάτιον⸆·

mae1: ⲛⲥⲟϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲕⲉϩⲁⲓⲧⲉ

sa9: ⲛⲥⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲕⲉϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ

mae2: [ⲕⲱ] ⲛ̣-ⲧ-ⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏ ⲉⲃ[ⲁ]ⲗ̣ ⲛ̇ⲥⲟϥ
boA: ⲭⲁ ⲡⲉⲕⲉⲣϣⲱⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ.....................................................
boA: ⲙⲫⲁⲓ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA =0
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 0
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 1
mae2 + boA = 0
mae2 + sa9 = 1

Unique elements mae2: 4 mae1: 2 sa9: 2 boA: 5

5:40.a Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae2 has four unique elements, two of
which merit further discussion.

5:40.a.1 ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉ[ⲕⲣⲕⲣⲕⲣⲕⲣⲕⲣⲕⲣⲕⲣⲕⲣ]ⲓ̣ⲛⲏⲓ̣ⲛⲏⲓ̣ⲛⲏⲓ̣ⲛⲏⲓ̣ⲛⲏⲓ̣ⲛⲏⲓ̣ⲛⲏⲓ̣ⲛⲏ. In sa9, the articulated attributive ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲱϣ combines
with the preposition and infinitive ⲉϫⲓϩⲁⲡ to convey “The one who wishes to
litigate,” and in boA similarly, except in the circumstantial future. In contrast,
mae2 andmae1 both avoid the initial verb ⲟⲩⲱϣ, putting instead the verb for to
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 mae2 and mae1
both convey the meaning of NA27, making Schenke’s retroversion τῷ μέλλοντί
σοι κριθῆναι unnecessary.
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Mae2 uniquely uses the loanword, while the other three use ϫⲓϩⲁⲡ (boA:
ϭⲓϩⲁⲡ).

5:40.a.2 ⲛ̣ⲧⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏⲛ̣ⲧⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏⲛ̣ⲧⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏⲛ̣ⲧⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏⲛ̣ⲧⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏⲛ̣ⲧⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏⲛ̣ⲧⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏⲛ̣ⲧⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏ. Mae2 avoids the possessive article and second person inter-
mediate (cf. sa9:ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲕⲉϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ). This lack of representation of σου corresponds to
the reading adopted byNA27 (καὶ τὸ ἱμάτιον) against the inclusion of σου in 01 33
1241 1424 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. Mae2 corresponds formally with NA27, with two
exceptions. For the first, cf. 5:40.a.1. The second is that the Greek has τῷ θέλοντι
as the dative object, but mae2 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 05.

5:40.c Textual Analysis. For τῷ θέλοντι, cf. 5:40.b. For ⲛ̣ⲧⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏ, cf. 5:40.a.2.

Matt 5:41

ⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕ ⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛ [ⲙⲁϣ ⲛ]ⲃ̅29 If you are compelled to go a (certain) distance, go twice as far.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

καί mae2 mae1 sa9: X boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ

29 Schenke’s reconstruction ⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕ ⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛ [ⲁⲣ]ⲓ̣ ⲃ̅ is problematic. First, since there is
hardly any ink preserved, his transcription of the letter ⲓ in [ⲁⲣ]ⲓ̣ ⲃ̅ is unjustified. What
remains is probably the right minim of the marker ⲛ, a construction used in the three
other Coptic versions. (When a cardinal number occurs with the noun it modifies, ⲛ-
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 [ⲁⲣ]ⲓ̣ is
improbable since this would be the only instance in which mae2 has the verb ⲓ̈ⲣⲏ for
NA27’s 12 occurrences of ὑπάγω that are extant inmae2. Since the letter is probably not an ⲓ,
there is nothing against the reconstructionⲙⲁϣⲏ, ormore probably, the specific formⲙⲁϣ

(imperative ofϣⲏ), whichmae2 consistently uses to translate ὑπάγω in the imperative, the
sole exception being 16:23 where ⲁⲙⲟⲩ (the imperative of ⲓ̈) is used in Jesus’ statement to
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ὅστις σε
⸀ἀγγαρεύσει

mae1: ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲕⲁϥⲉⲕ
sa9: ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲕⲟⲟⲃⲉⲕ30

mae2: ⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕ
boA: ⲫⲏ ⲉⲑⲛⲁϭⲓⲧⲕ

μίλιον ἕν, mae1: ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲓⲗⲓⲟⲛ
boA: ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲓⲗⲓⲟⲛ

mae2: ⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛ
sa9: ⲛⲟⲩⲕⲟⲧ

ὕπαγε mae2: [ⲙⲁϣ]
boA: ⲙⲟϣⲓ

mae1: ⲙⲉϣⲉ ⲛⲉⲕ

sa9: ⲃⲱⲕ

μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ⸆ mae1: ⲛⲉⲙⲉϥ
sa9: ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ
boA: ⲛⲉⲙⲁϥ

mae2: X

δύο. mae2: [ⲛ]ⲃ̅
boA: ⲛⲃ̅. .. ................................................ ..
mae1: ⲛⲥⲛⲉⲩ
sa9: ⲛⲥⲛⲁⲩ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 0
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 1
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 0
mae2 + boA = 2
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 3 mae1: 1 sa9: 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 ⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕ. While the other versions use the articulated attributive clause
with the future to convey the hypotheticality inherent in the future ὅστις σε
ἀγγαρεύσει (cf. sa9: ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲕⲟⲟⲃⲉⲕ), mae2 conveys the meaning of NA27 through

Peter to get behind him; cf. especially the occurrence of ⲙⲁϣ in 18:15 and 19:21 involving
the conditional mood. My reconstruction is similar to boA and mae1.

30 Cf. Crum 2005, 99.
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the conditional (cf. Layton 2004, 239). Schenke slavishly retrovertswith the oth-
erwise unattested ἐὰν ἀγγαρεύσωσιν.31 Even though mae2 has the conditional,
it nonetheless conveys the same meaning whether its Vorlage read ἀγγαρεύσει
(NA27) or ἐὰν ἐνγαρεύσῃ (01 [037 33 892*]), and so is not a reliable witness to
either text.

5:41.a.2 ⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛ. NA27 has the word μίλιον. Μίλιον 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 boA and
mae1 use ⲙⲓⲗⲓⲟⲛ 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 ⲕⲟⲧ in this verse, conveying “The
one who will compel you a turn.” Mae2 may make a similar attempt in its use
of ϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛ.

For ϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛ, Crum provides, in the first instance, the glosses road and high-
way, and indicates the use of ϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛ to translate ὁδός. 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, mae2 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 sa9.

5:41.a.3 [ⲙⲁϣⲙⲁϣⲙⲁϣⲙⲁϣⲙⲁϣⲙⲁϣⲙⲁϣⲙⲁϣ ⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛ]ⲃ̅ⲃ̅ⲃ̅ⲃ̅ⲃ̅ⲃ̅ⲃ̅ⲃ̅. Three of the Coptic versions use the prepositional object pro-
noun ⲛⲙⲙⲁϥ (mae2: ⲛⲉⲙⲉϥ; boA: ⲛⲉⲙⲁϥ) to convey that the disciple should go
the second mile with him. Mae2 lacks the prepositional object pronoun, per-
haps because its Greek antecedent (ὅστις) has been subsumed in the dynamic
passive conditional clause ⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕ; the meaning of the Greek is nonetheless
conveyed (cf. NRSV).

Space considerations indicate that mae2’s reconstructed text supports the
reading in NA27 against 05’s singular reading ἔτι ἀλλά between αὐτοῦ and δύο.

31 Cf. 12:11where againNA27 has thehypothetical statement in the future (ὃς ἕξει πρόβατον ἕν),
while mae2 presents the statement as a present (ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲉⲛ ⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉϥ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲉⲥⲁⲟⲩ).
Cf. also 18:21 and 19:28 where mae2 has the conditional while NA27 has the future. English
versions are typically more similar syntactically to mae2 than to the Greek in this regard.

32 Rengstorf 1973; 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. Mae2 differs significantly in its syntax from
NA27, having formal correspondence in only two of its four elements, but lack-
ing formal correspondence with four of NA27’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 μίλιον is discounted,
however, the message of mae2 corresponds to that of NA27, despite the syntac-
tical incongruities. The three differences (ⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕ, ⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛ, and [ⲙⲁϣ ⲛ]ⲃ̅)
are all treated in 5:41.a. above.

5:41.c Textual Analysis. For ⲁⲩⲕⲁϥⲉⲕ and [ⲙⲁϣ ⲛ]ⲃ̅, cf. 5:41.a.1 and 5:41.a.3.

Matt 5:42

ⲡⲉⲧ̣⳿ ⲉⲧⲓ ⲙ̣ⲙⲁ̣ⲕ̣ ⲙⲁⲓ̈ ⲛⲉϥ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣ ϫⲓ34 ⲛⲧⲁ[ⲧⲕ] [ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲕ]ⲱ̣ⲧⲏ ⲙⲡⲉ̣ⲕ[ϩⲁ] ϩ̣‘ⲁ’ⲃⲁⲗ ⲙ̇ⲙⲁϥ The one who asks
of you, give to him. The one who would borrow from you, do not turn your face away from him.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

τῷ αἰτοῦντί σε ⸀δός, mae2: ⲡⲉⲧ̣⳿ ⲉⲧⲓ ⲙ̣ⲙⲁ̣ⲕ̣ ⲙⲁⲓ̈ ⲛⲉϥ
mae1: ⲡⲉⲧⲁⲓⲧⲓ ⲙⲙⲁⲕ ⲙⲁⲓ ⲛⲉϥ

sa9: ⲡⲉⲧⲁⲓⲧⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ϯ ⲛⲉϥ

boA: ⲫⲏ ⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲧⲓⲛ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲙⲟⲓ ⲛⲁϥ

καί mae1: ⲁⲩⲱ
sa9: ⲁⲩⲱ
boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ

mae2: X

⸂τὸν θέλοντα⸃ ἀπὸ
σοῦ δανίσασθαι

mae2: ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣ ϫⲓ ⲛⲧⲁ[ⲧⲕ]
mae1: ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣ ϫⲓ ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲕ

sa9: ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣ ϫⲓ ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲕ ⲉⲡⲉⲩϣⲉⲡ

boA: ⲫⲏ ⲉⲑⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉϭⲓ ⲛⲧⲟⲧⲕ

μὴ ἀποστραφῇς. mae2: [ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲕ]ⲱ̣ⲧⲏ ⲙⲡⲉ̣ⲕ[ϩⲁ] ϩ̣‘ⲁ’ⲃⲁⲗ
ⲙ̇ⲙⲁϥ

mae1: ⲙⲡⲣⲕⲟⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲕϩⲁ ϩⲁⲃⲁⲗ ⲙⲙⲁϥ

sa9: ⲙⲡⲣⲕⲧⲟϥ ⲛⲥⲁⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ

boA: ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲁⲥⲑⲟϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 1
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 0
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 3
mae2 + boA = 0
mae2 + sa9 = 0

34 Schenke transcribes this as ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣϫⲓ in mae2, but as ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣ ϫⲓ in his edition of mae1
(1981).
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(cont.)

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

Unique elements mae2: 1 mae1: 0 sa9: 3 boA: 2

5:42.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Apart from those discussed summarily in
1.5, Mae2 has no unique features.

5:42.b Translational Analysis. Mae2 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 mae2 and NA27.

5:42.b.1 τῷ θέλοντι. Cf. 5:40.bwhich reflects the same phenomenon except in the
Greek accusative case.

5:42.b.2 ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲙⲡⲉⲕⲙⲡⲉⲕⲙⲡⲉⲕⲙⲡⲉⲕⲙⲡⲉⲕⲙⲡⲉⲕⲙⲡⲉⲕ ϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁ ϩⲁⲃⲁⲗϩⲁⲃⲁⲗϩⲁⲃⲁⲗϩⲁⲃⲁⲗϩⲁⲃⲁⲗϩⲁⲃⲁⲗϩⲁⲃⲁⲗϩⲁⲃⲁⲗ. Mae2 and mae1 complement the negative imperative
with ⲙⲡⲉⲕϩⲁ. The idiomatic clause is one possible way to represent the Greek
verb ἀποστρέφεσθαι (cf. Crum 2005, 647, citing Heb 12:25bo).35 Nonetheless,
Schenke retroverts the Coptic literally.

5:42.c. Textual Analysis

5:42.c.1 ⲙⲁⲓ̈ⲙⲁⲓ̈ⲙⲁⲓ̈ⲙⲁⲓ̈ⲙⲁⲓ̈ⲙⲁⲓ̈ⲙⲁⲓ̈ⲙⲁⲓ̈. Since Coptic does not reflect tense for the Greek imperative (Plum-
ley 1977, 149), mae2 should not be cited in support of either NA27’s aorist imper-
ative δός or the present imperative δίδου.

5:42.c.2 ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣ ϫⲓϫⲓϫⲓϫⲓϫⲓϫⲓϫⲓϫⲓ. Since the Greek case system is not reflected in Coptic,
mae2 does not reliably attest either NA27’s accusative case of the substantive
τὸν θέλοντα or 05’s dative case τῷ θέλοντι.

35 Baarda suggests that the addition is an attempt “to give expression to themiddle ἀποστρα-
φῇς” (2003a, 304) which has no counterpart in Coptic.
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Matt 5:43

ϩⲁⲧⲛⲥⲱⲧⲙ ϫⲉ ϩⲁⲩ̣[ϫⲁⲥ ϫⲉ ⲉ]ⲕⲉⲙⲉⲣ̣[ⲏ ⲡ]ⲉⲕϣⲃⲏⲣ ⲁⲩⲱ̣ ⲉⲕⲉⲙⲉⲥⲧⲏ ⲡⲉⲕ[ϫⲉϫ]ⲏ You heard that it was said,
“You will love your neighbour and you will hate your enemy.”

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

Ἠκούσατε ὅτι
ἐρρέθη·

mae2: ϩⲁⲧⲛⲥⲱⲧⲙ ϫⲉ ϩⲁⲩ̣[ϫⲁⲥ ϫⲉ]
mae1: ϩⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲥⲟⲧⲙ ϫⲉ ϩⲁⲩϫⲁⲥ ϫⲉ

sa9: ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲥⲱⲧⲙ ϫⲉ ⲁⲩϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉ

boA: ⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙ ϫⲉ ⲁⲩϫⲟⲥ ϫⲉ

ἀγαπήσεις mae2: [ⲉ]ⲕⲉⲙⲉⲣ̣[ⲏ]
sa9: ⲉⲕⲉⲙⲉⲣⲉ
boA: ⲉⲕⲉⲙⲉⲛⲣⲉ

mae1: ⲙⲉⲣⲉ

τὸν πλησίον σου mae2: [ⲡ]ⲉⲕϣⲃⲏⲣ

boA: ⲡⲉⲕϣⲫⲏⲣ. .. ................................................ ..
mae1: ⲡⲉⲧϩⲓⲧⲟⲩⲟⲕ
sa9: ⲡⲉⲧϩⲓⲧⲟⲩⲱⲕ

καί mae2: ⲁⲩⲱ̣36
boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ. .. ................................................ ..
mae1 sa9: X

μισήσεις mae2: ⲉⲕⲉⲙⲉⲥⲧⲏ
boA: ⲉⲕⲉⲙⲉⲥⲧⲉ

mae1: ⲙⲉⲥⲧⲉ
sa9: ⲛⲅⲙⲉⲥⲧⲉ

τὸν ἐχθρόν σου. mae2: ⲡⲉⲕ[ϫⲉϫ]ⲏ
mae1: ⲡⲉⲕϫⲉϫⲉ
boA: ⲡⲉⲕϫⲁϫⲓ

sa9: ⲛⲉⲕϫⲁϫⲉ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 1
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 1
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 1

mae2 + mae1 = 0
mae2 + boA = 3
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 0 mae1: 2 sa9: 2 boA: 1

36 While mae2 is apt to lack representation of καί, in this case it represents καί, while two of
the versions do not.
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5:43.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae2 has no unique readings.Wheremae2
does not agree with all three of the other versions, it agrees most with boA.

5:43.b Translational Analysis. Mae2’s syntax and vocabulary in this verse corre-
spond formally with NA27.37

5:43.c Textual Analysis. NA27 indicates no textual variation in this verse.

Matt 5:44

ⲁⲛⲁⲕ ϩⲱ [ϯϫⲱ] ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ ⲙ̣ⲉⲣⲓ̣ ⲛⲉⲧⲛϫⲁ̣ϫ̣[ⲏⲟⲩ] [ⲧⲱⲃ]ϩ ⲉϫⲉⲛ ⲛ[ⲉⲧⲡ]ⲏ̣ⲧ ⲛⲥⲱⲧⲛ I myself say to
you, love your enemies. Pray for the ones persecuting you.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ἐγὼ δέ mae2: ⲁⲛⲁⲕ
boA: ⲁⲛⲟⲕ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
mae1: ⲁⲛⲁⲕ ⲇⲉ
sa9: ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲇⲉ

mae2: ϩⲱ

λέγω ὑμῖν· ἀγαπᾶτε
τοὺς ἐχθροὺς ὑμῶν
⸂καί

mae2: [ϯϫⲱ] ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ ⲙ̣ⲉⲣⲓ̣

ⲛⲉⲧⲛϫⲁ̣ϫ̣[ⲏⲟⲩ]
sa9: ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ ⲙⲉⲣⲉ

ⲛⲉⲧⲛϫⲓⲛϫⲉⲉⲩⲉ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
mae1: ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ ⲙⲉⲣⲉ

ⲛⲉⲧⲛϫⲁϫⲏⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ

boA: ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲱⲧⲉⲛ ϫⲉ ⲙⲉⲛⲣⲉ

ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛϫⲁϫⲓ ⲟⲩⲟϩ

προσεύχεσθε ὑπέρ mae2: [ⲧⲱⲃ]ϩ ⲉϫⲉⲛ
mae1: ⲧⲟϩⲃ ⲉϫⲛ
boA: ⲧⲱⲃϩ ⲉϫⲉⲛ

sa9: ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲗⲏⲗ ⲉϫⲛ

37 Although Schenke retroverts φίλον for mae2’s ϣⲃⲏⲣ, he concedes in a footnote that the
Vorlagemay well have read πλησίον (2001, 280).
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

τῶν⸃ διωκόντων mae2: ⲛ[ⲉⲧⲡ]ⲏ̣ⲧ
sa9: ⲛⲉⲧⲡⲏⲧ. .. ................................................ ..
mae1: ⲛⲉⲧⲇⲓⲱⲅⲉ

boA: ⲛⲏ ⲉⲧϭⲟϫⲓ

ὑμᾶς, mae2: ⲛⲥⲱⲧⲛ

sa9: ⲛⲥⲁⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ
boA: ⲛⲥⲁ ⲑⲏⲛⲟⲩ

mae1: ⲙⲙⲟⲧⲛ

X mae2 sa9 boA: X mae1: ⲥⲙⲟⲩⲉ ⲉⲛⲉⲧⲥⲉϩⲟⲩⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲧⲛ. ⲁⲣⲓ
ⲡⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲙⲁⲥⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲧⲛ.

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 1
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 0
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 2

mae2 + mae1 = 0
mae2 + boA = 1
mae2 + sa9 = 2

Unique elements mae2: 1 mae1: 2 sa9: 0 boA: 0

5:44.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Seven of the first eight words in mae2 are
identical to the other three versions, except for dialectal considerations. Its
remaining four words are similar to the readings in one ormore of the versions,
as well. The sole unique feature in mae2 is the use of the inflected modifier ϩⲱ
(cf. 5:39.a.1).

5:44.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae2 formally represents the syntax and
vocabulary of NA27.

5:44.c Textual Analysis. Mae2 (with sa9 and boA), against mae1, attests the
shorter reading in NA27 (01 03 ƒ1) 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

ⲕⲉⲥ ⲉⲧⲛⲉ[⟨ⲉ⟩ⲣ]ϣⲏⲣⲏ̣ [ⲙ][ⲡⲉⲧ]ⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩ[ⲉⲛ]ⲙ̣ⲡⲏⲟⲩⲏ ϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲣⲉ ⲉϫⲛ ⲛ̣[ⲓⲁ][ⲅⲁⲑ]ⲟⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ [ⲛⲓⲁⲇⲓ]ⲕⲟⲥ
ϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ ⲛ̇ⲡⲉϥϩⲟⲃ̣ ⲉϫⲛ ⲛⲓⲇ[ⲓ][ⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥ] ⲙ̣ⲛ ⲛⲓ[ⲣⲉϥ]ⲉⲣⲛⲁⲃⲏ 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.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ὅπως mae2: ⲕⲉⲥ38
mae1: ϫⲉⲕⲉⲥ
sa9: ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ

boA: ϩⲓⲛⲁ

γένησθε υἱοὶ τοῦ
πατρὸς ὑμῶν τοῦ ἐν

mae2: ⲉⲧⲛⲉ[⟨ⲉ⟩ⲣ]ϣⲏⲣⲏ̣ [ⲙ][ⲡⲉⲧ]ⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ

ⲉⲧϩ[ⲉⲛ] ⲙ̣ⲡⲏⲟⲩⲏ
sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ

boA: ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲣϣⲏⲣⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓⲱⲧ

οὐρανοῖς, mae1: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲉⲣϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲛⲓⲟⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ

ⲙⲡⲏⲟⲩⲉ

.....................................................

sa9: ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ

⸀ὅτι mae1: ϫⲉ
sa9: ϫⲉ
boA: ϫⲉ

mae2: X

τὸν ἥλιον αὐτοῦ
ἀνατέλλει

mae2: ϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ
mae1:ϣⲁϥⲧⲉ

sa9: ϥⲧⲣⲉ
boA: ⲉϥⲑⲣⲟ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .

mae2: ⲙⲡⲉϥⲣⲉ
boA: ⲙⲡⲉϥⲣⲏ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
mae1: ⲡⲉϥⲣⲉ
sa9: ⲡⲉϥⲣⲏ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
mae1:ϣⲉⲉ

sa9:ϣⲁ

boA:ϣⲁⲓ

mae2: X

38 Sa9 andmae1 readϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ andϫⲉⲕⲉⲥ, respectively.Mae2 has the shorter form ⲕⲉⲥ; the longer
form never occurs in mae2. In the intraversional analysis, ⲕⲉⲥ is assessed as a dialectal
difference.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ἐπὶ πονηρούς mae2: ⲉϫⲛ ⲛ̣[ⲓⲁ][ⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ]
mae1: ⲉϫⲛ ⲛⲓⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ

sa9: ⲉϫⲛ ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ

boA: ⲉϫⲉⲛ ⲛⲓⲥⲁⲙⲡⲉⲧϩⲱⲟⲩ

καὶ ἀγαθούς mae1: ⲙⲛ ⲛⲓⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ

sa9: ⲙⲛ ⲙⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ

mae2: ⲙⲉⲛ [ⲛⲓⲁⲇⲓ]ⲕⲟⲥ
boA: ⲛⲉⲙ ⲛⲓⲥⲁⲙⲡⲉⲑⲛⲁⲛⲉⲩ

καί mae1: ⲁⲩⲱ
sa9: ⲁⲩⲱ
boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ

mae2: X

βρέχει mae2: ϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ
mae1: ϥϩⲟⲃ
sa9: ϥϩⲱⲟⲩ

boA: ⲉϥⲱⲟⲩ

mae2: ⲛ̇ⲡⲉϥϩⲟⲃ

ἐπὶ δικαίους mae2: ⲉϫⲛ ⲛⲓⲇ[ⲓ][ⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥ]
mae1: ⲉϫⲛ ⲛⲓⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥ

sa9: ⲉϫⲛ ⲛⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥ

boA: ⲉϫⲉⲛ ⲛⲓⲑⲙⲏⲓ

καὶ ἀδίκους. mae1: ⲙⲛ ⲛⲓⲣⲉϥⲉⲣϫⲓⲛϭⲁⲛⲥ

sa9: ⲙⲛ ⲛⲣⲉϥϫⲓⲛϭⲟⲛⲥ

mae2: ⲙ̣ⲛ ⲛⲓ[ⲣⲉϥ]ⲉⲣⲛⲁⲃⲏ
boA: ⲛⲉⲙ ⲛⲓⲟϫⲓ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 0
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 3
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 1
mae2 + boA = 1
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 8 mae1: 2 sa9: 4 boA: 8

5:45.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae2 has seven words in common with
two or three of the other versions, respectively. When in agreement with only
one version, mae2 is slightly closer to mae1.

5:45.a.1 ὅτι. Mae2 does not include ϫⲉ in introducing the phrase about God’s
universal grace, although ϫⲉ usually does represent ὅτι. In this case, ὅτι carries
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the explanatory sense often conveyed by γάρ, which might explain mae2’s
avoidance ofϫⲉhere. TheGreek constructionwhere explanatory ὅτι follows the
subjunctive (ὅπως γένησθε) is rare in Matthew; it occurs only here and in 23:10
where the other Coptic versions use ⲅⲁⲣ instead of ϫⲉ, but is unfortunately not
extant in mae2.39

5:45.a.2 ϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ … ϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ. 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 (τὸν ἥλιον αὐτοῦ ἀνατέλλει), but the second part uses only the verb
βρέχει which entails no object.

More formally thanmae2, 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, mae2’s finite verb correspondsmore 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 ⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ, mae2 strengthens its correspondence
with NA27 in that ἀνατέλλει is not a verb of luminosity but of motion.40 Indeed,
mae2 twice uses ⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ in regard to God sending both sun and rain. This
serves to complete the imperfect parallelism of the two Greek lines, since
mae2’s rendering includes verb and object in both, although it decreasesmae2’s
syntactical correspondence to NA27.

5:45.b TranslationalAnalysis. Despite substantial differences,mae2 nonetheless
conveys a meaning which comports with NA27. For ϫⲉ and ϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ … ϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ,
cf. 5:45.a.1 and 5:45.a.2.

The reading ⲛ̣[ⲓⲁ][ⲅⲁⲑ]ⲟⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ [ⲛⲓⲁⲇⲓ]ⲕⲟⲥ … ⲛⲓⲇ[ⲓ][ⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥ] ⲙ̣ⲛ ⲛⲓ[ⲣⲉϥ]ⲉⲣⲛⲁⲃⲏ
deserves special attention. Where NA27 has the two word pairings πονηρούς
and ἀγαθούς, and δικαίους and ἀδίκους, 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 Cf. NIV, etc. See also the formulaic “Woe to you scribes and Pharisees, … for …” (23:[13], 15,
25, 27, 29) where ϫⲉ also is unrepresented.

40 This point was suggested to me by P.J. Williams.
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First pair Second pair Order41

NA27 πονηρούς ἀγαθούς δικαίους ἀδίκους – + + –
Mae2 ⲛ̣[ⲓⲁ][ⲅⲁⲑ]ⲟⲥ [ⲛⲓⲁⲇⲓ]ⲕⲟⲥ ⲛⲓⲇ[ⲓ]ⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲓ[ⲣⲉϥ]ⲉⲣⲛⲁⲃⲏ + – + –
Mae1 ⲛⲓⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ ⲛⲓⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲓⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲓⲣⲉϥⲉⲣϫⲓⲛϭⲁⲛⲥ + – + –
Sa9 ⲛⲓⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲣⲉϥϫⲓⲛϭⲟⲛⲥ + – + –
BoA ⲛⲓⲥⲁⲙⲡⲉⲧϩⲱⲟⲩ ⲛⲓⲥⲁⲙⲡⲉⲑⲁⲛⲉⲩ ⲛⲓⲑⲙⲏⲓ ⲛⲓⲟϫⲓ – + + –

Mae2 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 mae2’s text (2001, 30). As Emmenegger (2007, 99) andMetzger
(1976, 307) have argued, however, use of a loanword in Coptic is no guarantee
that it reflects the corresponding word in the Greek Vorlage.42

Regarding theword order for the virtuous and for the non-virtuous, only boA
corresponds to NA27. One of the six explanations for word order inversion in
translationdocumentedbyWilliams is that “theremaybe anatural 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, mae2 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.c Textual Analysis. The lack of ϫⲉ in Mae2 should not be taken as support
for NA27’s ὅτι against the poorly attested ὅστις (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 and174–176).
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Matt 5:46

ⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲙ̣ⲙ̣ⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲏ̣ [ⲛⲛⲉⲧ]ⲙ̣ⲏⲓ ⲙⲙ̣[ⲱⲧⲛ] ⲙ̣̇ⲙⲉⲧⲏ: ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲃⲉⲕ[ⲏ ⲟⲩϫⲓ ⲛⲓ]ⲕⲉⲧ̣ⲉⲗⲱ[ⲛⲏⲥ ⲥⲉⲓ̈ⲣ]ⲏ ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲓ̣̈ If
you love the ones loving you only, what is your reward? Do not even the tax collectors do this?

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ἐάν mae2: ⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ

mae1: ⲉϣⲟⲡⲉ

boA: ⲉϣⲱⲡ

sa9: X

γάρ mae1: ⲅⲁⲣ
sa9: ⲅⲁⲣ43
boA: ⲅⲁⲣ

mae2: X

ἀγαπήσητε mae2: ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲙ̣ⲙ̣ⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲏ̣
mae1: ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲙⲉⲣⲣⲉ
sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲁⲛⲙⲉⲣⲉ44

boA: ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲙⲉⲛⲣⲉ

τοὺς ἀγαπῶντας
ὑμᾶς,

mae2: [ⲛⲛⲉⲧ]ⲙ̣ⲏⲓ ⲙⲙ̣[ⲱⲧⲛ] ⲙ̣̇ⲙⲉⲧⲏ:
mae1: ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲏⲓⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲧⲛ ⲙⲙⲉⲧⲉ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
sa9: ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲉ… ⲙⲙⲱⲧⲛ45
boA: ⲛⲏ ⲉⲑⲙⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲱⲧⲉⲛ

τίνα μισθὸν ἔχετε; mae1: ⲉϣ ⲡⲉ

sa9: ⲁϣ ⲡⲉ

boA: ⲁϣ ⲡⲉ

mae2: ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ

.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2: ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲃⲉⲕ[ⲏ]
boA: ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲃⲉⲭⲉ

mae1: ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲃⲉⲕⲏ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲁ

sa9: ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲃⲉⲕⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲩⲛⲧⲏⲧⲛϥ

43 Sa9 postpones ⲅⲁⲣ to the penultimate word of the clause, while mae1 and boA put it in the
second position.

44 Sa9 has the long form of the conditional: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲁⲛⲙⲉⲣⲉ.
45 The ellipsis represents ⲅⲁⲣ; cf. n. 43.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

οὐχὶ καὶ οἱ τελῶναι
⸂τὸ αὐτὸ⸃ ποιοῦσιν;

mae2: [ⲟⲩϫⲓ ⲛⲓ]ⲕⲉⲧ̣ⲉⲗⲱ[ⲛⲏⲥ ⲥⲉⲓ̈ⲣ]ⲏ
ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲓ̣̈

sa9: ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲱⲛⲏⲥ

mae1: ⲟⲩϫⲓ ⲛⲕⲉⲧⲉⲗⲱⲛⲏⲥ ⲥⲉⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲓ boA: ⲛⲓⲕⲉⲧⲉⲗⲱⲛⲏⲥ.....................................................
sa9: ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ
boA: ϩⲱⲟⲩ.....................................................
sa9: ⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ

boA:ϣⲁⲩⲓⲣⲓ ⲙⲡⲁⲓⲣⲏϯ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 1
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 1
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 2
mae2 + boA = 1
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 2 mae1: 1 sa9: 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,mae2 is similar tomae1. The onenoteworthyunique element
inmae2 is its use of the generic interrogative specifier ⲟⲩ, while the otherCoptic
versions use the interrogative specifier ⲁϣ (mae1: ⲉϣ; cf. Layton 2004, 54).

5:46.b Translational Analysis. Mae2 has a text which accords well with NA27 in
its meaning. Two elements, however, need comment.

5:46.b.1 ⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏ. With mae1, mae2 includes ⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏ, explicating that there is no
reward for those who only love reciprocally. A corresponding word is lacking in
all knownGreekwitnesses, but is present in the following verse throughout the
tradition; Schenke includes μόνον in his retroversion. Mae1 has an occurrence
of ⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏ in 20:12 where NA27 again lacks a corresponding adverb, and Schenke
has reconstructed mae2 similarly. A possible explanation is that adding the
explicative ⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏwas so natural in this context that two translators produced
the same reading independently.46 Regardless, the presence of ⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏ merely
explicates what is implied by the Greek.

46 This is the case for many modern translations; for English, e.g. CEV NLT.
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5:46.b.2 ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ this. Cf. 5:46.c.

5:46.c Textual Analysis. Despite NA27 citing mae1 in support of τοῦτο, elliptical
ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲓ̈ does not occur frequently enough in either mae2 or mae1 (5:46, [47]) to
determine its Greek Vorlage. Thus, the two Middle Egyptian manuscripts are
not reliable witnesses to NA27’s τὸ αὐτό, or to τοῦτο, or to οὕτως, especially given
mae2’s tendency to translate informally and without perceptible consistency.

Matt 5:47

ⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ ⲁⲧⲉⲧ[ⲛⲁⲥ][ⲡⲁⲥⲏ] ̣ ̣ ⲉⲧ[6 or 7 letters ⲟ]ⲩ ϫⲏ ⲡⲉ̣ [ⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁ ⲉϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏ] [ⲙⲙⲁ]ϥ ⲟⲩϫⲓ [ⲛⲓⲕⲉ-
ϩⲉ]ⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ [ϩⲱⲟⲩ ϣⲁⲣⲟⲩⲓ̈ⲣⲏ ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈] If you 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

καί mae1: ⲁⲩⲱ
sa9: ⲁⲩⲱ
boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ

mae2: X

ἐάν mae2: ⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ

mae1: ⲉϣⲟⲡⲉ

boA: ⲉϣⲱⲡ

sa9: X

ἀσπάσησθε mae2: ⲁⲧⲉⲧ[ⲛⲁⲥ][ⲡⲁⲥⲏ] boA: ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛϣⲉⲡ.....................................................
mae1: ⲁⲧⲛⲁⲥⲡⲁⲍⲉ
sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲁⲛⲁⲥⲡⲁⲍⲉ47

boA: ⲧⲟⲧⲟⲩ

τοὺς ⸀ἀδελφοὺς
ὑμῶν48

mae1: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲥⲛⲏⲟⲩ
boA: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲥⲛⲏⲟⲩ

sa9: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲉⲣⲏⲩ

μόνον, sa9: ⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉ
boA: ⲙⲙⲁⲩⲁⲧⲟⲩ

mae1: ⲟⲩⲁⲉⲩ

47 Sa9 has the long form of the conditional: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲁⲛⲁⲥⲡⲁⲍⲉ.
48 Mae2 is lacunose here, for which Schenke reconstructs ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲧ[ⲉⲛⲥⲁⲛ].
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

τί περισσόν mae1: ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ

sa9: ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ

mae2: [ⲟ]ⲩ ϫⲏ ⲡⲉ̣

boA: ⲟⲩ..............................................................................................................
mae2: ⲡⲉ̣ [ⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁ]
mae1: ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁ
sa9: ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲟ

boA: ⲙ-ⲙⲉⲧ-ϩⲟⲩⲟ49

ποιεῖτε; mae1: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲁϥ
sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
boA: ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲛⲓⲣⲓ ⲙⲙⲟϥ

mae2: [ⲉϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏ] [ⲙⲙⲁ]ϥ

οὐχὶ καὶ οἱ ⸀ἐθνικοί mae1: ⲛⲕⲉϩⲉⲑⲛⲟⲥ
sa9: ⲛⲕⲉϩⲉⲑⲛⲟⲥ
boA: ⲛⲕⲉϩⲉⲑⲛⲟⲥ

mae2: ⲟⲩϫⲓ [ⲛⲓⲕⲉϩⲉ]ⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ

..............................................................................................................
mae2: [ϩⲱⲟⲩ]
mae1: ϩⲱⲟⲩ

boA: ϩⲱⲟⲩ

sa9: ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ

⸂τὸ αὐτὸ⸃ ποιοῦσιν; mae2: [ϣⲁⲣⲟⲩⲓ̈ⲣⲏ ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈]
boA:ϣⲁⲩⲓⲣⲓ ⲙⲡⲁⲓⲣⲏϯ

mae1: ⲥⲉⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲓ
sa9: ⲉⲓⲣⲉ.....................................................
sa9: ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲁⲓ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 2
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 2
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 0
mae2 + boA = 1
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 4 mae1: 2 sa9: 5 boA: 5

5:47.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae2 presents a text comparable to the
other Coptic versions, although three elements require explanation.

5:47.a.1 ϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏ. Mae2 uniquely includes the inferential particle ϫⲏ in the interroga-
tive construction ⲟⲩ ϫⲏ ⲡⲉ. Mae2’s use ofϫⲏ (Sahidic: ϭⲉ) is similar to that ofⲇⲉ

49 BoA differs from the other versions not only in its use of the preposition ⲙ-, 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; 12:12; 17:17; 18:33; 19:20; 23:31; 26:45; 27:4). The other Coptic versions some-
times use the particle as well (12:12sa9; 17:17mae1, 27mae1 sa9; 19:20mae1; 26:45co).

5:47.a.2 [ⲉⲧϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏⲉⲧϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏⲉⲧϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏⲉⲧϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏⲉⲧϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏⲉⲧϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏⲉⲧϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏⲉⲧϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏ]. Assuming my reconstruction,50 mae2 uniquely uses
the aorist, with the relative converter. This is in keeping with the translator’s
tendency. Of the 39 instances where mae2 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 itself is
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 mae2 where the Greek uses the present in the apodosis.51 Thus,
mae2’s aorist is a typical way to translate this sentence into Coptic.

5:47.a.3 ⲟⲩϫⲓⲟⲩϫⲓⲟⲩϫⲓⲟⲩϫⲓⲟⲩϫⲓⲟⲩϫⲓⲟⲩϫⲓⲟⲩϫⲓ. Mae2 is the sole version to formally represent NA27’s negative
interrogative ⲟⲩϫⲓ. Two of the other Coptic versions convert the rhetorical
question into a positive assertion, while sa9 uses ⲁⲛ.52

5:47.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. There are two syntactical incongruities
between mae2 and NA27, neither of which interfere with the meaning. For ϫⲏ
and ⲉϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏ, cf. 5:47.a.1 and 5:47.a.2, respectively.

5:47.c Textual Analysis

5:47.c.1 ἀδελφούς. Mae2 should not be cited as awitness for either NA27’s reading
ἀδελφούς or for the majority’s φίλους, since it is lacunose at the critical point in
the manuscript.

5:47.c.2 [ⲛⲓⲕⲉϩⲉⲛⲓⲕⲉϩⲉⲛⲓⲕⲉϩⲉⲛⲓⲕⲉϩⲉⲛⲓⲕⲉϩⲉⲛⲓⲕⲉϩⲉⲛⲓⲕⲉϩⲉⲛⲓⲕⲉϩⲉ]ⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ. Mae2 supports NA27’s reading of ἐθνικοί (01 03 05 035 ƒ1
33 892 1241 1424) against τελῶναι (019 032 038 ƒ13 𝔐).

50 Schenke’s reconstruction [ⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏ ⲙⲙⲁ]ϥ appears to be three to five letters short.
The reconstruction ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏ agreeswith theother three versions. Alternatively, the aorist
(cf. 24:32), or better, the relative aorist ⲉⲧϣⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲣⲏ 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 Cf. 12:25a, 43a, 44; 18:13; 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.c.3 [ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈] Cf. 5:46.c.

Matt 5:48

ϣ̣ⲱⲡⲏ [3–5 letters] [ⲛⲧ]ϩⲏ ⲡⲉⲧ[ⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ 12–16 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, ϣⲱⲡⲏ … [ⲛⲧ]ϩⲏ
ⲡⲉⲧ[ⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ], are consonant with the other Coptic manuscripts and with NA27
(cf. 1.5).

Matt 6:1

[ϯϩ][ⲧⲏⲧⲛ ⲉⲣ]ⲱ̣ⲧⲛ [15–25 letters ⲙⲡⲉ][ⲙⲧⲁ]54 ⲛ̣̇ⲉⲛ̣[ⲣ]ⲱⲙ[ⲏ 12–18 letters] ⲙⲙⲉⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛ [ⲃⲉ]ⲕⲏ ⲙⲙ̣[ⲉ]ⲟ[ⲩ
3–5 lettersⲙ]ⲡⲉⲧ[ⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲟⲩⲏ]Takeheed…beforemen…youhaveno reward fromyour Father
in heaven.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

Προσέχετε [δέ] mae2: [ϯϩ][ⲧⲏⲧⲛ]
mae1: ϯϩⲧⲏⲧⲛ
sa9: ϯϩⲧⲏⲧⲛ

boA: ⲙⲁϩⲑⲏⲧⲉⲛ

..............................................................................................................
mae2 mae1 sa9: X boA: ⲇⲉ..............................................................................................................
mae2: [ⲉⲣ]ⲱ̣ⲧⲛ

mae1: ⲉⲣⲟⲧⲛ. .. ................................................ ..
sa9 boA: X

53 Schenke reconstructed mae2 without the phrase for in heaven: ϣⲱⲡⲏ [ⲛⲧⲉⲗⲓⲟⲥ] [ⲛ]ⲧϩⲏ
ⲡⲉⲧ[ⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲟⲩⲧⲉⲗⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ], presumably due to space considerations.However, there seems to
be sufficient space to readϣ̣ⲱⲡⲏ [3–5 letters] [ⲛⲧ]ϩⲏ ⲡⲉⲧ[ⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏ ⲟⲩⲧⲉⲗⲓⲟⲥ], 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 rightmargin, and hemay have based his approx-
imation upon the longest orthographies possible (viz. [ⲙ]ⲡⲉⲧ[ⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲟⲩⲏ]).

54 Alternatively, [ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁ ⲉ][ⲃⲁⲗ] is possible. Regardless of the precise reconstruction, mae2
probably conveyed “before men.”
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(cont.)

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

τὴν ⸀δικαιοσύνην
ὑμῶν μὴ ποιεῖν55

mae1: ⲉ̇ⲧⲙⲉⲓⲣⲉ56
sa9: ⲉⲧⲙⲁⲁϥ.....................................................
boA: ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲁⲓϥ.....................................................
mae1: ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛ-ⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ
sa9: ⲉⲡⲉⲧⲛϯ
boA: ⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲧⲁⲓⲟ

ἔμπροσθεν τῶν
ἀνθρώπων57

mae1: ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲛⲣⲟⲙⲉ

sa9: ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲉⲣⲱⲙⲉ

boA: ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲑⲟ ⲛⲛⲓⲣⲱⲙⲓ

πρὸς τὸ θεαθῆναι mae1 boA: X sa9: ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
αὐτοῖς·58 mae1: ⲉⲡⲧⲣⲟⲩⲛⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲧⲛ

boA: ⲉⲑⲣⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲉⲛ

sa9: ⲉⲩⲉⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ

εἰ δὲ μή γε,59 mae1: ⲉⲙⲁⲛ
sa9: ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲛ

boA: X

55 Mae2 is not extant.
56 The Coptic word order is not reflected in the chart. Representation of μὴ ποιεῖν is shown

in the upper row of the last column, while representation of τὴν δικαιοσύνην ὑμῶν is given
in the lower cell. Mae1 is the only version in which the verb precedes the complement.

57 Depending on the reconstruction (cf. n. 53), mae2 could be similar to the reading of mae1
(sa9) or boA.

58 Mae2 is not extant.
59 Mae2 is not extant.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

μισθὸν οὐκ ἔχετε
παρὰ τῷ πατρὶ ὑμῶν
τῷ ἐν ⸀τοῖς οὐρανοῖς.

mae2: ⲙⲙⲉⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛ [ⲃⲉ]ⲕⲏ ⲙⲙ̣[ⲉ]ⲟ[ⲩ
3–5 letters ⲙ]ⲡⲉⲧ[ⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ

ⲙⲡⲏⲟⲩⲏ]60
mae1: ⲙⲙⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛ ⲃⲉⲕⲏ ⲙⲙⲉ ⲛⲧⲛ

ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲓⲟⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲟⲩⲉ

sa9: ⲙⲛⲧⲏⲧⲛ ⲃⲉⲕⲉ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲛⲁϩⲣⲙ

ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ

boA: ⲙⲙⲟⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛ ⲃⲉⲭⲉ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲛⲧⲟⲧϥ

ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϦⲉⲛ ⲛⲓⲫⲏⲟⲩⲓ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 0
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 2
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 1
mae2 + boA = 0
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 1 mae1: 6 sa9: 6 boA: 7

6:1.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. The Coptic versions differ syntactically at
manypoints, perhaps reflecting somedifficulty in representing theGreek. They
nonetheless convey the same message. Mae2 is largely lacunose in this verse,
but may not differ from the other versions.

6:1.b Translational Analysis. Mae2’s preserved text conveys a meaning that cor-
responds to the Greek of NA27.

6:1.c Textual Analysis

6:1.c.1 [δέ]. Mae2 cannot testify toNA27’s inclusion of δέ or its exclusion, formae2
so frequently gives no representation to δέ (cf. 1.5).

6:1.c.2 δικαιοσύνην. Due to the lacuna, mae2 cannot reliably support either
NA27’s δικαιοσύνην or ἐλεημοσύνην.

6:1.c.3 τοῖς. Not only because the text is lacunose, but also because Coptic is not
a reliable indicator of the Greek article (cf. 1.5), mae2 should not be cited in
support of the presence of NA27’s τοῖς, or its absence.

60 Mae2 could be reconstructed similarly to any of the other three versions.
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Matt 6:2

[ϩⲟⲧ]ⲁ̣ⲛ ⲁⲕ[ⲓ̈ ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏ] ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉ[ⲗⲉ]ⲏⲙⲟⲥ[ⲩⲛⲏ ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲥⲁⲗ][ⲡⲓ]ⲥⲏ ϩⲁⲧⲉ̣ⲕ̣ϩ[ⲏ ⲛⲧϩⲏ ⲛⲛⲓ]ϩⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲧ[ⲏⲥ ϣⲁⲩⲓ̈ⲣⲏ

ⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏ] [ϩⲉ]ⲛ̣ ⲛⲓⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱ̣[ⲅⲏ ⲙⲉ]ⲛ ⲛ̇ϩⲓⲣ ϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁ[ⲥ ⲉⲩⲉϫⲓⲁⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ] [ⲙ]ⲡⲉⲙⲙⲧⲁ ⲛ̇ⲣ[ⲱⲙⲏ ϩ]ⲁ̣ⲙⲏⲛ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙ[ⲁⲥ
ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ ϩⲁⲩⲱ] [ⲉ]ⲩϫⲓ ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲟⲩⲃⲉⲕⲏ:Whenever you 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.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

Ὅταν mae2: [ϩⲟⲧ]ⲁ̣ⲛ
sa9: ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
mae1: ⲉϣⲟⲡⲉ

boA: ⲉϣⲱⲡ

οὖν mae1: ⲟⲩⲛ
sa9:61 ϭⲉ
boA: ⲟⲩⲛ

mae2: X

ποιῇς mae2: ⲁⲕ[ⲓ̈]
mae1: ⲁⲕⲓ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
sa9 boA: X...................................................... ........................................................
mae2: [ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏ]
boA: ⲉⲕⲛⲁⲓⲣⲓ

mae1: ⲉⲕⲉⲓⲣⲉ
sa9: ⲕϣⲁⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉ

ἐλεημοσύνην, mae2: ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉ[ⲗⲉ]ⲏⲙⲟⲥ[ⲩⲛⲏ]
mae1 ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ
sa9: ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲛⲧⲛⲁ
boA: ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲉⲑⲛⲁⲏⲧ

μὴ σαλπίσῃς mae2: [ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲥⲁⲗ][ⲡⲓ]ⲥⲏ
mae1: ⲙⲡⲣ⳿ⲥⲁⲗⲡⲓⲍⲉ

sa9: ⲙⲡⲣⲱϣ

boA: ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉϣ62.....................................................
sa9: ⲉⲃⲟⲗ.....................................................
boA: ⲧⲁⲡ

61 Sahidic regularly uses ϭⲉ where the other Coptic versions use ⲟⲩⲛ, and so is considered a
dialectal difference for statistical purposes.

62 BoA is in the prenominal state, with ⲧⲁⲡ as its object.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ἔμπροσθέν σου,
ὥσπερ

mae2: ϩⲁⲧⲉ̣ⲕ̣ϩ[ⲏ ⲛⲧϩⲏ]
mae1: ϩⲁⲧⲉⲕϩⲉ ⲛⲑⲏ
sa9: ϩⲁⲧⲉⲕϩⲏ ⲛⲑⲉ

boA: ϧⲁϫⲱⲕ ⲙⲫⲣⲏϯ

οἱ ὑποκριταὶ
ποιοῦσιν

mae2: [ⲛⲛⲓ]ϩⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲧ[ⲏⲥ ϣⲁⲩⲓ̈ⲣⲏ]
mae1: ⲛⲛⲓϩⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ ϣⲁⲩⲉⲓⲣⲉ

sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ ⲛ-ϩⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ ⲉⲓⲣⲉ63
boA: ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣⲁ.....................................................
boA: ⲛϫⲉ.....................................................
boA: ⲛⲓϣⲟⲃⲓ64

X mae2 sa9 boA: X mae1: ⲅⲁⲣ

X mae2: ⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏ
mae1: ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲏ. .. ................................................ ..
sa9: ⲙⲙⲟⲥ65
boA: ⲙⲙⲟⲥ

ἐν mae2: [ϩⲉ]ⲛ̣
mae1: ϩⲛ
boA: ϧⲉⲛ

sa9: ϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲛ66

ταῖς συναγωγαῖς mae2: ⲛⲓⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱ̣[ⲅⲏ]67
boA: ⲛⲓⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ. .. ................................................ ..
mae1: ⲛⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ

sa9: ⲛⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ

καί mae2: [ⲙⲉ]ⲛ
mae1: ⲙⲛ
boA: ⲛⲉⲙ

sa9: ⲁⲩⲱ

63 Additionally, sa9 is the only version that lacks the preposition ⲛ-.
64 BoA reads ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣⲁ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛϫⲉ ⲛⲓϣⲟⲃⲓ.
65 Sa9 and boA position the complement ⲙⲙⲟⲥ differently.
66 Sa9 uses combinative adverb ϩⲣⲁⲓ̈ ϩⲛ (cf. Layton 2004, 165).
67 This is the affective demonstrative (cf. Layton 2004, 48–49).



78 chapter 3

(cont.)

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ἐν ταῖς ῥύμαις, mae2: ⲛ̇ϩⲓⲣ
mae1: ⲛϩⲓⲣ

sa9: ϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲛ ⲛϩⲓⲣ

boA: ⲛⲓⲁⲅⲟⲣⲁ

ὅπως mae2: ϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁ[ⲥ]68
boA: ϩⲓⲛⲁ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
mae1: ϫⲉⲕⲉⲥ
sa9: ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ

δοξασθῶσιν ὑπὸ τῶν
ἀνθρώπων·

mae2: [ⲉⲩⲉϫⲓⲁⲟⲩ]69
mae1: ⲉⲩⲉϫⲓⲁⲩ
sa9: ⲉⲩⲉϫⲓ ⲉⲉⲟⲩ

boA: ⲛⲥⲉϯⲱⲟⲩ

.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
mae2: [ⲉⲃⲁⲗ]
mae1: ⲉⲃⲁⲗ
sa9: ⲉⲃⲟⲗ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2 mae1 sa9: X boA: ⲛⲱⲟⲩ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2 mae1 sa9: X boA: ⲛϫⲉ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae1: ϩⲓⲧⲛ ⲛⲣⲟⲙⲉ

sa9: ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ

mae2: [ⲙ]ⲡⲉⲙⲙⲧⲁ ⲛ̇ⲣ[ⲱⲙⲏ]
boA: ⲛⲓⲣⲱⲙⲓ

ἀμὴν⸆ λέγω ὑμῖν,
ἀπέχουσιν τὸν
μισθὸν αὐτῶν.

mae2: [ϩ]ⲁ̣ⲙⲏⲛ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙ[ⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ

ϩⲁⲩⲱ] [ⲉ]ⲩϫⲓ ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲟⲩⲃⲉⲕⲏ
mae1: ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ

ϩⲁⲩⲟⲩⲱ ⲉⲩϫⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲩⲃⲉⲕⲏ

sa9: ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ

ⲁⲩⲟⲩⲱ ⲉⲩϫⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲩⲃⲉⲕⲉ

boA: ⲁⲙⲏⲛ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲱⲧⲉⲛ ϫⲉ

ⲁⲩⲕⲏⲛ ⲉⲩϭⲓ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲃⲉⲭⲉ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 2
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 6
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 1

mae2 + mae1 = 5
mae2 + boA = 3
mae2 + sa9 = 1

Unique elements mae2: 4 mae1: 3 sa9: 9 boA: 13

68 BoA has ϩⲓⲛⲁ, but mae2 consistently uses ϩⲓⲛⲁⲥ.
69 The conjunctive, used in boA, would also be a reasonable reconstruction formae2, reading

ⲛⲥⲉϫⲓⲁⲟⲩ. 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 ⲛⲓⲁⲅⲟⲣⲁ for NA27’s
ἐν ταῖς ῥύμαις, which Horner translates “market places.” Together, they have 28
unique features, four of which belong to mae2. Given the considerable agree-
ment between mae2 and the other versions, and the large number of unique
elements in sa9 and boA, this verse especially casts doubts on Schenke’s char-
acterisation of mae2 as entirely heterogeneous.

Mae2 has two noteworthy differences. First, as often in Coptic translation,
the possessive article and personal intermediate are used in mae2 for NA27’s
anarthrous ἐλεημοσύνην (Emmenegger 2007, 105;Mink 1972, 233–237). Secondly,
mae2 has ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲙⲧⲁ where NA27 has ὑπό, conveying the locus of one’s glorifica-
tion as being before people. This contrasts with the Greek, mae1, and sa9 which
convey the agents of glorification as being the people themselves (ὑπό; cf. ϩⲓⲧⲛ
and ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ in mae1 and sa9 respectively).70 Although mae2’s translation is
not a precise rendering of NA27, it probably is close enough that an alternative
Vorlage is not necessary (cf. Schenke’s retroversion ἔμπροσθεν).

6:2.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. There are five elements in mae2 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 ⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕ[ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏ]. Assuming the reconstruction, mae2 and mae1 both share
the periphrastic conditional reading ⲁⲕⲓ̈ ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏ. In the Middle Egyptian ver-
sions, the periphrastic conditional ⲓ̈ introduces the acts of giving alms (6:2mae1
mae2); praying (6:5mae1; 6:7mae2), fasting (6:16,17mae2 mae1), offering one’s gift
(5:23mae1), and washing one’s hands (15:2mae1). Thus, the use of the construc-
tion seems to reflect normal convention rather than an alternative reading in
the Vorlage.71

70 BoA makes ⲛⲓⲣⲱⲙⲓ the subject of the verb, rather than a complement.
71 The conditional often occurs inmae2 without the otherwise characteristic -ϣⲁⲛ- (28 of 54

occurrences in mae2; mae1 does so less frequently). Its occurrence with auxiliary ⲓ̈ seems
to be more prominent in Middle Egyptian than in the other Coptic versions. In an article
written prior to his analysis ofmae2, Schenke expandedKasser’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.



80 chapter 3

The main verb ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣⲏ is future, while the Greek is present subjunctive.
Mae2’s use of the future is not unusual, as suggested by boA’s ⲉⲕⲛⲁⲓⲣⲓ (in mae2,
cf. 8:19; 15:2; 20:4; 24:32).

6:2.b.2 [ⲛⲧϩⲏⲛⲧϩⲏⲛⲧϩⲏⲛⲧϩⲏⲛⲧϩⲏⲛⲧϩⲏⲛⲧϩⲏⲛⲧϩⲏ … ⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏ]. ⲛⲧϩⲏ modifies [ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲥⲁⲗ][ⲡⲓ]ⲥⲏ while ⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏ modifies
ϣⲁⲩⲓ̈ⲣⲏ. 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 ⲛⲧϩⲏ seems to correspond to NA27’s ὥσπερ, but no
Greekword corresponds to the secondmodifier ⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏ. In this simplification of
the Greek text, ⲛⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏ probably functions, however, as a transitive object much
akin to ⲙⲙⲟⲥwith ⲉⲓⲣⲉ in Sahidic and Bohairic (cf. 19:8), so that there is no need
for Schenke’s retroversion οὕτως.

6:2.b.3 ϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁ[ⲥⲥⲥⲥⲥⲥⲥⲥ]. Where NA27 has ὅπως, and sa9 and mae1 have ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ and ϫⲉⲕⲉⲥ,
respectively, mae2 has ϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁ[ⲥ] similarly to boA (ϩⲓⲛⲁ). This is typical formae2, in
that ϫⲉⲕⲉⲥ never occurs in mae2, and ⲕⲉⲥ only occurs once in mae2’s unrecon-
structed text where NA27 has ὅπως. Hence, Schenke’s retroversion of ϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁ[ⲥ] as
ἵνα is unnecessary and pedantic (cf. 6:4, 18; 13:35; 21:34).

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

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

6.2.b.6 ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉ[ⲗⲉⲗⲉⲗⲉⲗⲉⲗⲉⲗⲉⲗⲉⲗⲉ]ⲏⲙⲟⲥⲏⲙⲟⲥⲏⲙⲟⲥⲏⲙⲟⲥⲏⲙⲟⲥⲏⲙⲟⲥⲏⲙⲟⲥⲏⲙⲟⲥ[ⲩⲛⲏⲩⲛⲏⲩⲛⲏⲩⲛⲏⲩⲛⲏⲩⲛⲏⲩⲛⲏⲩⲛⲏ]. Cf. 6.2.a.

6:2.c Textual Analysis. Since mae2 only has the single occurrence of ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ, it
probably attests the single occurrence of ἀμήν in NA27 instead of its double
occurrence in 01* 13 pc. This is so sincemae2 has a tendency to double the ἀμήν,
having ten such occurrenceswithout significant corroboratingGreek evidence.
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Matt 6:3

ⲛⲧⲁⲕ·ⲇⲉ ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ ⲧ̣[ⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩ][ⲛ]ⲏ̣ ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲁⲙⲏ ⲧⲉ̣ⲕϩ̣ⲃⲟⲩⲣ ϫⲉ ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ[ⲧⲉ ⲧⲉⲕⲟⲩⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲙ] [ⲓ̈ⲣ]ⲏ̣ ⲙ̇ⲙⲁϥ But as
for you, when you will do your charitable deed, do not inform your left what it is that your right does.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

σοῦ δὲ ποιοῦντος
ἐλεημοσύνην

mae2: ⲛⲧⲁⲕ ⲇⲉ
sa9: ⲛⲧⲁⲕ ⲇⲉ
boA: ⲛⲑⲟⲕ ⲇⲉ

mae1: ⲛⲧⲁⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲕⲉⲓ

..............................................................................................................
mae1: ⲉⲕⲉⲓⲣⲉ
sa9: ⲉⲕⲉⲓⲣⲉ

mae2: ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ
boA: ⲉⲕⲛⲁⲓⲣⲓ.....................................................
mae2: ⲧ̣[ⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩ][ⲛ]ⲏ̣
mae1: ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ
sa9: ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲛⲧⲛⲁ
boA: ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲉⲑⲛⲁⲏⲧ.....................................................
boA: ⲧⲉⲕϫⲁϭⲏ

μὴ γνώτω ἡ
ἀριστερά σου

mae1: ⲙⲡⲣⲧⲉ ⲧⲉⲕϩⲃⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲓⲙⲉ
sa9: ⲙⲡⲣⲧⲣⲉ ⲧⲉⲕϩⲃⲟⲩⲣ ⲉⲓⲙⲉ

mae2: ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲁⲙⲏ ⲧⲉ̣ⲕϩ̣ⲃⲟⲩⲣ

boA: ⲙⲡⲉⲛϭⲣⲉⲭⲁ.....................................................
boA: ⲧⲉⲕϫⲁϭⲏ

τί ποιεῖ ἡ δεξιά σου, mae2: ϫⲉ ⲟⲩ
sa9: ϫⲉ ⲟⲩ
boA: ϫⲉ ⲟⲩ

mae1: X

..............................................................................................................
mae2: ⲡⲉ[ⲧⲉ ⲧⲉⲕⲟⲩⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲙ] [ⲓ̈ⲣ]ⲏ̣ ⲙ̇ⲙⲁϥ

boA: ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲧⲉⲕⲟⲩⲓⲛⲁⲙ ⲓⲣⲓ ⲙⲙⲟϥ

mae1: ⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉ ⲧⲉⲕⲟⲩⲓⲛⲉⲙ ⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲁϥ

sa9: ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ ⲧⲉⲕⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ ⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 0
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 0
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 1

mae2 + mae1 = 0
mae2 + boA = 1
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 3 mae1: 4 sa9: 2 boA: 5

6:3.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis.

Whilemuchof the vocabulary is similar, theCoptic versions differ onnumerous
syntactical elements in this short verse.
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6:3.a.1 ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ ⲧ̣ⲧ̣ⲧ̣ⲧ̣ⲧ̣ⲧ̣ⲧ̣ⲧ̣[ⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩ][ⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛ]ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣. The other three versions use the absolute
state (mae1: ⲉⲓⲣⲉ), while mae2 uses the prenominal form (ⲉⲣ), and so lacks the
mediatory preposition ⲛ-.

6:3.a.2 ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲁⲙⲏⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲁⲙⲏⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲁⲙⲏⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲁⲙⲏⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲁⲙⲏⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲁⲙⲏⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲁⲙⲏⲙⲡⲉⲣⲧⲁⲙⲏ. Mae2 uniquely uses the verb ⲧⲁⲙⲏ, where the Greek uses
γνώτω; the other Coptic versions use ⲉⲓⲙⲉ (bo: ⲉⲉⲙⲓ). Nonetheless, since the verb
ⲧⲁⲙⲏ sometimes translates γινώσκω (Mark 5:43; Acts 4:24) and is the causative
of ⲉⲓⲙⲉ (Crum 2005, 413), it appears to be a contextually sensitive translation of
γνώτω.

Mae2’s negative imperative (ⲙⲡⲉⲣ-) corresponds formally to the Greek im-
perative against the negative jussive in the other Coptic versions. However,
mae2 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 ⲧⲁⲙⲏ which functions well with the second
person imperative with its object ⲧⲉⲕϩⲃⲟⲩⲣ. Thus, Schenke’s retroversion γνω-
ρίσῃς (imperative) is not justified.

6:3.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae2 corresponds in meaning to the text of
NA27, despite differences between Schenke’s retroversion and NA27.

6:3.b.1 ⲛⲧⲁⲕⲛⲧⲁⲕⲛⲧⲁⲕⲛⲧⲁⲕⲛⲧⲁⲕⲛⲧⲁⲕⲛⲧⲁⲕⲛⲧⲁⲕ. 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 σοῦ δὲ ποιοῦντος. Thus, Schenke’s retroversion σὺ δὲ ποιή-
σων is pedantic.

6:3.b.2 ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣ⲛⲉⲉ̣ⲣ̣. Both mae2 and boA have the circumstantial future ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲉⲣ while
mae1 and sa9 have the circumstantial present, andNA27 has the present partici-
ple.Despite Schenke’s retroversion, representationof theGreekpresent 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. NA27 cites no variants in this verse.
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Matt 6:4

ϩ̣ⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥ ⲉ̣ⲣⲉ ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟ[ⲥⲩⲛⲏ ⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ] [ϩⲉ]ⲛ̣ ⲡⲉⲧϩ̣ⲏⲧⲡ72 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲕⲓ̈ⲱ̣ⲧ̣ ⲉ̣ϥⲛⲉⲟⲩ̣ ⲉ̣[ⲣⲁⲕ ϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ] ⲉϥⲉϯ
ⲛⲉⲕ ⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱ >—73 so that your charitable acts will be in secret, and your father, seeing you in
secret, he will certainly give you their reward

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ὅπως mae2: ϩ̣ⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥ
boA: ϩⲓⲛⲁ
mae1: ϫⲉⲕⲉⲥ
sa9: ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ

⸉ᾖ σου ἡ
ἐλεημοσύνη⸊

mae2: ⲉ̣ⲣⲉ… [ⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ]
mae1: ⲉⲣⲉ ⲧⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ ⲉⲥⲉϣⲟⲡⲉ

sa9: ⲉⲣⲉ…ϣⲱⲡⲉ

boA: ⲛⲧⲉ…ϣⲱⲡⲓ

mae2: ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟ[ⲥⲩⲛⲏ]
mae1: ⲧⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ
sa9: ⲧⲉⲕⲙⲛⲧⲛⲁ
boA: ⲧⲉⲕⲙⲉⲑⲛⲁⲏⲧ

ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ· καὶ ὁ
πατήρ σου

mae2: [ϩⲉ]ⲛ̣ ⲡⲉⲧϩ̣ⲏⲧⲡ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲕⲓ̈ⲱ̣ⲧ̣

mae1: ϩⲙ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲕⲉⲓⲟⲧ

boA: ϧⲉⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ ⲟⲩⲟϩ ⲡⲉⲕⲓⲱⲧ

sa9: ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲕⲉⲓⲱⲧ

ὁ βλέπων mae1: ⲉⲧϭⲟϣⲧ

sa9: ⲉⲧϭⲱϣⲧ

mae2: ⲉ̣ϥⲛⲉⲟⲩ
boA: ⲉⲑⲛⲁⲩ

mae2: ⲉ̣[ⲣⲁⲕ]
sa9: ⲉⲣⲟⲕ
mae1 sa9: X

ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ mae2: [ϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ]
mae1: ϩⲙ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲡⲧ

boA: ϧⲉⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲡ

sa9: ϩⲙ ⲡⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ

72 Schenke writes, “-ϩⲏⲧⲡ] sic! Metathese von ⲧ und ⲡ” (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

⸆ἀποδώσει σοι⸇. mae2: ⲉϥⲉϯ ⲛⲉⲕ

boA: ⲉϥⲉϯ ⲛⲁⲕ

mae1: ⲉϥⲉⲧⲟⲩⲓⲁ ⲛⲉⲕ

sa9: ϥⲛⲁⲧⲱⲱⲃⲉ ⲛⲁⲕ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae1 sa9 boA: X mae2: ⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 2
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 0
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 1

mae2 + mae1 = 1
mae2 + boA = 2
mae2 + sa9 = 1

Unique elements mae2: 3 mae1: 2 sa9: 5 boA: 3

6:4.a Coptic IntraversionalAnalysis.Mae2 has three unique features, and ismost
similar to boA when not in agreement with the other versions.

6:4.a.1ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟ[ⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏ].Mae2 readsⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟ[ⲥⲩⲛⲏ], using theplural inter-
mediate, instead of the singular as found in the other Coptic versions and the
Greek.Mae2’s incongruity in grammatical number canalsobe seen in6:7, 16.On
this leaf, there are over 80 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 NA27, switching to the plural in v. 5,
althoughmost manuscripts continue with the singular up to v. 6. Thus, assum-
ing NA27’s plural in v. 5, mae2’s plural in v. 4 anticipates the change to plural,
whether by accident or by design.

6:4.a.2 ⲉϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉϥⲛⲉⲟⲩ.WhereNA27has thepresent attributiveparticiple ὁ βλέπων, three
of the Coptic versions use the relative form, while mae2 has the circumstantial.
Despite Schenke’s retroversion with the finite verb βλέπει, mae2’s representa-
tion of the attributive participle as a circumstantial is not unusual. Indeed,
mae2 also avoids the relative in the other two formulaic parallels in 6:6, 18
against NA27’s ὁ βλέπων, reinforcing that Coptic is not a reliable witness to the
Greek participle (Plumley 1977, 151). In this case, there is hardly any difference
betweenmae2’s circumstantial ⲡⲉⲕⲓ̈ⲱ̣ⲧ̣ ⲉ̣ϥⲛⲉⲟⲩ̣ and the relative in the other ver-
sions.

6:4.a.3ⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱ. Although ⲉϥⲉϯ ⲛⲉⲕ ⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱ inmae2 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,
sinceϣⲉⲃⲓⲱ, 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 ϯ as found in boA.

More strikingly, the possessive article and second person intermediate in
ⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱ literally read, “Your Father … will certainly give you their reward.”
Thismay be a deficiency in the translation or a scribal error in which the exem-
plar had ⲛ̇ⲧⲉⲕϣⲉⲃⲓⲱ. Otherwise, the antecedent is ambiguous, if notmissing. Its
nearest possible antecedent is two verses previous, where the sum total of the
hypocrites’ rewardwas public praise frommen. 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, mae2 has three other elements needing comment.

6:4.b.1 ϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥ. Cf. 6:2.b.3.

6:4.b.2 ⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉ…[ⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ]. The reconstruction ofmae2’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 ϫⲉ(ⲕⲁⲁⲥ) “forms
the usual expression of purpose” (2004, 264). This is the case in 6:4, although
mae2 often uses ϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥwhere Sahidic uses ϫⲉ(ⲕⲁⲁⲥ).74

6:4.b.3 ⲉ̣ⲉ̣ⲉ̣ⲉ̣ⲉ̣ⲉ̣ⲉ̣ⲉ̣[ⲣⲁⲕⲣⲁⲕⲣⲁⲕⲣⲁⲕⲣⲁⲕⲣⲁⲕⲣⲁⲕⲣⲁⲕ]. Where NA27 lacks an object in the phrase ὁ βλέπων ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ,
mae2 and sa9 both supply the complement ⲉⲣⲁⲕ (sa9: ⲉⲣⲟⲕ). In the formulaic
parallels in 6:6 and 18, mae1 also reads with mae2 and sa9 in supplying the
complement, suggesting that its use in Coptic probably reflects a concession
to the receptor language. Thus, Schenke’s retroversion σε is pedantic.

74 The variability in representation of the present subjunctive is striking in mae2. It uses 11
different tense forms in the 18 occurrences of NA27’s present subjunctive which are extant
in mae2, all of which have but one, two, or three total occurrences; cf. Plumley 1977, 149.



86 chapter 3

6:4.c Textual Analysis.

6:4.c.1 ⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉⲉ̣ⲣⲉ ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟ[ⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏⲥⲩⲛⲏ ⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏⲉⲥⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ]. 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, mae2 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 (ἡ ἐλεημοσύνη σου
ᾖ), mae2 should not be cited in support of NA27’s placement of the verb in the
first position (ᾖ σου ἡ ἐλεημοσύνη), or in the last position in 01 (ἡ σου ἐλεημοσύνη
ᾖ) and 05 (ἡ ἐλεημοσύνη σου ᾖ).

6:4.c.2 αὐτός. Mae2 probably does not give representation to intensive αὐτός, for
there is insufficient space for anythingmore in the lacuna than ⲉ̣[ⲣⲁⲕ ϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏ-
ⲡⲧ]. The absence, however, of its formal representation does not imply mae2’s
support for its absence inNA27, formae2 gives representation to intensive αὐτός
in only three of NA27’s seven occurrences that are extant in mae2.

6:4.c.3 ἐν τῷ φανερῷ. Mae2 and the other Coptic versions attest NA27’s lack of ἐν
τῷ φανερῷ (01 03 05 035 ƒ1 13) against 019 032 038 0250 𝔐.

Matt 6:5

[12.5cm75]ϣ̣[ⲱⲡⲏ] [ⲛ]ⲧ̣ϩⲏ ⲛ[ⲛⲓ]ϩ̣ⲩⲡⲟⲕ̣ⲣ̣[ⲓⲧ]ⲏ̣ⲥ ⲉϣⲁⲩⲙ̣[ⲏⲟⲩⲏ ⲛⲧ]ⲁⲩ ϫⲉ [ⲉⲃⲁⲗ] [ϩⲉ]ⲛ ⲡⲉϩⲟ̣ⲩⲁ ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲉϫⲏ

ⲉϣⲁⲩⲥ[ⲱⲧⲉⲙ ⲉ]ⲣⲁⲟⲩ ϩⲁ[ⲙⲏⲛ] [ϯ]ϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ ϩⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲩϫⲓ ⲃ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣[ⲏ] 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.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

Καί76 mae1: X
sa9: ⲇⲉ77
boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ

75 The formulaic parallels in vv. 2 and 16 would suggest a conditional form, perhaps ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ
ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲏ or possibly ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲁⲧⲉⲛϣⲁⲛⲓ̈ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲏ, both of which fit
reasonably well (the ⲭ very well may have been aϫ). Either reconstructionwould produce
a similar English translation.

76 Mae2 is not extant.
77 Sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓ ⲇⲉ.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ὅταν
⸂προσεύχησθε,78

mae1: ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ

sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓ
boA: ⲉϣⲱⲡ.....................................................
mae1: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲉ
sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁϣⲗⲏⲗ

boA: ⲉⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲁⲧⲱⲃϩ

οὐκ ἔσεσθε⸃79 mae1: ⲙⲡⲣϣⲟⲡⲉ

sa9: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛϣⲱⲡⲉ

boA: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲣ

ὡς οἱ ὑποκριταί, mae2: [ⲛ]ⲧ̣ϩⲏ ⲛ[ⲛⲓ]ϩ̣ⲩⲡⲟⲕ̣ⲣ̣[ⲓⲧ]ⲏ̣ⲥ
mae1: ⲛⲑⲏ ⲛⲛⲓϩⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ

sa9: ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲛⲓϩⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ

boA: ⲙⲫⲣⲏϯ ⲛⲛⲓϣⲟⲃⲓ

ὅτι mae1 sa9 boA: ϫⲉ mae2: X

X mae1 sa9 boA: X mae2: ⲉϣⲁⲩⲙ̣[ⲏⲟⲩⲏ ⲛⲧ]ⲁⲩ ϫⲉ

[ⲉⲃⲁⲗ] [ϩⲉ]ⲛ ⲡⲉϩⲟ̣ⲩⲁ ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲉϫⲏ

ⲉϣⲁⲩⲥ[ⲱⲧⲉⲙ ⲉ]ⲣⲁⲟⲩ80

φιλοῦσιν⸆ mae1: ϩⲉⲛⲙⲁⲓ
sa9: ⲥⲉⲙⲉ
boA:ϣⲁⲩⲙⲉⲓ

ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς
καὶ ἐν ταῖς

sa9: ⲛⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ
boA: ⲛⲟϩⲓ ⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ

mae1: ⲟϩⲉⲣⲉⲧⲟⲩ

..............................................................................................................
γωνίαις τῶν
πλατειῶν ἑστῶτες
προσεύχεσθαι,81

78 Mae2 is not extant.
79 Only aϣ is evident in mae2, perhaps of the wordϣⲱⲡⲏ.
80 I have counted the scribal blunder as a single difference (cf. 6:5.a).
81 Mae1 differs in its representation of προσεύχεσθαι from sa9 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

mae1: ⲛⲉ ⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲉ
sa9: ⲉϣⲗⲏⲗ

boA: ⲛⲥⲉⲧⲱⲃϩ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae1: ϩⲛ ⲛⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲉⲗⲕⲉ

ⲛⲛⲉⲡⲗⲁⲧⲓⲁ

sa9: ϩⲛ ⲛⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ ⲙⲛ ⲛⲕⲗϫⲉ

ⲛⲛⲉⲡⲗⲁⲧⲓⲁ

boA: ϧⲉⲛ ⲛⲓⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ ⲛⲉⲙ ⲛⲓⲗⲁⲕϩ

ⲛⲧⲉⲛⲓϣⲑⲉϩ

ὅπως⸇ mae1: ϫⲉⲕⲉⲥ
sa9: ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ

boA: ϩⲟⲡⲱⲥ

φανῶσιν τοῖς
ἀνθρώποις· ἀμὴν
λέγω ὑμῖν,

mae1: ⲉⲩⲉⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲛⲣⲟⲙⲉ ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ
ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ

sa9: ⲉⲩⲉⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ

ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ

boA: ⲛⲥⲉⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲓⲣⲱⲙⲓ ⲁⲙⲏⲛ

ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲱⲧⲉⲛ ϫⲉ ⲁⲩⲕⲏⲛ ⲉⲩϭⲓ

ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲃⲉⲭⲉ

mae2: ϩⲁ[ⲙⲏⲛ] [ϯ]ϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ

ϩⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲩϫⲓ ⲃ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣[ⲏ]

ἀπέχουσιν τὸν
μισθὸν αὐτῶν.

mae2: ϩⲁⲩⲱ
sa9: ⲁⲩⲟⲩⲱ

mae1: ϩⲁ… ⲟⲩⲱ

boA: ⲁⲩⲕⲏⲛ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2: ⲉⲩϫⲓ
sa9: ⲉⲩϫⲓ
boA: ⲉⲩϭⲓ

mae1: X82

...................................................... ........................................................
sa9: ⲙⲡⲉⲩⲃⲉⲕⲉ
boA: ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲃⲉⲭⲉ

mae2: ⲃ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣[ⲏ]
mae1: ⲡⲉⲩⲃⲉⲕⲏ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 0
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 1
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 1

mae2 + mae1 = 0
mae2 + boA = 0
mae2 + sa9 = 1

Unique elements mae2: 4 mae1: 10 sa9: 6 boA: 11

82 The verb is absent in mae1, 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

NA27 v. 5 προσεύχησθε, οὐκ ἔσεσθε ὡς οἱ ὑποκριταί
NA27 v. 7 προσευχόμενοι δὲ μὴ βατταλογήσητε ὥσπερ οἱ ἐθνικοί
Mae2 v. 5 ⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲉ ϣ̣ⲱⲡⲏ ⲛⲧ̣ϩⲏ ⲛⲛⲓϩ̣ⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣ̣ⲓⲧⲏⲥ

Mae2 v. 7 ⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩⲭ̣ⲉ ⲙⲡⲉ[ⲣⲉⲣ ⲟⲩ]ⲙⲏϣⲏ ⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏ ⲛⲧϩⲏ ⲛ̇ⲛⲓϩⲉⲑⲛⲓ̣ⲕⲟⲥ

Moreover, for the scribe of Codex Schøyen, 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 mae2 (cf. 6:5.b.2).

6:5.b Translational Analysis. Excepting the scribal blunder, mae2’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 ἔσῃ where NA27 has ἔσεσθε).

6:5.b.1ϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉ. Despite the occurrence in all four versions ofϫⲉwhich introduces the
phrase for “they have received their reward,” Schenke pedantically retroverts
ὅτι. This seems to suggest that mae2 disagrees with NA27’s lack of ὅτι, 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 ὅτι.

83 Boismard seems not to have considered this explanation, assuming instead that mae2
reflects an earlier redactor’s activity: “Le début et la fin du texte de [mae2] ont leur
parallèle dans le Matthieu classique, mais le centre du verset n’a plus rien à 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 Sinaïtique,
un des compagnons habituels de [mae2]? Nous renonçons à donner une explication à
cette anomalie; nous constatons seulement qu’ ici encore [mae2] offre un texte fortement
remanié” (2003b, 193).
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6:5.b.2 ⲃⲉ̣ⲃⲉ̣ⲃⲉ̣ⲃⲉ̣ⲃⲉ̣ⲃⲉ̣ⲃⲉ̣ⲃⲉ̣[ⲕⲏⲕⲏⲕⲏⲕⲏⲕⲏⲕⲏⲕⲏⲕⲏ]. Mae2 lacks the possessive article and the third person intermedi-
ate (ⲡⲉⲩ-), so that Schenke retroverts ⲃⲉ̣[ⲕⲏ] as anarthrous μισθόν, without the
third person possessive αὐτῶν. 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 ϫⲓ ⲃⲉⲕⲉ 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 προσεύχησθε, οὐκ ἔσεσθε. Because of its lacuna, mae2 cannot testify either
to NA27’s προσεύχησθε, οὐκ ἔσεσθε or to προσεύξῃ, οὐκ ἔσῃ in most manuscripts.

6:5.c.2 στῆναι. Because of the scribal blunder, mae2 cannot attest the inclusion
of στῆναι in 05’s singular reading φιλοῦσιν στῆναι.

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

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

Matt 6:6

[ⲛ]ⲧⲁⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲁ̣[ⲕⲓ̈] ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩϫⲏ̣ ⲙⲉϣⲉ ⲛⲉⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩ̣[ⲛ] ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲧⲁⲙⲓ[ⲟⲛ] ϣⲧⲉⲙ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲣ̣[ⲁ ⲉ]ⲣⲱⲕ ⲧⲱⲃϩ

ⲙ̇ⲡⲉ̣[ⲕⲓ̈]ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲡ[ⲉ]ⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲕⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ ⲡⲉ̣ⲧϩⲏ̣ⲡ̣ⲧ ϥⲛⲉⲩ [ⲉⲣⲁⲕ] ⲉϥⲉⲧⲟⲩⲓ̈ⲁⲩ ⲛⲉⲕ: 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.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

σὺ δὲ ὅταν
προσεύχῃ,

mae2: [ⲛ]ⲧⲁⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲁ̣[ⲕⲓ̈]
mae1: ⲛⲧⲁⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲕⲓ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
sa9: ⲛⲧⲟⲕ ⲇⲉ
boA: ⲛⲑⲟⲕ ⲇⲉ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2: ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩϫⲏ
mae1: ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲉ

sa9: ⲉⲕⲛⲁϣⲗⲏⲗ

boA: ⲉⲕⲛⲁⲧⲱⲃϩ
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

εἴσελθε εἰς τὸ
ταμεῖόν σου

mae2: ⲙⲉϣⲉ

mae1: ⲙⲉϣⲉ

boA: ⲙⲁⲱⲉ

sa9: ⲃⲱⲕ

..............................................................................................................
mae2: ⲛⲉⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩ̣[ⲛ] ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲧⲁⲙⲓ[ⲟⲛ]
mae1: ⲛⲉⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟⲛ

boA: ⲛⲁⲕ ⲉϧϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟⲛ

sa9: ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟⲛ

καὶ κλείσας τὴν
θύραν σου

mae2:ϣⲧⲉⲙ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲣ̣[ⲁ]
mae1:ϣⲧⲉⲙ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲣⲁ

sa9: ⲛⲅϣⲧⲁⲙ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲣⲟ84
boA: ⲙⲁϣⲑⲁⲙ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲣⲟ..............................................................................................................

mae2: [ⲉ]ⲣⲱⲕ

mae1: ⲉⲣⲟⲕ
boA: ⲉⲣⲟⲕ

sa9: X

καί mae2 mae1 sa9: X boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ

πρόσευξαι mae2 boA: ⲧⲱⲃϩ mae1: ⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲉ
sa9: ⲛⲅ-ϣⲗⲏⲗ

τῷ πατρί σου mae2: ⲙ̇ⲡⲉ̣[ⲕⲓ̈]ⲱⲧ

mae1: ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲉⲓⲟⲧ
boA: ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲓⲱⲧ

sa9: ⲉⲡⲉⲕⲉⲓⲱⲧ

τῷ ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ· mae2: ⲉⲧϩⲛ
mae1: ⲉⲧϩⲙ
sa9: ⲉⲧϩⲙ

boA: ϧⲉⲛ

..............................................................................................................
mae2: ⲡ[ⲉ]ⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ
mae1: ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ
boA: ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ

sa9: ⲡⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ

84 “The favoured coordination (often asyndetic) of imperatives is shared by M [i.e., the
dialect of mae2] with Boh., opposed to the Sah. ‘imperative + conjunctive’ coordinative
sub/syncategorization” (Shisha-Halevy 1983, 323).
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(cont.)

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

καὶ ὁ πατήρ σου
ὁ βλέπων ἐν τῷ
κρυπτῷ

mae1: ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲕⲓⲟⲧ

sa9: ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲕⲉⲓⲱⲧ

boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ ⲡⲉⲕⲓⲱⲧ

mae2: ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲕⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧ-ϩⲉⲛ ⲡⲉ̣ⲧϩⲏ̣ⲡ̣ⲧ85

...................................................... ........................................................
mae1: ⲉⲧϭⲟϣⲧ

sa9: ⲉⲧϭⲱϣⲧ

mae2: ϥⲛⲉⲩ
boA: ⲉⲑⲛⲁⲩ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................

mae2: [ⲉⲣⲁⲕ]
mae1: ⲉⲣⲁⲕ
sa9: ⲉⲣⲟⲕ

boA: X

...................................................... ........................................................
mae1: ϩⲙ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ

boA: ϧⲉⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ

sa9: ϩⲙ ⲡⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ

ἀποδώσει σοι⸆. mae2: ⲉϥⲉⲧⲟⲩⲓ̈ⲁⲩ ⲛⲉⲕ

mae1: ⲉϥⲉⲧⲟⲩⲓⲁ ⲛⲉⲕ

sa9: ϥⲛⲁⲧⲱⲱⲃⲉ ⲛⲁⲕ

boA: ⲉϥⲉϯ ⲛⲁⲕ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 5
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 3
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 4
mae2 + boA = 1
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 3 mae1: 1 sa9: 10 boA: 7

6:6.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Of mae2’s 24 words, 17 are similar in vocab-
ulary and syntax to at least two of the other three versions.

Mae2’s three unique features involve the final phrase ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ ⲡⲉ̣ⲧϩⲏ̣ⲡ̣ⲧ ϥⲛⲉⲩ.
Mae2 has the relative converter with the preposition ϩⲉⲛ, but the others have it
with the verb for to see. Mae2 differs in word order, too, putting the reference
to “in secret” prior to the verb instead of afterward, similar to the occurrence of
ⲙ̣ⲡⲉ̣[ⲕⲓ̈]ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲡ[ⲉ]ⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ in the previous clause.While the other versions cor-
respond more formally to NA27, 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.b.3, and 6:6a, mae2 conveys the mean-

85 Mae2 places the representation of ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ prior to the verb, in contrast to the other
versions.
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ing ofNA27. The fourth involves the pronominal -ⲩ suffixed to ⲉϥⲉⲧⲟⲩⲓ̈ⲁ⸗ inmae2
andmae1, fromwhich Schenke surmised the reading αὐτούς as the complement
of the verb ἀποδώσει. The object, however, is a regular feature of the construc-
tion (18:25, 26, 29), making Schenke’s retroversion unnecessary.

6:6.c TextualAnalysis. Similarly to v. 4,mae2 and the otherCoptic versions attest
the reading in NA27 (01 03 05 035 ƒ1) which lacks ἐν τῷ φανερῷ at the end of the
verse, against 019 032 038 ƒ13 33 𝔐.

Matt 6:7

ⲁⲕⲓ̈ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩϫ̣ⲉ ⲙⲡⲉ[ⲣⲉⲣ ⲟⲩ]ⲙⲏϣⲏ ⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏ ⲛⲧϩⲏ ⲛ̇ⲛⲓϩⲉⲑⲛⲓ̣ⲕⲟⲥ ⲉϣⲁⲩⲙ[ⲏⲟⲩⲏ] ⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩ ϫⲉ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲉⲛ

ⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁ ⲛ̇ⲛⲉ[ⲩⲥⲉϫ]ⲏ̣ ⲉϣⲁⲩ[ⲥⲱⲧⲙ] ⲉⲣⲁⲟⲩWhenever 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.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

Προσευχόμενοι δέ mae1 sa9 boA: X mae2: ⲁⲕⲓ̈..............................................................................................................
mae2: ⲇⲉ ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩ̣ϫ̣ⲉ
mae1: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲉ ⲇⲉ
sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲗⲏⲗ ⲇⲉ

boA: ⲉⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲁⲧⲱⲃϩ ⲇⲉ

μὴ βατταλογήσητε
ὥσπερ οἱ ⸀ἐθνικοί,

mae2: ⲙⲡⲉ[ⲣⲉⲣ ⲟⲩ]ⲙⲏϣⲏ ⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏ ⲛⲧϩⲏ

boA: ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲣ ⲟⲩⲙⲏϣ ⲛⲥⲁϫⲓ ⲙⲫⲣⲏϯ

̣mae1: ⲙⲡⲣⲃⲁⲧⲧⲁⲗⲟⲅⲓ ⲛⲑⲏ
sa9: ⲙⲡⲣⲣϩⲁϩ ⲛϣⲁϫⲉ ⲛⲑⲉ..............................................................................................................

mae2: ⲛ̇ⲛⲓϩⲉⲑⲛⲓ̣ⲕⲟⲥ
sa9: ⲛⲛⲓϩⲉⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ
boA: ⲛⲛⲓⲉⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ

mae1: ⲛⲛⲓϩⲩⲡⲟⲣⲕⲓⲧⲏⲥ

δοκοῦσιν mae2: ⲉϣⲁⲩⲙ[ⲏⲟⲩⲏ]
mae1:ϣⲁⲩⲙⲏⲟⲩⲉ

sa9: ⲉⲩⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ
boA: ⲥⲉⲙⲉⲩⲓ..............................................................................................................

mae1 sa9 boA: X mae2: ⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩ

γάρ mae1: ⲅⲁⲣ
sa9: ⲅⲁⲣ
boA: ⲅⲁⲣ

mae2: X
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(cont.)

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ὅτι ἐν τῇ πολυλογίᾳ mae2 mae1: ϫⲉ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ
αὐτῶν ..............................................................................................................

sa9 boA: ϫⲉ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2: ϩⲉⲛ
mae1: ϩⲛ
boA: ϧⲉⲛ

sa9: ϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲛ

mae2: ⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁ
mae1: X
sa9: ⲧⲉⲩⲙⲛⲧϩⲁϩ
boA: ⲡⲟⲩⲙⲏϣ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................

sa9: ⲛϣⲁϫⲉ

boA: ⲛⲥⲁϫⲓ
mae2: ⲛ̇ⲛⲉ[ⲩⲥⲉϫ]ⲏ̣
mae1: ⲧⲉⲩⲁⲧⲉⲥⲉϫⲉ

εἰσακουσθήσονται. mae2: ⲉϣⲁⲩ[ⲥⲱⲧⲙ] ⲉⲣⲁⲟⲩ
mae1: ⲁⲩⲛⲉⲥⲟⲧⲙ ⲉⲣⲁⲩ

sa9: ⲉⲩⲛⲁⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ

boA: ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙ ⲉⲣⲱⲟⲩ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 1
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 0
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 1

mae2 + mae1 = 1
mae2 + boA = 1
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 8 mae1: 7 sa9: 6 boA: 4

6:7.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae2 has eight unique elements.
Wheremae2 does not share features with two or three other versions, it favours
mae1 slightly more than boA.

6:7.a.1 ⲁⲕⲓ̈ⲁⲕⲓ̈ⲁⲕⲓ̈ⲁⲕⲓ̈ⲁⲕⲓ̈ⲁⲕⲓ̈ⲁⲕⲓ̈ⲁⲕⲓ̈ ⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉ ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩϫ̣ⲉⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩϫ̣ⲉⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩϫ̣ⲉⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩϫ̣ⲉⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩϫ̣ⲉⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩϫ̣ⲉⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩϫ̣ⲉⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩϫ̣ⲉ. For the auxiliary verb and circumstantial future,
cf. 6:2.b.1 Despite the rare future participle (ⲡροσευξόμενος) in Schenke’s retro-
version, mae2 probably reflects NA27’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 ⲉϣⲁⲩⲙⲉϣⲁⲩⲙⲉϣⲁⲩⲙⲉϣⲁⲩⲙⲉϣⲁⲩⲙⲉϣⲁⲩⲙⲉϣⲁⲩⲙⲉϣⲁⲩⲙ[ⲏⲟⲩⲏⲏⲟⲩⲏⲏⲟⲩⲏⲏⲟⲩⲏⲏⲟⲩⲏⲏⲟⲩⲏⲏⲟⲩⲏⲏⲟⲩⲏ]. Both mae1 and mae2 have ϣⲁⲩⲙⲏⲟⲩⲏ (mae1: ϣⲁⲩⲙⲏⲟⲩⲉ),
but mae2 uses the circumstantial converter with it. Schenke retroverts this as
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a Greek participle, against the finite verb in NA27. The retroversion is unneces-
sary, however, as demonstrated by the twofold occurrence of the circumstantial
in sa9 for finite Greek verbs even in this same verse.

6:7.a.3 ⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩ. Schenke’s retroversion αὐτοί for ⲛⲧⲁⲩ is unnecessary, for the Coptic
versions frequently supply an explicit pronoun where the Greek only has a
conjugated verb (on this leaf, cf. 6:8mae1 mae2).

6:7.a.4 ⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁ. Where NA27 has τῇ πολυλογίᾳ, the four versions have four dif-
ferent renderings, three of which correspond closely in meaning to the Greek,
while mae1 has ⲧⲉⲩⲁⲧⲉⲥⲉϫⲉ.

6:7.a.5 ⲉϣⲁⲩⲉϣⲁⲩⲉϣⲁⲩⲉϣⲁⲩⲉϣⲁⲩⲉϣⲁⲩⲉϣⲁⲩⲉϣⲁⲩ[ⲥⲱⲧⲙⲥⲱⲧⲙⲥⲱⲧⲙⲥⲱⲧⲙⲥⲱⲧⲙⲥⲱⲧⲙⲥⲱⲧⲙⲥⲱⲧⲙ]. As also the prior verb ⲉϣⲁⲩⲙ[ⲏⲟⲩⲏ], mae2 has the circum-
stantial aorist form ⲉϣⲁⲩ[ⲥⲱⲧⲙ]. In this case, whereNA27 has εἰσακουσθήσονται,
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.1), mae2 corresponds in meaning to NA27. In addition to
ⲁⲕⲓ̈ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩϫ̣ⲉ and ⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩ (cf. 6:7.a), two other elements merit further
comment.

6:7.b.1 ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉ[ⲣⲉⲣⲣⲉⲣⲣⲉⲣⲣⲉⲣⲣⲉⲣⲣⲉⲣⲣⲉⲣⲣⲉⲣ ⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩ]ⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲏϣⲏ ⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏ. Where NA27 has μὴ βατταλογήσητε, mae2 has
ⲙⲡⲉ[ⲣⲉⲣ ⲟⲩ]ⲙⲏϣⲏ ⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏ, similar to sa9 and boA. The difficulty in translating
the Greek word is implied by the use of a phrase to render it (cf. Askeland on
amelioration, 2012a, 39). Instead of the phrase, mae1 uses the loanword.

6:7.b.2 ⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁ ⲛ̇ⲛⲉⲛ̇ⲛⲉⲛ̇ⲛⲉⲛ̇ⲛⲉⲛ̇ⲛⲉⲛ̇ⲛⲉⲛ̇ⲛⲉⲛ̇ⲛⲉ[ⲩⲥⲉϫⲩⲥⲉϫⲩⲥⲉϫⲩⲥⲉϫⲩⲥⲉϫⲩⲥⲉϫⲩⲥⲉϫⲩⲥⲉϫ]ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣ⲏ̣. Where NA27 has πολυλογίᾳ αὐτῶν, mae2 has the
gendered common noun ⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲁ with ⲛ̇ⲛⲉ[ⲩⲥⲉϫ]ⲏ̣, in accord with the Greek
(Layton 2004, 88). While possession is indicated in their respective gendered
common nouns in sa9 (ⲧⲉⲩⲙⲛⲧϩⲁϩ) and boA (ⲡⲟⲩⲙⲏϣ), possession in mae2 is
shown in the common noun ⲛ̇ⲛⲉ[ⲩⲥⲉϫ]ⲏ̣.

6:7.c Textual Analysis Mae2 supports the reading ἐθνικοί found in most manu-
scripts, against ὑποκριταί found in 03 1424 and mae1.
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Matt 6:8

ⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛⲙⲡⲉⲣⲓ̈ⲛⲏ ⲙ̇ⲙⲁ[ⲟⲩ ϥⲥ]ⲁⲟⲩⲛ ⲅ̣[ⲁ]ⲣ̣ [ⲙⲡⲉ]ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣ̣ⲏⲁⲙ̇ⲙⲁϥ ϩⲁⲑⲏ ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧ[ⲉⲧⲉⲛ]ⲁ̣ⲓⲧⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲁ[ϥ ⲉⲧ]ⲃⲏⲧϥ.
Do not be like them. For he knows what you need before you ask him about it.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

μὴ οὖν ὁμοιωθῆτε
αὐτοῖς·

mae2: ⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛ

mae1: ⲛⲧⲟⲧⲛ.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
sa9 boA: X
mae1: ⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲡⲣⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ86
sa9: ⲙⲡⲣⲉⲓⲛⲉ ϭⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲩ
boA: ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲓⲛⲓ ⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲙⲱⲟⲩ

mae2: ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲓ̈ⲛⲏ ⲙ̇ⲙⲁ[ⲟⲩ]

οἶδεν γὰρ ⸆ὁ πατὴρ
ὑμῶν

mae2: [ϥⲥ]ⲁⲟⲩⲛ ⲅ̣[ⲁ]ⲣ
mae1: ϥⲥⲁⲟⲩⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ

boA: ϥⲥⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ

sa9: ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ

.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2 sa9 boA: X mae1: ⲛϭⲏ ⲡ̅ϯ̅.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae1: ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲓⲟⲧ
sa9: ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ

mae2: X
boA: ⲛϫⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓⲱⲧ

ὧν χρείαν ἔχετε mae2: [ⲙⲡⲉ]ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣⲏⲁ ⲙ̇ⲙⲁϥ

mae1: ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲭⲣⲓⲁ ⲙⲙⲁϥ

sa9: ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣⲓⲁ ⲙⲙⲟϥ

boA: ⲛⲛⲏ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲣⲭⲣⲓⲁ ⲙⲙⲱⲟⲩ

πρὸ τοῦ ὑμᾶς mae2: ϩⲁⲑⲏ ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧ[ⲉⲧⲉⲛ]ⲁ̣ⲓⲧⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲁ[ϥ] sa9: ⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁⲓⲧⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
⸂αἰτῆσαι αὐτόν⸃. mae1: ϩⲁⲑⲏ ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁⲓⲧⲓ ⲙⲙⲁϥ boA: ⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲧⲟⲃϩ-ϥ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................

mae1 sa9: X mae2: [ⲉⲧ]ⲃⲏⲧϥ
boA: ⲉⲑⲃⲏⲧⲟⲩ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 1
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 1
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 1

mae2 + mae1 = 2
mae2 + boA = 0
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 3 mae1: 1 sa9: 2 boA: 5

86 Sa9 and boA delay their representation of post-positive οὖν to follow the verb.
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6:8.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The four versions are similar, with
mae2 having three unique features. About half of mae2’s text is similar to two,
if not all three of the other versions. There is a marginally closer relationship
between mae2 and mae1 than the others.

6:8.a.1 [ϥⲥϥⲥϥⲥϥⲥϥⲥϥⲥϥⲥϥⲥ]ⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛ. The other Coptic versions give explicit reference to the Father,
while mae2 represents the Father with personal ϥ- 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 mae2 is otherwise replete with occurrences of ⲡⲉⲧ-
ⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ. Regardless, the referent is clear.

6:8.a.2 [ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧ]ⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥ. Mae2 and boA agree in their use of the preposition ⲉⲧⲃⲏⲧ⸗;
suggesting that Schenke’s retroversion περὶ αὐτοῦ is unnecessary.

6:8.b Translational Analysis. Although mae2 differs at four syntactical points
from NA27, it conveys a meaning similar to NA27.

6:8.b.1 ⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛ. Since theCoptic imperative does not indicate grammatical num-
ber, the extraposited personal independent ⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛ (mae1: ⲛⲧⲟⲧⲛ) explicates
the plural (cf. Layton 2004, 295), and also facilitates the transition which the
unrepresented οὖν would imply. Schenke’s retroversion with intensive ὑμεις is
pedantic.

6:8.b.2 ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν. Cf. 6:8.a.1.

6:8.b.3 [ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉⲙⲡⲉ]ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣⲏⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣⲏⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣⲏⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣⲏⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣⲏⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣⲏⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣⲏⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣⲏⲁ. Where the Greek has plural ὧν, referring to the things
which the disciple needs, mae2, mae1, and sa9 have the singular articulated
relative, suggesting a concession to the receptor language.

6:8.b.4 [ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧ]ⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥⲃⲏⲧϥ. Cf. 6:8.a.2.

6:8.c Textual Analysis

6:8.c.1 ὁ θεός. Mae2 probably attests NA27’s reading which lacks ὁ θεός prior to
ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν against the longer reading (01c 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 ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧ[ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛ]ⲁ̣ⲓⲧⲉⲓⲁ̣ⲓⲧⲉⲓⲁ̣ⲓⲧⲉⲓⲁ̣ⲓⲧⲉⲓⲁ̣ⲓⲧⲉⲓⲁ̣ⲓⲧⲉⲓⲁ̣ⲓⲧⲉⲓⲁ̣ⲓⲧⲉⲓ. Mae2 supports αἰτῆσαι αὐτόν in NA27 against the sin-
gular reading ἀνοῖξε τὸ στόμα in 05.

Matt 6:9

ⲛ̇ⲧ̣ⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏ ⲟⲩⲛ ⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛ ⲡ[ⲉⲧⲉⲧ]ⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓ ⲙ̇ⲙ̣[ⲁⲥ]87 ϫⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲛ̇ⲡⲏ: ⲡⲉⲕⲣⲉ[ⲛ ⲙⲁ]ⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲡ As for you,
therefore, it is in this way that you should ask: Our Father in heaven, may your name be hallowed.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

Οὕτως οὖν88 …
ὑμεῖς·

mae1: ⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲧⲟⲧⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲏ

boA: ⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲑⲱⲧⲉⲛ ⲙⲡⲁⲓⲣⲏϯ

mae2: ⲛ̇ⲧ̣ⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏ ⲟⲩⲛ ⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛ

sa9: ⲧⲁⲓ ϭⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲱⲧⲛ

προσεύχεσθε mae2: ⲡ[ⲉⲧⲉⲧ]-ⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓ89
mae1: ⲡⲣⲟⲥⲉⲩⲭⲉ
sa9: ⲉ-ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁϣⲗⲏⲗ

boA: ⲧⲱⲃϩ

mae2: ⲙ̇ⲙ̣[ⲁⲥ] ϫⲉ
sa9: ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ

mae1: ϫⲉ
boA: X

Πάτερ ἡμῶν ὁ
ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς·
ἁγιασθήτω τὸ ὄνομά
σου·

mae2: ⲡⲉⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲛ̇ⲡⲏ ⲡⲉⲕⲣⲉ[ⲛ
ⲙⲁ]ⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲡ

mae1: ⲡⲉⲛⲉⲓⲟⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏ ⲡⲉⲕⲣⲉⲛ

ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲧⲟⲩⲃⲁ

sa9: ⲡⲉⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉ

ⲡⲉⲕⲣⲁⲛ ⲟⲩⲟⲡ

boA: ⲡⲉⲛⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϧⲉⲛ ⲛⲓⲫⲏⲟⲩⲓ

ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ ⲛϫⲉ ⲡⲉⲕⲣⲁⲛ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 0
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 0
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 0
mae2 + boA = 0
mae2 + sa9 = 2

Unique elements mae2: 4 mae1: 3 sa9: 5 boA: 3

87 Schenke’s reconstruction ⲙ̇ⲙ̣[ⲁϥ] is plausible.
88 Bothmae1 and boA postpone representation of οὕτως οὖν 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 ⲛ-ⲛ to ⲛ.
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6:9.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae2 agrees with either two or three of the
other versions in seven of its ten elements, being about equally similar to mae1
as to sa9. Mae2 has four unique elements.

6:9.a.1 ⲛ̇ⲧ̣ⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛ̇ⲧ̣ⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛ̇ⲧ̣ⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛ̇ⲧ̣ⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛ̇ⲧ̣ⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛ̇ⲧ̣ⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛ̇ⲧ̣ⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏⲛ̇ⲧ̣ⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏ. While sa9 has ⲧⲁⲓ in the first position, and mae1 and boA have
ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲏ and ⲙⲡⲁⲓⲣϩϯ in the last, mae2 is the only version to have ⲛ̇ⲧⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏ in the
first position, even though mae2’s positioning accords well with that of NA27’s
οὕτως.

6:9.a.2 ⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡ[ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧ]ⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓ. For NA27’s προσεύχεσθε, there are four different renderings
in the Coptic versions. Mae2 uses the loanword (cf. αἰτέω). Also, mae2 uses
an attached relative converter in the cleft sentence (with elided ⲉ-ⲉ) ⲛ̇ⲧ̣ⲉⲓ̈ϩⲏ …
ⲡ[ⲉⲧⲉⲧ]ⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓ to introduce the Lord’s Prayer. The cleft sentence is also used in
sa9 (cf. Layton 2004, 374).90

6:9.a.3 [ⲙⲁⲙⲁⲙⲁⲙⲁⲙⲁⲙⲁⲙⲁⲙⲁ]ⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲡⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲡⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲡⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲡⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲡⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲡⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲡⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲡ. While both mae2 and sa9 use ⲟⲩⲁⲡ (sa9: ⲟⲩⲟⲡ) in the
petition that the Father’s name be sanctified, mae2 puts it in the prepersonal
state ([ⲙⲁ]ⲣⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲡ), while sa9 uses the prenominal.

6:9.b Translational Analysis. The one element meriting comment is the verb
ⲉⲧⲓ (cf. αἰτέω) where NA27 has προσεύχεσθε. For ⲉⲧⲓ, Schenke infers αἰτήσετε as
an alternative Greek reading, but this is unnecessary, for BDAG indicates that
αἰτέω can mean to 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). ⲉⲧⲓ was probably attracted to v. 9
through its occurrence in v. 8 where it refers to entreating God. Note also the
interchangeability of ⲧⲟⲃϩwith αἰτέω and προσεύχομαι in boA in vv. 8–9.

6:9.c Textual Analysis. NA27 indicates no textual variation.91

90 For mae2’s use of ⲡⲉⲧ- rather than -ⲉⲧ in cleft sentences, see Bosson (2006, 65–66).
91 The forms ⲡⲏ and ⲡⲏⲟⲩⲉ are both amply attested as plurals in both mae1 and mae2 (cf.

Bosson 2006, 20). NA27 appears to mistake mae1’s ⲙⲡⲏ as a singular and cites it (and by
implication, mae2) as supporting the singular form found in the Didache, a point already
countered by Plisch (2003, 95).
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Matt 6:10

[ⲧⲉⲕ]ⲙⲉⲛⲧⲉⲣⲁ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥⲓ̈ ⲛⲉⲛ: ⲡⲉⲧⲉϩⲛ[ⲉⲕ] ⲙ̣ⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱ[ⲡⲏ ⲛ]ⲧ̣ϩ̣ⲏ ⲉⲧϣⲁⲡ ϩⲛ ⲧⲡⲏ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡ̣[ⲏ ϩⲓϫ]ⲛ ⲡⲕⲉ-

ϩ[ⲏ] 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.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ἐλθέτω ἡ βασιλεία
σου·

mae2: [ⲧⲉⲕ]ⲙⲉⲛⲧⲉⲣⲁ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥⲓ̈

mae1: ⲧⲉⲕⲙⲛⲧⲉⲣⲁ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥⲉⲓ

sa9: ⲧⲉⲕⲙⲛⲧⲣⲣⲟ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥⲉⲓ

boA: ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥⲓ ⲛϫⲉ ⲧⲉⲕⲙⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣⲟ

.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae1 sa9 boA: X mae2: ⲛⲉⲛ

γενηθήτω τὸ θέλημά
σου, ○ὡς

mae2: ⲡⲉⲧⲉϩⲛ[ⲉⲕ] ⲙ̣ⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱ[ⲡⲏ
ⲛ]ⲧ̣ϩ̣ⲏ

mae1: ⲡⲉⲧⲉϩⲛⲉⲕ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲟⲡⲉ ⲛⲑⲏ

boA: ⲡⲉⲧⲉϩⲛⲁⲕ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲡⲓ ⲙⲫⲣⲏϯ

sa9: ⲡⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲑⲉ

.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2: ⲉⲧϣⲁⲡ

mae1: ⲉⲧϣⲁⲡ

sa9: ⲉⲧⲉϥ
boA: X

ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ
⸆γῆς·

mae2: ϩⲛ ⲧⲡⲏ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡ̣[ⲏ]
mae1: ϩⲛ ⲧⲡⲏ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲟⲡⲉ

sa9: ϩⲛ ⲧⲡⲉ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲡⲉ

boA: ϧⲉⲛ ⲧⲫⲉ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2: [ϩⲓϫ]ⲛ ⲡⲕⲉϩ[ⲏ]
mae1: ϩⲓϫⲛ ⲡⲕⲉϩⲉ

sa9: ⲟⲛ ϩⲓϫⲙ ⲡⲕⲁϩ

boA: ⲛⲉⲙ ϩⲓϫⲉⲛ ⲡⲓⲕⲁϩⲓ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 1
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 1
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 3
mae2 + boA = 0
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 1 mae1: 0 sa9: 4 boA: 4

6:10.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae2 only has one unique feature (cf.
6:10.b.1). Mae2 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. Mae2 lacks syntactical correspondence
with NA27 at two points, but nonetheless conveys the same meaning.
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6:10.b.1 ⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛ. Mae2 has ⲛⲉⲛ as the prepositional object in [ⲧⲉⲕ]ⲙⲉⲛⲧⲉⲣⲁ ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥⲓ̈

ⲛⲉⲛ, forwhich Schenkehas retroverted the otherwise unattested ἡμῖν. Nonethe-
less, evenwhen lacking in the Greek, prepositional objects for ⲓ̈ are not unusual
formae2 (e.g., 15:[12]; 15:23; 17:7), or for the other Coptic versions (e.g., boA: 15:12;
17:7; mae1: 15:23).

6:10.b.2 ⲙ̣ⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲙ̣ⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲙ̣ⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲙ̣ⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲙ̣ⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲙ̣ⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲙ̣ⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲙ̣ⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱ[ⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏ] … ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡ̣ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡ̣ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡ̣ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡ̣ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡ̣ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡ̣ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡ̣ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱⲡ̣[ⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏ]. The Coptic versions, boA excepted, are
not as economical as the Greek (with its polyvalent καί) in petitioning that
God’s will be done, for ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲡⲏ (mae1: ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲟⲡⲉ; sa9: ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϣⲱⲡⲉ) is used
twice, while the Greek uses the corresponding word γενηθήτω but once.

6:10.c Textual Analysis

6:10.c.1 [ⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛ]ⲧ̣ϩ̣ⲏⲧ̣ϩ̣ⲏⲧ̣ϩ̣ⲏⲧ̣ϩ̣ⲏⲧ̣ϩ̣ⲏⲧ̣ϩ̣ⲏⲧ̣ϩ̣ⲏⲧ̣ϩ̣ⲏ. With the occurrence of [ⲛ]ⲧ̣ϩ̣ⲏ, Mae2 probably attests the pres-
ence of ὡς prior to ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ γῆς, as opposed to its singular absence in
05.

6:10.c.2 ⲡⲕⲉϩⲡⲕⲉϩⲡⲕⲉϩⲡⲕⲉϩⲡⲕⲉϩⲡⲕⲉϩⲡⲕⲉϩⲡⲕⲉϩ[ⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏ]. Mae2 cannot reliably attest NA27’s lack of the article prior to γῆς
or its presence in most manuscripts (cf. 1.5; Plumley 1977, 148).

Matt 6:11

[ⲡⲉⲛ][ⲁⲓ̈ⲕ ⲛ]ⲣⲉⲥⲧⲏ ⲙⲁⲓ̈ϥ ⲛⲉⲛ ⲛⲡⲁⲟⲩ Give us our bread of tomorrow today.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν
ἐπιούσιον δὸς ἡμῖν
σήμερον

mae2: [ⲡⲉⲛ][ⲁⲓ̈ⲕ ⲛ]ⲣⲉⲥⲧⲏ ⲙⲁⲓ̈ϥ ⲛⲉⲛ

ⲛⲡⲁⲟⲩ

mae1: ⲡⲉⲛⲁ̇ⲉⲓⲕ ⲛ̇ⲣⲉⲥⲧⲉ ⲙⲁⲉⲓϥ ⲛⲉⲛ

ⲙ̇ⲡⲁⲟⲩ

boA: ⲡⲉⲛⲱⲓⲕ ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲁⲥϯ ⲙⲏⲓϥ ⲛⲁⲛ

ⲙⲫⲟⲟⲩ

sa9: ⲡⲉⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲉⲧ-ⲛⲏⲩ ⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲟⲟⲩ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 1
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 0
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 0
mae2 + boA = 0
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 0 mae1: 0 sa9: 2 boA: 0
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6:11.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae2 reads identically to two of the three
other versions, excepting dialectal differences.

6:11.b Translational Analysis. For the notoriously difficult petition for the “daily
bread,” early tradents apparently coined the word ἐπιούσιος (Bauer 2000, 376).
The early versions translate it variously. Davies and Allison summarise the pos-
siblemeanings 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). Mae2 and, similarly, mae1
and boA read -ⲣⲉⲥⲧⲏ, in keeping with meaning three (“for the following day”),
and reflecting the modern majority opinion. Schenke retroverts ⲛⲣⲉⲥⲧⲏ not as
ἐπιούσιον, but as the otherwise unattested ἐπαύριον tomorrow, but this is not
necessary.92

6:11.c Textual Analysis. NA27 indicates no variation in the Greek manuscript
tradition.

Matt 6:12

ⲕ[ⲱ ⲛⲛⲉ]ⲧⲉⲣⲁⲛ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ [ⲛⲧϩ]ⲏ ϩⲱⲛ ⲉⲧⲛⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲉⲧ[ⲉ ⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉ]ⲛ ⲉⲣⲁⲟ[ⲩ] 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

καί mae2 mae1 sa9: X boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ

ἄφες ἡμῖν τὰ
ὀφειλήματα ἡμῶν,

mae2: ⲕ[ⲱ ⲛⲛⲉ]ⲧⲉⲣⲁⲛ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ

mae1: ⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲣⲁⲛ

sa9: ⲕⲱ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲣⲟⲛ

boA: ⲭⲁ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲣⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

ὡς καί mae2: [ⲛⲧϩ]ⲏ ϩⲱⲛ

mae1: ⲛⲑⲏ ϩⲱⲛ

boA: ⲙⲫⲣⲏϯ ϩⲱⲛ

sa9: ⲛⲑⲉ ϩⲱⲱⲛ ⲟⲛ

92 Horner notes that other Copticmanuscripts have ⲡⲉⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲉⲧⲛⲏⲩ, 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

ἡμεῖς ⸀ἀφήκαμεν mae2: ⲉⲧⲛⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ

sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

mae1: ⲉⲧϣⲁⲛⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

boA: ⲛⲧⲉⲛⲭⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

τοῖς ὀφειλέταις
ἡμῶν·

mae1: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲉⲛ ⲉⲣⲁⲩ

sa9: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲛ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ

boA: ⲛⲛⲏ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲧⲁⲛ ⲉⲣⲱⲟⲩ

mae2: ⲛⲉⲧ[ⲉ ⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉ]ⲛ ⲉⲣⲁⲟ[ⲩ]

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 1
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 1
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 1
mae2 + boA = 0
mae2 + sa9 = 1

Unique elements mae2: 1 mae1: 1 sa9: 2 boA: 2

6:12.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Except for the placement of ⲉⲃⲁⲗ and
dialectal considerations, the only unique feature in mae2 is the lack of the
preposition ⲛ- in the articulated relative ⲛⲉⲧ[ⲉ ⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉ]ⲛ. The last six words are
nearly identical in all four versions.

6:12.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae2 (and mae1) lacks representation of
ἡμῖν, perhaps because the intended recipient of forgiveness is already implied
when thepetitioners entreat, “forgive our sins,”making “to us” redundant. Thus,
there is no compelling reason for Schenke’s retroversion without ἡμῖν.

6:12.c Textual Analysis. NA27 has ἀφήκαμεν, with ἀφίομεν as the variant. None
of the Coptic versions have either the perfect or the present; rather, mae2 and
sa9 have the circumstantial, mae1 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 throughhis retroversion. The subtleties ofGreek
tense, however, are not always reflected in Coptic (Emmenegger 2007, 98),
and this is all the more likely with the ὡς καί construction which introduces
the clause. Ultimately, the translators all may have prioritised the admonitive
element that thedisciples 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

[ⲙⲡⲉⲣ][ⲛⲧⲛ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲓⲡⲓⲣⲁⲥⲙⲟ]ⲥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉ̣[ⲕⲉⲛⲉϩ]ⲙⲙⲛ [ⲉⲃⲁⲗ 2–4 letters ⲡⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ] Do not bring us into
temptation, but deliver us ( from) evil.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

καί mae2 sa9: X.................................................... .
mae1: ⲁⲩⲱ
boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ

μὴ εἰσενέγκῃς ἡμᾶς
εἰς πειρασμόν, ἀλλά

mae2: [ⲙⲡⲉⲣ][ⲛⲧⲛ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ

ⲉⲡⲓⲡⲓⲣⲁⲥⲙⲟ]ⲥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
mae1: ⲙⲡⲣⲛⲧⲛ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲡⲓⲣⲁⲥⲙⲟⲥ

ⲁⲗⲗⲁ

boA: ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲛⲧⲉⲛ ⲉϧⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲓⲣⲁⲥⲙⲟⲥ

ⲁⲗⲗⲁ

sa9: ⲛⲅⲧⲙϫⲓⲧⲛ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲣⲁⲥⲙⲟⲥ

ⲁⲗⲗⲁ

ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς mae1: ⲛⲉϩⲙⲛ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ

boA: ⲛⲁϩⲙⲉⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

mae2: ⲉ̣[ⲕⲉⲛⲉϩ]ⲙⲙⲛ [ⲉⲃⲁⲗ]
sa9: ⲛⲅⲛⲁϩⲙⲉⲛ

ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ⸆. mae1: ⲛⲧⲁⲧϥ
sa9: ϩⲓⲧⲙ
boA: ϩⲁ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................

mae2: [ⲡⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ]93
sa9: ⲡⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ

mae1: ⲙⲡⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ
boA: ⲡⲓⲡⲉⲧϩⲱⲟⲩ

X mae2 sa9 boA: X mae1: ϫⲉ ⲧⲱⲕ ⲧⲉ ⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲉⲟⲟⲩ

ϣⲁⲛⲓⲉⲛⲉϩ ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 1
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 0
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 1

mae2 + mae1 = 0
mae2 + boA = 0
mae2 + sa9 = 2

Unique elements mae2: 1 mae1: 3 sa9: 3 boA: 2

93 The reconstruction is tentative, but reasonable since it occurs elsewhere for πονηρός (5:39;
12:34, 35, etc.). Schenke proffers ϩⲉⲛ as the reconstructed preposition, but it could also be
ϩⲛ or ϩⲁ.
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6:13.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Except for the inclusion of the doxology
in mae1, the differences between the four versions are minimal. Mae2 shares a
similar text with two, if not three of the other versions in six of its seven words.

Theoneunique element inmae2 is the optative in the appeal for deliverance,
which theGreek conveyswith the imperative ῥῦσαι. Despite Schenke’s retrover-
sion as a future indicative, however, the optative is not unexpected, and occurs
inmae2where theGreekhas 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. Mae2 conveys the same message as NA27,
with formal equivalent syntax, except for the form ⲉ̣[ⲕⲉⲛⲉϩ]ⲙⲙⲛ (cf. 6:13.a).

6:13.c Textual Analysis. Mae2 attests NA27’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

[ⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ ⲁⲧⲉ]ⲛϣⲁⲛ̇ⲕ̣[ⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛ]ⲛⲉⲛⲣⲱ[ⲙⲏ ⲛⲛⲉⲩ][ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ ϥⲛⲉⲕⲱ ⲛϫⲏ ⲡ]ⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱ[ⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ] ⲛ̣ⲡⲏ
ⲉⲃ̣[ⲁⲗ ⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛ ϩⲱⲧⲉⲛ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲡ]ⲁ̣ⲣ̣[ⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ ⲉ]ϣⲱⲡ[ⲏ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛ][ⲧⲙⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲏ ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁ-

ⲡⲧⲱ]ⲙⲁ [ⲟ]ⲩ̣ⲇⲉ ⲛ̣[2–4 letters][4–6 letters ⲡⲉⲧ(ⲉ)ⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ] ⲛ̣ⲡⲏ[ⲟⲩⲏ ⲛⲛⲉϥ]ⲕ[ⲱ] ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛ̣[ⲏⲧⲛ] If you
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

Ἐάν mae2: [ⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ]
mae1: ⲉϣⲟⲡⲉ

boA: ⲉϣⲱⲡ

sa9: X

..............................................................................................................
γάρ sa9: ⲅⲁⲣ

boA: ⲅⲁⲣ94
mae2: X
mae1: ⲟⲩⲛ

ἀφῆτε τοῖς
ἀνθρώποις

mae2: [ⲁⲧⲉ]ⲛϣⲁⲛ̇ⲕ̣[ⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ

ⲛ]ⲛⲉⲛⲣⲱ[ⲙⲏ]
mae1: ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲁⲛⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲛⲣⲟⲙⲉ

sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲁⲛⲕⲱ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ

boA: ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲭⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲓⲣⲱⲙⲓ

94 Since sa9 lacks ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ, post-positive ⲅⲁⲣ is postponed until after the verb.
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(cont.)

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

τὰ παραπτώματα
αὐτῶν,

mae2: [ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱ]ⲙⲁ
mae1: ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲡⲁⲣⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ

boA: ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ

sa9: ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲛⲟⲃⲉ

ἀφήσει mae2: ϥⲛⲉⲕⲱ
mae1: ϥⲛⲉⲕⲱ
sa9: ϥⲛⲁⲕⲱ

boA: ⲉϥⲉⲭⲱ

καὶ ὑμῖν ὁ πατὴρ
ὑμῶν ⸂ὁ οὐράνιος⸃·

mae2: ⲉⲃ̣[ⲁⲗ ⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛ ϩⲱⲧⲉⲛ]
mae1: ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϩⲱⲧⲛ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ

sa9: ϩⲱⲱϥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

boA: ⲛⲱⲧⲉⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ.....................................................
mae2: [ⲛϫⲏ ⲡ]ⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱ[ⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ] ⲛ̣ⲡⲏ
sa9: ⲛϭⲓ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ

boA: ⲛϫⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϧⲉⲛ ⲛⲓⲫⲏⲟⲩⲓ

mae1: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ ⲛϫⲉ

ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲟⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲥ

.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2: [ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲡ]ⲁ̣ⲣ̣[ⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ]95
boA: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ

sa9: X

ἐάν mae2: [ⲉ]ϣⲱⲡ[ⲏ]
mae1: ⲉϣⲟⲡⲉ

boA: ⲉϣⲱⲡ

sa9: X

δὲ μὴ ἀφῆτε τοῖς
ἀνθρώποις⸆,

mae2: [ⲇⲉ ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛ][ⲧⲙⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ

ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲏ]
mae1: ⲇⲉ ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲧⲙⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲛⲣⲟⲙⲉ

sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲧⲙⲕⲱ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ96
boA: ⲇⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛϣⲧⲉⲙⲭⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

ⲛⲛⲓⲣⲱⲙⲓ

X mae1 boA: X mae2: [ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱ]ⲙⲁ
sa9: ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲛⲟⲃⲉ

95 Mae1 includes ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ, but puts it prior to the reference to the Father in heaven.
96 Since sa9 lacks ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ, post-positive ⲇⲉ is postponed until after the verb.
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NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

οὐδέ mae2: [ⲟ]ⲩⲇⲉ
boA: ⲟⲩⲇⲉ. .. ................................................ ..
mae1 sa9: X

ὁ πατὴρ ⸂ὑμῶν97 mae1: ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲛⲓⲟⲧ
sa9: ⲛϭⲓ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ98
boA: ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲛⲓⲱⲧ

mae2: [ⲉⲧϩⲛ] ⲛ̣ⲡⲏ[ⲟⲩⲏ]
sa9: ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ. .. ................................................ ..
mae1 boA: X

ἀφήσει⸃ mae2: [ⲛⲛⲉϥ]ⲕ[ⲱ] ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛ̣[ⲏⲧⲛ]99
mae1: ⲛⲉⲕⲱ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲉⲛ

sa9: ⲛϥⲛⲁⲕⲱ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

boA: ϥⲛⲁⲭⲱ ⲛⲱⲧⲉⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲛ

τὰ παραπτώματα
ὑμῶν.

mae1: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ

boA: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ

mae2: X
sa9: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲛⲟⲃⲉ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 3
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 1
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 1

mae2 + mae1 = 2
mae2 + boA = 4
mae2 + sa9 = 2

Unique elements mae2: 5 mae1: 5 sa9: 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 mae2 is lacunose, one cannot determine whether it agrees or differs with any of the
other three versions regarding the ⲛ- negative prefix or the use of the extraposited subject
mediated by ⲛϫⲏ.

98 Sa9 uniquely postpones the subject ⲛϭⲓ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲛ ⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ to the penultimate position,
just before ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲛⲟⲃⲉ.

99 The reconstruction for mae2 is so uncertain that the position of negative ⲉⲛ 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 mae2 need extensive reconstruction, making the comparison and analysis
especially uncertain.

6:14–15.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Wheremae2 does not agree with
two or three of the other versions, it agreesmore oftenwithmae1.Mae2 has two
noteworthy elements unique to its text.

6:14–15.a.1 [ϥⲛⲉⲕⲱϥⲛⲉⲕⲱϥⲛⲉⲕⲱϥⲛⲉⲕⲱϥⲛⲉⲕⲱϥⲛⲉⲕⲱϥⲛⲉⲕⲱϥⲛⲉⲕⲱ ⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏ ⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡ]ⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱ[ⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ] ⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏ ⲉⲃ̣ⲉⲃ̣ⲉⲃ̣ⲉⲃ̣ⲉⲃ̣ⲉⲃ̣ⲉⲃ̣ⲉⲃ̣[ⲁⲗⲁⲗⲁⲗⲁⲗⲁⲗⲁⲗⲁⲗⲁⲗ ⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛ ϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛ-
ⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡ]ⲁ̣ⲣ̣ⲁ̣ⲣ̣ⲁ̣ⲣ̣ⲁ̣ⲣ̣ⲁ̣ⲣ̣ⲁ̣ⲣ̣ⲁ̣ⲣ̣ⲁ̣ⲣ̣[ⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ. In v. 14, the pronominal complement in three of the versions
(mae1 sa9: ⲛⲏⲧⲛ; boA: ⲛⲱⲧⲉⲛ) occurs prior to the extraposited postponed sub-
ject, while inmae2, ⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛ comes after the verb and the extraposited postponed
subject (mediated by ⲛϫⲏ).

6:14–15.a.2 τὰ παραπτώματα ὑμῶν. In the protasis of v. 15, both mae2 and sa9
give representation to τὰ παραπτώματα ὑμῶν (mae2: [ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱ]ⲙⲁ; sa9:
ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲛⲟⲃⲉ), while the other two do not. Additionally, where the word occurs
in the apodosis of v. 15, mae2 lacks the reference to trespasses. Cf. 6:14–15.b.3.

6:14–15.b Translational Analysis. Despite syntactical differences, NA27 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 [ⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡ]ⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱ[ⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ] ⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏ. In the apodosis of v. 14, Schenke retroverts
[ⲡ]ⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱ[ⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ] ⲛ̣ⲡⲏ as ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν [εν] (τοῖς) οὐρανοῖς, as if mae2 supports
the poorly attested reading in 038 700 against NA27’s ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὁ οὐράνιος.
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; 6:1, 9, 14).

6:14–15.b.2 [ⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩ(ⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉ)]ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ ⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏ[ⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏ]. In the apodosis of v. 15, assuming the reconstruc-
tion, mae2 includes [ⲉⲧϩ(ⲉ)]ⲛ̣ ⲡⲏ[ⲟⲩⲏ] to modify the reference to the Father,
similar to samss. This reading is attested scantly in the Greek manuscript tradi-
tion (021 pc), and so may have arisen independently in mae2 as harmonisation
to the immediate context or in conformity with the familiar formula.

6:14–15.b.3 παραπτώματα. In the two verses, NA27 has only two occurrences of
παραπτώματα, 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 παραπτώματα (accusative)
your heavenly Father will forgive you (dative)

v. 15 but if you do not forgive men (dative)
neither will your Father forgive your παραπτώματα (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
Protasis

v. 14
Apodosis

v. 15
Protasis

v. 15
Apodosis

Supporting
Coptic witnesses

NA27
01 05 mss

παραπτώματα παραπτώματα (None)

019 ƒ13 παραπτώματα παραπτώματα παραπτώματα παραπτώματα sa9 bomss mae1

03 021 579
RP HF

παραπτώματα παραπτώματα παραπτώματα SaHorner

Coptic witnesses

v. 14
Protasis

v. 14
Apodosis

v. 14
Protasis

v. 14
Apodosis

Greek
witnesses

mae2 -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ (None)

mae1 -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ 019 ƒ13

sa9 -ⲛⲟⲃⲉ -ⲛⲟⲃⲉ -ⲛⲟⲃⲉ -ⲛⲟⲃⲉ 019 ƒ13

saHorner
sa122 148 151

-ⲛⲟⲃⲉ -ⲛⲟⲃⲉ -ⲛⲟⲃⲉ 03 021 579

boA bomss -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ (None)

bomss -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ 019 ƒ13
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Also remarkably, the fourfold occurrence of ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ is widely distrib-
uted throughout the Coptic tradition (mae1 sa9 bomss) but with limited Greek
attestation (019 and ƒ13); such widespread distribution is incongruous relative
to the Greek evidence. Moreover, there are no Greek witnesses which corre-
spond either to the ordering in mae2, or to those Bohairic manuscripts putting
-ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ 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.100

6:14–15.c Textual Analysis

6:14–15.c.1 γάρ. Mae2 does not reliably attest the occurrence of γάρ in NA27
(cf. 1.5).

6:14–15.c.2 [ⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡ]ⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱ[ⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ] ⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏⲛ̣ⲡⲏ. For the apodosis of v. 14, cf. 6:14–15.b.1.

6:14–15.c.3 τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν. Cf. 6:14–15.b.3.

6:14–15.c.4 [ⲡⲉⲧⲡⲉⲧⲡⲉⲧⲡⲉⲧⲡⲉⲧⲡⲉⲧⲡⲉⲧⲡⲉⲧ(ⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉ)ⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩⲉⲧϩ(ⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉ)]ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ ⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏ[ⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩⲏ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲛⲛⲉϥⲛⲛⲉϥⲛⲛⲉϥⲛⲛⲉϥⲛⲛⲉϥⲛⲛⲉϥⲛⲛⲉϥ]ⲕⲕⲕⲕⲕⲕⲕⲕ[ⲱⲱⲱⲱⲱⲱⲱⲱ] ⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣ⲛ̣[ⲏⲧⲛⲏⲧⲛⲏⲧⲛⲏⲧⲛⲏⲧⲛⲏⲧⲛⲏⲧⲛⲏⲧⲛ]. 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
ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν, but since Coptic sometimes uses the personal intermediate with
the possessive article where the Greek possessive pronoun is lacking,101 mae2’s
support for NA27 is uncertain. Secondly, while all the versions include the
prepositional personal object (mae2: ⲛ̣[ⲏⲧ(ⲉ)ⲛ]) as the object of the Father’s
forgiveness, it is all the more necessary in mae2 since it lacks the reference to
trespasses in the apodosis of v. 15; thus, mae2 should not be cited in support of
the singular reading ὑμῖν in 05, despite Schenke’s retroversion. Mae2’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 NA27’s apparatus.
101 Cf. 11:29co; 27:30mae2 mae1 boA; for mae2: 17:23; 20:4; 21:4; cf. Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink

1972, 233–237.
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Matt 6:16

[ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲕ]ϣⲁⲛ[ⲓ̈ ⲉ]ⲕⲛⲉⲛ[ⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ] ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲣ̣ [ⲛ][ⲧϩⲏ ⲛⲛⲓϩⲩⲡⲟ]ⲕⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ̣ ⲉ̣ϣ̣ⲁ̣ⲩ̣ⲟ̣[ⲕⲉⲙ ⲙⲉⲟⲩ]ⲓ̈ⲏ ⲡⲉⲩ[ϩⲁ]
[ϫⲉ ⲉⲩⲉⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ] ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲛ̣ ⲛⲓⲣ[ⲱⲙⲏ ⲉⲩ]ⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ ϩ[ⲁ][ⲙⲏⲛ ϯϫⲱ ⲙ]ⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ̣ [ϩⲁⲩⲱ] ⲉⲩϫⲓ ⲃⲉⲕⲏ·
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

Ὅταν δέ mae2: [ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲇⲉ]
mae1: ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ ⲇⲉ

sa9: X
boA: ⲉϣⲱⲡ ⲇⲉ..............................................................................................................

sa9 boA: X102 mae2: [ⲁⲕ]ϣⲁⲛ[ⲓ̈]
mae1: ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ

νηστεύητε, mae1: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ
sa9: ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ

mae2: [ⲉ]ⲕⲛⲉⲛ[ⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ]
boA: ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛ-ⲉⲣ-ⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲓⲛ

μὴ γίνεσθε ⸀ὡς mae1: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲉⲣⲑⲏ103
boA: ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲉⲣ ⲙϥⲣⲏϯ

mae2: ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲣ̣ [ⲛ][ⲧϩⲏ]
sa9: ⲙⲡⲣϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲑⲉ

οἱ ὑποκριταί mae2: [ⲛⲛⲓϩⲩⲡⲟ]ⲕⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ̣
mae1: ⲛⲛⲓϩⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ
sa9: ⲛⲛⲓϩⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ

boA: ⲛⲛⲓϣⲟⲃⲓ

σκυθρωποί, mae2: ⲉ̣ϣ̣ⲁ̣ⲩ̣ⲟ̣[ⲕⲉⲙ]
boA: ⲉϣⲁⲩⲱⲕⲉⲙ

mae1: ⲉⲧϣⲁⲩⲟⲕⲙ

sa9: ⲉⲩⲟⲕⲙ.....................................................
boA: ⲙⲡⲟⲩϩⲟ

ἀφανίζουσιν mae2: [ⲙⲉⲟⲩ]ⲓ̈ⲏ
mae1:ϣⲁⲩⲟⲕⲙ

sa9: ⲥⲉⲧⲁⲕⲟ
boA:ϣⲁⲩⲧⲁⲕⲉ

102 Lacking ⲉϣⲟⲡⲉ or ϩⲟⲧⲁⲛ, sa9’s ⲇⲉ is postponed to follow the verb ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ.
103 Schenke transcribes and lists ⲉⲣⲑⲏ as a single lexical unit (1981, 64, 179).
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(cont.)

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

γάρ mae1: ⲅⲁⲣ104
sa9: ⲅⲁⲣ
boA: ⲅⲁⲣ

mae2: X

τὰ πρόσωπα αὐτῶν mae2: ⲡⲉⲩ[ϩⲁ]
mae1: ⲙⲡⲉⲩϩⲁ
sa9: ⲛⲛⲉⲩϩⲟ
boA: ⲛⲟⲩϩⲟ

ὅπως mae2: ϫⲉ
mae1: ϫⲉ

sa9: ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ
boA: ϩⲓⲛⲁ

φανῶσιν mae2: [ⲉⲩⲉⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ] ⲉⲃⲁⲗ
mae1: ⲉⲩⲉⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ
sa9: ⲉⲩⲉⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

boA: ⲛⲥⲉⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

τοῖς ἀνθρώποις mae1: ⲛⲛⲣⲟⲙⲉ
sa9: ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ

boA: ⲛⲛⲓⲣⲱⲙⲓ

mae2: ϩⲛ̣ ⲛⲓⲣ[ⲱⲙⲏ]

νηστεύοντες mae2: [ⲉⲩ]ⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ
mae1: ⲉⲩⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ
sa9: ⲉⲩⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ

boA: ⲉⲩⲉⲣⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲓⲛ

ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν,
⸆ ἀπέχουσιν τὸν
μισθὸν ⸀αὐτῶν.

mae2: ϩ[ⲁ][ⲙⲏⲛ ϯϫⲱ ⲙ]ⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ̣

[ϩⲁⲩⲱ]
sa9: ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ

ⲁⲩⲟⲩⲱ

mae1: ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ ϩⲁ

… ⲟⲩⲱ

boA: ⲁⲙⲏⲛ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲱⲧⲉⲛ ϫⲉ

ⲁⲩⲕⲏⲛ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2: ⲉⲩϫⲓ
sa9: ⲉⲩϫⲓ
boA: ⲉⲩϭⲓ

mae1: X

sa9: ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲃⲉⲭⲉ
boA: ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲃⲉⲭⲉ

mae2: ⲃⲉⲕⲏ
mae1: ⲡⲉⲩⲃⲉⲕⲏ

104 ⲅⲁⲣ 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 mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 0
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 3
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 1

mae2 + mae1 = 2
mae2 + boA = 1
mae2 + sa9 = 1

Unique elements mae2: 8 mae1: 7 sa9: 6 boA: 11

6:16.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae2 has more elements in com-
mon with mae1 than with the other versions, although many of these are also
found in two or even three of the others. Mae2 has eight unique features, six of
which merit attention.

6:16.a.1 [ⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕⲁⲕ]ϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛ[ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ ⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉ]ⲕⲛⲉⲛⲕⲛⲉⲛⲕⲛⲉⲛⲕⲛⲉⲛⲕⲛⲉⲛⲕⲛⲉⲛⲕⲛⲉⲛⲕⲛⲉⲛ[ⲏ̣ⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏⲏ̣ⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏⲏ̣ⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏⲏ̣ⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏⲏ̣ⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏⲏ̣ⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏⲏ̣ⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏⲏ̣ⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ]. Mae2 puts the first reference to fasting in the
future, indicating “generalization and potentiality” (Layton 2004, 239, 343; cf.
5:40.a.1; 6:5mae1).

Mae2 employs the second person singular instead of the plural; cf. 6:4.a.1;
6:7.a.1.

6:16.a.2 ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲉⲣ. In proscribing the imitation of hypocrites, mae2 joins mae1 and
boA in using the verb ⲉⲣ, against sa9’sϣⲱⲡⲉ.

6:16.a.3 [ⲙⲉⲟⲩⲙⲉⲟⲩⲙⲉⲟⲩⲙⲉⲟⲩⲙⲉⲟⲩⲙⲉⲟⲩⲙⲉⲟⲩⲙⲉⲟⲩ]ⲓ̈ⲏⲓ̈ⲏⲓ̈ⲏⲓ̈ⲏⲓ̈ⲏⲓ̈ⲏⲓ̈ⲏⲓ̈ⲏ. After describing the hypocrites as gloomy, the Greek is fol-
lowed by the lexically difficult word ἀφανίζουσιν they render invisible/unrecog-
nisable (Bauer 2001, 154); its meaning is less than clear, for it can hardly be lit-
eral. Mae1 renders it withϣⲁⲩⲟⲕⲙ, using the previous verb to convey theymake
gloomy, while sa9 and boA use the verb forms ⲥⲉⲧⲁⲕⲟ and ϣⲁⲩⲧⲁⲕⲉ, conveying
the idea that they ruin their appearance.105

Assuming the reconstruction, mae2 uses the negative aorist [ⲙⲉⲟⲩ]ⲓ̈ⲏ 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.”



114 chapter 3

Ultimately, none of the Coptic versions convey a literal meaning of ἀφανίζου-
σιν or the irony of the Pharisees making themselves invisible (ἀφανίζουσιν)
in order to be visible (φανῶσιν). Given the syntactical and lexical difficulties,
the reading in mae2 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.106

6:16.a.4 ⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩ[ϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁ]. Mae2 and mae1 refer to “their face”, while sa9 and boA refer
to “their faces” (cf. NA27). Mae2’s Vorlage may indeed have had τὸ πρόσωπον
αὐτῶν, 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 ⲡⲣόσο-
πον 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 ϩⲛ̣ϩⲛ̣ϩⲛ̣ϩⲛ̣ϩⲛ̣ϩⲛ̣ϩⲛ̣ϩⲛ̣. Mae2 has the preposition ϩⲛ̣ where mae1 and the other Coptic
versions render the dative τοῖς ἀνθρώποις with the preposition ⲛ-. While the
meaning of the Greek dative is ambiguous, mae2 conveys that the hypocrites
are motivated to be seen among people to fast.

6:16.a.6 ⲉⲩϫⲓⲉⲩϫⲓⲉⲩϫⲓⲉⲩϫⲓⲉⲩϫⲓⲉⲩϫⲓⲉⲩϫⲓⲉⲩϫⲓ ⲃⲉⲕⲏⲃⲉⲕⲏⲃⲉⲕⲏⲃⲉⲕⲏⲃⲉⲕⲏⲃⲉⲕⲏⲃⲉⲕⲏⲃⲉⲕⲏ. Mae2’s conclusion about the hypocrites receiving their
reward is identical to that of v. 5, with mae2 uniquely lacking the possessive
article for ⲃⲉⲕⲏ; cf. 6:5.b.2.

6:16.b Translational Analysis. Mae2’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 ϫⲉ following the formulaic Truly I tell
you as ὅτι, as if in agreement with its inclusion in most manuscripts against its
absence in NA27. Since ϫⲉ is necessary to introduce speech, however, mae2 is
not a reliable indicator of its Vorlage.

6:16.c Textual Analysis.

106 Under the rubric “Amelioration,” Askelandwrites, “Translatorsmight 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 [ⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛ][ⲧϩⲏⲧϩⲏⲧϩⲏⲧϩⲏⲧϩⲏⲧϩⲏⲧϩⲏⲧϩⲏ]. Mae2 does not reliably support either NA27’s ὡς or ὥσπερ in
most manuscripts, for mae2 renders both Greek words with ⲛⲧϩⲏ (on this leaf,
cf., for example, ὡς 5:48; 6:10; ὥσπερ 6:7).

6:16.c.2 ⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩⲡⲉⲩ[ϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁϩⲁ]. Since Coptic has no way of differentiating αὐτῶν from ἑαυτῶν
in modifying the reference to face, mae2 cannot attest NA27’s αὐτῶν against the
subsingular reading ἑαυτῶν in 03 pc.

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

Matt 6:17

[ⲛⲧⲁⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲕⲓ̈] ⲉⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲟⲩⲏ ⲧⲉⲥϩ107 ⲧ̣ⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏ ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣ [ⲓⲏ ⲡⲉⲕϩⲁ ⲉ]ⲃ̣ⲁⲗ But as for you, whenever you go to
fast, anoint your head with oil. Wash your face.

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

σὺ δὲ νηστεύων mae2: [ⲛⲧⲁⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲕⲓ̈]
mae1: ⲛⲧⲁⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲕⲓ. .. ................................................ ..
sa9: ⲛⲧⲟⲕ ⲇⲉ
boA: ⲛⲑⲟⲕ ⲇⲉ..............................................................................................................
mae2: ⲉⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲟⲩⲏ
mae1: ⲉⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ
sa9: ⲉⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ

boA: ⲉⲕⲉⲣⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲓⲛ

ἄλειψαί σου τὴν
κεφαλήν

mae1: ⲧⲟϩⲥ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏ
sa9: ⲧⲱϩⲥ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏ

boA: ⲑⲱϩⲥ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲁⲫⲉ

mae2: ⲧⲉⲥϩ ⲧ̣ⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏ

..............................................................................................................
mae1: sa9: boA: X mae2: ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣

καί mae2 sa9: X................................................... ..
mae1: ⲁⲩⲱ
boA: ⲟⲩⲟϩ

107 Regarding the inversion of the final two letters of ⲧⲉⲥϩ, Schenke writes, “ⲧⲉⲥϩ] = ⲧⲉϩⲥ

(Metathese von ϩ und ⲥ)” (2001, 38).
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(cont.)

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

τὸ πρόσωπόν σου
νίψαι,

mae2: [ⲓⲏ]
mae1: ⲓⲉ
boA: ⲓⲁ

sa9: ⲛⲅⲉⲓⲱ

.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................
mae2: [ⲡⲉⲕϩⲁ]
mae1: ⲡⲉⲕϩⲁ
boA: ⲡⲉⲕϩⲟ

sa9: ⲙⲡⲉⲕϩⲟ

.... . .. . . . .......................................... .
mae2: [ⲉ]ⲃ̣ⲁⲗ
boA: ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
mae1 sa9: X

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 2
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 1
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 1
mae2 + boA = 1
mae2 + sa9 = 1

Unique elements mae2: 2 mae1: 0 sa9: 2 boA: 1

6:17.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae2 agrees with two or more of the ver-
sions in six of its ten words, and has two unique elements.

6:17.a.1 ⲧⲉⲥϩⲧⲉⲥϩⲧⲉⲥϩⲧⲉⲥϩⲧⲉⲥϩⲧⲉⲥϩⲧⲉⲥϩⲧⲉⲥϩ ⲧ̣ⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏⲧ̣ⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏⲧ̣ⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏⲧ̣ⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏⲧ̣ⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏⲧ̣ⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏⲧ̣ⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏⲧ̣ⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏ. Because mae2 uses the prenominal state rather than the
absolute, it lacks preposition ⲛ-.

6:17.a.2ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣.Mae2 andbomss expand the imperativeⲧⲉϩⲥwith theprepositional
object ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣ 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,
2012a, 9–10).

6:17.b Translational Analysis. For ⲁⲕⲓ̈ ⲉⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲟⲩⲏ (cf. 6:2.b.1).

6:17.c Textual Analysis. NA27 indicates no textual variation.
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Matt 6:18

ϩⲓⲛⲁⲥ ⲛⲧⲕⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϫⲉ [ⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩ]ⲏ ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁ ⲛ̇ⲛ̇ⲣⲱⲙⲏ̣ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉⲕⲓ̈[ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧ][ϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ] ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲡⲉⲕⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ϥⲛⲉⲩ ⲉⲣⲁⲕ ϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏ̣[ⲡⲧ] [ⲉϥⲉⲧⲟⲩⲓ̈ⲁⲩ] ⲛⲉⲕ: 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

ὅπως mae2: ϩⲓⲛⲁⲥ
boA: ϩⲓⲛⲁ. .. ................................................ ..
mae1: ϫⲉⲕⲉⲥ
sa9: ϫⲉⲕⲁⲁⲥ

μὴ φανῇς mae2: ⲛⲧⲕⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ

boA: ⲛⲧⲉⲕϣⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ108................................................... ..
mae1: ⲛⲛⲉⲕⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ
sa9: ⲛⲛⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ

X mae1 sa9 boA: X mae2: ϫⲉ

⸉τοῖς ἀνθρώποις
νηστεύων⸊

mae1: ⲛⲛⲣⲟⲙⲉ ⲉⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ
sa9: ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ

mae2: [ⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩ]ⲏ
boA: ⲛⲛⲓⲣⲱⲙⲓ ⲉⲕⲉⲣⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲓⲛ.....................................................
mae2: ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁ ⲛ̇ⲛ̇ⲣⲱⲙⲏ̣

ἀλλὰ τῷ πατρί σου mae2: ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉⲕⲓ̈[ⲱⲧ]
boA: ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲡⲉⲕⲓⲱⲧ. .. ................................................ ..
mae1: ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲓⲟⲧ

sa9: ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲉⲓⲱⲧ

τῷ ἐν ⸂τῷ κρυφαίῳ⸃·
καὶ ὁ πατήρ σου

mae2: [ⲉⲧ][ϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ] ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲕⲓ̈ⲱⲧ

mae1: ⲉⲧϩⲙ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲕⲓⲟⲧ

boA: ⲉⲧϧⲉⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ ⲟⲩⲟϩ ⲡⲉⲕⲓⲱⲧ

sa9: ⲉⲧϩⲙ ⲡⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲕⲉⲓⲱⲧ

108 Both mae2 and boA use the negative conjunctive, but boA uses its own special form.
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(cont.)

NA27 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements

ὁ βλέπων mae1: ⲉⲧⲛⲉ
boA: ⲉⲑⲛⲁⲩ

mae2: ϥⲛⲉⲩ
sa9: ⲉⲧϭⲱϣⲧ.... .. . . . . ............................................ ........................................................

mae2: ⲉⲣⲁⲕ
mae1: ⲉⲣⲁⲕ
sa9: ⲉⲣⲟⲕ

boA: X

ἐν ⸂τῷ κρυφαίῳ⸃ mae2: ϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏ̣[ⲡⲧ]
mae1: ϩⲙ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ

boA: ϧⲉⲛⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡ

sa9: ϩⲙ ⲡⲡⲉⲑⲏⲡ

ἀποδώσει σοι ⸆. mae2: [ⲉϥⲉⲧⲟⲩⲓ̈ⲁⲩ] ⲛⲉⲕ109
mae1: ⲉϥⲉⲧⲟⲩⲓⲁ ⲛⲉⲕ

sa9: ϥ-ⲛⲁ-ⲧⲱⲱⲃⲉ

boA: ⲉϥⲉϯϣⲉⲃⲓⲱ ⲛⲁⲕ

Number of mae2
common elements

mae2 + mae1 + boA = 2
mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 1
mae2 + sa9 + boA = 0

mae2 + mae1 = 1
mae2 + boA = 3
mae2 + sa9 = 0

Unique elements mae2: 4 mae1: 0 sa9: 5 boA: 3

6:18.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Despite differences, there is substantial
homogeneity in the four versions. Mae2’s last thirteen words are actually iden-
tical to the other Coptic versions, except for dialectal considerations and the
present ϥⲛⲉⲩ where the other versions use the relative to represent the sub-
stantive participle ὁ βλέπων. Mae2 has four unique elements.

6:18.a.1 ϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉϫⲉ [ⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩ]ⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏ. Where NA27 has the participle νηστεύων, and the other
Coptic versions have the circumstantial, mae2 has [ⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩ]ⲏ, introduced by
ϫⲉ as an independent clause. In turn, the independent clause necessarily ad-
vances the verb prior to the preposition and object. Despite the differences,
mae2 conveys the Greek.

109 Mae2 may just as well be reconstructed similarly to boA.
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6:18.a.2 ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁ. With ϫⲉ, mae2 introduces the independent clause [ⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩ]ⲏ
ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁ ⲛ̇ⲛ̇ⲣⲱⲙⲏ̣ as the complement to ⲛⲕⲧⲕⲧⲉⲙⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ, whereas the other
versions use the circumstantial to read ⲛⲛⲉⲕⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲉ

(sa9). These differences do not impact meaning, and do not justify Schenke’s
retroversion of ἔμπροσθεν.

6:18.a.3 ϥⲛⲉⲩϥⲛⲉⲩϥⲛⲉⲩϥⲛⲉⲩϥⲛⲉⲩϥⲛⲉⲩϥⲛⲉⲩϥⲛⲉⲩ. Cf. 6:6.a.

6:18.b. Translational Analysis. Mae2 is similar in meaning to NA27. The four
differences have been discussed previously: ϩⲓⲛⲁⲥ (6:2.b.3); ϫⲉ [ⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩ]ⲏ (cf.
6:18.a.1); ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁ cf. 6:18.a.2; ⲉⲣⲁⲕ cf. 6:4.b.3.

6:18.c Textual Analysis

6:18.c.1 [ⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲕⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩ]ⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏ ⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁⲙ̇ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲁ ⲛ̇ⲛ̇ⲣⲱⲙⲏ̣ⲛ̇ⲛ̇ⲣⲱⲙⲏ̣ⲛ̇ⲛ̇ⲣⲱⲙⲏ̣ⲛ̇ⲛ̇ⲣⲱⲙⲏ̣ⲛ̇ⲛ̇ⲣⲱⲙⲏ̣ⲛ̇ⲛ̇ⲣⲱⲙⲏ̣ⲛ̇ⲛ̇ⲣⲱⲙⲏ̣ⲛ̇ⲛ̇ⲣⲱⲙⲏ̣. The word order in mae2 is closer to the
singular reading νηστεύων τοῖς ἀνθρώποις in 03 than to NA27’s τοῖς ἀνθρώποις
νηστεύων. Coptic, however, is not a reliable indicator of word order (Plumley
1977, 143; Kreinecker 2008, 141).

6:18.c.2 [ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲧ][ϩⲛϩⲛϩⲛϩⲛϩⲛϩⲛϩⲛϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧⲡⲉⲧϩⲏⲡⲧ]. Since the meaning of NA27’s τῷ κρυφαίῳ is hardly
different from τῷ κρύπτῳ in most manuscripts, mae2 cannot reliably attest
either form. Furthermore, since Coptic is not a reliable witness to the Greek
article, mae2 cannot attest NA27’s τῷ κρυφαίῳ against the anarthrous form in 05
(cf. 1.5).

6:18.c.3 ἐν τῷ φανερῷ. Mae2 attests NA27’s reading against the longer reading ἐν
τῷ φανερῷ at the end of the verse (037 0233 579 1241 pm).

3.5 Conclusion

3.5.1 Intraversional Analysis
The intraversional analysis shows that mae2 is not bewilderingly heteroge-
neous as Schenke characterised it. When points of commonality and differ-
ence are identified and methodically quantified, mae2 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 + Mae2 + Mae2 +
Mae1 + Mae1 + Sa9 + Mae2 + Mae2 + Mae2 +

Mae2 Mae1 Sa9 BoA BoA Sa9 BoA Mae1 BoA Sa9

5:38 0 2 4 1 3 1 2 4 1 0
5:39 4 3 8 6 1 3 0 5 1 0
5:40 4 2 2 5 0 0 0 1 0 1
5:41 3 1 2 2 0 1 0 0 2 0
5:42 1 0 3 2 1 0 0 3 0 0
5:43 0 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 3 0
5:44 1 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 2
5:45 8 2 4 8 0 3 0 1 1 0
5:46 2 1 5 4 1 1 0 2 1 0
5:47 4 2 5 5 2 2 0 0 1 0
5:48110
6:1 1 6 6 7 0 2 0 1 0 0
6:2 4 3 9 13 2 6 1 5 3 1
6:3 3 4 2 5 0 0 1 0 1 0
6:4 3 2 5 3 2 0 1 1 2 1
6:5111
6:6 3 1 10 7 5 3 0 4 1 0
6:7 8 7 6 4 1 0 1 1 1 0
6:8 3 1 2 5 1 1 0 2 0 0
6:9 4 3 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 2
6:10 1 0 4 4 1 1 0 3 0 0
6:11 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
6:12 1 1 2 2 1 1 0 1 0 1
6:13 1 3 3 2 1 0 1 0 0 2
6:14–15 5 5 11 6 3 1 1 2 4 2
6:16 8 7 6 11 0 3 1 2 1 1
6:17 2 0 2 1 2 1 0 1 1 1
6:18 4 0 5 3 2 1 0 1 3 0

Total 78 60 115 110 32 32 12 40 28 14

Total Mae2 agreements with Mae1 Sa9 BoA: Mae1: 105; Sa9: 62; BoA: 69

110 Mae2 is too lacunose to be analysed adequately.
111 This is the verse which erroneously incorporates a portion of v. 7.
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Mae2’s 78 unique elements are far fewer than sa9’s 115 and boA’s 110, and
much closer tomae1’s low count of 60. This quantification ofmae2’s differences
contrasts significantly with the heterogeneity that Schenke claimed could be
discerned from an initial glimpse.112 The statistics betray Schenke’s thesis all
the more when one recalls that mae2 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 twoMiddle Egyptian versions had beenwell known for
centuries, and boA had been the newly discovered manuscript, one wonders if
Schenkewould have similarly concluded that boAwere a relic of a hitherto lost,
alternative version of Matthew.

The relative homogeneity of mae2 with the other three Coptic versions
also undermines Schenke’s claims. While mae2 has but 78 unique individual
elements, there are 158 units of text (as delineated in 3.4) where mae2 agrees
with at least one other manuscript,113 76 of which agree with at least two
manuscripts.114 Of course, the units of text delineated herein typically include
more than one individual element—and often many—so that the number of
mae2’s common elements is much higher than unique elements. Thus, mae2
seems more like the rest of the Coptic tradition than different.115

Schenke himself recognised that there are similarities between mae2 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 mae2
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.116 Since Schenke denies that mae2 and the other Coptic ver-

112 Cf. n. 1 of the present chapter. Cf. also Boismard: “Il suffit de parcourir des yeux ces textes
mis en parallèle pour constater que [mae2] suit pas à pas le texte classique” (2003a, 395).

113 This is the sum total of (mae2 + mae1 +boA = 31) + (mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 32) + (mae2 + sa9
+ boA = 13) + (mae2 + mae1 = 39) + (mae2 + boA = 26) + (mae2 + sa9 = 16).

114 This is the sum total of (mae2 + mae1 +boA = 31) + (mae2 + mae1 + sa9 = 32) + (mae2 + sa9
+ boA = 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 mae2 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 mae2 and mae1.
Further analysis is necessary to posit any influence of mae2 upon mae1.
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sions have a similar Vorlage, he necessarily resorts to claiming that mae2 influ-
enced the other versions, however plausible or implausible such a claimmight
be.

3.5.2 Synatactical Differences
The following chart indicates the readings which are significantly different
from NA27, with a brief summary of the explanation in the preceding full
analysis.

Summary chart of significant syntactical differences

Alternate Greek
NA27 Mae2 readings117 Explanation

5:41.a.2 μίλιον ἕν ⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛ a
(certain) distance

Neither the Latin loanword μίλιον,
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
sa9.

5:45.a.2 ἀνατέλλει …
βρέχει

ϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ… ϥⲧⲁⲟⲩⲁ

he sends … he sends
Mae2 uses the same verb twice, both of
which have parallel objects, while NA27
has two different verbs, with only the
first having an object complement.
Mae2’s use of the finite verb, however, is
closer to NA27 than the other Coptic
versions’ use of the causal infinitive,
and mae2’s use of a verb of motion is
closer to NA27’s ἀνατέλλει than the
other versions’ verb of luminosity.

117 The fourth columnwasmeant to include thoseGreekwitnesseswhich correspond tomae2
in these passages which differ from NA27. As it turns out, there is but one case of Greek
correspondence to any of these mae2 readings, probably coincidental (6:17.a.2).
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Alternate Greek
NA27 Mae2 readings Explanation

5:45.b ἐπὶ πονηροὺς
καὶ ἀγαθοὺς …
ἐπὶ δικαίους
καὶ ἀδίκους

ⲛ̣[ⲓⲁ][ⲅⲁⲑ]ⲟⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ
[ⲛⲓⲁⲇⲓ]ⲕⲟⲥ…
ⲛⲓⲇ[ⲓ][ⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥ] ⲙ̣ⲛ
ⲛⲓ[ⲣⲉϥ]ⲉⲣⲛⲁⲃⲏ
the good and the
unjust … the just
and sinners

Mae2’s agreement with two of the other
Coptic versions in word order may
reflect a more natural or preferred
sequence of the word pairs.

6:2.a δοξασθῶσιν
ὑπὸ τῶν
ἀνθρώπων

[ⲉⲩⲉϫⲓⲁⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ]
[ⲙ]ⲡⲉⲙⲙⲧⲁ
ⲛ̇ⲣ[ⲱⲙⲏ] they will
receive glory before
men

Mae2’s shift frommen being the agents
of glorification to being the locus of
glorification represents an imprecise
translation.

6:4.a.1 ᾖ σου ἡ
ἐλεημοσύνη

ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲗⲉⲏⲙⲟ[ⲥⲩⲛⲏ]
your (pl.)
charitable deeds

Incongruity of the subject’s
grammatical number occurs here
and in 6:7, 16. This leaf has over 80
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.a.3 ἀποδώσει σοι ⲉϥⲉϯ ⲛⲉⲕ

ⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱ their
reward

The Coptic pronoun in the assertion
that the father will give the disciple
“their” reward lacks a clear antecedent.
The rendering may be a deficiency in
translation or a scribal error in which
the exemplar had ⲛ̇ⲧⲉⲕϣⲉⲃⲓⲱ.

6:5.b.2 ἀπέχουσιν τὸν
μισθὸν αὐτῶν

ⲉⲩϫⲓ ⲃ̣ⲉ̣ⲕ̣[ⲏ]
receiving a reward

The use of the compound may make
mae2’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 Mae2 readings Explanation

6:7.a.1 Προσευ-
χόμενοι

ⲁⲕⲓ̈ ⲇⲉ

ⲉⲕⲛⲉⲡⲣ̣ⲟⲥ̣ⲉ̣ⲩϫ̣ⲉ

Whenever you (sg.)
may pray

Cf. 6:4.a.1 in this chart.

6:7.b.1 μὴ
βατταλογή-
σητε

ⲙⲡⲉ[ⲣⲉⲣ ⲟⲩ]ⲙⲏϣⲏ

ⲛ̇ⲥⲉϫⲏ do not make
a bunch of words

Mae2 and two of other Coptic versions
represent the one Greek verb with a
phrase, perhaps reflecting the difficulty
of the Greek word’s representation

6:8.a.1 οἶδεν … ὁ
πατὴρ ὑμῶν

[ϥⲥ]ⲁⲟⲩⲛ he knows Scribal error, whether Greek or Coptic,
or translational carelessness cannot
be ruled out to explain the lack of
representation of ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν. There
seems to be no motive for a conscious
avoidance of its representation.
Regardless, the referent is clear in
mae2.

6:9.b προσεύχεσθε ⲡ[ⲉⲧⲉⲧ]ⲛⲉⲉⲧⲓ you
should ask

Mae2 uses the loanword for αἰτέω,
rather than a more usual word for to
pray. Αἰτέω is, in fact, used to convey to
pray in Greek, and the loanword is used
in reference to entreaty of the Father
elsewhere in mae2. ⲉⲧⲓwas probably
attracted to v. 9 through its occurrence
in the final phrase of v. 8.

6:11.b τὸν ἄρτον
ἡμῶν τὸν
ἐπιούσιον

[ⲡⲉⲛ][ⲁⲓ̈ⲕ ⲛ]ⲣⲉⲥⲧⲏ
bread of tomorrow

Mae2 and the other Coptic versions
render the enigmatic reference to daily
bread in accord with one of the three
major interpretations held by the
church fathers.
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Alternate Greek
NA27 Mae2 readings Explanation

6:14–
15.b.3

παραπτώματα -ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ

trespasses
In the passage, none of the Coptic
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 νηστεύητε [ⲁⲕ]ϣⲁⲛ[ⲓ̈
ⲉ]ⲕⲛⲉⲛ[ⲏ̣ⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ]
Whenever you (sg.)
may fast

Cf. 6:4.a.1 in this chart.

6:16.a.3 ἀφανίζουσιν [ⲙⲉⲟⲩ]ⲓ̈ⲏ They are
wont not to wash

The Greek’s literal meaning is difficult
to understand in this context. Mae2
renders it interpretively in light of v. 17.

6:16.a.6 ἀπέχουσιν τὸν
μισθὸν αὐτῶν

ⲉⲩϫⲓ ⲃⲉⲕⲏ receiving
a reward

Cf. 6:5.b.2 in this chart.

6:17.a.2 ἄλειψαί σου
τὴν κεφαλήν

ⲧⲉⲥϩ ⲧ̣ⲉⲕⲁⲡⲏ ⲛ̇ⲛⲉϩ̣

anoint your head
with oil

157 Mae2 and bomss specify that it is with
oil that the disciple is to anoint his
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 mae2 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 mae2 is an inde-
pendent translation. For Schenke’s thesis, however, the question is whether
mae2 conveys themeaning of the Greek as it is known to us through the extant
manuscript tradition. This analysis indicates mae2 does indeed do so.
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3.5.2.1 Differences in Meaning
The analysis has shown that mae2 consistently conveys ameaning comparable
to that found in NA27. There are only five exceptions to this conclusion:

1. Where NA27 uses the Latin loanword μίλιον, mae2 conveys a distance of
unspecified length, much like sa9 (cf. 5:41.a.2).

2. The translator conveys that hypocrites give charitably so that they might
receive praise beforemen, rather than being praised by them (6:2.a).

3. There were three instances in whichmae2 has a different grammatical num-
ber for the second person (6:4.a.1; 6:7.a.1; 6:16.a.1).

4. Mae2 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 NA27,
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 whenmae2 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 mae2 is a formal
equivalent translation of its Vorlage,118 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 mae2 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 ϫⲉ to introduce discourse in 6:2 (and elsewhere), yet Schenke
retroverts it formally with the otherwise unattested ὅτι. Likewise, in 5:42, all
four versions have the negative imperative for “Do not turn away” which is

118 “Es ist auch meist ohne weiteres möglich, die griechische Vorlage der Sonderlesarten von
mae 2durchdenkoptischenWortlaut hindurch zu erkennenund zu rekonstruieren” (2001,
31).
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a perfectly normal way to translate NA27’s μὴ ἀποστραφῇς, 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.119

3.5.3 Correspondence with Textual Variants
Instead of assuming the Vorlage solely on the basis of formal equivalency,
mae2’s Vorlagemay bemore 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, thismethod requires a greater tentativeness, formae2’s text often cor-
responds in meaning to more than one reading.

In the foregoing analysis, all Greek variants listed in NA27 were compared
with mae2’s text. There are 45 passages with Greek variants in NA27 for 5:38–
6:18. Mae2 could not be determined to support reliably any variant in 32 pas-
sages, due to mae2’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
betweenmae2 andNA27 in the 13unambiguouspassages analysedherein is sim-
ilar to the analysis in chapter twoof 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 mae2, both using the same method and format. He
claimed that his research confirmed Schenke’s hypothesis of an alternative
Vorlage (2003a, 387), asserting that mae2 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
mae2’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 The 14 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.c.3; 6:6.c; 6:7.c; 6:8.c.1; 6:8.c.2; 6:10.c.1; 6:13.c; 6:18.c.3.



128 chapter 3

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
mae2’s Coptic text, I 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.121
Indeed, the core of both book and article is Schenke’s retroversion placed side
by side with NA27, 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 NA27, Boismard’s analysis is regularly
unfounded.

Boismard argued that mae2 has a special relationship with the Armenian
and Georgian versions (2003a, 396). Based on Schenke’s reconstruction, he
cited eight instances in 5:38–6:18where they seem to reflect the sameotherwise
unattested readings. In addition to whatever translational considerations for
Georgian and Armenian are necessary to compare their Vorlagen with mae2
(cf. Brière 1977, 199–214; Rhodes 1977, 171–181), Boismard’s eight passages are
also problematic in regard to mae2’s underlying text, as indicated in prior
discussion:

Boismard’s eight passages where he asserts textual affinities between mae2 and the
Georgian and Armenian versions

Cross-
NA27 Mae2 and Schenke’s retroversion reference

5:42 τὸν θέλοντα ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉϣ; Schenke: ἀπο τοῦ θέλοντος 5:40.b
5:46 τοὺς ἀγαπῶντας ὑμᾶς [ⲛⲛⲉⲧ]ⲙ̣ⲏⲓ ⲙⲙ̣[ⲱⲧⲛ] ⲙ̣̇ⲙⲉⲧⲏ; Schenke: τοὺς

ἀγαπῶντας ὑμᾶς μόνον
5:46.b.1

6:2 ἐλεημοσύνην ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉ[ⲗⲉ]ⲏⲙⲟⲥ[ⲩⲛⲏ; Schenke: τὴν ἐλεημοσύνην σου 1.5; 6:14–15.c.3
6:3 σοῦ ⲛⲧⲁⲕ; Schenke: σύ Cf. 6:3.b.1

121 In the preface to the book, Boismard wrote, “L’Auteur a eu l’excellente idée d’accom-
pagner le texte copted’une traductionenallemande, et surtoutd’une rétroversionengrec:
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 Mae2 and Schenke’s retroversion reference

6:8 μὴ οὖν ὁμοιωθῆτε ⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲓ̈ⲛⲏ; Schenke: ὑμεῖς μὴ ὁμοιωθῆτε Cf. 6:8.b.1
6:8 μὴ οὖν ὁμοιωθῆτε ⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲓ̈ⲛⲏ; Schenke: ὑμεῖς μὴ ὁμοιωθῆτε Cf. 1.5
6:12 καὶ ἄφες ⲕ[ⲱ]; Schenke: ἄφες Cf. 1.5122
6:15 τοῖς ἀνθρώποις [ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲏ ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱ]ⲙⲁ; Schenke: τὰ

παραπτώματα ὑμῶν
Cf. 6:14–15.b.3

Summarily, Boismard’s method is problematic for four reasons.123 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 mae2 and the other Coptic versions which may support a
translational explanation for mae2’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 mae2’s Coptic text could reli-
ably indicate affiliation of the various versions’ respective Greek Vorlagen.124
Thus, in like manner, Boismard conjectured otherwise lost Greek readings on
the basis of mae2’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. Yetmae2manages to convey ameaning
that is compatible with known Greek readings in every instance.125

A further word is necessary regarding Boismard’s failure to cite agreements
between mae2 and other Coptic versions. Nowhere in his book or article does
Boismard cite mae1 or recognise its existence. It is particularly curious that he

122 Note that three of the four Coptic versions lack representation of καί.
123 I have 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 l’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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wouldprioritise citationof somany sources (Latin, Syriac,Armenian,Georgian,
the Diatessaron of Venice, the Pepys harmony, and even late medieval Syriac
church fathers), yet fail to cite mae1. As it turns out, it seems probable that
Boismard was unaware of mae1 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 toCodex Schøyen inNA27’s appara-
tus,126 even though Codex Schøyen was virtually unknown for at least six years
after NA27’s initial publication. Of course, “mae” is the siglum that NA27 uses for
mae1, and not for mae2, a point that, surprisingly, evades Boismard and seems
explicable only if Boismard were ignorant of mae1.127

In his book, using the samemethod, attendantwith the same kinds of errors,
Boismard appeals to other passages to affirm that mae2 is comprised of an
otherwise lost text that has been redactedwith “classical”Matthew.Hismethod
led him to conclude that mae2 (or rather, mae2 as Boismard knew it through
Schenke’s retroversion) has two levels of redaction, and that the two levelsmay
be discerned in the following items found in mae2:

– mae2’s doublets128
– anomalies in the text129
– harmonisations130
– correspondences with the Pepys harmony

126 “Dans l’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 l’édition critique deNestle-Aland” (2003b, 10). Actually, Schenke uses the siglummae
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 Schøyen (mae2) without knowing
Codex Scheide (mae1).

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 andNA27
in key words such as ἐνεργοῦσιν (NA27) and ὑπακουούσιν (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 16:18 where the plural form ϩⲉⲛ ⲙⲡⲏ

occurs in mae2 although its parallel in the preceding line has the singular ϩⲉⲛ ⲧⲡⲏ. 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” Matthew131
– lack of correspondence of conjunctions and particles with NA27 (cf. 1.5)
– a tendency toward the active voice where NA27 has the passive
– depiction of the non-violence of Jesus.132

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 mae2, but this is a phenomenon
abundantly attested not only in the other versions, but in theGreekmanuscript
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.133 Further, undoubtedly
there are inconcinnities in mae2, 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 mae2 than later more widely used versions.134 Thus, individual
elements notedbyBoismardmaybe interesting, even compelling.Nonetheless,
since Boismard makes no attempt to explain particular readings in mae2 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
5:38–6:18 makes his hypothesis especially doubtful since mae2 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 6–10 letters at the end of the line, with other lacunae aswell,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.
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chapter 4

Syntax and Representation of Matt 12:3–27

4.1 Introduction

4.1.1 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).1 I have however, provided
my own transcription for each verse below. It largely collaborates Schenke’s
transcription, except thatmine indicates a greater uncertainty thanhis inmany
cases.

4.1.2 Mae2 as aWitness to “Canonical” Matthew
The previous two chapters have already shown that mae2 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 corroboratemy earlier discussion in chap-
ter 3. In particular, two points may be summarised.

First, the same kind of homogeneity and heterogeneity between mae2 and
the other Coptic versions is evident in 12:3–27 as in 5:38–6:18. This is important
sincemae2’s frequent agreement with the other Coptic versions where the syn-
tax differs significantly fromNA27 suggests that thedifferences are translational
rather than textual. Conversely, the considerable number of unique readings
in sa9, boA, and mae1 imply that mae2 also is likely to have unique renderings
as a matter of course, without implying differences in their respective Vorla-
gen.

Mae2’s homogeneity with the other Coptic versions can be illustrated by
12:23 where nine of mae2’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 ⲡⲙⲏϣⲏ the crowd). On the other hand, the
heterogeneity of the Coptic versions is evident in 12:18 where sa9 has seven

1 The reconstructions in vv. 11, 14, 26 also raise questions, but can hardly be improved.
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unique elements, boA has five, mae2 has three, and mae1 has one. In 12:3–27,
mae2 has slightly more agreement with boA (see especially vv. 3, 9, 11, 14, 15,
18, 25, 26) than with mae1 (see especially vv. 7, 10, 16, 18, 19, 23, 27), whereas in
5:38–6:18, mae2 has slightly more agreement with mae1 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 mae2’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 τοῖς σάββασιν prior to καλῶς ποιεῖν, 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 mae2’s Vorlage (and by
implication theVorlagen 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.

4.1.3 Presentation of Analysis
In this and the next chapter, I emphasise the translator’s method and habits of
renderinghisGreek text,with a view toward establishinghisVorlage. 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 NA27’s 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 mae2 where mae2’s meaning differs from that of NA27, 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
1.5.
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4.2 Verse by Verse Analysis

Matt 12:3

Mae2 ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ⲡⲉϫⲉϥ ⲛⲁⲟⲩ [ϫⲉ ⲙⲡⲉ][ⲧⲛⲟϣ] ⲛⲧⲱⲧⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲧϩⲁ ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ ⲉϥ ⲉⲧϩⲁ[ϥϩⲕⲁ
ⲙⲉⲛ] ⲛⲏ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲩⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥ 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 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· οὐκ ἀνέγνωτε τί ἐποίησεν Δαυὶδ ὅτε ἐπείνασεν καὶ οἱ μετ᾽
αὐτοῦ,

12:3.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae2 conveys the same message as NA27.
There is but one syntactical difference of note.Mae2 uses the inflectedmodifier
ⲛⲧⲱⲧⲛ, without ὑμεῖς being in theGreek. The pattern, however, is well attested,
especially in the Middle Egyptian versions.2 Indeed, mae2 has ⲛⲧⲱⲧ(ⲉ)ⲛ 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. NA27 indicates no variation.

Matt 12:4

Mae2 ϩⲁϥϣⲏ ⲉ⟨ϩ⟩ⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲏⲓ̈ ⲙⲫ̅[ϯ̅ ϩⲁϥϥⲓ] ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲁⲓ̈⟨ⲕ⟩ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲣⲟⲑⲉⲥⲉⲓⲥ ϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩ
ⲉⲛϣ̣ϣ[ⲏ ⲛⲉϥ] ⲉⲛ ⲉⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲇⲏ ⲛⲕⲁⲟⲩⲏ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲩ⟨ⲛ⟩ⲉⲙ[ⲙ]ⲉϥ ⲁⲙⲙⲏⲧⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃ

ⲙⲙⲉⲧⲏ “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.”

NA27 πῶς εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὸν οἶκον τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τοὺς ἄρτους τῆς προθέσεως ⸀ἔφαγον,
⸁ὃ οὐκ ἐξὸν ἦν αὐτῷ φαγεῖν οὐδὲ τοῖς μετ’ αὐτοῦ, εἰ μὴ τοῖς ἱερεῦσιν μόνοις;

12:4.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

2 For mae2: 6:8, 9, 30; 12:3, 34; 13:16; 15:16b; 20:26; 21:42; 22:31; 23:31a; 25:41; 28:14. For mae1: 6:8, 9,
30; 12:3, 34; 13:16; 15:16b; 28:14. For sa9: 6:9; 12:34; 20:26. For boA: 6:9, 30; 13:16.
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12:4.a.1 πῶς. Greek πῶς connects the rhetorical question and the narrative
details: have you not read how David entered the temple. By not representing
this connector, mae2 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 [ϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓ]. Where the right margin is broken off, Schenke provides the
uncertain reconstruction [ϩⲁϥϥⲓ], conveying he took. The reconstruction as-
sumes that the preposition ⲛ- (ⲛ-ⲛⲉⲛⲁⲓ̈⟨ⲕ⟩) indicates a preceding verb in the
absolute state. For this, Schenke conjectures ϩⲁϥϥⲓ, similar to Luke 6:4 where
David is said to have taken the loaves.

If the reconstruction is correct, itmay reflect aVorlage containing the poorly
attested reading ἔλαβεν in mae2’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 NA27, but that ϩⲁϥϥⲓ was supplied in translation to explicate the
assumed acquisition of the bread; this inclusion of ϥⲓwithout Greek correspon-
dence is seen in 25:25; 27:7; 28:12, 18.

The presence of ϩⲁϥϥⲓ is uncertain, however. The scribe may have added the
preposition ⲛ- carelessly, a phenomenonmade easier by Coptic’s pervasive use
of ⲛ- (e.g., {ⲙ}ⲛⲧⲉ in 25:13; cf. Kahle 1954, 105). Without ⲛ-, the text could be
reconstructed similarly to boA, as indicated by the chart:

Schenke’s
Reconstruction

ϩⲁϥϣⲏ ⲉ⟨ϩ⟩ⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲏⲓ̈ ⲙⲫ̅[ϯ̅ ϩⲁϥϥⲓ] ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲁⲓ̈⟨ⲕ⟩ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲣⲟⲑⲉⲥⲉⲓⲥ ϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩ

he went into the house of God; he took the loaves of the presence; he ate them.

Alternative
Reconstruction

ϩⲁϥϣⲏ ⲉ⟨ϩ⟩ⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲏⲓ̈ ⲙⲫ̅[ϯ̅ ⲁⲟⲩⲱ] {ⲛ}ⲛⲉⲛⲁⲓ̈⟨ⲕ⟩ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲣⲟⲑⲉⲥⲉⲓⲥ ϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩ

he went into the house of God and the loaves of the presence he ate them

BoA ⲡⲱⲥ ⲁϥϣⲉ ⲛⲁϥ ⲉϦⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡⲏⲓ ⲙⲫϯ ⲟⲩⲟϩ ⲛⲓⲱⲓⲕ ⲛⲧⲉ ϯⲡⲣⲟⲑⲉⲥⲓⲥ ⲁϥⲟⲩⲟⲙⲟⲩ

how he went into the house of God and ate the loaves of the presence.

If mae2 had a text similar to boA, 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, mae2 also preserves the chiasm in 22:7, for example.

12:4.b Textual Analysis

12:4.b.1 [ϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓ]. Cf. 12:4.a.2.

12:4.b.2 ϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩ. NA27 awkwardly reads that David entered the temple and
they ate (ἔφαγον) the loaves, without identifying the plural subject. The reading
is supported bymae2’s closest allies 01 03 pc (cf. 6.3.2.1). The rest of the tradition
has the singular verb (ἔφαγεν), agreeing with the subject David. Mae2 also uses
the singular in reference to David, against its closest allies and NA27. In this
case, however, mae2 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, (-ϥ- and -ⲩ-). 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 themore likely
to have happened in the more complex task of translation.

12:4.b.3 ⲉⲛϣϣⲏⲉⲛϣϣⲏⲉⲛϣϣⲏⲉⲛϣϣⲏⲉⲛϣϣⲏⲉⲛϣϣⲏⲉⲛϣϣⲏⲉⲛϣϣⲏ. Mae2 does not reliably attest either NA27’s singular relative
pronoun ὅ or the masculine plural variant οὕς, for mae2 has the circumstantial
with impersonalϣϣⲏ entailing a syntactical environment sufficiently different
from the Greek that its Vorlage cannot be discerned.

Matt 12:5

Mae2 ϫⲉⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲧ⟨ⲛ⟩ⲟϣ ϩⲓ̈ ⲡ[ⲛⲟ]ⲙọ[ⲥ] ϫⲉ ϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ ϩⲉⲛ ⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛ ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃ ⲙⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟ[ⲛ
ⲥ]ⲉϫⲟ̣[ϩ]ⲉⲙ ⲙⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟ‘ⲛ’ ⲥⲉⲉⲓⲣⲏ ⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲛⲁⲃⲏ “Or have you not read
in the law that on the Sabbath, the temple priests profane the Sabbath?
They do it without sinning.”

NA27 ἢ οὐκ ἀνέγνωτε ἐν τῷ νόμῳ ὅτι ⸆τοῖς σάββασιν οἱ ἱερεῖς ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ τὸ
σάββατον βεβηλοῦσιν καὶ ἀναίτιοί εἰσιν;
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12:5.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:5.a.1 ⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛ. Although NA27 has the plural, mae2 (and comparably sa9)
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 ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃ ⲙⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛⲙⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛⲙⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛⲙⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛⲙⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛⲙⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛⲙⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛⲙⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛ. Where NA27 has οἱ ἱερεῖς ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ, mae2 (and similarly,
mae1) has ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃ ⲙⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛ. Instead of a mark of relationship, the assimilated ⲛ-
is probably the simple preposition (Layton 2004, 164), which may be used to
translate the Greek dative and ἐν (Crum 2005, 215).

12:5.b Textual Analysis. A fewmanuscripts include the preposition ἐν before τοῖς
σάββασιν (04 05 032 pc). Unfortunately, Schenke retroverts mae2’s ϩⲉⲛ 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,
mae2 and the other Coptic versions are not reliable in their attestation to either
reading.

Matt 12:6

Mae2 ⲁⲛⲁⲕ ϩⲱ ϯⲭⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ϫⲉ ⲡⲛⲁϫ ⲉⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛ ϥⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲉ “But I myself say that the
greater than the temple is here.”

NA27 λέγω δὲ ὑμῖν ὅτι τοῦ ἱεροῦ ⸀μεῖζόν ἐστιν ὧδε.

12:6.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:6.a.1 ⲁⲛⲁⲕⲁⲛⲁⲕⲁⲛⲁⲕⲁⲛⲁⲕⲁⲛⲁⲕⲁⲛⲁⲕⲁⲛⲁⲕⲁⲛⲁⲕ ϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱϩⲱ. The personal independent ⲁⲛⲁⲕ with the inflected modifier
for the formulaic “I say to you,” is not atypical. Occurrences in mae2 without
the intensive Greek pronoun are found in 12:6, 36; 19:9; cf. also 11:29mae1 sa9 boA;
16:15mae1 sa9 boA; 18:20sa9; 27:24mae1, 43mae1 sa9 boA.

12:6.a.2 ὑμῖν. Although mae2 usually represents the second person plural com-
plement in the formulaic λέγω δὲ ὑμῖν, 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 ὑμῖν.
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12:6.b Textual Analysis. Since Coptic does not have the neuter gender, mae2’s
masculine ⲡⲛⲁϫ is not a reliable witness for the masculine reading μεῖζων
against NA27’s neuter μεῖζον.

Matt 12:7

Mae2 ⲉⲛⲉ ϩⲁⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲙⲏ ϫⲉ ⲟⲩ̣[ⲛⲉ]ⲏ ⲡⲉϯⲟⲩⲉϣϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲟⲩⲑⲩⲥⲓⲁ ⲉⲛ ⲧⲏ ⲛⲛⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲛⲏ-
ⲧⲁϫⲏ ⲛⲓ̈ⲁⲓⲧⲛⲁⲃⲏ ⲉⲛ ⲡⲏ “If you had known that it is mercy which I desire
and not sacrifice, you would not have accused the innocent.”

NA27 εἰ δὲ ἐγνώκειτε τί ἐστιν· ἔλεος θέλω καὶ οὐ θυσίαν, οὐκ ἂν κατεδικάσατε τοὺς
ἀναιτίους.

12:7.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae2 conforms to typical Coptic conven-
tions conveying irrealis (Layton 2004, 411), expressing the same meaning as
NA27.

12:7.b Textual Analysis. NA27 indicates no textual variation.

Matt 12:8

Mae2 ⲡϭ̣̅ⲥ̣̅ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲏ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲏ. “For the Son of Man is Lord of
the Sabbath.”

NA27 κύριος γάρ ἐστιν τοῦ σαββάτου ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου.

12:8.a Translational Analysis. The nominal sentence pattern in mae2 conforms
to typical Coptic conventions (Layton 2004, 203), conveying the samemeaning
as NA27.

12:8.b Textual Analysis. NA27 indicates no textual variation.
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Matt 12:9

Mae2 ⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲟⲧⲉⲃ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲙⲙⲉⲟⲩ ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲧⲉⲩⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏWhen he crossed
over from there, he came into their synagogue.

NA27 Καὶ μεταβὰς ἐκεῖθεν ⸆ἦλθεν εἰς τὴν συναγωγὴν αὐτῶν·

12:9.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae2’s syntax and meaning are close to
NA27.

12:9.b Textual Analysis. The nominal subject ὁ Ἰησοῦς occurs in 04 022 042.Mae2
probably supports NA27 since mae2 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 ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ ⲉⲣⲉⲧϥ ⲛϫⲏ ⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲏ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲧⲉϥϫⲓϫ ϣⲟⲩⲱⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲩϣⲓⲛⲏ ⲙⲙⲁϥ ⲡⲏ ϫⲉ

ⲉⲝⲉⲥ⟨ⲧ⟩ⲏ ⲉⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏ̣ ⲙⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲩⲉϣ ⲕⲁⲧⲏⲅⲟⲣⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲁϥ ⲡⲏ Aman
having his hand withered came to him. They asked him, “Is it lawful to
heal on the Sabbath?” They wanted to accuse him.

NA27 καὶ ἰδοὺ ἄνθρωπος ⸆χεῖρα ἔχων ξηράν. καὶ ἐπηρώτησαν αὐτὸν λέγοντες· εἰ
ἔξεστιν τοῖς σάββασιν ⸀θεραπεῦσαι; ἵνα κατηγορήσωσιν αὐτοῦ.

12:10.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:10.a.1 ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ ⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥ. With the support of 01 03 04 032 892 pc, NA27 introduces
the man with the withered hand with elliptical ἰδού, without predication of
existence.Mostmanuscripts, however, include the verb ἦν. Mae2 lacks not only
any representation of ἦν, but also of ἰδού; instead of predicating the man’s state
of being, mae2 asserts that the man came (ⲓ̈) to Jesus.

Assuming the translator’s Vorlage lacked ἦν, the translator necessarily com-
pensated his typical non-representation of ἰδού by adding the verb ⲓ̈ to predi-
cate the man’s presence. Ἰδού, when lacking a verb, can convey either the sub-
ject’s static presence or its incipient presence. In the transfiguration account,
for example, ἰδού 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, mae2 uses the verb ⲓ̈ (cf. Baarda 2004a, 275). Unfortu-
nately, there are no contextual indicators to help determine if ἰδού in 12:10 con-
veys the man’s static presence or incipient presence. The other Coptic transla-
tions simply read that therewas amanwith awithered hand, as if themanwere
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, mae2 presents the man as coming to Jesus,
with implicit intentionality.

12:10.a.2 ⲛⲁⲩϣⲓⲛⲏⲛⲁⲩϣⲓⲛⲏⲛⲁⲩϣⲓⲛⲏⲛⲁⲩϣⲓⲛⲏⲛⲁⲩϣⲓⲛⲏⲛⲁⲩϣⲓⲛⲏⲛⲁⲩϣⲓⲛⲏⲛⲁⲩϣⲓⲛⲏ. Where NA27 has the Greek aorist ἐπηρώτησαν, mae2 has the
preterit ⲛⲁⲩϣⲓⲛⲏ. This is not atypical, for of the 56 extant occurrences of the
preterit in mae2, NA27 has the aorist nine times.3

12:10.a.3 λέγοντες. Mae2 gives no representation to the Greek’s redundant intro-
duction to direct speech λέγοντες, except for the Coptic convention ϫⲉ.

12:10.a.4 εἰ. Betraying the awkwardness of rendering theGreek formally, the four
Coptic versions resort to three different translations of conditional εἰ.Mae2 and
mae1 avoid representing conditional εἰ altogether, conveying the meaning of
the Greek in the form of a simple question. Sa9 uses ⲉⲛⲉ, while boA renders it as
a negative interrogative.

12:10.a.5 ⲙⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛ. Cf. 12:5.a.1.

12:10.a.6 ⲛⲁⲩⲉϣⲛⲁⲩⲉϣⲛⲁⲩⲉϣⲛⲁⲩⲉϣⲛⲁⲩⲉϣⲛⲁⲩⲉϣⲛⲁⲩⲉϣⲛⲁⲩⲉϣ. The Greek concludes the verse with the subordinate clause
ἵνα κατηγορήσωσιν αὐτοῦ, while mae2 renders it as an independent clause. The
Greek subordinate clausemodifies the second clause of the sentence introduc-
ing thePharisees’ question, but is separated fromthe secondclauseby theques-
tion itself:

ἐπηρώτησαν αὐτὸν λέγοντες· εἰ ἔξεστιν τοῖς σάββασιν θεραπεῦσαι; ἵνα κατηγο-
ρήσωσιν αὐτοῦ

As a consequence, the purpose clause is sufficiently distant from themain 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 mae1, sa9, and boA: 12:7; 24:43; for mae1
alone: 27:11, 30; for boA 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 boA renders
the ellipsis with the preterit, and sa9 and mae1 render it with a circumstantial,
mae2 avoids the ellipsis by inserting amain verb in the final clause. This change
of syntax, however, does not alter the meaning of the text.4

12:10.b Textual Analysis

12:10.b.1 ἦν. Cf. 12:10.a.1.

12:10.b.2 ἐκεῖ. Sincemae2 does not give formal representation tomany elements
in its Vorlage, and since mae2 conveys that the man came there regardless of
whether ἐκεῖ was in its Vorlage, mae2 is not a reliable witness either to NA27’s
ἐκεῖ or its exclusion in some manuscripts.

12:10.b.3 ⲉⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏⲉⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏⲉⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏⲉⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏⲉⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏⲉⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏⲉⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏⲉⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏ. Coptic has no one way to render tense in the Greek
infinitive of purpose, and so cannot reliably attest either NA27’s aorist infinitive
θεραπεῦσαι or the present infinitive θεραπεῦειν in most manuscripts. In this
verse, sa9 and mae1 use the optative, boA uses the conjunctive, and mae2 uses
the preterit with the auxiliary ⲟⲩⲉϣ (cf. n. 4).

Matt 12:11

Mae2 ⲛⲧⲁ̣[ϥ] ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉϫⲉϥ ⲛⲉⲟⲩ ϫⲉ ⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲉⲛ ⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉϥ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲉⲥⲁⲟⲩ5
ⲙⲙⲉⲟⲩ6 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛϥϩⲏⲓ̈ⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ ⲉⲟⲩϣⲓⲕ ⲙⲡⲉϩ̣ⲁⲟⲩ ⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲧⲉ

ⲛϥⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉ7 ⲉⲛ̣ [ⲛϥⲛ]ⲧϥ ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ 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, “ⲛⲁⲩⲉϣ] = ⲛⲁⲩⲟⲩⲉϣ, entspricht einem θέλοντες + Inf. und steht
statt des Finalsatzes des Standardtextes” (2001, 64). However, since ⲟⲩⲉϣ is often used as an
indicator of subjunctivity, there is no need for Schenke to postulate an otherwise unattested
reading containing the verb θελω. Cf. Baarda 2006.

5 ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲉⲥⲁⲟⲩ [who has] a sheep is probably derived from ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲉⲉⲥⲁⲟⲩ [who has] one sheep, with
elision of the two neighbouring epsilons. Mink has argued that εἷς is not rigidly rendered in
Coptic (1972, 231–232).

6 “The adverb ⲙ̅ⲙⲁⲩ (untranslatable) often accompanies ⲟⲩⲛ̅ⲧⲉ- … Its function and the condi-
tions for its presence or absence are at present unknown” (Layton 2004, 306).

7 Schenke identifies the lexemeas the intransitive verbⲛⲛⲉ to go (2001, 214). It appears herewith
negativeⲛ- andwith the future auxiliary, denoting a hypotheticalmeaning (Layton 2004, 239).
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NA27 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς, Τίς ⸀ἔσται ἐξ ὑμῶν ἄνθρωπος ὃς ⸁ἕξει πρόβατον ἕν, καὶ
⸀1ἐὰν ἐμπέσῃ ○τοῦτο τοῖς σάββασιν εἰς βόθυνον, οὐχὶ κρατήσει αὐτὸ καὶ
ἐγερεῖ;

12:11.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:11.a.1 ⲛⲓⲙⲛⲓⲙⲛⲓⲙⲛⲓⲙⲛⲓⲙⲛⲓⲙⲛⲓⲙⲛⲓⲙ ϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛ ⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉ. Where NA27 has the future ἔσται, the four Coptic
versions lack a verb, but compensate with the preposition ϩⲉⲛ to form the
verbless situational predicate (cf. Layton 2004, 237). Accordingly, mae2 cannot
support ἔσται or the present ἔστιν as it occurs in some manuscripts.

12:11.a.2 ⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉϥⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉϥⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉϥⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉϥⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉϥⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉϥⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉϥⲟⲩⲉⲛⲧⲉϥ. NA27 has the future tense ἕξει, supported by all manuscripts
except 05 pc which have the present tense ἔχει. Since mae2 (and boA) use the
verboid ⲟⲩⲛ̅ⲧⲉ- to denote possession, and since verboids do not form with the
future auxiliary, mae2 cannot reliably attest either reading.

12:11.a.3ⲙⲡⲉϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉϩⲁⲟⲩ ⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛ. Mae2, and similarly,mae1 use the expanded entity
term -ⲡⲉϩⲁⲟⲩ ⲛⲡⲥⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛ where NA27 uses τοῖς σάββασιν, but without any
change of meaning. For mae2’s reference to Sabbath in the singular, cf. 12.5.a.1.

12:11.a.4ⲁⲩⲱⲁⲩⲱⲁⲩⲱⲁⲩⲱⲁⲩⲱⲁⲩⲱⲁⲩⲱⲁⲩⲱ.Mae2 unusually usesⲁⲩⲱwhere καί is not inNA27. The conjunction
connects themodifying clause ⲉⲧⲉ ⲛϥⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉ ⲉⲛ, which occurs toward the end of
Jesus’ rhetorical question, to its specifier subject ⲛⲓⲙ at the beginning. Because
it was postponed toward the end, the modifying clause is separated from
the subject by 1) the expanded description of ⲛⲓⲙ 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 ⲁⲩⲱ, then, facilitates resumption of the expanded description
of ⲛⲓⲙ with the final modifying clause. The use of ⲁⲩⲱ does not affect the
meaning of the passage.

12:11.a.5 ⲉⲧⲉⲉⲧⲉⲉⲧⲉⲉⲧⲉⲉⲧⲉⲉⲧⲉⲉⲧⲉⲉⲧⲉ ⲛϥⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛϥⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛϥⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛϥⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛϥⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛϥⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛϥⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉⲛϥⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉ ⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛ [ⲛϥⲛⲛϥⲛⲛϥⲛⲛϥⲛⲛϥⲛⲛϥⲛⲛϥⲛⲛϥⲛ]ⲧϥⲧϥⲧϥⲧϥⲧϥⲧϥⲧϥⲧϥ ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈. NA27 uses the verbs κρατήσει and ἐγερεῖ
to indicate the actions of grabbing and lifting to rescue the sheep. In contrast,
mae2 (mae1 similarly) conveys that a man is likely to go and lift the sheep
out. The agreement between mae2 and mae1 may suggest a concession to the
receptor language. Indeed, the verb pair κρατήσει and ἐγερεῖ 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.8

Since mae2 differs so significantly in its syntax, it cannot reliably attest any
of the variants involving the verb κρατέω. Similarly, since Coptic is not a reliable
indicator of Greek word order (Layton 2004, 146), mae2 should not be cited for
any of the word order variants involving NA27’s κρατήσει αὐτὸ καὶ ἐγερεῖ.

12:11.b Textual Analysis

12:11.b.1 ἔσται. Cf. 12:11.a.1.

12:11.b.2 ἕξει. Cf. 12:11.a.2.

12:11.b.3 ἐάν.Mae2’s preteritⲛϥⲏⲓ̈ⲏ conveys the samemeaning of all three variants
cited in NA27 (ἐάν; εἰ; omit), and so should not be cited in support of any one of
them.

12:11.b.4 τοῦτο. Mae2’s third person intermediate -ϥ- in ⲛϥϩⲏⲓ̈ⲏ (in reference to
the sheep that might fall into the pit) corresponds in meaning to both NA27’s
τοῦτο as well the subsingular reading in 05* where τοῦτο is lacking. Thus, mae2
should not be cited in support of either variant.

12:11.b.5 κρατήσει αὐτὸ καὶ ἐγερεῖ. Cf. 12:11.a.5.

Matt 12:12

Mae2 ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ ϫⲏ ⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲏ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲧⲉ̣[ⲃ] [ⲉⲩⲉ]ⲥⲁⲟⲩ ϩⲱⲥⲧⲏ ϣϣⲏ ⲉⲣ ⲡⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲛ

ⲙⲡⲁϩⲁⲟⲩ [ⲙⲡⲥ]ⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛ “Aman, then, is worth more than a sheep! So, it is
lawful to do good on the Sabbath day.”

NA27 πόσῳ οὖν ⸆διαφέρει ἄνθρωπος προβάτου. ὥστε ἔξεστιν τοῖς σάββασιν καλῶς
ποιεῖν.

8 Reduction of Greek verb pairs can be seen in 8:21, 33; 9:27; 11:1; 12:44; 21:21; 21:39; 23:3; 25:9; 26:4,
74; 27:2, 48; 28:2.
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12:12.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:12.a.1 ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ ϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏ ⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲏⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲏⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲏⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲏⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲏⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲏⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲏⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲏ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲧⲉⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲧⲉⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲧⲉⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲧⲉⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲧⲉⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲧⲉⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲧⲉⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲧⲉ[ⲃⲃⲃⲃⲃⲃⲃⲃ] [ⲉⲩⲉⲉⲩⲉⲉⲩⲉⲉⲩⲉⲉⲩⲉⲉⲩⲉⲉⲩⲉⲉⲩⲉ]ⲥⲁⲟⲩⲥⲁⲟⲩⲥⲁⲟⲩⲥⲁⲟⲩⲥⲁⲟⲩⲥⲁⲟⲩⲥⲁⲟⲩⲥⲁⲟⲩ. Mae2 and sa9 both convert
the rhetorical question into a simple assertion (cf. CEV), just as boA does, for
example, in 5:47.

Mae2 uses ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ, but this may not indicate that its Vorlage read μᾶλλον
against NA27’s πόσῳ. 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 ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ sometimes used to translate
Greek texts which do not have the word μᾶλλον (Bohairic: Acts 8:16; Phil 1:14;
2Pet 2:10), but ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ can also be used to convey the meaning πόσος, the very
word used by NA27 (7:11). These factors make mae2’s witness to μᾶλλον uncer-
tain.

12:12.a.2 ⲙⲡⲁϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲁϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲁϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲁϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲁϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲁϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲁϩⲁⲟⲩⲙⲡⲁϩⲁⲟⲩ [ⲙⲡⲥⲙⲡⲥⲙⲡⲥⲙⲡⲥⲙⲡⲥⲙⲡⲥⲙⲡⲥⲙⲡⲥ]ⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛⲁⲃⲃⲁⲑⲟⲛ. Cf. 12:5.a.1.

12:12.b Textual Analysis. For πόσῳ οὖν διαφέρει ἄνθρωπος, cf. 12:12.a.1.

Matt 12:13

Mae2 ⲧⲟⲧⲏ ⲡⲉϫⲉϥ ⲛⲡⲣⲱⲙⲏ ϫⲉ ⲥⲟⲩ[ⲧⲉⲛ] ⲧⲉⲕϫⲓϫ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲁϥⲥⲟⲩⲧⲱⲛⲥ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲁⲥⲉⲣ

[ⲧϩⲏ] ⲛⲛϯⲕⲏⲟⲩⲓ̈9 Then he told the man, “Stretch out your hand.” He
stretched it out. It became as the other.

NA27 τότε λέγει τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ· ἔκτεινόν σου τὴν χεῖρα. καὶ ἐξέτεινεν καὶ
ἀπεκατεστάθη ὑγιὴς ⸋ὡς ἡ ἄλλη.⸌

12:13.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:13.a.1 ⲡⲉϫⲉϥⲡⲉϫⲉϥⲡⲉϫⲉϥⲡⲉϫⲉϥⲡⲉϫⲉϥⲡⲉϫⲉϥⲡⲉϫⲉϥⲡⲉϫⲉϥ. Mae2 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 ἀπεκατεστάθη ὑγιής. All four Coptic versions simplify the pregnant
phrase ἀπεκατεστάθη ὑγιής to convey that the hand was healed. Mae1, sa9, and
boA use only the verb ⲟⲩϫⲁⲓ (mae1: ⲟⲩϫⲉⲓ), followed by the modifying clause
for as the other. ⲟⲩϫⲁⲓ conveys that the hand became whole, which differs

9 The first ⲛ of ⲛⲛϯⲕⲏⲟⲩⲓ̈ is probably a variant doubling (cf. Layton 2004, 21).
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somewhat from restore as the meaning of ἀπεκατεστάθη (Bauer 1999, 111). Mae2
is even simpler, indicating that the withered hand had become like the other,
with ϩⲁⲥⲉⲣ being used in the place of ἀπεκατεστάθη ὑγιής.

12:13.b TextualAnalysis.Mae2’s reading [ⲧϩⲏ]ⲛⲛϯⲕⲏⲟⲩⲓ̈ supportsNA27’s ὡς ἡ ἄλλη
against its omission in 01 042 892*.

Matt 12:14

Mae2 ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛϫⲏ ⲙⲫⲁⲣⲓⲥⲁⲓ[ⲟⲥ ϩ]ⲁⲩⲉⲣ ⲟⲩⲥⲁϫⲛⲏ ⲉⲣⲁϥ ϩⲟⲡⲱⲥ ⲛⲥⲉ[ϩⲁ]ⲧⲉ̣ⲃ̣ϥ̣
When the Pharisees had gone out, they did a counsel against him in
order to kill him.

NA27 ⸂ἐξελθόντες δὲ οἱ Φαρισαῖοι⸃ συμβούλιον ἔλαβον κατ᾽ αὐτοῦ ὅπως αὐτὸν
ἀπολέσωσιν.

12:14.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:14.a.1 [ϩϩϩϩϩϩϩϩ]ⲁⲩⲉⲣⲁⲩⲉⲣⲁⲩⲉⲣⲁⲩⲉⲣⲁⲩⲉⲣⲁⲩⲉⲣⲁⲩⲉⲣⲁⲩⲉⲣ ⲟⲩⲥⲁϫⲛⲏⲟⲩⲥⲁϫⲛⲏⲟⲩⲥⲁϫⲛⲏⲟⲩⲥⲁϫⲛⲏⲟⲩⲥⲁϫⲛⲏⲟⲩⲥⲁϫⲛⲏⲟⲩⲥⲁϫⲛⲏⲟⲩⲥⲁϫⲛⲏ. Mae2, mae1, and boA represent συμβούλιον ἔλαβον
with the idiom [ϩ]ⲁⲩⲉⲣ ⲟⲩⲥⲁϫⲛⲏ. The same idiom is used by mae2, mae1, and
boA in this verse and in 22:15; 27:1, 7. Schenke, unfortunately, retroverts the
idiom as if in accord with 019’s singular reading συμβούλιον ἐποίησαν, but this
is pedantic.

12:14.a.2 ⲛⲥⲉϩ̣ⲁ̣ⲧⲉ̣ⲃ̣ϥⲛⲥⲉϩ̣ⲁ̣ⲧⲉ̣ⲃ̣ϥⲛⲥⲉϩ̣ⲁ̣ⲧⲉ̣ⲃ̣ϥⲛⲥⲉϩ̣ⲁ̣ⲧⲉ̣ⲃ̣ϥⲛⲥⲉϩ̣ⲁ̣ⲧⲉ̣ⲃ̣ϥⲛⲥⲉϩ̣ⲁ̣ⲧⲉ̣ⲃ̣ϥⲛⲥⲉϩ̣ⲁ̣ⲧⲉ̣ⲃ̣ϥⲛⲥⲉϩ̣ⲁ̣ⲧⲉ̣ⲃ̣ϥ. The Coptic versions use three different words to represent
NA27’s ἀπολέσωσιν: ⲛⲥⲉϩⲁⲧⲉⲃϥ (mae2 mae1); ⲉⲩⲉⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧϥ (sa9); ⲛⲥⲉⲧⲁⲕⲟϥ (boA).
All three correspond with NA27’s sense of killing.10

12:14.b Textual Analysis

12:14.b.1 ἐξελθόντες δὲ οἱ Φαρισαῖοι. Since Coptic generally is not a reliable indi-
cator of Greek word order, mae2 should not be cited to support either NA27’s
ἐξελθόντες δὲ οἱ Φαρισαῖοι or the reading οἱ δὲ Φαρισαῖοι ἐξελθόντες in some
manuscripts (Plumley 1977, 143; Kreinecker 2008, 141).Within the same reading,
however, the presence of both verbs ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ and [ϩ]ⲁⲩⲉⲣ in mae2 supports

10 BDAG’s initial entry reads, “to cause or experience destruction—a. act. ruin, destroy—α.
of pers… Esp. kill, put to death…” (Bauer, 2000, 115).
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NA27 (01 03 04 0281 ƒ1 33 892) against the exclusion of the participle ἐξελθόντες
in 032 037 0233 𝔐.

12:14.b.2 συμβούλιον ἐποίσαν. Cf. 12:14.a.1.

Matt 12:15

Mae2 [ϩⲁ ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅] ⲉⲓⲙⲏ ϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲱⲧⲉⲃ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲙⲙⲉⲟⲩ ϩⲁⲩ[ⲟⲩⲉϩⲟⲩ] [ⲛⲥⲱϥ] ⲛϫⲏ ⲟⲩ⟨ⲛⲁ⟩ϫ
ⲙⲙⲏϣⲏ ϩⲁϥⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩ̣[ⲏ ⲙⲙⲁ][ⲟⲩ ⲧⲏⲣ]ⲟⲩ He knew. He crossed over from
there. A great crowd, they followed after him. He healed them all.

NA27 Ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς γνοὺς ἀνεχώρησεν ἐκεῖθεν. καὶ ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ ⸂[ὄχλοι]
πολλοί⸃, καὶ ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτοὺς πάντας11

12:15.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The verse exemplifies Coptic affinity for
asyndeton.

12:15.a.1 [ϩⲁϥϩⲁϥϩⲁϥϩⲁϥϩⲁϥϩⲁϥϩⲁϥϩⲁϥ]ⲉⲓⲙⲏⲉⲓⲙⲏⲉⲓⲙⲏⲉⲓⲙⲏⲉⲓⲙⲏⲉⲓⲙⲏⲉⲓⲙⲏⲉⲓⲙⲏ. Schenke’s reconstruction [ϩⲁϥ]ⲉⲓⲙⲏwhich lacks the nominal
reference to Jesus is probably incorrect. Prior to ⲉⲓⲙⲏ is an unambiguous space
the size of a letter.12 A space between ϩⲁϥ and ⲉⲓⲙⲏ seems inexplicable if
Schenke’s reconstructionwere to be assumed. Alternatively, reconstructing the
text with a space after ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ in the prenominal state ϩⲁ ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ ⲉⲓⲙⲏ would not be
unusual,13 for there are 19 such spaces after ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ extant in mae2.14

12:15.a.2 ⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩⲟⲩ⟨ⲛⲁⲛⲁⲛⲁⲛⲁⲛⲁⲛⲁⲛⲁⲛⲁ⟩ϫϫϫϫϫϫϫϫ ⲙⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲙⲏϣⲏⲙⲙⲏϣⲏ. Where NA27 has the plural [ὄχλοι] πολλοί, mae2 has
the singular ⲟⲩ⟨ⲛⲁ⟩ϫ ⲙⲙⲏϣⲏ.15 Sa9 likewise has the singular. The phenomenon
is seen elsewhere without Greek variation (8:1mae1; 13:2mae1; 15:30mae1; 19:2mae2

11 For the textual variation involving πάντας καὶ ἐπετίμησεν 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 theperfect in theprenominal state (2001, 264). Theprenominal state is elsewhere
used with ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ in 13:34, with half a letter space following it.

14 Full letter spaces after ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ occur in 9:22; 14:1, 25, 29; 17:9; 19:1; 20:22, 34; 23:1; 26:19, 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 ⲙ of ⲙⲙⲏϣⲏmarks the inverted attributive construction (Layton 2004, 83).
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mae1; 20:29mae1 boA).16 Layton notes that collective nouns “can occur in a sing.
entity term construction to denote a collection of individuals (ⲡⲙⲏⲏϣⲉ ‘The
crowd’) and can receive cross-reference in the plural” (2004, 86–87); cf.
12:23.

12:15.b Textual Analysis. Ὄχλοι is bracketed in NA27, indicating a highly uncer-
tain text. Its exclusion is supportedonly by 01 03 372 873,while all others include
ὄχλοι, with mae2 in support.17 As I argue in chapter 6, after translational phe-
nomena have been identified and accounted for, mae2 is a very close ally to
01 and 03. Given this strong alliance, mae2’s support for the inclusion of ὄχλοι
against 01 and 03 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

Mae2 ϩⲁϥⲉⲡⲓⲧⲓⲙⲁ ⲛⲉⲩ ϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥ ⲛⲛⲉⲩ[ⲟⲩⲁⲛϩϥ] He warned them in order not to
reveal him

NA27 ⸄18 καὶ ἐπετίμησεν⸅ αὐτοῖς ἵνα μὴ φανερὸν αὐτὸν ποιήσωσιν,

12:16.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The only syntactical incongruity is that
mae2more economically conveys Jesus’ warning not tomakehimknown, using
only one verb and a pronominal suffix (ⲛⲛⲉⲩ[ⲟⲩⲁⲛϩϥ]), while NA27 uses a verb
and two complements (φανερὸν αὐτὸν ποιήσωσιν).

12:16.b Textual Analysis. In the variation unit involving the final word of v. 15 and
the beginning of v. 16, mae2 supports the reading in NA27 against those found
in 05 and (ƒ1):

16 Mae2 preserves nothing of the occurrences in 4:25; 8:1; and 20:29whereNA27 has the plural
for crowd.

17 Mae2 is extant in 24 instances where NA27 has ὄχλος. In each case, mae2 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 occasionwhen the syntax of the text suggests
that the scribe probably omitted it by accident (23:1).

18 NA27 includes πάντας at the end of 12:15 as part of the variant unit; cf. 12:16.b.
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Mae2 ϩⲁϥⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩ[ⲏ ⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩ] [ⲧⲏⲣ]ⲟⲩ ϩⲁϥⲉⲡⲓⲧⲓⲙⲁ ⲛⲉⲩ

NA27 ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτοὺς πάντας καὶ ἐπετίμησεν αὐτοῖς
05 ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτοὺς πάντας δὲ οὕς ἐθεράπευσεν ἐπέπληξεν αὐτοῖς
ƒ1 ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτοὺς πάντας δὲ οὕς ἐθεράπευσεν ἐπέπλησσεν αὐτοῖς

Matt 12:17

Mae2 [ϩⲓⲛⲁⲥ]19 ⲉϥⲉϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛϫⲏ ⲡⲥⲉϫⲏ ⲛϩⲥⲁ̣[ⲓ̈]ⲁ̣ⲥ̣ [ⲡⲉⲡⲣⲟ]ⲫⲏⲧⲏⲥ ⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ

so that the word of Isaiah the prophet might be fulfilled, saying,

NA27 ⸀ἵνα πληρωθῇ τὸ ῥηθὲν διὰ Ἠσαΐου τοῦ προφήτου λέγοντος·

12:17.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:17.a.1 ⲉϥⲉϫⲱⲕⲉϥⲉϫⲱⲕⲉϥⲉϫⲱⲕⲉϥⲉϫⲱⲕⲉϥⲉϫⲱⲕⲉϥⲉϫⲱⲕⲉϥⲉϫⲱⲕⲉϥⲉϫⲱⲕ. Since Coptic does not have a subjunctive mood, mae2, mae1,
and sa9 render ἵνα πληρωθῇ 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 ⲡⲥⲉϫⲏⲡⲥⲉϫⲏⲡⲥⲉϫⲏⲡⲥⲉϫⲏⲡⲥⲉϫⲏⲡⲥⲉϫⲏⲡⲥⲉϫⲏⲡⲥⲉϫⲏ. Where NA27 has the substantivised participle τὸ ῥηθέν, mae2 has
instead ⲡⲥⲉϫⲏ. ⲡⲥⲉϫⲏ is mae2’s consistent rendering of the fulfilment formula
ἵνα πληρωθῇ τὸ ῥηθὲν διά … (12:17; 13:35; 21:4; 27:9).

12:17.b Textual Analysis. Since mae2 uses ϩⲓ̈ⲛⲁⲥ to translate both ἵνα (14:36; 20:21;
21:4; 26:56, 63) and ὅπως (6:2, 4, 18, 35), mae2 should not be cited in support of
either of the two competing Greek readings.

Matt 12:18

Mae2 ϫⲉ ϩⲏⲡⲏ ϩⲓ̈ ⲡⲁⲁⲗⲟⲩ [ⲡ]ⲁ̣ⲙ̣[ⲉ]ⲛⲣⲓⲧ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲁ̣ⲥⲉⲣϩⲛⲉⲓ̈ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ ⲉⲓ̈ⲕⲱ ⲙⲡⲁ[ⲡ̅]ⲛ̅ⲁ̅
[ⲉ]ϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ ⲉϫⲱϥ ⲉϥⲉⲧⲁⲙⲉ ⲛⲓϩⲉⲑⲛⲟⲥ ⲉⲩⲕⲣⲓ[ⲥ]ⲓⲥ 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 ἰδοὺ ὁ παῖς μου ⸆ ὃν ᾑρέτισα, ὁ ἀγαπητός μου ⸂εἰς ὃν⸃ εὐδόκησεν ἡ ψυχή
μου·θήσω τὸ πνεῦμά μου ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν, καὶ κρίσιν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν ἀπαγγελεῖ.

19 Schenke constructed this as [ⲕⲉⲥ], although the other two extant fulfilment formula
passages (13:35; 21:4), read ϩⲓⲛⲁⲥ (cf. boA).
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12:18.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae2’s [ⲡ]ⲁⲙ[ⲉ]ⲛⲣⲓⲧ 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 ᾑρέτισα as being derived from the
more common word ἀρέσκω I win favour, I please instead of αἱρετίζω 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 (ⲟⲩⲁϣϥ),
my beloved for whommy soul wished (ⲟⲩⲱϣ) (1911–1924, 1.111).

Perhaps due to confusion in the Greek, mae2 simplifies and truncates the third
and fourth lines, eliminating the synonymous parallelism,20 and reducing the
representation of the third person self-referent ἡ ψυχή μου to the simplified first
person verbal suffix.

NA27 Mae2

A B A B
Line 3 ὁ παῖς μου ὃν ᾑρέτισα, ⲡⲁⲁⲗⲟⲩ

Line 4 ὁ ἀγαπητός μου εἰς ὃν εὐδόκησεν ἡ ψυχή μου [ⲡ]ⲁⲙ[ⲉ]ⲛⲣⲓⲧ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲁⲥⲉⲣϩⲛⲉⲓ̈ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ

Additionally, the parallel in 17:5 (ⲡⲁϣⲏⲣⲏ ⲡⲁⲙⲉⲛⲣⲉⲓⲧ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲁⲥⲉⲣϩⲛⲉⲓ̈) 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 mae2 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
mae2’s syntax deviates from the Greek, mae2 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 12:19

Mae2 [ⲛ]ⲛ̣ⲉϥⲉⲣⲉⲥⲏ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲁϣϫⲁⲡ· ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲥ%ⲣⲁⲟⲩ ϩⲓ̈ ⲛⲉⲡⲗⲁⲧⲓⲁ He will
not quarrel. He will not cry out. He will not be heard … on the streets.

NA27 οὐκ ἐρίσει οὐδὲ κραυγάσει, οὐδὲ ἀκούσει τις ἐν ταῖς πλατείαις τὴν φωνὴν
αὐτοῦ.

12:19.a Translational Analysis

12:19.a.1 οὐκ … οὐδέ … οὐδέ. Showing the Coptic preference for asyndeton, mae2
represents the negators οὐκ … οὐδέ … οὐδέ with the negative conjugation base
ⲛⲛⲉ- in the three optative verbs.

12:19.a.2 ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙ. Where NA27 uses the indefinite pronoun τὶς with the active
voice ἀκούσει to convey that no one will hear the Servant’s cry on the street,
mae2 uses the dynamic passive ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙ. The decision to use the dynamic
passive probably explains the occurrence of third person intermediate -ⲩ- to
represent τὶς. Coptic generally is not a reliable witness to the occurrence of τὶς
(cf. Plumley 1977, 148).

12:19.a.3 ⲥⲥⲥⲥⲥⲥⲥⲥ%ⲣⲁⲟⲩⲣⲁⲟⲩⲣⲁⲟⲩⲣⲁⲟⲩⲣⲁⲟⲩⲣⲁⲟⲩⲣⲁⲟⲩⲣⲁⲟⲩ. Schenke’s transcriptionmark % represents a signwritten above
the line by the scribe or a user, perhaps to indicate a textual defect.21 Schenke
transcribes this as ⲉ̣%ⲣⲁⲟⲩ and suggests that the text should readⲛⲉϥⲥⲙⲏ, reflect-
ing the conjectured plural reading αἱ φωναὶ αὐτοῦ (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 ⲥ%ⲣⲁⲟⲩ, with the siglum implying that someone found the text
deficient, and perhaps significantly so.

12:19.b Textual Analysis. NA27 cites no textual variation.

21 Elsewhere such sigla link the text to marginal corrections (e.g., 2001, 372). Unfortunately,
themargin closest to this intralinearmark is broken off, and occurrences of the siglum are
too few to assess profitably.
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Matt 12:20

Mae2 ⲟⲩⲕⲉϣ ⲉϥⲡⲁⲧⲥ ⲛⲛ̣ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁϫⲡϥ· ⲟⲩϩⲏⲃⲥ ⲉϥⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲁϣⲉⲙϥ ϣⲁⲛ⟨ⲧ⟩ϥϫⲓ
ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛ ϩⲉⲛⲛ ⲟⲩϩⲉⲡ A cracked reed he will not break; a burning wick he
will not quench, until he seize victory in judgment.

NA27 ⸋κάλαμον συντετριμμένον⸌ οὐ κατεάξει καὶ λίνον τυφόμενον οὐ σβέσει, ἕως
ἂν ἐκβάλῃ εἰς νῖκος τὴν κρίσιν.

12:20.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:20.a.1 ⲟⲩϩⲏⲃⲥⲟⲩϩⲏⲃⲥⲟⲩϩⲏⲃⲥⲟⲩϩⲏⲃⲥⲟⲩϩⲏⲃⲥⲟⲩϩⲏⲃⲥⲟⲩϩⲏⲃⲥⲟⲩϩⲏⲃⲥ ⲉϥⲙⲟⲩϩⲉϥⲙⲟⲩϩⲉϥⲙⲟⲩϩⲉϥⲙⲟⲩϩⲉϥⲙⲟⲩϩⲉϥⲙⲟⲩϩⲉϥⲙⲟⲩϩⲉϥⲙⲟⲩϩ. Mae2 conveys that the Servant would not extinguish
a burning wick. The burning wick may mean the same as NA27’s smouldering
wick, one which was no longer burning but was still smoking.22

12:20.a.2 ϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛϣⲁⲛ⟨ⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧ⟩ϥϫⲓϥϫⲓϥϫⲓϥϫⲓϥϫⲓϥϫⲓϥϫⲓϥϫⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛ ϩⲉⲛⲛϩⲉⲛⲛϩⲉⲛⲛϩⲉⲛⲛϩⲉⲛⲛϩⲉⲛⲛϩⲉⲛⲛϩⲉⲛⲛ ⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡ. The Coptic versions render ἕως ἂν
ἐκβάλῃ εἰς νῖκος τὴν κρίσιν variously:

Mae2 ϣⲁⲛ⟨ⲧ⟩ϥϫⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛ ϩⲉⲛⲛ ⲟⲩϩⲉⲡ until he seize victory in judgment.
Mae1 ϣⲁⲛⲧϥϩⲓⲟⲩⲉ ⲙⲡⲉϥϩⲉⲡ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲕⲁⲛ until he cast his judgment forth in victory
Sa9 ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉϥⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲉϥϩⲁⲡ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲁϫⲣⲟ until he bring forth his judgment in victory
BoA ϣⲁⲧⲉϥϩⲓⲟⲩⲓ ⲙⲡⲓϩⲁⲡ ⲉⲩϭⲣⲟ until he cast the judgment in victory

The enigmatic statement and the ambiguity of the Greek words ἐκβάλῃ and
κρίσιν may have contributed to the variety of renderings. In the case of mae2’s
Vorlage, Baarda writes, “One needs only look at Mt 12:20, where ἐκβάλῃ is
rendered with the verb ϫⲓ, which shows that the translator misread the verb
as ἐκλάβῃ” (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 ⲟⲩⲕⲉϣⲟⲩⲕⲉϣⲟⲩⲕⲉϣⲟⲩⲕⲉϣⲟⲩⲕⲉϣⲟⲩⲕⲉϣⲟⲩⲕⲉϣⲟⲩⲕⲉϣ ⲉϥⲡⲁⲧⲥⲉϥⲡⲁⲧⲥⲉϥⲡⲁⲧⲥⲉϥⲡⲁⲧⲥⲉϥⲡⲁⲧⲥⲉϥⲡⲁⲧⲥⲉϥⲡⲁⲧⲥⲉϥⲡⲁⲧⲥ. Mae2’s ⲟⲩⲕⲉϣ ⲉϥⲡⲁⲧⲥ attests NA27’s reading κάλαμον
συντετριμμένον against 05’s singular omission.

22 Cf. NLT CEV. For the exegesis, cf. France 2007, 472.
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12:20.b.2 ⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡⲟⲩϩⲉⲡ. SinceMae2 reads ⲟⲩϩⲉⲡ judgment, without the possessive article
and personal intermediate, it supports NA27 against the occurrence of the
possessive pronoun αὐτοῦ 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 sa9 and mae1, Coptic generally does not omit it.

Matt 12:21

Mae2 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲣⲉ ⲛⲓϩⲉⲑⲛⲟⲥ ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ ⲉⲡⲉϥⲣⲉⲛ And the Gentiles will believe in his
name.

NA27 καὶ ⸆τῷ ὀνόματι αὐτοῦ ἔθνη ἐλπιοῦσιν.

12:21.a Translational Analysis. Without Greek support, mae2 reads that the
nationswill believe (ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ) in the Servant’s name, rather thanhope in it (NA27:
τῷ ὀνόματι αὐτοῦ ἔθνη ἐλπιοῦσιν). 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 Π, Ι, C, Ι and Ν in the continuous text ΕΘΝΗΕΛΠΙΟΥCΙΝ were
mistakenly read as ΕΘΝΗΠΙCΤΕΥΟΥCΙΝ.23

12:21.b SinceCoptic is not a reliablewitness toGreekprepositions (Plumley 1977,
149), mae2 cannot attest any of the variants involving them.

23 Mae1 has a similarly enigmatic rendering about the presence of someone holier than the
Temple (ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲧⲃ ⲉⲡϩⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲙⲉ, 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 “stuff 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…. Someparaphrastic and expansionist readings could result from imperfect
memorization” (2012a, 38–39).



154 chapter 4

Matt 12:22

Mae2 ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ⲛⲏ ⲛⲉϥ ⲛ̣ⲟⲩⲉⲗ· ⲛⲃⲉⲗⲗⲏ ⲛⲉⲙⲡⲁ ⲉⲩⲉⲛ ⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ ⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥ ⲁⲩⲱ

ϩⲁϥⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩⲏ ⟨ⲙ⟩ⲙⲁϥ ϩⲱⲥⲧⲉ ⲡⲓⲉⲗ· ⲛϥⲥⲉϫⲏ ⲁⲩⲱ ϥⲛⲉⲩ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ They brought
to him a deaf person, blind (and) mute, having a demon, and he healed
him so that the deaf person spoke and saw.

NA27 Τότε ⸂προσηνέχθη αὐτῷ δαιμονιζόμενος τυφλὸς καὶ κωφός⸃, καὶ
ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτόν, ὥστε ⸄τὸν κωφὸν⸅ ⸆λαλεῖν καὶ βλέπειν.

12:22.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:22.a.1 ⲛⲟⲩⲉⲗⲛⲟⲩⲉⲗⲛⲟⲩⲉⲗⲛⲟⲩⲉⲗⲛⲟⲩⲉⲗⲛⲟⲩⲉⲗⲛⲟⲩⲉⲗⲛⲟⲩⲉⲗ· ⲛⲃⲉⲗⲗⲏⲛⲃⲉⲗⲗⲏⲛⲃⲉⲗⲗⲏⲛⲃⲉⲗⲗⲏⲛⲃⲉⲗⲗⲏⲛⲃⲉⲗⲗⲏⲛⲃⲉⲗⲗⲏⲛⲃⲉⲗⲗⲏ ⲛⲉⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉⲙⲡⲁⲛⲉⲙⲡⲁ. NA27 depicts the healing of a man who not only
was blind but was also κωφός. Κωφός by itself can refer to speech incapacity,
or hearing incapacity, or both (Bauer 2000, 580). Mae2 takes κωφός as implying
both debilities, explicitating themwith ⲉⲗ and ⲙⲡⲁ, even though NA27 only has
the one word κωφός. Later, when the word κωφός again appears to describe the
man, mae2 represents it only with the one word ⲉⲗ deaf (person), and not with
ⲙⲡⲁ. See also 28:16 in which two Coptic words translate the one lexically dense
Greek word.

12:22.a.2 ⲉⲩⲉⲛⲉⲩⲉⲛⲉⲩⲉⲛⲉⲩⲉⲛⲉⲩⲉⲛⲉⲩⲉⲛⲉⲩⲉⲛⲉⲩⲉⲛ ⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ ⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥ. Mae2 represents the participle δαιμονιζόμενος
with the phrase ⲉⲩⲉⲛ ⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ ⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥ, similarly to boA. Occurring with the
verboid ⲉⲩⲉⲛ, the prepositional complement ⲛⲉⲙⲙⲉϥ probably reinforces pos-
session (he had a demon), and should not be translated formally aswith him (cf.
Layton 2004, 313, citing Mark 5:15sa).

12:22.b Textual Analysis

12:22.b.1 προσηνέχθη … δαιμονιζόμενος τυφλὸς καὶ κωφός. Since Coptic uses the
dynamic passive, mae2 cannot attest either NA27’s passive form προσηνέχθη or
the active προσήνεγκαν in 03 0281vid 1424.

12:22.b.2 τὸν κωφόν. The result clause in NA27 identifies the healed man simply
as τὸν κωφόν. Mae2 probably supports this reading (01 03 05 892 1424) against
τὸν τυφλὸν καὶ κωφόν (04 0281 33 𝔐), and against τὸν κωφὸν καὶ τυφλόν (019 032
037 038 0233 ƒ1 13 700).
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12:22.b.3 καί. Mae2 does not reliably support the absence of καί before λαλεῖν καὶ
βλέπειν in NA27 or its presence in most manuscripts; cf. 1.5.

Matt 12:23

Mae2 ϩⲁⲩⲉⲣϣⲡⲏⲣⲏ ⲛϫⲏ ⲡⲙⲏϣⲏ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲉⲩϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ϫⲉ ⲙⲏ ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ ⲉⲛ ⲡⲏ ⲡϣⲏ⟨ⲣⲏ⟩
ⲛⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ· All the crowd was amazed, saying, “Is not this the Son of
David?”

NA27 καὶ ἐξίσταντο πάντες οἱ ὄχλοι καὶ ἔλεγον· μήτι οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱὸς Δαυίδ;

12:23.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:23.a.1 ϩⲁⲩⲉⲣϣⲡⲏⲣⲏϩⲁⲩⲉⲣϣⲡⲏⲣⲏϩⲁⲩⲉⲣϣⲡⲏⲣⲏϩⲁⲩⲉⲣϣⲡⲏⲣⲏϩⲁⲩⲉⲣϣⲡⲏⲣⲏϩⲁⲩⲉⲣϣⲡⲏⲣⲏϩⲁⲩⲉⲣϣⲡⲏⲣⲏϩⲁⲩⲉⲣϣⲡⲏⲣⲏ ⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏⲛϫⲏ ⲡⲙⲏϣⲏⲡⲙⲏϣⲏⲡⲙⲏϣⲏⲡⲙⲏϣⲏⲡⲙⲏϣⲏⲡⲙⲏϣⲏⲡⲙⲏϣⲏⲡⲙⲏϣⲏ. Cf. 12:15.a.2.

12:23.a.2 ⲉⲩϫⲱⲉⲩϫⲱⲉⲩϫⲱⲉⲩϫⲱⲉⲩϫⲱⲉⲩϫⲱⲉⲩϫⲱⲉⲩϫⲱ. Mae2, mae1, and sa9 all use the circumstantial where NA27 has
the imperfect ἔλεγον.

12:23.b Textual Analysis. NA27 indicates no variation.

Matt 12:24

Mae2 ϩⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲇⲉ ⲛϫⲏ ⟨ⲙ⟩ⲫⲁⲣⲓⲥⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲩϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ϫⲉ ϩⲁϥϩⲓ̈ ⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲉⲛ

ⲃⲉ[[ⲗ]]ϩⲉⲗⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗ· ⲡⲁⲣⲭⲱⲛ ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ The Pharisees heard. They were
saying, “He cast out (the) demon through Beelzeboul, the prince of
demons.”

NA27 οἱ δὲ Φαρισαῖοι ἀκούσαντες εἶπον· οὗτος οὐκ ἐκβάλλει τὰ δαιμόνια εἰ μὴ ἐν
τῷ ⸀Βεελζεβοὺλ ἄρχοντι τῶν δαιμονίων.

12:24.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:24.a.1 ϩⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙϩⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙϩⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙϩⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙϩⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙϩⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙϩⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙϩⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙ… ⲛⲁⲩϫⲱⲛⲁⲩϫⲱⲛⲁⲩϫⲱⲛⲁⲩϫⲱⲛⲁⲩϫⲱⲛⲁⲩϫⲱⲛⲁⲩϫⲱⲛⲁⲩϫⲱ. NA27 uses the verbs ἀκούσαντες and εἶπον 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 ἀκούσαντες εἶπον … having heard, they said
Mae2 ϩⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲛⲁⲩϫⲱ … they heard. They were saying
Mae1 ⲉⲑⲁⲩⲥⲟⲧⲙ ⲡⲉϫⲉⲩ … having heard, they said
Sa9 ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲡⲉϫⲁⲩ …when (the Pharisees) heard, they said
BoA ⲉⲧⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙ ⲡⲉϫⲱⲟⲩ … having heard, they said

Perhaps because the precursive (temporal) is unattested in Middle Egyptian,
mae2 uses the perfect ϩⲁⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙ for NA27’s ἀκούσαντες (cf. Plisch 2001, 373 n. 19;
Schenke 1991, 163; 12:15.a.1).

Mae2’s use of preteritⲛⲁⲩϫⲱ forNA27’s aorist εἶπον fits Layton’s descriptionof
the preterit as slowing “the pace of narration.”24 Itmay 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. Mae2’s syntactical agreement with
the singular reading ἔλεγον in 1093 is probably coincidental, especially since
1093 so closely represents the Byzantine text.

12:24.a.2 ϩⲁϥϩⲓϩⲁϥϩⲓϩⲁϥϩⲓϩⲁϥϩⲓϩⲁϥϩⲓϩⲁϥϩⲓϩⲁϥϩⲓϩⲁϥϩⲓ.While NA27 has the present ἐκβάλλει, none of the Coptic versions
render it as a present. Mae2 uses the perfect (ϩⲁϥϩⲓ̈), perhaps understanding
the Greek to be an historical present; the other Coptic versions use the preterit.
Mae2’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 NA27’s οὗτος, mae2 has the third person singular intermediate -ϥ- (cf.
12:11.b.4; 12:19.a.2).

Like many modern translations, mae2 represents the Greek’s double nega-
tive οὗτος οὐκ ἐκβάλλει τὰ δαιμόνια εἰ μὴ ἐν τῷ Βεελζεβούλ positively, simplifying
the syntax without altering its meaning.

12:24.a.3 ⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ and ⲃⲉⲃⲉⲃⲉⲃⲉⲃⲉⲃⲉⲃⲉⲃⲉ[[ⲗⲗⲗⲗⲗⲗⲗⲗ]]ϩⲉⲗⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗϩⲉⲗⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗϩⲉⲗⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗϩⲉⲗⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗϩⲉⲗⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗϩⲉⲗⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗϩⲉⲗⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗϩⲉⲗⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗ. In keeping with Coptic convention
which usually omits articles when referring to nouns of a generalised class or
to names (Layton 2004, 40, 98), mae2 lacks the determiners for ⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ and
ⲃⲉ[[ⲗ]]ϩⲉⲗⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗ.

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. Mae2’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. ⲃⲁⲣⲁⲙⲃⲁ, 27:17; ⲃⲏⲧⲑⲁⲛⲓⲁ, 21:17; ⲅⲉⲛⲏⲥⲁⲣⲣⲉⲧ, 14:34;
ⲥⲁⲛⲇⲟⲩⲕⲉⲱⲥ, 16:11, etc.).

Matt 12:25

Mae2 ⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲡⲏ25 ⲉⲛⲉⲩⲙⲏⲟⲩⲏ ⲡⲉϫⲉϥ ⲛⲁⲟⲩ ϫⲉ ⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲉⲣⲁ ⲁϣ{⟨ϥ⟩}ϣⲁⲛⲡⲱϣ

ϩⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲣⲁⲥ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱϥ: ⲟ̣ⲩⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲓ̈ ⲉⲩⲏⲓ̈ ⲁϥϣⲁⲛⲡⲱϣ ⲙⲉϥⲛⲉϣ[ⲟϩⲏ] ⲉⲣⲉⲧϥ
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 ⸂εἰδὼς δὲ⸃ τὰς ἐνθυμήσεις αὐτῶν εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· πᾶσα βασιλεία μερισθεῖσα
καθ᾽ ἑαυτῆς ἐρημοῦται καὶ πᾶσα πόλις ἢ οἰκία μερισθεῖσα καθ᾽ ἑαυτῆς οὐ
σταθήσεται.

12:25.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:25.a.1 ⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲛⲉⲟⲩ. Mae2 beginswith ⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲛⲉⲟⲩ. This is similar to boA, but con-
trasts with sa9’s ⲉϥⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ (mae1: ⲉϥⲥⲁⲟⲩⲛ). The disagreement could reflect that
which is found in the Greek manuscript tradition, with NA27’s εἰδώς supported
by most manuscripts, but 𝔓21 01c 05 33 pc reading ἰδών. This particular varia-
tion is replete throughout both the Greek and Coptic tradition. While boAmay
in fact give representation to the minority reading, this is far less certain for
mae2, given its propensity to render its Vorlagewithout formal exactitude.

12:25.a.2 ⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲉⲣⲁⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲉⲣⲁⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲉⲣⲁⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲉⲣⲁⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲉⲣⲁⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲉⲣⲁⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲉⲣⲁⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲉⲣⲁ … ⲟⲩⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥⲟⲩⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥⲟⲩⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥⲟⲩⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥⲟⲩⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥⲟⲩⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥⲟⲩⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥⲟⲩⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ⲓ̈ ⲉⲩⲏⲓ̈ⲉⲩⲏⲓ̈ⲉⲩⲏⲓ̈ⲉⲩⲏⲓ̈ⲉⲩⲏⲓ̈ⲉⲩⲏⲓ̈ⲉⲩⲏⲓ̈ⲉⲩⲏⲓ̈. Instead of reading the adjective ⲛⲓⲙ (cf.
Greek: πᾶς) tomodify the nouns for kingdom, city, and house,mae2 reads these
nouns with the indefinite article ⲟⲩ. The meaning is substantially the same,
with mae2’s indefinite articles befitting the proverbial pronouncement.

12:25.a.3 ϩⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲣⲁⲥϩⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲣⲁⲥϩⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲣⲁⲥϩⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲣⲁⲥϩⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲣⲁⲥϩⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲣⲁⲥϩⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲣⲁⲥϩⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲣⲁⲥ. Sa9 and boA both reflect the parallelism of NA27’s twice
repeated καθ᾽ ἑαυτῆς in the two clauses, representing the two words with ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ

ⲉϫⲱⲥ and ⲉϩⲣⲁ// ⲙⲙⲁⲩⲁⲧ//, respectively. Mae1 does not preserve this parallelism,
rendering καθ᾽ ἑαυτῆς with ⲉϫⲛ ⲡⲉⲩⲏⲣ initially and with ϩⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲣⲁ⸗ in the sub-

25 Schenke classifies this occurrence of ⲡⲏ as a backgrounding particle (2001, 217).



158 chapter 4

sequent clause. Similarly, mae2 employs ϩⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲣⲁ⸗, but only in the first clause,
and does not represent καθ᾽ ἑαυτῆς at all in the second clause, perhaps due to
its redundancy. This explanation is all themore probable sincemae2 lacks rep-
resentation of the similar phrase ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτόν in the subsequent verse as well.

12:25.a.4 ϣⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱϥϣⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱϥϣⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱϥϣⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱϥϣⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱϥϣⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱϥϣⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱϥϣⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲱϥ. The four Coptic versions all use the aorist to convey the
Greek present indicative ἐρημοῦται.

12:25.a.6 ⲙⲉϥⲛⲉϣⲙⲉϥⲛⲉϣⲙⲉϥⲛⲉϣⲙⲉϥⲛⲉϣⲙⲉϥⲛⲉϣⲙⲉϥⲛⲉϣⲙⲉϥⲛⲉϣⲙⲉϥⲛⲉϣ[ⲟϩⲏⲟϩⲏⲟϩⲏⲟϩⲏⲟϩⲏⲟϩⲏⲟϩⲏⲟϩⲏ ⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥ]. While NA27 indicates merely the fact that the city
or house will not stand (σταθήσεται), mae2 and boA both use the auxiliary ϣ-
(with future ⲛⲉ-) to indicate their inability to do so (cf. 12:26; 10:29).

12:25.b Textual Analysis

12:25.b.1 εἰδὼς δέ. Cf. 12:25.a.1.

12:25.b.2 ὁ Ἰησοῦς. Mae2 supports NA27’s reference to Jesus without nominal
Ἰησοῦς (01*2 03 04) against all other witnesses which use the name Jesus itself.
Mae2 otherwise regularly uses the name in the Greek construction consisting
of participle + δέ + ὁ + Ἰησοῦς. The construction occurs twelve times in NA27’s
text of Matthew, and there is only a single but explicable exception, indicating
the general reliability of mae2’s support for NA27.26

Matt 12:26

Mae2 ⲉⲓ ⲉⲥϫⲏ ⲡⲥⲁⲣⲇⲁⲛⲁⲥ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲓ̈ⲟⲩⲏ ⲙ[ⲡⲥⲁⲣ]ⲇⲁⲛⲁⲥ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲟⲩ ⲧϩⲏ ⲧⲉϥⲙⲉⲧⲉⲣⲁ

ⲛⲉⲛⲉϣⲟ[ϩⲏ]ⲉⲣⲉⲧⲥ “If it is Satan who casts out Satan, how will his
kingdom be able to stand?”

NA27 καὶ εἰ ὁ σατανᾶς τὸν σατανᾶν ἐκβάλλει, ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὸν ἐμερίσθη· πῶς οὖν
σταθήσεται ἡ βασιλεία αὐτοῦ;

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; 22:18, 29; 26:10. (Cf. 2.4.)
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12:26.a.1 ⲡⲉⲧϩⲓ̈ⲟⲩⲏⲡⲉⲧϩⲓ̈ⲟⲩⲏⲡⲉⲧϩⲓ̈ⲟⲩⲏⲡⲉⲧϩⲓ̈ⲟⲩⲏⲡⲉⲧϩⲓ̈ⲟⲩⲏⲡⲉⲧϩⲓ̈ⲟⲩⲏⲡⲉⲧϩⲓ̈ⲟⲩⲏⲡⲉⲧϩⲓ̈ⲟⲩⲏ. Mae2, mae1, and boA all use a cleft sentence (endophoric ⲡⲉ
with a relative clause) to represent the Greek present ἐκβάλλει (Layton 2004,
370).

12:26.a.2 ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὸν ἐμερίσθη. 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.a.3 ⲛⲉⲛⲉϣⲟⲛⲉⲛⲉϣⲟⲛⲉⲛⲉϣⲟⲛⲉⲛⲉϣⲟⲛⲉⲛⲉϣⲟⲛⲉⲛⲉϣⲟⲛⲉⲛⲉϣⲟⲛⲉⲛⲉϣⲟ[ϩⲏϩⲏϩⲏϩⲏϩⲏϩⲏϩⲏϩⲏ]ⲉⲣⲉⲧⲥⲉⲣⲉⲧⲥⲉⲣⲉⲧⲥⲉⲣⲉⲧⲥⲉⲣⲉⲧⲥⲉⲣⲉⲧⲥⲉⲣⲉⲧⲥⲉⲣⲉⲧⲥ. Cf. 12:25.a.4.

12:26.b Textual Analysis. NA27 indicates no textual variation.

Matt 12:27

Mae2 ⲓ̈ ⲉϣϫⲏ ϯϩⲓ̈ ⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲉⲛ ⲃⲉ[ϩⲉⲗ]ⲥⲉⲃⲟⲩⲗ ⲓ̈ⲏ ⲁⲣⲏ ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛϣⲏⲣⲏ ϩⲓ̈ⲟⲩⲏ

ⲉ[ⲃⲁⲗ] [ϩⲉⲛ] [[ ]]27 ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲃⲏ ⲡⲉⲓ̈ ⲛⲧⲁⲩ ⲥⲉⲛⲉϯϩⲉⲡ ⲉ[ⲣⲱⲧⲛ] “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 καὶ εἰ ἐγὼ ἐν Βεελζεβοὺλ ἐκβάλλω τὰ δαιμόνια, οἱ υἱοὶ ὑμῶν ἐν τίνι
ἐκβάλλουσιν; διὰ τοῦτο ⸉αὐτοὶ κριταὶ ἔσονται ὑμῶν.⸊

12:27.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5.

12:27.a.1 ϯϩⲓ̈ϯϩⲓ̈ϯϩⲓ̈ϯϩⲓ̈ϯϩⲓ̈ϯϩⲓ̈ϯϩⲓ̈ϯϩⲓ̈. Mae2 lacks the inflected modifier ⲁⲛⲁⲕ (sa9 and boA: ⲁⲛⲟⲕ) which
the other Coptic versions otherwise use to represent intensive ἐγώ in this
verse. Of NA27’s 21 occurrences in passages which are extant in mae2, the four
Coptic versions avoid representing ἐγώ with ⲁⲛⲁⲕ (ⲁⲛⲟⲕ) 18.1% to 22.7% of
occurrences, all of which involve some kind of subjunctivity or conditionality
which may also have influenced mae2 in this passage.28

12:27.a.2 ⲥⲉⲛⲉϯϩⲉⲡⲥⲉⲛⲉϯϩⲉⲡⲥⲉⲛⲉϯϩⲉⲡⲥⲉⲛⲉϯϩⲉⲡⲥⲉⲛⲉϯϩⲉⲡⲥⲉⲛⲉϯϩⲉⲡⲥⲉⲛⲉϯϩⲉⲡⲥⲉⲛⲉϯϩⲉⲡ ⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉ[ⲣⲱⲧⲛⲣⲱⲧⲛⲣⲱⲧⲛⲣⲱⲧⲛⲣⲱⲧⲛⲣⲱⲧⲛⲣⲱⲧⲛⲣⲱⲧⲛ]. NA27 reads that the Pharisees’ sons who cast out
demons will be the Pharisees’ own judges, while mae2 and mae1 read that the

27 A letter seems to have been blotted out.
28 Cf. 10:32co, 33co; 11:28mae1; 12:27mae2; 18:33mae1 sa9 boA; 20:22mae1 sa9 boA 21:24boA; 21:30co;

26:15mae1.
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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 Βεελζεβούλ. Cf. 12:24.b.

12:27.b.2 αὐτοὶ κριταὶ ἔσονται ὑμῶν. Since Coptic is not a reliable indicator of
Greek word order, mae2 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

4.3.1 Syntactical Differences
The following chart indicatesmae2’s significantly different readings fromNA27,
with a brief summary of the explanation given in the preceding full analysis.

Significant syntactical differences

Alternate Greek
reading with

NA27 Mae2 similar meaning Explanation

12:4.a.2 καὶ τοὺς
ἄρτους τῆς
προθέσεως
ἔφαγον

[ϩⲁϥϥⲓ] ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲁⲓ̈⟨ⲕ⟩
ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲣⲟⲑⲉⲥⲉⲓⲥ

ϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩ He took
the loaves of the
presence. He ate

ἔλαβεν: 892 1. Assuming the reconstruction, mae2’s
Vorlage may have had the same reading
as its ally 892, harmonised with Luke
6:4.
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 ⲛ-, where the
text should read [ⲁⲟⲩⲱ] ⲛⲉⲛⲁⲓ̈⟨ⲕ⟩ ⲛⲧⲉ
ⲡⲣⲟⲑⲉⲥⲉⲓⲥ ϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩ, with boA, similar
to NA27.
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Alternate Greek
reading with

NA27 Mae2 similar meaning Explanation

12:4.b.2 ἔφαγον ϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩ he ate ἔφαγεν: 𝔓70 04 05
019 032 038 ƒ1 13 33
𝔐

1. Mae2’s Vorlage may have had the well
attested variant reading.
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 NA27.

12:11.a.5 οὐχὶ κρατήσει
αὐτὸ καὶ
ἐγερεῖ

ⲉⲧⲉ ⲛϥⲛⲉⲛⲛⲉ ⲉⲛ

[ⲛϥⲛ]ⲧϥ ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈Will
he not go and lift it
out

The translator may have substituted a
redundant element in his Vorlage
(κρατήσει) with an expansion (ⲉⲧⲉ
ⲛϥⲉⲛⲛⲉ ⲉⲛ) which explicates an
assumed element.

12:13.a.2 ἀπεκατεστάθη
ὑγιὴς ὡς ἡ
ἄλλη

ϩⲁⲥⲉⲣ [ⲧϩⲏ]
ⲛⲛϯⲕⲏⲟⲩⲓ̈ It became
like the other

Mae2 may have simplified a lexically
dense phrase in its Vorlage which is
otherwise translated variously in the
Coptic tradition.

12:18.a ὃν ᾑρέτισα [ⲡ]ⲁⲙ[ⲉ]ⲛⲣⲓⲧmy
beloved

All four Coptic versions mistake the
rare Greek word ᾑρέτισα as conveying
(whom) I love. This makes its parallel
line redundant which the translator of
mae2 may have truncated.

12:19.a.3 οὐδὲ ἀκούσει
τις … τὴν
φωνὴν αὐτοῦ

ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲥ%ⲣⲁⲟⲩ

They [the servant’s
cries?] will not be
heard

The interlinear mark (%) probably
indicates a defect in the text.
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Significant syntactical differences (cont.)

Alternate Greek
reading with

NA27 Mae2 similar meaning Explanation

12:20.a.2 ἕως ἂν ἐκβάλῃ
εἰς νῖκος τὴν
κρίσιν

ϣⲁⲛ⟨ⲧ⟩ϥϫⲓ
ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛ ϩⲉⲛⲛ

ⲟⲩϩⲉⲡ until he seize
victory in judgment

The translator may have transposed
the relevant letters in ἐκβάλῃ to read
ἐκλάβῃ, making the enigmatic
phrase more difficult, prompting a
transposition of the two nouns.

12:21.a ἐλπιοῦσιν ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ believe 1. The translator or a prior Greek scribe
may have considered believing to
convey more accurately the meaning of
ἐλπιοῦσιν.
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 ΕΘΝΗΕΛΠΙΟΥCΙΝ as
ΕΘΝΗΠΙCΤΕΥΟΥCΙΝ, especially since
believing in the name was a more
frequently expressed concept.

12:24.a.1 εἶπον ⲛⲁⲩϫⲱ they were
saying

ἔλεγον 1093 The progressive aspect of mae2’s
translation comes probably as a result
of inexact translation, perhaps
influenced by context.

12:24.a.2 ἐκβάλλει ϩⲁϥϩⲓ̈ he cast Mae2’s non-durative past was
probably determined by contextual
considerations, rather than an exact
correspondence to the Greek syntax.

12:26.a.2 ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὸν
ἐμερίσθη

(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:

– ϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩ: he ate instead of they ate (12:4b)
– [ⲡ]ⲁⲙ[ⲉ]ⲛⲣⲓⲧ:my beloved insteadmy elect one (12:18.a)
– ϣⲁⲛ⟨ⲧ⟩ϥϫⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲕⲁⲛ ϩⲉⲛⲛ ⲟⲩϩⲉⲡ: until he seize victory in judgment instead of

until he bring judgment unto victory (12:20.a.2)
– ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ: believe instead of hope (12:21.a)
– omit representation: NA27’s ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὸν ἐμερίσθη 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 (ϩⲁϥⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲩ 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 mae2,
due to ambiguities in translation. The readings mae2 can reliably attest, how-
ever, generally affirm the text of NA27 (12:13.b; 12:14.b.1; 12:15.b; 12:16.b; 12:20.b.1;
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 mae2’s witness for 12:15.a.2 sug-
gests that NA27’s brackets should be removed from [ὄχλοι]. In one instance,
mae2 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 mae2’s Vorlage was very similar to
NA27. They also anticipate those in the next chapter.
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chapter 5

Syntax and Representation of Matt 28:1–20

5.1 Introduction

5.1.1 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.1 Differences are noted.

5.1.2 Mae2 as aWitness to “Canonical” Matthew
My analysis of the four Coptic versions for 28:1–20 concludes that the syntax of
mae2 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.
Mae2’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: mae2 is toomuch 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 mae2 is not. Some examples are
instructive.

Mae2’s syntactical homogeneity is especially seen in v. 2 where 16 of mae2’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 sa9 has five unique elements, mae2 and boA have
three each, and mae1 has one. Similarly, in v. 10, sa9 has nine unique elements,
mae2 has three, and mae1 and boA 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 mae2 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
καταβάς, for which all four Coptic versions have the perfect verb ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ (or its
dialectal equivalent). Schenke formally retroverts ϩⲁϥⲓ̈ as κατέβη, 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 mae2 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 fromNA27” 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

Mae2 [ϩⲉⲛ ⲧ]ⲟⲩϣⲏ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛ ϩⲓ̈ ϣⲱⲣ[ⲡ ϩⲉⲛ] [ⲡ]ⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛ ⲉⲧⲓ

ⲛⲁⲣⲏ ⲛ̇ⲥⲓⲟⲩ ⲙⲡ̣[ϣⲱⲓ̈] [ϩ]ⲁ̣ⲥⲓ̈ ⲡⲏ ⲛϫⲏ ⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙⲙⲏ ⲧⲙⲁⲅⲇⲁⲗⲓⲛⲏ [ⲙⲉⲛ
ⲧ][ⲕ]ⲁⲓⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙⲙⲏ2 ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ ⲉⲣⲉⲧϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟ[ⲩ] 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 Ὀψὲ ○δὲ σαββάτων, τῇ ἐπιφωσκούσῃ εἰς μίαν σαββάτων, ἦλθεν ⸀Μαριὰμ ἡ
Μαγδαληνὴ καὶ ἡ ἄλλη ⸁Μαρία θεωρῆσαι τὸν τάφον.

28:1.a Translational Analysis. Mae2 deviates significantly from NA27’s syntax
and vocabulary, more so than many other passages, lacking representation of
Greek elements, and including elements not found in NA27. These differences
probably arose from the translator’s attempt to clarify hisVorlage. Despite these
incongruities, mae2 conveys the meaning of NA27.

2 Schenke reconstructed this as [ⲙⲉⲛ] [ⲧⲕ]ⲁⲓⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙⲙⲏ. However, space considerations dictate
that the ⲧ of ⲧⲕⲁⲓⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙⲙⲏ be placed at the end of the previous line.
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28:1.a.1 [ϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛ ⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧ]ⲟⲩϣⲏⲟⲩϣⲏⲟⲩϣⲏⲟⲩϣⲏⲟⲩϣⲏⲟⲩϣⲏⲟⲩϣⲏⲟⲩϣⲏ. NA27 refers to the evening of the Sabbath (ὀψέ), while
mae2 refers to the night of the Sabbath.3 Although Crum does not cite ⲟⲩϣⲏ

as a translation of ὀψέ, both mae2 and NA27 clearly indicate that the two
Marys came to the tomb as the night of the Sabbath was becoming Sunday
morning.4

28:1.a.2 ⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛ. NA27 has two Sabbath references. The first refers to Sat-
urday evening, while the second σαββάτων 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. Mae2 lacks the second reference, perhaps to avoid repeti-
tion of ⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛ, especially since the text had already established that it was
Sunday morning.

28:1.a.3 ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ ϣⲱⲣϣⲱⲣϣⲱⲣϣⲱⲣϣⲱⲣϣⲱⲣϣⲱⲣϣⲱⲣ[ⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡ ϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛ] [ⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡ]ⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛ ⲉⲧⲓⲉⲧⲓⲉⲧⲓⲉⲧⲓⲉⲧⲓⲉⲧⲓⲉⲧⲓⲉⲧⲓ ⲛⲁⲣⲏⲛⲁⲣⲏⲛⲁⲣⲏⲛⲁⲣⲏⲛⲁⲣⲏⲛⲁⲣⲏⲛⲁⲣⲏⲛⲁⲣⲏ ⲛ̇ⲥⲓⲟⲩⲛ̇ⲥⲓⲟⲩⲛ̇ⲥⲓⲟⲩⲛ̇ⲥⲓⲟⲩⲛ̇ⲥⲓⲟⲩⲛ̇ⲥⲓⲟⲩⲛ̇ⲥⲓⲟⲩⲛ̇ⲥⲓⲟⲩ ⲙⲡ̣ⲙⲡ̣ⲙⲡ̣ⲙⲡ̣ⲙⲡ̣ⲙⲡ̣ⲙⲡ̣ⲙⲡ̣[ϣⲱⲓ̈ϣⲱⲓ̈ϣⲱⲓ̈ϣⲱⲓ̈ϣⲱⲓ̈ϣⲱⲓ̈ϣⲱⲓ̈ϣⲱⲓ̈]. NA27 has the
rare τῇ ἐπιφωσκούσῃ, which is usually taken as a reference to dawn (cf. sa9 and
boA), although the period when darkness gives way to morning may be more
precise.5 Mae2 conveys this with ϩⲓ̈ ϣⲱⲣ̣[ⲡ], but clarifies it with the expansion
[ϩⲉⲛ ⲡ]ⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛ ⲉⲧⲓ ⲛⲁⲣⲏ ⲛ̇ⲥⲓⲟⲩ ⲙⲡ̣[ϣⲱⲓ̈] at the hour of the light, yet the stars
being above.

The expression ⲡⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛ hour of the light is a stock phrase referring to
early morning,6 although mae2 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 ὀψέ in the sense of ‘later’ or ‘after’ ” (Luz
2001–2007, 3.594). Cf. “sero … sabbatorum” in the old Latin manuscript d and the Vulgate
against “vespere … sabbati” in the other Old Latin manuscripts.

4 Ὀψὲ δὲ σαββάτων could alsomean 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 2001–2007, 3.594).
6 Crum also cites references such as ⲡⲛⲁⲩ ⲛϣⲱⲣⲡ early morning, ⲡⲛⲁⲩ ⲛϩⲧⲟⲟⲩⲉ dawn, ⲡⲛⲁⲩ

ⲙⲙⲉⲉⲣⲉmidday, ⲡⲛⲁⲩ ⲛⲣⲟⲩϩⲉ 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 mae2 and
Liber Bartholomaei (cf. Schenke 2001, 188–189).
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28:1.a.4 ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ ⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥⲉⲣⲉⲧϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟ[ⲩⲩⲩⲩⲩⲩⲩⲩ]. In narrating the women’s visit to the tomb,mae2
lacks representation of the verbal complement θεωρῆσαι which conveys that
they came to see the tomb. R.T. France notes that the purpose “sounds rather
colorless” (2007, 1099). It hardly says anythingmore than that the womenwent
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, mae2
adds a second occurrence of the verb ⲓ̈ to go:

Mae2 [ϩⲁ]ⲥⲓ̈ ⲡⲏ ⲛϫⲏ ⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙⲙⲏ ⲧⲙⲁⲅⲇⲁⲗⲓⲛⲏ [ⲙⲉⲛ ⲧ][ⲕ]ⲁⲓⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙⲙⲏ ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ ⲉⲣⲉⲧϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟ[ⲩ]
English Mary Magdalene came, and the other Mary. They came to the tomb
NA27 ἦλθεν Μαρία ἡ Μαγδαληνὴ καὶ ἡ ἄλληΜαρία θεωρῆσαι τὸν τάφον

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
καί to nominative ἡ ἄλληΜαρία, creating disagreement in number between the
compound subject and the singular verb. Mae2 alleviates the inconcinnity by
supplying a second occurrence of the verb in the plural form.

28:1.b Textual Analysis.

28:1.b.1 δέ. Given mae2’s propensity for not representing the coordinator δέ, the
presence of ⲇⲉ in the phrase [ϩⲉⲛ ⲧ]ⲟⲩϣⲏ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛ probably supports
NA27 which has δέ, against 019 33 579 1241 1424.

28:1.b.2 Μαριὰμ … Μαρία. Since mae2 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,7 the two occurrences in 28:1 of ⲙⲁⲣⲓϩⲁⲙⲙⲏ
probably do not reliably support either spelling in either occurrence.

7 E.g., ⲃⲁⲣⲁⲙⲃⲁ, 27:17; ⲃⲏⲧⲑⲁⲛⲓⲁ, 21:17; ⲅⲉⲛⲏⲥⲁⲣⲣⲉⲧ, 14:34; ⲥⲁⲛⲇⲟⲩⲕⲉⲱⲥ, 16:11, etc. Alternatively,
Boismard suggests the forms in mae2 reflect Johannine elements of an ancient Gospel har-
mony (2003b, 197).
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Matt 28:2

Mae2 [ⲟⲩ]ⲛ̣ⲁϫ8 ⲛⲇⲓⲥⲙⲟⲥ ϩⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲏ ⲟⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲛⲧ[ⲉ ⲡϭ̅ⲥ̅] [ϩ]ⲁϥⲓ̈ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲉⲛ ⲧⲡⲏ

ⲁⲟⲩⲱ ϩⲁϥϥⲓ ⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏ [ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲓ̈ ⲣ]ⲱϥ9 ⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩ ϩⲁϥϩⲙⲁⲥ ϩⲓ̈ⲱⲧϥ· 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.

NA27 καὶ ἰδοὺ σεισμὸς ἐγένετο μέγας· ἄγγελος γὰρ κυρίου καταβὰς ἐξ οὐρανοῦ
○καὶ προσελθὼν ἀπεκύλισεν τὸν λίθον ⸆ καὶ ἐκάθητο ἐπάνω αὐτοῦ.

28:2.a Translational Analysis.

28:2.a.1 προσελθών. Although it is found throughout the extant Greek tradition,
mae2, mae1, and boA do not give representation to the Greek participle προσελ-
θών. Considering only the Passion Narrative, this non-representation of redun-
dant (-)ἔρχομαι verbs in these three versions is reflected also in 26:50; 27:5; 28:9.
Indeed,mae2 consistently does not represent redundant (-)ἔρχομαι verbs in any
of its 37 occurrences in NA27 which are extant in mae2. Elsewhere in mae1, for
example, cf. 9:31, 32; 14:12.

28:2.a.2 ϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓϩⲁϥϥⲓ ⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏ [ⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗ]. Where NA27 has ἀπεκύλισεν, depicting the stone
as being rolled away, mae2 has the verb ϥⲓ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ, 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 ἀπεκύλισεν is not accidental, as
confirmed by mae2’s comparable representation in the anticipatory passage
in 27:60. The other Coptic versions have the verb ⲥⲕⲟⲣⲕⲣ (mae1: ⲥⲕⲁⲣⲕⲣ, boA:
ⲥⲕⲉⲣⲕⲉⲣ), 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 ⲙⲙⲉⲙϩⲉⲟ[ⲩ ϩⲓ̈ ⲟⲩ]ⲛ̣ⲁϫ. This
is probably incorrect. Although ϩⲓ̈ is sometimes used to convey ἰδού, mae2 does not give
representation to NA27’s word pairing καὶ ἰδού in any extant occurrence (cf. 1.5). Moreover,
there is insufficient space for the letters ⲟⲩwhich Schenke places at the left margin; thus the
requisite ⲟⲩ must be placed at the right margin of the previous line, leaving no room for ϩⲓ̈.
The corrected reconstruction ⲙⲙⲉⲙϩⲉⲟ[ⲩ ⲟⲩ]ⲛ̣ⲁϫ is more reasonable since it reflects mae2’s
typical non-representation of καὶ ἰδού, and fits well into the available space.

9 Schenke put ϩⲓ̈ at the beginning of the next line: [ⲉⲃⲁⲗ][ϩⲓ̈ ⲣ]ⲱϥ. But if ϩⲓ̈ is correct, space
considerations dictate that it be placed at the end of the previous line.
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tation”10 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. SomeCoptsmay not have
known the customof rolling a stone intoplace to seal a grave. Rather, Copts usu-
ally buried their dead in shallow sandpits, oftenmarked by amemorial stone.11
Since the rolling of a gravestone may have seemed unclear to Copts, the trans-
lationmay be intended to denote the stone’s removal without specifying that it
was rolled away. If so, the translator avoided somemeasure 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. Theremay also have been some interference from the parallel in John 20:1
(τὸν λίθον ἠρμένον).

28:2.a.3 [ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ ⲣⲣⲣⲣⲣⲣⲣⲣ]ⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩ. Cf. 28:2.b.2.

28:2.b Textual Analysis.

28:2.b.1 καί. Given its tendency toward non-representation of καί, the occur-
rence of ⲁⲟⲩⲱ in mae2 to link the reference to the angel’s descent to the stone’s
removal probably supports the reading καί in NA27 (01 03 04 019 032 33) against
its absence elsewhere (02 05 038 ƒ1 13 𝔐).

28:2.b.2 [ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ϩⲓ̈ ⲣⲣⲣⲣⲣⲣⲣⲣ]ⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩ. Many manuscripts read that it was from the entry
that the stone was rolled away (ἀπὸ τῆς θύρας; 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 (ἀπὸ τῆς θύρας τοῦ μνημείου; 019 036 038 ƒ1 13 33 565 1241).
NA27 has a short reading, lacking reference to both the entry and the tomb (01
03 05 700 892). Mae2 corresponds with the longest reading of the three, against
NA27 and its closest allies 01 and 03 (cf. 6.1.5 below).

10 Pragmatic explicitation is one of four categories proposed by Kinga Klaudy, cited by
Askeland 2012a, 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.



170 chapter 5

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 mae2 agrees
with a given variant against NA27 and the combined witness of 01, and 03
(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. Mae2’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

Mae2 ⲛⲁϥⲁ ⲙ̇[ⲡⲉⲥ]ⲙ̣ⲁⲧ ⲛ̇ⲟⲩⲧⲉⲃⲣⲏϫ ⲧⲉϥϩⲉⲃⲥⲱ ⲛⲁⲥⲟⲩⲁⲃϣ [ⲡ]ⲏ ⟨ⲛ⟩ⲧϩⲏ ⲛⲟⲩⲭⲓⲱⲛ

He was of the form of lightning. His clothing was white as snow.

NA27 ἦν δὲ ἡ ⸀εἰδέα αὐτοῦ ὡς ἀστραπὴ καὶ τὸ ἔνδυμα αὐτοῦ λευκὸν ⸁ὡς χιών.

28:3.a Translational Analysis. The only difference is that NA27’s subject is the
angel’s image (ἡ εἰδέα αὐτοῦ), while the subject in mae2 is the angel himself, as
indicated through the personal intermediate in the preterit verb ⲛⲁϥⲁ (quali-
tative of ⲓ̈ⲣⲏ). Thus, mae2 has the verb in the first position of the phrase, and is
followed by the incidental predicationⲙ̇[ⲡⲉⲥ]ⲙ̣ⲁⲧ ⲛ̇ⲟⲩⲧⲉⲃⲣⲏϫ hewas 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.13

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 -ϥ-
(ⲙ[ⲡⲉϥⲥ]ⲙⲁⲧ his image).

13 Boismard cited this passage to support his claim that the putative primitive layer of
redaction preserved in mae2 characteristically tends toward the active voice where the
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28:3.b Textual Analysis.

28:3.b.1 εἰδέα. Mae2 is unable to attest the orthography of NA27’s εἰδέα against
ἰδέα.

28:3.b.2 ὡς. Mae2’s ⲛⲧϩⲏ may reflect NA27’s ὡς rather than ὡσεί in most manu-
scripts, but this is uncertain. Such is mae2’s typical representation of ὡς, but
there are but three occurrences of ὡσεί in NA27’s text of Matthew, one of which
is not extant in mae2 (3:16), with the other two having ὡς as a well attested tex-
tual variant (9:36; 14:21).

Matt 28:4

Mae2 ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲛϫⲏ ⲛⲏ [ⲉ]ⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩ ϩⲁⲟⲩⲉⲣϩⲁⲧⲏ ϩⲁⲩϣⲧⲁⲣⲧⲉⲣ ϩⲁⲩⲧⲱ[ⲟⲩⲛ]
[ⲛⲧϩ]ⲏ ⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧ·14Having seen, the guards became afraid; they
trembled; they arose as dead people.

NA27 ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ φόβου αὐτοῦ ἐσείσθησαν οἱ τηροῦντες καὶ ⸀ἐγενήθησαν ⸁ὡς
νεκροί.

28:4.a Translational Analysis.

28:4.a.1 ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩ. The Greek uses the objective genitive ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ φόβου αὐτοῦ
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 (sa9: ⲧⲉϥϩⲟⲧⲉ; boA: ⲧⲉϥϩⲟϯ; mae1: ⲧⲉϥ-
ϩⲁⲧⲉ). This constructionputs theprepositional phrase prior to subject and verb.

Mae2 avoids formal representation of the objective genitive construction by
indicating that the guards became afraid (ϩⲁⲟⲩⲉⲣϩⲁⲧⲏ). 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 ϩⲁⲩⲧⲱ[ⲙⲧ] [ⲛⲧϩ]ⲏ ⲛϩⲉⲛ ⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧ theywereastonished likedeadmen,
since there might be evidence of a serif and minim, perhaps of the ⲙ in ϩⲁⲩⲧⲱ[ⲙⲧ]. 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 ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩ they having seen, so that the text conveys the sight of the
angel caused them to fear.15 The asyndetic construction of the verb ϩⲁⲩϣⲧⲁⲣⲧⲉⲣ

implies the logical relatedness between the guards’ fear and their trembling,
consonantwith theGreek. Despite the significant syntactical differences,mae2
does convey the meaning of the Greek.

28:4.a.2 ϩⲁⲩⲧⲱϩⲁⲩⲧⲱϩⲁⲩⲧⲱϩⲁⲩⲧⲱϩⲁⲩⲧⲱϩⲁⲩⲧⲱϩⲁⲩⲧⲱϩⲁⲩⲧⲱ[ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲛ] [ⲛⲧϩⲛⲧϩⲛⲧϩⲛⲧϩⲛⲧϩⲛⲧϩⲛⲧϩⲛⲧϩ]ⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏⲏ ⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧ. NA27 indicates that the guards be-
came as dead men (ἐγενήθησαν ὡς νεκροί). Mae2 reads not that they became as
dead men, but that they arose (ϩⲁⲩⲧⲱ[ⲟⲩⲛ]) as dead men.

Preliminarily, the Greekword γίνομαι is often unrepresented in Coptic trans-
lation. While Greek predicates existence primarily through the verbs εἰμί and
γίνομαι, Coptic predication of existence is frequently, if not primarily, expressed
verblessly, in a nominal sentence construction.16 Γίνομαι is not represented in
eleven of its occurrences in NA27 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 ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ.

Taken literally, ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ 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 ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ may have been used idiomatically
to indicate a change of demeanor, whereby they appeared to be dead.

ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ is thrice used elsewhere inmae2 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” (ⲁⲩⲧⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩ), the people ought not do the Pharisees’
deeds. Accordingly, ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ seems tomean to act: “Everything that they tell you,
do it. But if they act (ⲁⲩⲧⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩ), 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 ([ⲛϥ]ⲁⲣϫⲉⲥⲑⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ) 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 ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ,
which cannot be taken literally. Idiomatically, thiswouldmean Act! (12:44). The
lack of a corresponding Greek verb in these passages (and also 9:9a) confirms
this idiomatic usage.17

15 Mae2’s avoidance of formal representation of the objective genitive is seen also, for exam-
ple, in 12:31.

16 E.g., with enclitic ⲡⲉ or ⲡⲏ; cf. Layton 2004, 252. A typical example can be found in v. 6.
17 The idiomatic use ofⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ is comparable to that of theHebrewword םוק in Ezra 5:2where
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Codex Glazier likewise has occurrences of ⲧⲟⲟⲩⲛ without a corresponding
Greek verb. In Acts 7:40, Stephen indicates that the Israelites said to Aaron,
ⲧⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲁⲧⲁⲙⲙⲓⲁ ⲛⲉⲛ ⲛϩⲉⲛⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ Act! Make for us some gods!, a passage which
makes no reference to Aaron sitting or reclining. Other passages include 5:21
and 9:17, both of which are anticipatory to the main action (cf. also 7:19 where
ϩⲁϥⲧⲟⲩⲛϥ translates κατασοφισάμενος having dealt craftily). From the use of
ⲧⲟⲟⲩⲛ 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
transitionof the subjects’ actions or perhaps their demeanour. In regard toMatt
28:4, the meaning would be that the guards became like dead men.18

28:4.b Text Critical Analysis.

28:4.b.1 ἐγενήθησαν. Since Coptic does not differentiate voice, mae2 cannot
reliably support either NA27’s passive ἐγενήθησαν or themiddle ἐγένοντο inmost
manuscripts.

28:4.b.2 ὡς. Cf. 28:3.b.2.

Matt 28:5

Mae2 ϩⲁϥⲉⲣⲟⲩⲱ ⲛ̇ϫⲏ ⲡ̣[ⲓ̈][ⲁⲅⲅ]ⲉⲗⲟⲥ19 ⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ⲛ̇ⲛⲓϩⲓ̈ⲁⲙⲏ· ϫⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲣ[ⲉⲣϩⲁ]ⲧⲏ
ϯⲥⲁⲟⲩⲛ ϫⲉ ⲁⲧⲉⲛⲕⲱⲧⲏ ⲛ̇ⲥⲁ ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ The angel answered, saying to the women,
“Do not be afraid. I know that it is Jesus you seek after.”

NA27 ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ ὁ ἄγγελος εἶπεν ταῖς γυναιξίν, Μὴ φοβεῖσθε ὑμεῖς, οἶδα γὰρ
ὅτι Ἰησοῦν τὸν ἐσταυρωμένον ζητεῖτε·

Zerubbabel and Jeshua arise, or rather, acted to build the Temple (Rahlfs’ LXX [2006] has
ἀνίστημι).

18 Moreover, three other passages in Codex Glazier may be similar to mae2’s usage in 28:4.
In Acts 5:36, 37 and 7:18, ⲧⲟⲟⲩⲛ is used to translate the verb ἀνέστη 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, ⲧⲟⲟⲩⲛ is sometimes used for
existential predication, similar to γίνομαι in Matt 28:4, and accords with the idea that
ϩⲁⲩⲧⲱⲟ̣[ⲩⲛ] [ⲛⲧϩ]ⲏ ⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧmeans, “they became as dead men.”

19 In contrast, Schenke reconstructsⲡ[ⲉⲓ̈][ⲁⲅⲅ]ⲉⲗⲟⲥ, promptinghis retroversion of the unique
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28:5.a Translational Analysis.

28:5.a.1 ⲉϥϫⲱⲉϥϫⲱⲉϥϫⲱⲉϥϫⲱⲉϥϫⲱⲉϥϫⲱⲉϥϫⲱⲉϥϫⲱ. Mae2 uses the circumstantial ⲉϥϫⲱ for the Greek’s redundant
εἶπεν. This representation is common if not typical for the Greek idiom (e.g.,
24:2; 25:12; 26:23).

28:5.a.2 ⲙⲡⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣⲙⲡⲉⲣ[ⲉⲣϩⲁⲉⲣϩⲁⲉⲣϩⲁⲉⲣϩⲁⲉⲣϩⲁⲉⲣϩⲁⲉⲣϩⲁⲉⲣϩⲁ]ⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏ. Mae2 lacks a corresponding extraposited subject for
ὑμεῖς 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 τὸν ἐσταυρωμένον. Mae2 lacks representation of the attributive partici-
ple τὸν ἐσταυρωμένον after Jesus’ name. Its absencemight 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 ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅, and since the sentence stands complete without the
reference to “the crucified one,” themind of themanuscript’s copyist may have
jumped to the start of the next verse. Less likely is that the translator inten-
tionally avoided representation of τὸν ἐσταυρωμένον, 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. NA27 indicates no textual variation.

reading ὁ ἄγγελος [οὗτος]. However, the corrected reconstruction seems more probable.
The corrected reconstructionhas the definite articleⲡⲓ̈- instead of the orthographyⲡ- prior
to the word ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ. Actually, neither the form ⲡⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ or ⲡⲓⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ is otherwise extant
in mae2, but the plural is formed in mae2 with ⲛⲓ + ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ, implying the singular form
ⲡⲓⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ. Moreover, the form ⲡⲓⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ is precisely that which is attested here in boA.
Thus, the reconstruction ⲡ̣[ⲓ][ⲁⲅⲅ]ⲉⲗⲟⲥ not only fits the available space, but complies with
mae2’s orthography, as well as removes the impetus for Schenke’s retroversion οὗτος.

20 This is the only occurrence of the exhortation not to fear in Matthew where the intensive
secondperson is included in theGreek, so that a translationpattern cannot be established.
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Matt 28:6

Mae2 [ⲛϥⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙ]ⲉ ⲉⲛ [ϩⲁϥⲧⲟ]ⲩⲛϥ21 ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧϩⲏ ⲉⲧϩⲁϥ[ϫⲉⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛ ⲁⲙⲏⲓ̈ⲛ]ⲏ
ⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲙⲏ [ⲉⲧⲛⲁϥⲕⲏ ⲙⲙⲁϥ].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 οὐκ ἔστιν ὧδε, ἠγέρθη γὰρ καθὼς εἶπεν· δεῦτε ἴδετε τὸν τόπον ὅπου ἔκειτο.⸆

28:6.a Translational Analysis.

28:6.a.1 [ⲛϥⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲛϥⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲛϥⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲛϥⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲛϥⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲛϥⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲛϥⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙⲛϥⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙ]ⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉⲉ ⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲛ. Where NA27 has ἔστιν, mae2 uses a verbless construction
to convey Jesus’ absence ([ⲛϥⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲙ]ⲉ ⲉⲛ). Since mae1 and sa9 use the same
verbless construction, mae2 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 [ⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛ]. Mae2 and mae1 both put the verb ϫⲱ in the prenominal state
with the requisite prepositional object pronoun (cf. Layton 2004, 128).

28:6.a.3 ⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲉⲟⲩⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲉⲟⲩⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲉⲟⲩⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲉⲟⲩⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲉⲟⲩⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲉⲟⲩⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲉⲟⲩⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲉⲟⲩ. NA27 has the interjection δεῦτε followed by imperative
ἴδετε, conveying, “Come, see!” Not atypically, mae2 has the imperative [ⲁⲙⲏⲓ̈ⲛ]ⲏ
with the future conjunctive, expressing the angel’s assurance that if thewomen
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 ὁ κύριος (02 04 05 019 032 0148 ƒ1 13
𝔐) against NA27 (01 03 038 33 892) which lacks it.23

21 Schenke transcribes this as [ϩ]ⲁ̣ϥ̣ⲧ̣ⲟ̣ⲩ̣ⲛϥ, although the visible ink is negligible.
22 The reconstruction must remain tentative, given the difficulty of rendering the Greek

correlative adverb ὅπου (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

Mae2 [ϩⲓ̈]ⲧ̣ⲣⲟⲩⲣ24 ⲙⲉϣⲉⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛ [ⲁϫⲓⲥ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏ]ⲥ25 ϫⲉ ϩⲁϥⲧⲟⲩⲛϥ ϩⲉⲛ

ⲛⲉⲧ[ⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧ ϥⲛⲉⲉⲣϣⲁⲣ]ⲡ26 ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲉⲛ ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ̈ ⲉⲧⲅⲁ[ⲗⲓⲗⲁⲓⲁ ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲛⲉⲟⲩ]27
ⲉⲣⲁ[ϥ] ⲙⲙⲉⲟⲩ “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 καὶ ταχὺ πορευθεῖσαι εἴπατε τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ ὅτι Ἠγέρθη ⸋ἀπὸ τῶν
νεκρῶν⸌, καὶ ἰδοὺ προάγει ὑμᾶς εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν, ἐκεῖ αὐτὸν ὄψεσθε· ἰδοὺ
εἶπον ὑμῖν.

28:7.a Translational Analysis.

28:7.a.1 [ϥⲛⲉⲉⲣϣⲁⲣϥⲛⲉⲉⲣϣⲁⲣϥⲛⲉⲉⲣϣⲁⲣϥⲛⲉⲉⲣϣⲁⲣϥⲛⲉⲉⲣϣⲁⲣϥⲛⲉⲉⲣϣⲁⲣϥⲛⲉⲉⲣϣⲁⲣϥⲛⲉⲉⲣϣⲁⲣ]ⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡⲡ. All four Coptic versions represent present tense προάγει
as a future. This is similar to 21:31 where the Coptic future is used bymae2,mae1,
andboA to represent the presentGreek verb in conveying that the tax collectors
and prostitutes enter (προάγουσιν) the kingdom ahead of Israel’s leaders.

28:7.a.2 ἰδοὺ εἶπον ὑμῖν. Mae2 lacks representation of the angel’s assertion ἰδοὺ
εἶπον ὑμῖν. Its absence seems to be a unique reading in both the Greek and
versional traditions,28 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 ⲧⲕⲟⲩⲣ, 2005, 406), although
it occurs in several Middle Egyptian texts (Schenke 1981, 173; Bosson 1997, 177). The recon-
struction is identical to mae1. Schenke devoted an article on the word’s occurrence in the
Milan Codex (1989).

25 Schenke’s transcription has ⲏ̣ prior to the last letter ⲥ, 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 καὶ ἰδού prior
to the notice about Jesus going ahead of the disciples to Galilee, the reconstruction is
reasonable for mae2 does not otherwise represent NA27’s καὶ ἰδού; (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 ⲅⲁⲗⲉⲓ-
ⲗⲁⲓⲁ is found in 27:55 and 28:16. Likewise, the reconstruction ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲛⲉⲟⲩ is suggested by
27:22, but Schenke’s reconstructs the shorter form ⲁⲧⲉⲛⲉⲛⲉⲟⲩ as suggested by 16:15; 20:22.
The lacuna is large enough to accommodate several possible orthographies, leaving the
reconstruction uncertain.

28 Boismard cites Jülicher as indicating that the Old Latin manuscript Codex Brixianus (f)
supports the omission in mae2 (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 ἰδού, leaving only the especially bland statement εἶπον
ὑμῖν.

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 TextCriticalAnalysis.Mae2 supportsNA27 against the omission of ἀπὸ τῶν
νεκρῶν in 05 565.

Matt 28:8

Mae2 ϩⲁⲩϣⲉ [ⲛⲉⲟⲩ 8–12 letters]29 ϩⲉ[ⲛ] ⲡ̣ⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩ ϩⲉⲛ ⲟⲩ[10–14 letters ⲉⲧⲁ]ⲙⲉ30
ⲛⲉϥⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ· They went quickly31 from the tomb with a … to tell his
disciples.

NA27 καὶ ⸀ἀπελθοῦσαι ταχὺ ἀπὸ τοῦ μνημείου μετὰ φόβου καὶ χαρᾶς μεγάλης
ἔδραμον ἀπαγγεῖλαι τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ.

29 Schenke problematically reconstructed the beginning of v. 8 as ϩⲁⲩϣⲉ [ⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲣⲏⲧⲏ ⲉⲃⲁ]ⲗ̣
they quickly departed, following mae1’s use of the rare ⲙⲡⲣⲏⲧⲏ. Schenke placed ⲙⲡⲣⲏⲧⲏ

where one would expect representation for the Greek adverb ταχύ which had just been
represented with the more common word ϩⲓ̈ⲧⲣⲟⲩⲣ in the previous verse in both mae2 and
mae1. In contrast tomae1 which uses two differentwords to represent the two occurrences
of ταχύ, both sa9 and boA use the same respective Coptic adverbs. Similarly, mae2 may
very well have used the word ϩⲓ̈ⲧⲣⲟⲩⲣ not only to represent ταχύ in v. 7, but also in v. 8.
Furthermore, althoughmae1 informs Schenke’s reconstructionofmae2, his reconstruction
alters the word order reflected in mae1, so that the adverb occurs prior to ϩⲉ[ⲛ] ⲡⲉⲙϩⲉ̣ⲟⲩ,
apparently because he took the scant ink prior to ϩⲉ[ⲛ] ⲡⲉⲙϩⲉ̣ⲟⲩ as the ⲗ of ⲉⲃⲁⲗ. 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 ⲟⲩ[ϩⲁⲧⲏ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲟⲩⲛⲁϫ ⲛⲣⲉϣⲏ ⲉⲧⲁ]ⲙⲉ 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 NA27 and what is extant in mae2.

28:8.b Text Critical Analysis. Mae2 cannot reliably support NA27’s verb ἀπελθοῦ-
σαι or the verb ἐξελθοῦσαι inmostmanuscripts, forϣⲏ is used to represent both
(e.g., ἀπέρχομαι: 27:60; ἐξέρχομαι: 25:6).

Matt 28:9

Mae2 [ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ 8–12 letters]32 ⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲡⲉϫⲏϥ ⲛⲁⲟⲩ ϫⲉ [ⲭⲁⲓⲣⲉⲧⲉ· ⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩ ⲇⲉ

ϩ]ⲁⲩ⟨ⲁ⟩ⲙⲉϩⲧⲏ33 ⲛⲛⲉϥⲟⲩⲏⲣⲏⲧⲏ [ϩⲁⲩⲟⲩⲱϣⲧ ⲛⲉϥ]34 Jesus met35 them. He
said to them, “Greetings.” They, for their part, clasped his feet. They
worshiped him.

NA27 ⸆καὶ ἰδοὺ ⸇ Ἰησοῦς ⸀ὑπήντησεν αὐταῖς λέγων, Χαίρετε. αἱ δὲ προσελθοῦσαι
ἐκράτησαν αὐτοῦ τοὺς πόδας καὶ προσεκύνησαν αὐτῷ.

28:9.a Translational Analysis.

28:9.a.1ⲡⲉϫⲏϥⲡⲉϫⲏϥⲡⲉϫⲏϥⲡⲉϫⲏϥⲡⲉϫⲏϥⲡⲉϫⲏϥⲡⲉϫⲏϥⲡⲉϫⲏϥⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲟⲩ. To introduce Jesus’ greeting,NA27 uses the participle λέγων.
Both mae2 and mae1 represent λέγων not with the typical ⲉϥϫⲱ construction,
but with the verboid ⲡⲉϫⲏϥ (mae1: ⲡⲉϫⲉϥ), forming an asyndetic construction:
Jesus met them. He said to them…

32 Again, Schenke’s reconstruction [ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ ⲇⲉ ϩⲁϥⲁⲡⲁⲛⲧⲁ] is problematic, for two reasons. First,
where NA27 has καὶ ἰδού, Schenke reconstructs ⲇⲉ, as suggested by mae1. Mae2, however,
consistently avoids any representation of the word pairing, the sole exception being 12:42
where mae2 has ⲁⲩⲱ by itself; otherwise, in no extant passage does mae2 give representa-
tion to καὶ ἰδού (cf. 1.5). The only instances when καὶ ἰδού is represented at all in Schenke’s
edition are in his own reconstructions where he conjectures ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲓ̈ or ϩⲓ̈, probably incor-
rectly (15:22; 19:16; 20:30; 26:51; 28:2). Thus, if Schenke’s reconstruction here is correct, it
wouldbe theonlypassage extant inmae2whereⲇⲉ represents καὶ ἰδού. Secondly, Schenke’s
reconstruction [ϩⲁϥⲁⲡⲁⲛⲧ]ⲁ 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 ⲛⲉⲟⲩwhich follows the lacuna.

33 Schenke’s reconstruction reads ϩ̣ⲁⲩ⟨ⲁ⟩ⲙⲉϩⲧⲏ.
34 Although it is assumed, Schenke’s reconstruction is especially uncertain since it may

possibly exceed the available space by one to three letters.
35 Regardless of the precise reconstruction, the Coptic probably conveyed that Jesus met

them.
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28:9.a.2 προσελθοῦσαι. Mae2 (and mae1 and boA) lacks representation of προσ-
ελθοῦσαι. This accords with a tendency in some Coptic versions to avoid trans-
lating redundant (-)έρχομαι participles (cf. 28:2.a.1). 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 καὶ ἰδοὺ Ἰησοῦς. Mae2 attests the short reading in NA27 (01 03 05 032 038
ƒ13 33 700 892) against the long reading ὡς δὲ ἐπορεύοντο ἀπαγγεῖλαι τοῖς μαθηταῖς
αὐτοῦ in 02 04 019 0148 ƒ1 (1424) 𝔐.

28:9.b.2 Ἰησοῦς. Sincemae2 is lacunose, and since Coptic does not use the deter-
minator with personal names, mae2 cannot reliably attest either the presence
of the article ὁ prior to Jesus’ name inmost manuscripts or its absence in NA27.

28:9.b.3 ὑπήντησεν. Cf. n. 32.

Matt 28:10

Mae2 [ⲡⲉϫ]ⲏϥ ⲛⲁⲟⲩ ⲛ̇ϫⲏ ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ ϫⲉ ⲙⲁϣ [ⲙⲁⲧⲁⲙⲉ ⲛⲁⲥⲛⲏ]ⲟⲩ36 ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲱⲧⲏ

ⲛⲉⲓ̈ ⲉⲧⲅⲁ[ⲗ 7–11 letters ⲛ]ⲉ̣ⲟⲩ37 ⲉⲣⲁⲓ̈ ⲙⲙⲉⲟⲩ· Jesus said to them, “Go!

36 ⲙⲁϣ [ⲙⲁⲧⲁⲙⲉ] is uncertain; I offer it as an alternative to Schenke’s reconstruction ⲙⲁϣ

[ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲧⲁⲙⲉ] which is unlikely. Schenke’s reconstruction has an imperative followed
by the conjunctive which together are otherwise unattested in mae2. It has two further
problems. First, even with the shorter orthography ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲧⲁⲙⲉ, 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
ὑπάγετε ἀπαγγείλατε. For example, 19:21 has two imperatives in an asyndetic construction:
ⲙⲁϣ ⲙⲁⲓ̈. Similarly, Schenke reconstructs 18:15 as [ⲙⲁϣ ⲥⲁ][ϩⲱϥ]; 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 ⲉⲧⲅⲁ[ⲗⲉⲗⲁⲓⲁ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩ]ⲛ̣ⲉⲟⲩ has multiple problems. First, his
transcription ⲛ̣ and ⲉ of ⲛ̣ⲉⲟⲩ is overly optimistic. Secondly, the orthography for ⲅⲁⲗⲉⲗⲁⲓⲁ
is uncertain (see n. 26). Thirdly, although none of the three occurrences of κἀκεῖ in NA27
are in extant portions of mae2, one might still surmise that the translator left it unrep-
resented since καί itself is often unrepresented; moreover, if καί had been represented, it
probably would have had the longer orthography ⲁⲟⲩⲱ 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 ([ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩ]ⲛ̣ⲉⲟⲩ) 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 return38 to me to Galilee. … see me
there.”

NA27 τότε λέγει αὐταῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς, Μὴ φοβεῖσθε· ὑπάγετε ἀπαγγείλατε τοῖς
⸂ἀδελφοῖς μου⸃ ἵνα ἀπέλθωσιν εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν, κἀκεῖ με ⸀ὄψονται.

28:10.a Translational Analysis.

28:10.a.1Μὴ φοβεῖσθε. Mae2 lacks representation of Μὴ φοβεῖσθε. It is also miss-
ing frommae2 in the theophany of 14:27.39 The phrasemay have been carelessly
omitted, whether by a copyist or by the translator.40

28:10.a.2 ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲱⲧⲏⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲱⲧⲏⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲱⲧⲏⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲱⲧⲏⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲱⲧⲏⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲱⲧⲏⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲱⲧⲏⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲱⲧⲏ ⲛⲉⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲓ̈ⲛⲉⲓ̈. Mae2 lacks formal representation of ἵνα; this is not
unusual, for 14 of NA27’s 23 total occurrences of ἵνα in extant passages of mae2
are unrepresented.41 Here, however, the jussivemay compensate for the lack of
ἵνα, since it seems intended to convey the imperatival force of the subjunctive
Greek verb in the ἵνα 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 (ἀπέλθωσιν) for Galilee, or
perhapsmore generally, that theywere to go toGalilee. Crum, however, gives no
indication that ⲕⲱⲧⲏ (sa: ⲕⲱⲧⲉ) ever translates ἀπέρχομαι (2005, 884), although
itsmeaning to return comes close to fitting the context. Indeed, this is Schenke’s
understanding, as reflected in his retroversion ὑποστρεψάτωσαν.42

jussive. However, this would be the only occurrence of paired jussives in mae2. Moreover,
the two corresponding Greek verbs have different tenses, as do boA and mae1, leaving no
motive for reconstructing both verbs in the same conjugation. In contrast, the other Cop-
tic versions reflect other possibilities: mae1 and boA have the conjunctive; sa9 has the cir-
cumstantial future; and to these alternatives, one might also add the optative.

38 Schenke translates, “Geht [und unterrichtet meine Brüder!] Sie sollen mir zurückkehren
nach Galiläa” (2001, 189).

39 The translatormay have deliberately omitted its representation in 14:27 out of a perceived
redundancy in the Greek phrase θαρσεῖτε … μὴ φοβεῖσθε, a perception perhaps facilitated
by the similar phonetics of the words for heart (ϩⲏⲧ) and fear (ϩⲁⲧⲏ). 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 NA27 lacks any occurrence of the word in Matthew.
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Initially, then, mae2 and NA27 seem different:

Mae2: Tell my brothers that they return to me to Galilee …
NA27: Tell my brothers that they depart for Galilee …

Departing for a particular region, however, is tantamount to returning to a
region if that regionhadbeen the original point of departure. Thiswas 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.

28:10.b.1 ἀδελφοῖς μου. Mae2 cannot attest the possessive μου in NA27 against
its absence in 01* since the text is lacunose, and because Coptic sometimes
includes the possessive intermediate, evenwhen theGreekpossessive pronoun
is lacking (cf. Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink 1972, 233–237). Mae2, however, does
attest ἀδελφοῖς against μαθηταῖς in 157.

28:10.b.2 ὄψονται. Mae2 supports the third person reading of all other witnesses
against the second person ὄψεσθε in 05.

Matt 28:11

Mae2 ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩ[ϣⲉ ⲛⲉⲟⲩ 7–11 letters]43 ϩⲁⲓ̈ⲛⲏ ⲛ̇ⲛⲏ ⲉⲧ[ⲛⲁⲩϩⲁⲣⲉϩ] [12–16 letters
ⲛⲁⲣ]ⲭ̣ⲓ̣ⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲱ̣ⲥ̣44 [6–10 letters] [ϩⲁⲩⲧⲁ]ⲙⲁⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲣϣⲱⲡⲏ 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 ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩ[ϣⲉ ⲛⲉⲟⲩ ϩⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲏ ϩⲓ̈] is problematic. Tobeginwith,mae2 gives
representation to only 37.0% of NA27’s occurrences of ἰδού in passages that are extant in
mae2. If mae2 did indeed represent ἰδού, ϩⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲏ ϩⲓ̈ is probably not the way it was done, for
ϩⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲏ ϩⲓ̈ does not ever occur in the extant text of mae2. The occurrence of ϩⲏⲡⲏ ϩⲓ̈ in 12:18
comes close, but in the ten occurrences where ἰδού is represented, even this orthography
occurs but once, with ϩⲓ̈(ⲥ) occuring six times, ϩⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲉ (ϩⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲏ) twice, and ⲉⲧⲃⲏ ⲟⲩ once.
Another problem is that representation of ἰδού never occurs in mae2 after the Coptic
circumstantial. Regarding NA27’s δέ, mae2 may not have had it originally, for it often goes
unrepresented in mae2 (cf. 1.5).

44 Schenke reconstructs the line as [ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ ⲉⲣⲉⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲁⲣ]ⲭ̣ⲓ̣ⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲱ̣ⲥ̣. However, ⲉⲣⲉⲧⲟⲩ should not
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NA27 Πορευομένων δὲ αὐτῶν ἰδού τινες τῆς κουστωδίας ἐλθόντες εἰς τὴν πόλιν
⸀ἀπήγγειλαν τοῖς ἀρχιερεῦσιν ἅπαντα τὰ γενόμενα.

28:11.a TranslationalAnalysis. The lacuna seriously hinders analysis of the trans-
lation.What actually remains of the text corresponds syntactically to theGreek,
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,mae2 cannot reliably
attest either NA27’s reading ἀπήγγειλαν or the reading ἀνήγγειλαν in 01 05 038
565, for thewords are so similar as to be indistinguishable in translation. Coptic
uses the verbⲧⲁⲙⲁ (sa:ⲧⲁⲙⲟ) to translate both ἀναγγέλλωandἀπαγγέλλω (Crum
2005, 883–884).

Matt 28:12

Mae2 ⲧⲟⲧⲏ ϩ[ⲁ]ⲩ̣[ⲧⲁⲩ][ⲧⲏ45 ⲛ]ϫⲏ ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ ϩⲁⲩϥⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲙ̣[ⲏ][ϣⲏ

ⲛ]ϩⲉⲧ ϩⲁⲩϯ ⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲙⲙⲁⲧⲁⲓ̈ ⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩ Then the elders of the people
gathered. They took a lot of silver. They gave them to the soldiers who
guard.

NA27 καὶ συναχθέντες μετὰ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων συμβούλιόν τε λαβόντες ἀργύρια
ἱκανὰ ἔδωκαν τοῖς στρατιώταις

be assumed, for 1) the lacuna is so large; 2) none of the other Coptic versions use it; 3)
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 ⲉⲣⲉⲧⲟⲩ cannot be established,
then three other crucial elements in his reconstruction are made more uncertain: 1) ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈;
2) the preposition ⲛ-; and 3) the placement of ⲉⲧⲡⲟⲗⲓⲥ after [ⲛⲁⲣ]ⲭ̣ⲓ̣ⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲱ̣ⲥ̣. Consequently,
almost the entirety of Schenke’s reconstruction of this verse is too precarious to accept. A
final problem is that Schenke transcribes [ⲛⲛⲁⲣ]ⲭ̣ⲓ̣ⲉ̣ⲣ̣ⲉ̣ⲱ̣ⲥ̣ with a ϫ rather than a ⲭ, despite
his index indicating 19 occurrences of the word with ⲭ, compared to 3 with ϫ (including
reconstructed texts).

45 Schenke’s transcription ϩⲁ̣ⲩ̣ⲧ̣[ⲁⲩ][ⲧⲏ] is overly optimistic. Nonetheless, his reconstruction
is otherwise assumed, for 1) the presence of [ⲛ]ϫⲉ ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ implies a preceding verb;
and 2) ϩⲁ̣ⲩ̣ⲧ̣[ⲁⲩ][ⲧⲏ] ismae2’s common rendering of the correspondingGreek verb συνάγω.
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28:12.a Translational Analysis. (Cf. 1.5.)

28:12.a.1 ϩϩϩϩϩϩϩϩ[ⲁⲁⲁⲁⲁⲁⲁⲁ]ⲩ̣ⲩ̣ⲩ̣ⲩ̣ⲩ̣ⲩ̣ⲩ̣ⲩ̣[ⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲩ][ⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏⲧⲏ ⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛⲛ]ϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏϫⲏ ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ. Althoughmae2 lacks any represen-
tation of the preposition μετά, 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 ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ. Without Greek support, both mae2 and mae1 expand the
reference to the elderswithⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ. This is a recurring phenomenon associated
with an inconsistent representation of the terms for the Jewish leaders. While
sa9 and boA consistently give formal representation to NA27’s leadership titles,
mae2 and mae1 often diverge, as indicated in the chart below.

NA27 Mae2 Mae1

16:21 τῶν πρεσβυτέρων
καὶ ἀρχιερέων καὶ
γραμματέων

[ⲛⲥⲉϩ] [ⲙⲉⲛ
ⲙⲫⲁ]ⲣⲉⲓⲥⲁⲓⲱⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟ[ⲥ ⲙ]ⲉⲛ
[ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲓ][ⲉⲣⲉⲱⲥ]46

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲁⲣϫⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩⲥ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲉⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉⲩⲥ

21:23 οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ οἱ
πρεσβύτεροι τοῦ λαοῦ

ⲛⲁ[ⲣⲭⲓⲉⲣⲉⲱⲥ] ⲙⲉⲛ
ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

ⲛⲁⲣϫⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩⲥ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

26:3 οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ οἱ
πρεσβύτεροι τοῦ λαοῦ

ⲛⲁⲣϫⲓⲉⲣⲉⲱⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ

ⲛⲉ[ⲡ]ⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩ[ⲧⲉⲣⲟ]ⲥ
ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

ⲛⲁⲣϫⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩⲥ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

26:47 τῶν ἀρχιερέων καὶ
πρεσβυτέρων τοῦ λαοῦ

ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲓⲉⲣⲉⲱ[ⲥ ⲙⲉ]ⲛ
ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗ[ⲁ]ⲟⲥ

ⲛⲁⲣϫⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩⲥ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

26:57 οἱ γραμματεῖς καὶ οἱ
πρεσβύτεροι

ⲛⲥ[ⲉϩ] ⲙⲉⲛ ⲙⲫⲁⲣⲉⲓⲥⲁⲓⲟⲥ

ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

ⲛⲉⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉⲩⲥ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

27:1 οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ οἱ
πρεσβύτεροι τοῦ λαοῦ

ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲓⲉⲣⲉⲱⲥ (omit “and
elders”) ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

ⲛⲁⲣϫⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩⲥ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

46 Since the lacuna is so extensive, Schenke’s reconstruction (assumed above) is especially
uncertain.
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(cont.)

NA27 Mae2 Mae1

27:3 τοῖς ἀρχιερεῦσιν καὶ
πρεσβυτέροις

ⲉⲛⲁⲣⲭⲓⲉⲣⲉⲱⲥ (omit “and
elders”)

ⲛⲛⲁⲣϫⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩⲥ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

27:[12] ἀρχιερέων καὶ
πρεσβυτέρων

ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲓⲉⲣⲉⲱⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉ[ⲣⲟⲥ ⲙ]ⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ
ⲛⲁⲣϫⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩⲥ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

27:20 οἱ δὲ ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ οἱ
πρεσβύτεροι

ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲓⲉⲣⲉⲱⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ

ⲡⲥⲩⲛϩⲉⲇⲣⲓⲟⲛ

ⲛⲁⲣϫⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩⲥ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ

27:[41] οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς … μετὰ
τῶν γραμματέων καὶ
πρεσβυτέρων

[ⲛⲁⲣⲭⲓⲉⲣ]ⲉⲱⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ

(omit “and scribes”)
ⲛⲉⲡⲣ[ⲉⲥⲃⲩ]ⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

ⲛⲕⲁⲓⲁⲣϫⲓⲉⲣⲉⲩⲥ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲉⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉⲩⲥ ⲙⲛ

ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ

28:12 τῶν πρεσβυτέρων ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ

Mae2 only corresponds formally with NA27 in 3 of the 11 passages, while mae1
corresponds with 7. While mae2 likewise disagrees 4 times with NA27 regard-
ing references to “of the people,” it agrees with mae1 but twice (27:12; 28:12),
disagreeing in 27:3, 41. The apparatuses indicate no relevant variae lectiones.

Themodifierⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ in 28:12may 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 Greekmanuscripts of
this verse. Alternatively, given the varied representation of the leadership terms
in mae2, the translator may have lacked a knowledge or appreciation of their
distinctiveness. In particular, the Middle Egyptian versions may have included
ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ to clarify that ⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ did not refer to priests (cf. Forster 2002, 673),
but to a body of leaders.

28:12.a.3 συμβούλιόν τε λαβόντες ἀργύρια ἱκανὰ ἔδωκαν. Mae2 does not represent
NA27’s συμβούλιόν τε λαβόντες. Rather, the translator implies that the eldersmet
in counsel in the verse’s initial verb ϩ[ⲁ]ⲩ̣[ⲧⲁⲩ][ⲧⲏ]. While NA27 has συμβούλιόν
as the object complement of the participle λαβόντες, the object complement in
mae2 is the money:

NA27: συμβούλιόν τε λαβόντες
Mae2: ϩⲁⲩϥⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲙ̣[ⲏ][ϣⲏ ⲛ]ϩⲉⲧ
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Mae2’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 λαβόντες, but
also immediately thereafter: συμβούλιόν τε λαβόντες ἀργύρια. Both nouns are in
the accusative, allowing ἀργύρια to be an ambiguous complement to λαβόντες.
Accordingly, while NA27 uses only the one verb ἔδωκαν, both mae2 and boA
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 ϩⲁⲩϥⲓ.

28:12.a.4 ⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩ.While NA27 reads τοῖς στρατιώταις, mae2 expands its represen-
tation to include the relative: ⲛⲉⲙⲙⲁⲧⲁⲓ̈ ⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩ. This may have been deemed
necessary since this is the narrative’s first reference to the guards as soldiers.

28:12.b Text Critical Analysis. NA27 indicates no textual variation.

Matt 28:13

Mae2 [ⲉⲩϫ]ⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ ϫⲉ ⲁϫⲓⲥ ϫⲉ ⲁ47 ⲛⲉϥⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ ϩ[ⲉⲛ]48 [ⲧⲉⲩ]ϣⲏ ϩⲱⲥ

ⲧⲉⲛⲛ̇ⲕⲁⲧ ϩⲁⲩϥⲓⲧϥ ⲛϫⲓⲟⲩⲏ saying, “Say ‘his disciples came in the night as
we were sleeping. They stole him.’ ”

NA27 λέγοντες, Εἴπατε ὅτι Οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ νυκτὸς ἐλθόντες ἔκλεψαν αὐτὸν
ἡμῶν κοιμωμένων.

28:13.a Translational Analysis. The only syntactical difference is that NA27 has
the absolute genitive ἡμῶν κοιμωμένων, while mae2 uses ϩⲱⲥ to facilitate its use
of present ⲧⲉⲛⲛ̇ⲕⲁⲧ, without resorting to the circumstantial. This is also the
case, for example, in 25:10.Given thatCoptic lacks participles anda case system,
the use of ϩⲱⲥwith the present finite form ⲧⲉⲛⲛ̇ⲕⲁⲧ is not unexpected.

28:13.b Text Critical Analysis. NA27 indicates no textual variation.

47 Schenke transcribes this as ⲁⲛⲉϥⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ, and writes, “Zwischen ⲁ und Lücke von einer
Buchstabenbreite; vielleicht auf Grund von Rasur” (2001, 190).

48 Although common in the earlier chapters, the shorter orthography ϩⲛ does not appear in
any extant passage after chapter 12.
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Matt 28:14

Mae2 ⲉϣ[ⲱ][ⲡⲏ]49 ⲁ̣ⲣⲏ ⲡϩⲏⲅⲉⲙⲁⲛ {ϩ}ⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙ50 ⲉⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏ [ⲉⲛ]ⲉⲡⲓⲑⲏ51 ⲙ̇ⲙⲁϥ
ⲁⲟⲩⲱ ⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛ ϩⲱⲧⲉⲛ ⲉⲛ[ⲉⲣ]ⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩ52 ⲛⲁⲙⲉⲣⲓⲙⲛⲟⲥ “If the governor should
hear this word, we will persuade him, and as for you yourselves, we will
make you worry free.”

NA27 καὶ ἐὰν ἀκουσθῇ τοῦτο ⸀ἐπὶ τοῦ ἡγεμόνος, ἡμεῖς πείσομεν ○[αὐτὸν] καὶ ὑμᾶς
ἀμερίμνους ποιήσομεν.

28:14.a Translational Analysis.

28:14.a.1 ⲉϣⲉϣⲉϣⲉϣⲉϣⲉϣⲉϣⲉϣ[ⲱⲱⲱⲱⲱⲱⲱⲱ][ⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏⲡⲏ] ⲁ̣ⲣⲏⲁ̣ⲣⲏⲁ̣ⲣⲏⲁ̣ⲣⲏⲁ̣ⲣⲏⲁ̣ⲣⲏⲁ̣ⲣⲏⲁ̣ⲣⲏ ⲡϩⲏⲅⲉⲙⲁⲛⲡϩⲏⲅⲉⲙⲁⲛⲡϩⲏⲅⲉⲙⲁⲛⲡϩⲏⲅⲉⲙⲁⲛⲡϩⲏⲅⲉⲙⲁⲛⲡϩⲏⲅⲉⲙⲁⲛⲡϩⲏⲅⲉⲙⲁⲛⲡϩⲏⲅⲉⲙⲁⲛ {ϩϩϩϩϩϩϩϩ}ⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙ ⲉⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏⲉⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏⲉⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏⲉⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏⲉⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏⲉⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏⲉⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏⲉⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏ. NA27 reads… ἐὰν ἀκου-
σθῇ τοῦτο ἐπὶ τοῦ ἡγεμόνος, with the verb in the passive. Mae2, along with mae1
and boA, puts the verb in the active voice so that the governor is represented
as the subject and not the complement. Moreover, τοῦτο is represented as the
complement ⲉⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏ in mae2 (and similarly in mae1 and boA). Since the use
of the preposition ⲉ- bound to ⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏ was determined by the decision to put
the clause into the active voice, mae2 is not a reliable witness either to NA27’s
ἐπί or to ὑπό in 03 05 pc.

49 Schenke’s reconstruction ⲉϣ[ⲱⲡⲏ] [ⲇⲉ] (cf. mae1, sa9) is faulty because it extends the
right margin too far by about two letters. The proposed reconstruction ⲉϣ[ⲱ][ⲡⲏ] not
only fits the space better, but also reflects the translator’s tendency not to represent initial
καί (cf. 1.5). Moreover, in the three other occurrences of NA27’s καὶ ἐὰν in mae2’s extant
passages, the translator conveys the Greek without representing καί with ⲇⲉ.

50 Given that the converterⲁ̣ⲣⲏ indicates that the clause is conditional, Schenke is right toput
the ϩ of ϩⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙ in round brackets, indicating that the scribe meant to write ⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲉⲙ.

51 Schenke’s reconstruction [ⲁⲛⲁⲛ] ⲉ̣ⲛ̣ⲉⲡⲓⲑⲏ has two problems. First, the letters ⲉ and ⲛ of
ⲉ̣ⲛ̣ⲉⲡⲓⲑⲏ have so little extant ink that they should be put inside brackets. Secondly, the
manuscript probably did not have ⲁⲛⲁⲛ. Despite NA27’s emphatic ἡμεῖς and the reading of
the other Coptic versions, its absence inmae2 seems evident, for there is an unambiguous
space after the precedingword ⲉⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲥⲉϫⲏwhich 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.

52 Schenke’s reconstruction ⲉⲛⲉ̣[ⲉⲣ]ⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩ is overly optimistic. Also, since haplography of the
ⲉ of ⲉⲣ- occurs 12 times in the extant text of mae2, the shorter form ⲉⲛ[ⲉⲣ]ⲧⲏⲛⲟⲩ is more
likely since the line is already one of the longest of the page.
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28:14.a.2 ἡμεῖς. Mae2 gives no representation to the Greek emphatic pronoun in
the initial clause of the apodosis, but compensates its absence by the optative
[ⲉⲛ]ⲉⲡⲓⲑⲏ. 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 ⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛ ϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛϩⲱⲧⲉⲛ. The use of ⲛ̇ⲧⲱⲧⲉⲛ ϩⲱⲧⲉⲛ probably is an attempt to
reflect ὑμᾶς 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 ἐπί. Cf. 28:14.a.1.

28:14.b.2 [αὐτόν]. The Coptic versions do not reliably attest either the presence
of the pronominal object αὐτόν in NA27, 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 boA, or attached to
the preposition as in the other three Coptic versions (cf. Emmenegger 2007,
105; Mink 1972, 233–237).

Matt 28:15

Mae2 ⲛⲧⲁⲩ ⲇⲉ ϩⲁⲩϫⲓ ⲛ̇ϩⲉⲧ [ϩ]ⲁⲩⲓ̈ⲣⲏ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲧϩⲏ ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩϫⲁⲥ ⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲁⲟⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲓ̈[ⲥⲉ]ϫ̣ⲏ
ϩⲁϥⲥⲱⲣ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ· ϩⲉⲛ ϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ ϣⲁ[ϩⲟ]ⲩ̣[ⲛ] ⲉⲡⲁⲟⲩ They, for their part,
took (the)54money. They did as they were told. And this word spread in
all Judea to the present day.

NA27 οἱ δὲ λαβόντες ○τὰ ἀργύρια ἐποίησαν ὡς ἐδιδάχθησαν. Καὶ ⸀διεφημίσθη ὁ
λόγος οὗτος παρὰ Ἰουδαίοις μέχρι τῆς σήμερον ○1[ἡμέρας].

28:15.a Translational Analysis.

53 “In actual occurrences, the meanings of main-clause ⲉⲣⲉ- 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 mae2 lacks it.
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28:15.a.1 ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩ. All four Coptic versions represent the substantivised participle
οἱ … λαβόντες 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 ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩϫⲁⲥⲉⲧϩⲁⲩϫⲁⲥⲉⲧϩⲁⲩϫⲁⲥⲉⲧϩⲁⲩϫⲁⲥⲉⲧϩⲁⲩϫⲁⲥⲉⲧϩⲁⲩϫⲁⲥⲉⲧϩⲁⲩϫⲁⲥⲉⲧϩⲁⲩϫⲁⲥ ⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩ. While the other Coptic versions translate the Greek
verb διδάσκω formally with the verb ϯⲥⲃⲱ to teach, mae2 employs the verb ϫⲱ.
Schenke writes, “28,15 wie ihnen gesagtworden war] und nicht ‘wie sie belehrt
worden waren’; was mae 2 übersetzt, entspricht etwa einem (καθ)ὼς ἐρρέθη
αὐτοῖς· aber nicht dem ὡς ἐδιδάχθησαν” (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 διδάσκω as it is used in Matt 28:14 (Bauer
2001, 241). In this light, mae2 seems to provide a contextually sensitive transla-
tion of ἐδιδάχθησαν, one which suggests that the leaders simply told the guards
what to do, rather than giving them formal instruction. Mae2 and sa9 include
the object complement ⲛⲉⲟⲩ (sa9: ⲛⲁⲩ) as a matter of course.

28:15.a.3 ⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲡⲉⲓ̈[ⲥⲉⲥⲉⲥⲉⲥⲉⲥⲉⲥⲉⲥⲉⲥⲉ]ϫ̣ⲏϫ̣ⲏϫ̣ⲏϫ̣ⲏϫ̣ⲏϫ̣ⲏϫ̣ⲏϫ̣ⲏ ϩⲁϥⲥⲱⲣϩⲁϥⲥⲱⲣϩⲁϥⲥⲱⲣϩⲁϥⲥⲱⲣϩⲁϥⲥⲱⲣϩⲁϥⲥⲱⲣϩⲁϥⲥⲱⲣϩⲁϥⲥⲱⲣ ⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗⲉⲃⲁⲗ. The four Coptic versions render NA27’s passive
διεφημίσθη ὁ λόγος οὗτος 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.a.4 ϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲉⲛ ϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲥⲧⲏⲣⲥⲧⲏⲣⲥⲧⲏⲣⲥⲧⲏⲣⲥⲧⲏⲣⲥⲧⲏⲣⲥⲧⲏⲣⲥ.Mae2 andmae1 convey that the guards’ report spread
throughout all Judea, rather than among the Jews. The differencemay be due to
the use of the verb ⲥⲱⲣ (mae1: ⲥⲟⲣ) which these two versions (and boA) use to
convey spread (διεφημίσθη), for itwasmore typically used in regard to spreading
throughout a geographical area, and not to spread something among a people
group.

ⲥⲱⲣ 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 ϯⲥⲟⲉⲓⲧ (sa9) was not an option for Bohairic (or for mae2, mae1, and Codex
Glazier), for Crum cites no biblical occurrences of ϯⲥⲱⲓⲧ with this meaning in
the Bohairic dialect.55 In the Sahidic New Testament, ⲥⲱⲣ 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 ⲥⲱⲣ 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 28:15, its spreading was throughout a geographical area (Ruth
1:19sa; Mark 1:45bo; Luke 4:37bo; 1Thes 1:8bo).

The guards’ report inMatt 28:15 in the Bohairic version is apparently the only
occurrence of ⲥⲱⲣ being used to convey something being spread among people
rather than throughout a geographical location. Yet, evenhere, there is evidence
fromboA* that this passagemay have originally had a geographical reference in
Bohairic. Horner’s transcription of boA reads that the report spread among the
Jews, although his apparatus indicates that this is a correction of ϧⲉⲛ ⲛⲓⲓⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓ

in Judea (1898–1905, 1.279). Perhaps, then, the reading of Matt 28:15 in the
Bohairic traditionwas revised to reflect the source languagemore closely. Such
a revision may have been facilitated by an orthographical similarity between
the two words.

Accordingly, the reference to the geographical region inmae2 andmae1 may
reflect a concession to the indigenous Coptic of Middle Egyptian and Bohairic.
Moreover, given the decimation of the Jewish community inOxyrhynchus after
the Jewish Revolt (115–117ce), 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 τὰ ἀργύρια. 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 ἀργύρια inNA27 or its absence in somemanuscripts (cf. 1.5;
Plumley 1977, 148).

28:15.b.2 διεφημίσθη. Coptic cannot distinguish the subtle distinction between
the Greek word ἐφημίσθη in some witnesses and διεφημίσθη in NA27.

28:15.b.3 σήμερον [ἡμέρας]. The reading ⲉⲡⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ of sa9 and, similarly, ⲉⲡⲁⲩ
ⲛϩⲁⲟⲩ in mae1, seem to mimic NA27’s emphatic reading σήμερον [ἡμέρας]. In
contrast, mae2 and boA have the shorter reading ⲉⲡⲁⲟⲩ (boA: ⲉⲫⲟⲟⲩ), 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 mae2
have the longer form.56

56 Horner reports that one Bohairic manuscript also has the longer form (1898–1905, 1.260).
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Matt 28:16

Mae2 ⲡⲓ ⲓ̅ⲁ̅ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ ϩⲁⲩϣⲉⲛⲉⲟ[ⲩ] ⲉϫⲉⲛ ⲡⲧⲁⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲅⲁⲗⲉⲓⲗⲁⲓⲁ ⲉⲡⲙⲉ

ⲉⲧϩⲁ⟨ϥ⟩ⲧⲁ[ⲙⲁⲟⲩ]57 ⲉⲣⲁϥ ⲛϫⲏ ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ The eleven disciples went upon the
mountain of Galilee, to the place which Jesus had told them.

NA27 Οἱ δὲ ἕνδεκα μαθηταὶ ἐπορεύθησαν εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν εἰς τὸ ὄρος οὗ ἐτάξατο
αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς,

28:16.a Translational Analysis.

28:16.a.1 ⲉϫⲉⲛⲉϫⲉⲛⲉϫⲉⲛⲉϫⲉⲛⲉϫⲉⲛⲉϫⲉⲛⲉϫⲉⲛⲉϫⲉⲛ ⲡⲧⲁⲟⲩⲡⲧⲁⲟⲩⲡⲧⲁⲟⲩⲡⲧⲁⲟⲩⲡⲧⲁⲟⲩⲡⲧⲁⲟⲩⲡⲧⲁⲟⲩⲡⲧⲁⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲅⲁⲗⲉⲓⲗⲁⲓⲁⲛⲧⲅⲁⲗⲉⲓⲗⲁⲓⲁⲛⲧⲅⲁⲗⲉⲓⲗⲁⲓⲁⲛⲧⲅⲁⲗⲉⲓⲗⲁⲓⲁⲛⲧⲅⲁⲗⲉⲓⲗⲁⲓⲁⲛⲧⲅⲁⲗⲉⲓⲗⲁⲓⲁⲛⲧⲅⲁⲗⲉⲓⲗⲁⲓⲁⲛⲧⲅⲁⲗⲉⲓⲗⲁⲓⲁ. With two asyndetic prepositional phrases,
NA27 indicates that the discipleswent to a certainmountain inGalilee. The first
phrase designates the larger geographical region, while the second specifies
a location therein: εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν εἰς τὸ ὄρος. 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
specific location preceding the larger region.Mae2 reflects the sameword order
inversion in 21:1 (cf. CEV).

28:16.a.2 ⲉⲧϩⲁⲉⲧϩⲁⲉⲧϩⲁⲉⲧϩⲁⲉⲧϩⲁⲉⲧϩⲁⲉⲧϩⲁⲉⲧϩⲁ⟨ϥϥϥϥϥϥϥϥ⟩ⲧⲁⲧⲁⲧⲁⲧⲁⲧⲁⲧⲁⲧⲁⲧⲁ[ⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲁⲟⲩ] ⲉⲣⲁϥⲉⲣⲁϥⲉⲣⲁϥⲉⲣⲁϥⲉⲣⲁϥⲉⲣⲁϥⲉⲣⲁϥⲉⲣⲁϥ. Assuming the reconstruction (cf. n. 57), mae2
has the verbⲧⲁⲙⲁwhereNA27has the verb τάσσω. The twowords 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 (ⲧⲁⲙⲁ) their
inferiorswhat they are to do is tantamount to commanding or instructing them
(cf. 21:6; 26:19), so that mae2’s verb choice is appropriate for this context. ⲧⲁⲙⲁ
in 28:16 was probably influenced by its occurrence in v. 10 where Jesus has the
women tell or instruct (ⲧⲁⲙⲁ) his brothers to go to Galilee.

28:16.b Textual Analysis. NA27 indicates no textual variation.

57 Instead of the verb ⲧⲁⲙⲁ, mae1 and sa9 both use the loanword ⲧⲁⲥⲥⲉ, which corresponds
well with the Greek ἐτάξατο. While ⲧⲁⲥⲥⲉ would fit mae2’s available space, the preposi-
tional object ⲉⲣⲁϥ that normally follows it is present, suggesting instead ⲧⲁ[ⲙⲁⲟⲩ].
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Matt 28:17

Mae2 ⲛⲧⲁⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟ[ⲩ ⲉⲣⲁϥ ϩⲁⲩ]ϩⲓ̈ⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ϩⲁⲩⲱϣ[ⲧ ⲛⲉϥ ϩⲁⲓⲛⲏ ⲇⲉ

ⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩ]58 ϩⲁⲟⲩⲇⲓⲥⲧⲁⲍⲏWhen they saw him, they prostrated themselves.
They worshiped him. But some doubted.

NA27 καὶ ἰδόντες αὐτὸν προσεκύνησαν⸆, οἱ δὲ ἐδίστασαν.

28:17.a Translational Analysis.

28:17.a.1 [ϩⲁⲩϩⲁⲩϩⲁⲩϩⲁⲩϩⲁⲩϩⲁⲩϩⲁⲩϩⲁⲩ]ϩⲓ̈ⲧⲟⲩϩⲓ̈ⲧⲟⲩϩⲓ̈ⲧⲟⲩϩⲓ̈ⲧⲟⲩϩⲓ̈ⲧⲟⲩϩⲓ̈ⲧⲟⲩϩⲓ̈ⲧⲟⲩϩⲓ̈ⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ϩⲁⲩⲱϣϩⲁⲩⲱϣϩⲁⲩⲱϣϩⲁⲩⲱϣϩⲁⲩⲱϣϩⲁⲩⲱϣϩⲁⲩⲱϣϩⲁⲩⲱϣ[ⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧⲧ ⲛⲉϥⲛⲉϥⲛⲉϥⲛⲉϥⲛⲉϥⲛⲉϥⲛⲉϥⲛⲉϥ]. Both Middle Egyptian versions use
two verbs to convey the lexically dense verb προσκυνέω. Προσκυνέω 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, mae2 andmae1 convey both meanings of the one
Greek word (cf. 12:22a).

28:17.a.2 ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉ. The use of the personal independentwith the perfect is not an
unusual way for mae2 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 [ϩⲁⲓⲛⲏϩⲁⲓⲛⲏϩⲁⲓⲛⲏϩⲁⲓⲛⲏϩⲁⲓⲛⲏϩⲁⲓⲛⲏϩⲁⲓⲛⲏϩⲁⲓⲛⲏ ⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉⲇⲉ ⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩ] ϩⲁⲟⲩⲇⲓⲥⲧⲁⲍⲏϩⲁⲟⲩⲇⲓⲥⲧⲁⲍⲏϩⲁⲟⲩⲇⲓⲥⲧⲁⲍⲏϩⲁⲟⲩⲇⲓⲥⲧⲁⲍⲏϩⲁⲟⲩⲇⲓⲥⲧⲁⲍⲏϩⲁⲟⲩⲇⲓⲥⲧⲁⲍⲏϩⲁⲟⲩⲇⲓⲥⲧⲁⲍⲏϩⲁⲟⲩⲇⲓⲥⲧⲁⲍⲏ. Assuming the reconstruction, all four
Coptic versions represent ambiguous οἱ with ϩⲁⲓⲛⲏ or its dialectal equivalent.

28:17.b Text Critical Analysis. The Coptic versions all use the verb ⲟⲩⲱϣⲧ (mae1:
ⲟⲩⲱϣⲧ) with an object ⲛⲉϥ (mae2 mae1 sa9; boA: ⲙⲙⲟϥ), and would render the
Greek verb προσεκύνησαν with an object whether the Greek object were absent
or present (cf. 20:20; 28:9). Thus,mae2 cannot reliably attest the shorter reading
in NA27 or the presence of the complement αὐτῷ inmost manuscripts, or αὐτόν
in 036 700*.

58 Schenke’s reconstruction ϩⲁⲩⲱϣ[ⲧ ⲛⲉϥ] ϩ̣ⲁ̣[ⲓ̈]ⲛ̣[ⲏ] is overly optimistic. The letters ϩ̣, ⲁ̣, and
ⲛ̣ in ϩⲁⲓⲛⲏ should be placed within the brackets.
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Matt 28:18

Mae2 ϩⲁϥⲥⲉϫⲏ [4–8 letters59 ⲛϫⲏ ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ ϫⲉ] ϩⲁⲩϯ ⲛⲉⲓ̈ ⲛⲧⲉⲝⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ ⲧⲏ[ⲣⲥ 5–8 letters
ϩⲓϫⲉⲛ]60 ⲡⲕⲉϩⲏ Jesus said (to them), “All authority has been given to me
… and on earth.”

NA27 καὶ προσελθὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐλάλησεν αὐτοῖς λέγων, Ἐδόθη μοι πᾶσα ἐξουσία
ἐν ⸀οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ ○[τῆς] γῆς.⸆

28:18.a Translational Analysis. (Cf. 1.5.) For καὶ προσελθών, cf. 28:2.a.1.

28:18.b Textual Analysis.

28:18.b.1 οὐρανῷ. The manuscript breaks off at the corresponding point, and so
mae2 cannot support the plural reading found in 05, against the grammatical
singular elsewhere.

28:18.b.2 [τῆς]. Since the Coptic article is not a reliable indicator of the Vorlage
(cf. 1.5; Plumley 1977, 148) mae2 should not be cited in support of either variant
reading. Schenke’s retroversion of ⲡⲕⲉϩⲏ as having the Greek article is pedantic,
and wrongly suggests that mae2 supports the omission in most manuscripts
against its inclusion (in brackets) in NA27.

28:18.b.3 καθὼς ἁπέστηλέν με ὁ πατήρ, κἀγὼ ἀποστέλω ὑμᾶς. Mae2 does not
support the long singular reading found in 038. The gloss from John 20:21 in 038

59 Since there are various ways to reconstruct the text, the lacuna should be left partially
unfilled. Schenke reconstructs with the preposition ⲛⲟⲩⲏ⸗ in ϩⲁϥⲥⲉϫⲏ [ⲛⲟⲩⲏⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏ ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅

ϫⲉ], following the reading of mae1 (cf. 11:7; 14:27; 22:46). However, ⲥⲉϫⲏ could be followed
by other prepositions such asⲙⲉⲛ- (26:47), or ⲛ- (27:13). The uncertainty is compoundedby
the presence of the redundant participle of speech λέγωνwhich is represented in the other
three Coptic versions as ⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ (ⲙⲙⲁⲥ), but which Schenke leaves unrepresented in
his reconstruction.

60 Schenke’s reconstruction ⲧⲏ[ⲣⲥ ⲛⲛⲁⲧⲡⲏ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲛⲉⲧϩⲓϫⲉⲛ] ⲡⲕⲉϩⲏ appears to exceed the avail-
able space by 3–7 letters. His reconstruction follows mae1 closely, although the (proclitic)
possessive pronouns (ⲡⲁ⸗ ⲧⲁ⸗ ⲛⲁ⸗; cf. Layton 2004, 46) are not frequent in mae2, occur-
ring but once in in the Passion narrative (27:56). Otherwise, Mae2 regularly reads ϩ(ⲉ)ⲛ
ⲧⲡⲏwhere NA27 has ἐν οὐρανῷ (cf. sa9 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 inmanuscripts
as amatter of course, and that similar glosses inmae2maybe explainedwithout
resorting to an alternative Vorlage.

Matt 28:19

Mae2 ⲙⲁϣ ⲙⲁⲥⲃⲱ ⲛ̇ⲛ[ϩⲉⲑⲛⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛ]ⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲏ61 ⲙ̇ⲙⲁⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲣⲉⲛ ⲙ̣[ⲡⲓ̈ⲱⲧ

ⲙⲉⲛ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲏ] ⲙⲉⲛ ⲡ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲉ[ⲃ] “Go! Teach all peoples, baptizing them in
the name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit.”

NA27 πορευθέντες ⸀οὖν μαθητεύσατε πάντα τὰ ἔθνη, ⸁βαπτίζοντες αὐτοὺς εἰς τὸ
ὄνομα τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ καὶ τοῦ ἁγίου πνεύματος,

28:19.a Translational Analysis. The only noteworthy syntactical difference is
thatmae2 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.

28:19.b.1 οὖν. Since mae2 often gives no representation to οὖν (cf. 1.5), there is
no way to discern whether its Vorlage had NA27’s οὖν or lacked it as in most
manuscripts. Mae2, however, probably supports NA27’s exclusion of νῦν against
05.

28:19.b.2 βαπτίζοντες. The text is lacunose, but regardless, mae2 could not reli-
ably support either the present tense of the participle inNA27 or the aorist tense
in 03 05. 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 [ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛ]ⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲏ is a viable alternative (cf. sa9).
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Matt 28:20

Mae2 ⲉ̣ⲧ̣[ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲧⲥⲁⲃⲁ ⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲱⲃ] ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧϩⲁⲓ̣̈ϩⲟⲛ ⲙⲙⲁ̣ⲟⲩ [ⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛ ⲉϩⲁⲣⲉϩ

ⲉⲣⲁⲟⲩ]62 < ⲁⲛⲁⲕ ϯⲛⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ ⲛⲉⲙ̣[ⲙⲏⲧⲛ about 10–18 letters]63 <
>->->->->-ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲉⲱⲛ >->->->- “Teaching them everything which I have
commanded you to keep. I will be with you … of this age.”

NA27 διδάσκοντες αὐτοὺς τηρεῖν πάντα ὅσα ἐνετειλάμην ὑμῖν· καὶ ἰδοὺ ἐγὼ ⸉μεθ’
ὑμῶν εἰμι⸊ πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας ἕως τῆς συντελείας τοῦ αἰῶνος.⸆

28:20.a Translational Analysis.

28:20.a.1 ϯⲛⲉϣⲱⲡⲏϯⲛⲉϣⲱⲡⲏϯⲛⲉϣⲱⲡⲏϯⲛⲉϣⲱⲡⲏϯⲛⲉϣⲱⲡⲏϯⲛⲉϣⲱⲡⲏϯⲛⲉϣⲱⲡⲏϯⲛⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ. While the Greek uses present tense (εἰμι), mae2 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). Mae2’s use of the future auxiliary emphasises
that Jesus’ assured presence will continue until the consummation.

28:20.a.2 ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲉⲱⲛⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲉⲱⲛⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲉⲱⲛⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲉⲱⲛⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲉⲱⲛⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲉⲱⲛⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲉⲱⲛⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲉⲱⲛ. While NA27 reads τοῦ αἰῶνος, mae2 has the demonstrative.
With some frequency, mae2 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. 17:9mae1;
19:22mae1; 26:72mae1 boA; 27:21mae1 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, [ⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛ ϫⲉ ⲉⲩⲉϩⲁⲣⲉϩ ⲉ-

ⲣⲁⲟⲩ]. Schenke based his reconstruction on mae1 which appears to be two to five letters
too long. In contrast, my reconstruction agrees with sa9 and boA in using the infinitive
form, although located earlier in the verse. Either reconstruction must remain uncertain.

63 Schenke’s reconstructionⲛⲉⲙ̣[ⲙⲏⲧⲛ ⲛⲛⲉϩⲁⲟⲩ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲙⲡϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ], although corresponding
closely to NA27 and following mae1 exactly, is too long by six to ten letters, and needs to
be shortened. Perhaps the translator thought πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας to be redundant in light
of ἕως τῆς συντελείας τοῦ αἰῶνος, 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 συντελείαςmight have been represented by ⲥⲩⲛⲧⲉⲗⲓⲁ
(cf. 13:[39], [40], 49; 24:3) or by ϫⲱⲕ; 2) whether ⲉⲃⲁⲗ was used (sa9); and 3) whether the
prepositionϣⲁmight have been used (sa9 boA).
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28:20.b Text Critical Analysis

28:20.b.1 ἐγὼ μεθ’ ὑμῶν εἰμι. Since word order is fixed much more stringently in
Coptic thanGreek (Plumley 1977, 143; Kreinecker 2008, 141), the Coptic versions
cannot reliably support either NA27’s placement of εἰμι in the last position or
after the pronoun ἐγώ prior to the prepositional phrase μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν in 01 and 05

28:20.b.2 Ἀμήν. Mae2 supports NA27 (01 02* 03 05 032 ƒ1 33) against inclusion of
the Amen (02c 038 ƒ13 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 noneed to resort to an alternativeVorlage to explainmae2, for
translation and transmission factors account for most syntactical differences.
Moreover, not only does the general content of the final leaf correspond to the
Greekmanuscript tradition ofMatthew, 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 mae2’s syntax differs significantly from NA27, mae2 usually conveys
the meaning of the Greek.

5.3.1 Syntactical Differences
The following chart depicts mae2’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

NA27 Mae2 similar meaning Explanation

28:1.a.2 Ὀψὲ δέ
σαββάτων, τῇ
ἐπιφωσκούσῃ
εἰς μίαν
σαββάτων

[ϩⲉⲛ ⲧ]ⲟⲩϣⲏ ⲇⲉ

ⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛ

ϩⲓ̈ ϣⲱⲣ[ⲡ] In
the night of the
Sabbath, early in
the morning

The translator may have avoided the
awkward repetition of the Sabbath
reference because the day of the week
was already established.
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Significant syntactical differences (cont.)

Alternate Greek
reading with

NA27 Mae2 similar meaning Explanation

28:1.a.3 τῇ
ἐπιφωσκούσῃ

ϩⲓ̈ ϣⲱⲣ[ⲡ ϩⲉⲛ]
[ⲡ]ⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁⲓ̈ⲛ

ⲉⲧⲓ ⲛⲁⲣⲏ ⲛ̇ⲥⲓⲟⲩ

ⲙⲡ̣[ϣⲱⲓ̈] at
daybreak while
the stars were still
above

Mae2’s reference to the stars probably
reflects the attempt to convey the
timing of the visit more precisely, for
the word ἐπιφώσκω refers not generally
to the dawn, but more precisely, to the
twilight period of early morning prior
to sunrise.

28:1.a.4 ἦλθεν …
θεωρῆσαι τὸν
τάφον

ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ ⲉⲣⲉⲧϥ

ⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟ[ⲩ] They
came to the tomb

The translator reduced the verbal pair
ἦλθεν … θεωρῆσαι to a single verb, as he
does elsewhere when one of the verbs
is redundant.

28:2.a.1 ἄγγελος …
καταβὰς …
καὶ προσελθών
ἀπεκύλισεν
τὸν λίθον

ⲟⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ… [ϩ]ⲁϥⲓ̈
ⲉⲃⲁⲗ… ⲁⲟⲩⲱ ϩⲁϥϥⲓ

ⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏ [ⲉⲃⲁⲗ] An
angel came forth
from heaven, and
he took the stone
away

The translator often reduces redundant
paired -ἔρχομαι verbs; cf. 28:9.a.2.

28:2.a.2 ἀπεκύλισεν
τὸν λίθον

ϩⲁϥϥⲓ ⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏ

[ⲉⲃⲁⲗ] he took the
stone away

Perhaps because Copt readers may
have been unaware of the Jewish
custom of securing burial caves with
round stones, mae2 indicates the
stone’s removal without explicitly
stating that it was rolled away.
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Alternate Greek
reading with

NA27 Mae2 similar meaning Explanation

28:2.b.2 ἀπὸ τῆς θύρας
τοῦ μνημείου

[ϩⲓ̈ ⲣ]ⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩ

from the mouth of
the tomb

019 036 038 ƒ1 ƒ13 33
565 1241

Mae2’s Vorlage may follow the well
attested variant. But the expansion may
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.

28:4.a.2 ἐγενήθησαν ὡς
νεκροί

ϩⲁⲩⲧⲱ[ⲟⲩⲛ] [ⲛⲧϩ]ⲏ
ⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧ

they arose as dead
people

Mae2 (and ActsGlazier) supplies ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ

occasionally to predicate existence and
to anticipate actions.

28:5.a.3 τὸν
ἐσταυρωμένον

(omit) 348 The translator or a copyist may have
omitted it accidentally, especially
since the previous clause had already
completed the thought.

28:7.a.2 ἰδοὺ εἶπον ὑμῖν (omit) The translator may have deliberately
omitted the clause due to its
curiousness and superfluity,
exacerbated by his tendency to avoid
representation of ἰδού.

28:9.a.2 αἱ δὲ
προσελθοῦσαι
ἐκράτησαν
αὐτοῦ τοὺς
πόδας

ⲛ̇ⲧⲁⲩ ⲇⲉ

ϩ]ⲁⲩ⟨ⲁ⟩ⲙⲉϩⲧⲏ
ⲛⲛⲉϥⲟⲩⲏⲣⲏⲧⲏ They,
for their part,
clasped his feet

Coptic versions frequently lack
representation of -ἔρχομαι participles.



198 chapter 5

Significant syntactical differences (cont.)

Alternate Greek
reading with

NA27 Mae2 similar meaning Explanation

28:10.a.1 Μὴ φοβεῖσθε (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 ἵνα ἀπέλθωσιν ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲱⲧⲏ that
they return

The translator assumes the perspective
that the disciples’ journey originated in
Galilee, hence, Jesus’ instructions
to depart (ἀπέλθωσιν) for Jerusalem
constitutes a return (ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩⲕⲱⲧⲏ).

28:12.a.2 πρεσβυτέρων ⲛⲉⲡⲣⲉⲥⲃⲩⲧⲉⲣⲟⲥ

ⲙⲡⲗⲁⲟⲥ the elders
of the people

Mae2 may reflect harmonisation to Old
and New Testament passages.

28:15.a.4 παρὰ
Ἰουδαίοις

ϩⲉⲛ ϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ

in all Judea
ⲥⲱⲣ 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 σήμερον
[ἡμέρας]

ⲉⲡⲁⲟⲩ to the
present day

01 02 032 0148vid ƒ1
13 33 𝔐

The Coptic versions probably are not
reliable witnesses to this biblical idiom.
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Alternate Greek
reading with

NA27 Mae2 similar meaning Explanation

28:17.a.1 αὐτὸν
προσεκύνησαν

[ϩⲁⲩ]ϩⲓ̈ⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ

ϩⲁⲩⲱϣ[ⲧ ⲛⲉϥ]
they prostrated
themselves. They
worshiped him

Mae2 uses two verbs to convey the
fuller meaning of the one Greek word.

28:18.a προσελθὼν
ὁ Ἰησοῦς
ἐλάλησεν
αὐτοῖς

ϩⲁϥⲥⲉϫⲏ [4–8
letters ⲛϫⲏ ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅]
Jesus said (to them)

The Coptic versions frequently lack
representation of -ἔρχομαι participles;
cf. 28:9.a.2.

Schenke’s alternativeVorlage view is all the less sustainable since there are very
few renderings which convey a meaning that is actually different from known
Greek readings.64 Of the renderings which do convey a different meaning from
NA27, 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 ἦν δὲ ἡ εἰδέα αὐτοῦ in 01 (28:4), or the omission
of ⲙⲛ ⲧⲕⲉⲙⲁⲣⲓⲁ in sa364 (28:1; Kreinecker 2008, 35), or the gloss of John 20:21
incorporated into 038 (28:18.b.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
mae2 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 NA27 is the lack of repre-
sentation of ἰδοὺ εἶπον ὑμῖν (28:7.a.2) which could reflect a translational deci-
sion. The lack of representation of ἰδοὺ εἶπον ὑμῖν and μὴ φοβεῖσθε (28:10.a.1)
would be all themore perplexing ifmae2 actuallywere associatedwith an alter-
native HebrewMatthean redaction.

64 After scrutinising the various apparatuses in the research and writing phase of this chap-
ter, I 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 mae2 and NA27 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
NA27. On the other hand, recognition of the translator’s established patterns of
translation (e.g., 28:1.a.4; 28:2.a.1), 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 mae2 due to
ambiguities in translation. Those readings which mae2 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 inmae2which correspond syntacticallywith variants
rejected by the editors of NA27. In the case of NA27’s textually difficult read-
ing σήμερον [ἡμέρας] (cf. 28:15.b.3), mae2 has the shorter reading ⲉⲡⲁⲟⲩ rather
than ⲉⲡⲁⲟⲩ ⲛϩⲁⲟⲩ. The Coptic versions, however, probably are not reliable wit-
nesses to this idiom (cf. Matt 27:8). If mae2’s Vorlage did have the shorter read-
ing instead of NA27’s longer bracketed reading, it would corroborate the con-
siderable support of 01 02 032 0148vid ƒ1 13 33 𝔐.

The other mae2 reading which corresponds syntactically to a competing
NA27 variant is discussed in 28:2.b.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 mae2 and the long Greek variant
could hardly be closer, and it would seem that mae2’s Vorlage had the long
variant. One cannot, however, discount the possibility that the variant in mae2
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 mae2 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
mae2’s Vorlage was in substantial agreement with most NA27 readings. These
conclusions provide the basis for the next chapter’s identification of mae2’s
closest allies through a text critical analysis of selected sample passages.
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chapter 6

Identification of Mae2 Allies

6.1 Introduction

6.1.1 Purpose
In this chapter, I outline the textual relationship between mae2 and specific
Greekmanuscripts. I do so by assessingmae2’s correspondence with the Greek
variants in select test passages.1 The assessment identifies mae2’s allies, and
allows their ranking according to their percentage of agreement. I also evaluate
mae2’s support for NA27, and compare their percentage of mutual agreement
with other significant manuscripts.

In short, I compare an array of readings inmae2with an array ofmanuscripts
alongwith the critical editionNA27, and then rankmae2’s affiliationwith them.
Thosewishing to go immeditately into the assessment processmaywish to pro-
ceed to section 6.2 Analysis of Test Passages which is largely self-explanatory.
For thosewith greater patience, I provide considerable detail in thenext several
sections that is intended to illuminate the process and facilitate peer review.

6.1.2 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 mae2. 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 NA27’s apparatus for 1Peter 1 (cf. 1.3.3).
Three variant passageswere rejected because theywere setwithin a verse omit-
ted in mae2 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 mae2’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 mae2’s relationships with extant Greek manuscripts.
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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 supportingmanuscripts 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 mae2, ten could not be used due to translational ambiguity between mae2
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 Teststellemay havemore than two variants, but I only analyse the
NA27 reading, those variants that correspond in meaning to the text of mae2,
and those that correspond inmeaning to thosemanuscripts determined (in the
final analysis) to be mae2 allies. Excluded readings are not analysed since their
considerationwouldmerely inflate the correspondenceofmae2 andall 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 fromNA27’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 NA27 for 5:38–6:18; 12:3–27; 28:1–20 was assessed.2

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 mae2 (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 mae2’s Greek allies, allowing only 14 more pas-
sages for consideration.3 The vastmajority 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. TheComprehensive
Chart in 6.1.2.4 provides further information.

6.1.2.3 Variants from UBS4
In contrast to NA27’s apparatus which was designed to assess the history of the
text, the UBS4 apparatus is designed for New Testament translators (Aland et
al. 1993, 45). The limitation of its apparatus to translatable variants makes the
UBS4 especially useful in assessing the text of a version such as mae2.

UBS4has a total of 160 variant passages inMatthew’sGospel.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 UBS4. Instead
of analysing all of these with the same level of scrutiny as I did for the three
leaves, I restricted the selection of UBS4 variant passages to those containing
competing variants which differ so significantly from one another that their
correspondence to mae2 seems obvious, minimally affected by translation
factors, and relatively certain.4 Examples include addition or omission of an
entire verse (Matt 12:47; 16:2–3) and addition or omission of a significant word
(23:19; 27:24). There are 17 such additional passages.

I have assigned a sequential number (1–160) to each of the UBS4 variant
passages as they occur in the UBS4 apparatus. In the test passage charts, I
have labelled each UBS4 variant passage with the siglum UBS4, followed by
the designated variant passage number. An asterisk (*) follows this number to
indicate that UBS4 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 UBS4 variant passages extant in mae2 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 mae2’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; 27:16, 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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Sincemae2’s syntax in these passages so obviously corresponds to oneGreek
readingover another, I have generally assigned themadegreeof 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) mae2’s lacunose text; 2) mae2’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 mae2’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 frommore 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 UBS4 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 UBS4 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 UBS4 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 UBS4 Trans- Unsupported

Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae2
(tst no.) no.)5 1–160)6 extant7 uncertain8 allies

1:7–8 1 ×
1:10 2 ×
1:11 1 3 ×
1:16 2 4 ×
1:18a 5 ×
1:18b 6 ×
1:25a 3 ×
1:25b 4 7 ×
2:18 5 8 ×
3:12 6 ×
3:16a 7 9 ×
3:16b 8 10 ×
4:10 9 11 ×
4:17 12 ×
4:23 10 ×
5:4–5 11 13 ×
5:11 12 14 ×
5:22 13 15 ×
5:32 16 ×
5:38 5:38.c ×
5:39 5:39.a.2 ×

5 Variants lacking Greek manuscript support are excluded. Cf. n. 2 above.
6 UBS4 does not list its variants in numerical sequence, although I have done so here.
7 For the UBS4 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 As explained in 6.1.2.3, the threshold for translational certainty was set high for those variants
culled from UBS4’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 translatormayhave 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 UBS4 Trans- Unsupported

Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae2
(tst no.) no.) 1–160) extant uncertain allies

5:39 5:39.c.2 ×
5:39 5:39.c.3 ×

1 5:40 5:40.a.2
5:40 5:40.b ×
5:41 5:41.a.1 ×
5:41 5:41.a.3 ×
5:42 5:42.c.1 ×
5:42 5:42.c.2 ×

2 5:44a 14 5:44.c 17
3 5:44b 15 5:44.c 18

5:45 5:45.c ×
5:46 5:46.c ×

4 5:47 16 5:47.c.2 19
5:47 5:47.c.1 ×
5:47 5:47.c.3 ×
5:48 5:489 ×
5:48 5:4810 ×
6:1 6:1.c.1 ×
6:1 6:1.c.2 ×
6:1 6:1.c.3 ×

5 6:2 6:2.c
6:4 6:4.c.1 ×
6:4 6:4.c.2 ×

6 6:4 17 6:4.c.3 20
6:5 6:5.c.1 ×
6:511 6:5.c.2
6:5 6:5.c.3 ×

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 UBS4 Trans- Unsupported

Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae2
(tst no.) no.) 1–160) extant uncertain allies

6:5 6:5.c.4 ×
7 6:6 18 6:6.c 21
8 6:7 6:7.c
9 6:8 6:8.c.1 22

6:8 6:8.c.2 ×
6:10 6:10.c.1 ×
6:10 6:10.c.2 ×
6:12 6:12.c ×

10 6:13 19 6:13.c 23
6:14 6:14–15.c.1 ×
6:14 6:14–15.b.1 ×
6:14 6:14–15.b.3 ×
6:15 6:14–15.b.3 ×
6:15 20 6:14–15.c.4 24 ×
6:16 6:16.c.1 ×
6:16 6:16.c.2 ×
6:16 6:16.c.3 ×
6:18 6:18.c.1 ×
6:18 6:18.c.2 ×
6:18 6:18.c.3 25 ×
6:25 26 ×
6:28 27 ×

11 6:33 21 28
7:13 29 ×
7:14a 30 ×
7:14b 31 ×
7:21 22 ×
7:24 32 ×
8:9 23 ×
8:10 24 33 ×
8:18 34 ×
8:21 35 ×

12 8:25a 25 36
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.)

Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion
passage passage
no. 3 Leaves UBS4 Trans- Unsupported

Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae2
(tst no.) no.) 1–160) extant uncertain allies

8:25b 37 ×
8:28 38 ×
9:4 26 39 ×

13 9:8 27 40
14 9:14 28 41

9:34 42 ×
15 10:3 29 43

10:23 30 44 ×
11:2 45 ×
11:5 31 ×
11:8 32 ×
11:9 46 ×
11:15 47 ×

16 11:17 33 48
11:19 34 49 ×
11:23a 50 ×
11:23b 35 51 ×
11:27 52 ×
12:2 36 ×
12:4 12:4.b.2 53 ×
12:4 12:4.a.2 ×
12:4 12:4.b.3 ×
12:5 12:5.b ×
12:6 12:6.b ×
12:9 12:9.b ×
12:10 12:10.a.1 ×
12:10 12:10.b.2 ×
12:10 12:10.b.3 ×
12:11 12:11.a.1 ×
12:11 12:11.a.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 UBS4 Trans- Unsupported

Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae2
(tst no.) no.) 1–160) extant uncertain allies

12:11 12:11.a.5 ×
12:12 12:12.a.1 ×

17 12:13 12:13.b
12:14 12:14.b ×

18 12:15 37 12:15.b 54
19 12:16 12:16.b

12:17 12:17.b ×
12:18 12:18.b ×
12:18 12:18.b ×
12:20 12:20.b.1 ×
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 55
12:27 12:24.b ×
12:27 12:27.b.2 ×
12:36 38 ×

22 12:47 56
13:1 39 ×
13:9 57 ×
13:13 58 ×

23 13:35a 40 59
13:35b 60 ×
13:43 61 ×

24 13:44 41
25 13:45 42

13:55 62 ×
14:3 43 63 ×
14:9 44 64 ×
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.)

Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion
passage passage
no. 3 Leaves UBS4 Trans- Unsupported

Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae2
(tst no.) no.) 1–160) extant uncertain allies

14:1812 45
26 14:24 65
27 14:26 46

14:29 66 ×
14:30 67 ×
15:4 68 ×
15:6a 69 ×

28 15:6b 47 70
15:14 71 ×
15:15 72 ×
15:31 73 ×
15:35–36 48 ×
15:39 74 ×

29 16:2–3 75
16:8 49 ×
16:12 50 76 ×
16:13 77 ×
16:20 78 ×
16:27 79 ×
17:2 80 ×

30 17:4 81
31 17:15 51
32 17:20a 52 82
33 17:21 53 83

17:22 84 ×
17:26 85 ×

34 18:10–11 54 86
18:14 87 ×
18:15 88 ×

12 The verse is missing entirely, presumably due to scribal error.
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Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion
passage passage
no. 3 Leaves UBS4 Trans- Unsupported

Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae2
(tst no.) no.) 1–160) extant uncertain allies

18:19 89 ×
18:26 90 ×
19:4 91 ×
19:7 92 ×

35 19:9a 93
36 19:9b 94

19:10 95 ×
19:11 96 ×
19:16 97 ×

37 19:17 55 98
19:20 99 ×
19:24 100 ×

38 19:29a 101
19:29b 102 ×
20:1013 103
20:15 104 ×

39 20:16 56 105
20:17 106 ×

40 20:22 107
20:23 108 ×
20:26 109 ×
20:30 110 ×
20:31 111 ×

41 21:12 57 112
21:29–31 113 ×
21:39 114 ×

42 21:44 115
22:10 116 ×
22:23 117 ×

43 22:30 118

13 The verse is missing entirely, presumably due to scribal error.
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.)

Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion
passage passage
no. 3 Leaves UBS4 Trans- Unsupported

Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae2
(tst no.) no.) 1–160) extant uncertain allies

22:32 119 ×
44 22:35 120
45 23:3 58

23:4 121 ×
23:9 122 ×
23:13 123 ×

46 23:19 124
23:23 125 ×
23:25 126 ×
23:26 127 ×

47 23:38 128
24:6 59 129 ×
24:7 130 ×
24:31 131 ×

48 24:36 60 132
24:38 133 ×

49 24:42 134
50 25:1 135

25:13 61 136 ×
25:15–16 137 ×
26:20 138 ×
26:27 139 ×
26:28 140 ×
26:71 141 ×
27:2 142 ×
27:4 143 ×
27:5 62 ×
27:9 144 ×

51 27:10 145
27:16 146 ×
27:17 147 ×

52 27:24 148
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Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion
passage passage
no. 3 Leaves UBS4 Trans- Unsupported

Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae2
(tst no.) no.) 1–160) extant uncertain allies

27:28 149 ×
27:29 150 ×

53 27:35 151
27:40 152 ×
27:42 153 ×

54 27:49 63 154
55 28:1 28:1.b.1

28:1 28.1.b.2 ×
28:1 28.1.b.2 ×

56 28:2a 28:2.b.1
57 28:2b 28:2.b.2

28:3 28.3.b.1 ×
28:3 28:3.b.2 ×
28:4 28:3.b.2 ×

58 28:6 28:6.b 155
28:7 28:7.b ×
28:8 28:8.b 156 ×

59 28:9 64 28:9.b.1 157
28:9 28:9.b.2 ×
28:9 28:9.b.3 ×
28:10 28:10.b.1 ×
28:10 28:10.b.2 ×
28:11 28:11.b 158 ×
28:14 28:14.a.1 ×
28:14 28:14.b.2 ×
28:15 28:15.b.3 159 ×
28:15 28:15.b.1 ×
28:15 28:15.b.2 ×
28:17 28:17.b ×
28:18 28:18.b.1 ×
28:18 28:18.b.2 ×
28:18 28:18.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 UBS4 Trans- Unsupported

Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae2
(tst no.) no.) 1–160) extant uncertain allies

28:19 28:19.b.2 ×
28:20 28:20.b.1 ×

60 28:20 28:20.b.2 160

Test- Three
stellen leaves14 UBS4 15 Total

Total number of considered passages 64 102 106 272
Number of excluded passages due to lacunae in mae2 22 10 32 64
Number of excluded passages due to translational ambiguity 10 68 50 128
Number of excluded passages due to lack of mae2 allies 2 9 6 17
Number of excluded passages due to mae2 larger scribal error 1 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

– the identification of the affected text of NA27
– the competing variant(s)
– my transcription of the relevant text of mae2 with an English translation
– a list of supporting manuscripts for each considered variant.

14 Column excludes Teststellenwhich are already counted.
15 Column excludes variant passages from the three leaves and the Teststellen which are

already counted.
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Inmany passages,mae2’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 mae2’s degree of correspondence to a textual variant is relative, I have
providedmy own assessment of the degree of certainty thatmae2’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.16
While the rating is subjective, I 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 mae2’s reconstructed text
– Agreement of mae2 allies17

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 mae2 supports a
given Greek variant.

17 The circularity in restricting variant readings to mae2 allies to determine mae2 allies is
minimisedby the preliminary assessment explained in 6.1.4, andby 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 NA27 readings. Readings are occasionally identified as NA25 read-
ings.

Text critical sigla used in NA27 are incorporated into the NA27 reading.18
Whenpossible, 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 mae2 are listed so long as they are attested by
at least one mae2 ally (as determined in the final analysis). Variants which do
not correspond in meaning with mae2 and lack support from mae2 allies are
excluded since they would not serve to identify mae2’s allies (cf. 6.3.2.1).

6.1.3.3 Citation of Supporting Manuscripts
In the chart, support from mae2’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 mae2 is cited if they are cited
in NA27, although they are excluded from the final statistical analysis.

6.1.4 Method for DeterminingMae2 Allies
To identify mae2’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 bymy initial surveys ofmae2 (e.g., as seen
in 2.5 above) which indicate that mae2 often disagrees with majority readings
if they are not adopted by NA27. Of the 58, 24 were excluded because they are
defective in more than half of the Teststellen.19 This left 34 manuscripts: 01 03
05 019 032 038 1 4 13 22 33 118 124 205 209 279 346 372 543 700 788 826 828 892 983
1192 1424 1582 1604 1675 2586 2680 2737 2786.

18 The sigla are informed by data fromNA27, UBS4, and Text und Textwert, but may not be an
exact reflection of the sigla as they are found NA27’s text. For the key to text-critical sigla,
cf. Aland et al. 1993, 52.

19 𝔓35 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 mae2 and these 34 manuscripts based upon
the Teststellen and their correspondence with mae2’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 mae2 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 mae2 in all 60
test passages. These eight were deemed to be mae2’s allies: 01 03 019 038 1 33
20521 892 1582.22

6.1.5 Classification ofMae2 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 mae2 of 70% or more): 01 03
Class 2 (agreement with mae2 of 50.0–69.9%): 019 1 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, ƒ1 member 209 also has more than 50% agreement with mae2 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 exactlywith 205. AmyAnderson 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 Only two of 05’s singular readings included in the Teststellenwere used in the preliminary
assessment.When 05’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 mae2 and 05 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 mae2 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 mae2 may theoretically support, but
which are less likely to reflectmae2’sVorlage. I do so on the basis of the strength
of mae2’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 mae2 could not support one
reading against another due to translational ambiguity. Two others (6:15; 16:12)
are excluded because mae2’s syntax is so different that correspondence could
not be assessed.

Matt 6:15 (Tst 20, with v. 14)

NA27 14 Ἐὰν γὰρ ἀφῆτε τοῖς ἀνθρώποις τὰ παραπτώματα αὐτῶν, ἀφήσει καὶ ὑμῖν
ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὁ οὐράνιος· 15 ἐὰν δὲ μὴ ἀφῆτε τοῖς ἀνθρώποις⸆, οὐδὲ ὁ πατὴρ
ὑμῶν ἀφήσει τὰ παραπτώματα ὑμῶν

Mae2 [ⲉϣⲱⲡⲏ ⲁⲧⲉ]ⲛϣⲁⲛ̇ⲕ̣[ⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛ]ⲛⲉⲛⲣⲱ[ⲙⲏ ⲛⲛⲉⲩ][ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ ϥⲛⲉⲕⲱ

ⲛϫⲏ ⲡ]ⲉⲧⲛⲓ̈ⲱ[ⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ] ⲛ̣ⲡⲏ ⲉⲃ̣[ⲁⲗ ⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛ ϩⲱⲧⲉⲛ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲡ]ⲁ̣ⲣ̣[ⲁⲡⲧⲱⲙⲁ

ⲉ]ϣⲱⲡ[ⲏ ⲇⲉ ⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛ][ⲧⲙⲕⲱ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛⲛⲣⲱⲙⲏ ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲡⲁⲣⲁⲡⲧⲱ]ⲙⲁ [ⲟ]ⲩ̣ⲇⲉ
ⲛ̣[2–4 letters][4–6 letters ⲡⲉⲧ(ⲉ)ⲛⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩ(ⲉ)]ⲛ̣ ⲡⲏ[ⲟⲩⲏ ⲛⲛⲉϥ]ⲕ[ⲱ] ⲉⲃⲁⲗ
ⲛ̣[ⲏⲧⲛ] If you 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 mae2’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.b.3) that when variants involving παραπτώματα 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)

NA27 =Maj καὶ ⸀ἰδὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς τὰς ἐνθυμήσεις αὐτῶν

NA25 καὶ εἰδὼς ὁ Ἰησοῦς τὰς ἐνθυμήσεις αὐτῶν

Reading 4 εἰδὼς δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς τὰς ἐνθυμήσεις αὐτῶν

Mae2 [ⲉ]ϥⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲡⲏ ⲉⲛⲉⲩⲙ[ⲏⲟⲩⲏ ⲛϩⲏⲧ] perceiving their thoughts

Given the similarity of meaning between ἰδών and εἰδώς, and the proliferation
of textual variation in most of the occurrences of either word in the Greek
tradition, mae2’s support for either ἰδών or for εἰδώς is unreliable. Also, mae2
does not reliably attest the occurrence of post-positive δέ (Reading 4; cf. 1.5).

Matt 11:5 (Tst 31)

NA27 ○καὶ νεκροὶ ἐγείρονται καὶ πτωχοὶ εὐαγγελίζονται

Maj νεκροὶ ἐγείρονται καὶ πτωχοὶ εὐαγγελίζονται

Reading 3 νεκροὶ ἐγείρονται πτωχοὶ εὐαγγελίζονται

Mae2 ⲛⲓⲣⲉϥⲙⲁⲟⲩⲧ ⲥⲉⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲓϩⲏ[ⲕⲏ ⲥⲉ]ⲕⲏⲣⲩⲥⲥⲏ ⲛⲁⲩ the dead are raised,
the poor are preached to

Since mae2 frequently lacks representation of καί, 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 ἰδοὺ οἱ τὰ μαλακὰ φοροῦντες ἐν τοῖς οἴκοις τῶν ⸂βασιλέων εἰσίν⸃

Maj ἰδοὺ οἱ τὰ μαλακὰ φοροῦντες ἐν τοῖς οἴκοις τῶν βασιλείων εἰσίν
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Reading 3 ἰδοὺ οἱ τὰ μαλακὰ φοροῦντες ἐν τοῖς οἴκοις τῶν βασιλέων

Mae2 ϩⲓ̈ ⲛⲁⲛⲓϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏ ⲉⲩϫⲏⲛ ϩⲛ ⲡⲏⲓ̈ ⲛⲛⲓⲉⲣⲟⲩⲓ̈· 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.23 Thus, mae2 could reflect βασιλείων in themajority reading or
βασιλέων in NA27.

Likewise, one cannot surmisewhethermae2 represents εἰσίν in NA27 and the
majority reading against Reading 3, for Coptic often predicates existence with-
out a state of being verb (13:52co; 18:20mae2 mae1; 21:42mae1 sa9), a phenomenon
perhaps facilitated by ἰδού (ϩⲓ̈); cf. 1.5.

Matt 12:2 (Tst 36)

NA27 =Maj οἱ δὲ Φαρισαῖοι ἰδόντες⸆ εἶπαν αὐτῷ

Reading 3 οἱ δὲ Φαρισαῖοι ἰδόντες αὐτοὺς εἶπαν αὐτῷ

Mae2 ⲧⲟⲧⲉ ϩ[ⲁ]ⲩⲛⲉⲩ ⲉⲣⲁⲩ [ⲛϫⲏ ⲙⲫ]ⲁⲣⲉⲓⲥⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲉϫⲉⲩ ⲛⲉϥ Then the
Pharisees saw them. They said to him

Since Coptic often supplies the object where there is none in the Greek (cf.
mae2: 6:6, 18; 7:3; 9:11; etc.), ⲉⲣⲁⲩ inmae2maynot indicate the presence of αὐτούς
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 ⲣ̅ⲣⲟ ‘king’ actualized as an attributive ⲛ̅-ⲣⲣⲟmeans
‘royal’ βασιλικός Acts 12:21)” (2004, 81).
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Matt 12:36 (Tst 38)

NA27 πᾶν ῥῆμα ἀργὸν ⸂ὃ λαλήσουσιν⸃ οἱ ἄνθρωποι

Maj πᾶν ῥῆμα ἀργὸν ὃ ἐὰν λαλήσωσιν οἱ ἄνθρωποι

Reading 3 πᾶν ῥῆμα ἀργὸν ὃ ἐὰν λαλήσουσιν οἱ ἄνθρωποι

Reading 4 πᾶν ῥῆμα ἀργὸν ὃ λαλοῦσιν οἱ ἄνθρωποι

Mae2 ⲥⲉϫⲏ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧϣⲟⲩⲉⲓⲧ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲏϫⲁⲟⲩ ⲛϫⲏ ⲛⲉⲛⲣⲱ[ⲙ]ⲏ every idle word
which men will say

Since “… in an articulated attributive clause…, ⲛⲁ- [mae2: ⲛⲉ or ⲛⲏ] can express
generalization and potentiality rather than futurity” (Layton 2004, 239), similar
to the Greek subjunctive, mae2 does not reliably attest any of the four readings
(cf. 5:40.a.1).

Matt 13:1 (Tst 39)

NA27 ἐξελθὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ⸆τῆς οἰκίας

Maj ἐξελθὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἀπὸ τῆς οἰκίας

Reading 3 ἐξελθὼν ὁ Ἰησοῦς ἐκ τῆς οἰκίας

Mae2 ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ [ϩⲁϥⲓ̈] ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲉⲛ [ⲡⲏⲓ̈] Jesus came out of the house

Since nowhere in NA27’s text of the New Testament does ἐξέρχομαι occur with-
out a preposition when followed by a genitive noun, identifying typical trans-
lation patterns is problematic not only for mae2, but for Coptic in general (cf.
Plumley 1977, 149). Consequently, this Teststelle cannot be used to establish
mae2’s allies.
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Matt 14:9 (Tst 44)

NA27 καὶ ⸀λυπηθεὶς ὁ βασιλεὺς διὰ τοὺς ὅρκους

Maj καὶ ἐλυπήθη ὁ βασιλεὺς διὰ δὲ τοὺς ὅρκους

Mae2 [ⲧ]ⲟⲧⲏ ϩⲁϥⲃⲱⲗⲕ ⲛϫⲏ ⲡⲉⲣⲁ ⲉⲧⲃⲏ ⲛⲉⲛⲟⲣⲕ Then the king grieved because
of the oaths

Since mae2 and the other Coptic versions use the perfect not only to repre-
sent the Greek aorist, but also the Greek aorist participle, mae2 should not be
cited in support of the Greek aorist participle in NA27 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, mae2 does not reliably sup-
port the presence or absence of δέ since mae2 often avoids its representation
(cf. 1.5).

Matt 16:12 (Tst 50)

NA27 τότε συνῆκαν ὅτι οὐκ εἶπεν προσέχειν ἀπὸ ⸂τῆς ζύμης τῶν ἄρτων⸃
ἀλλὰ ἀπὸ τῆς διδαχῆς τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων

Maj τότε συνῆκαν ὅτι οὐκ εἶπεν προσέχειν ἀπὸ τῆς ζύμης τοῦ ἄρτου ἀλλὰ
ἀπὸ τῆς διδαχῆς τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων

Reading 3 τότε συνῆκαν ὅτι οὐκ εἶπεν προσέχειν ἀπὸ τῆς ζύμης ἀλλὰ ἀπὸ τῆς
διδαχῆς τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων

Reading 4 τότε συνῆκαν ὅτι οὐκ εἶπεν προσέχειν ἀπὸ τῆς ζύμης τῶν Φαρισαῖων
ἀπὸ τῆς διδαχῆς τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων

Reading 6 τότε συνῆκαν ὅτι οὐκ εἶπεν προσέχειν ἀπὸ τῆς ζύμης τῶν Φαρισαῖων
καὶ Σαδδουκαίων ἀλλὰ ἀπὸ τῆς διδασκαλίας τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ
Σαδδουκαίων
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Reading 8 τότε συνῆκαν ὅτι οὐκ εἶπεν προσέχειν ἀπὸ τῶν ἄρτων ἀλλὰ ἀπὸ τῆς
διδαχῆς τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων

Mae2 ϩⲁⲩⲓ̈ⲙ[ⲏ ϫⲉ ⲛⲁϩⲁϥ][ⲥ]ⲉϫⲏ [ⲛⲉ]ⲙⲙⲉⲟⲩ ⲉⲛ ⲉⲧⲃⲏ ⲟⲩϩⲁⲙⲉⲓⲣ They
understood that he was talking with them not about leaven
(omitting representation of the final phrase)

Outside of the variant unit, mae2 lacks representation of two significant ele-
ments in this verse: 1) προσέχειν; and 2) the positive assertion in the remain-
der of the verse ἀλλὰ ἀπὸ τῆς διδαχῆς τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων.24 Mae2’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 προσέχειν 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 05 and 038,
were likely original, although theUBS3 editorial committee settled on τῆς ζύμης
τῶν ἄρτων due to its better external attestation (01c2 03 019 892).25 Mae2 does
not, however, correspond with 05 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)

NA27 ῥίψας τὰ ἀργύρια ⸂εἰς τὸν ναόν⸃

Maj ῥίψας τὰ ἀργύρια ἐν τῷ ναῷ

Mae2 ϩⲁϥϩⲓⲟⲩⲏ ⲛⲉⲛϩⲉⲧ· ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲛϩⲟⲩ[ⲛ] [ϩ]ⲉⲛ ⲫⲓⲉⲣⲟⲛ he threw the money into the
Temple

24 Likewise 579 also lacks the last phrase, probably by coincidence. Ἀλλά is not present in
33. Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων are inverted in 03. Where the others have διδαξῆς, 01 has
διδασκαλίας.

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 ϩ(ⲉ)ⲛ to translate them both (Crum 2005, 683–685), mae2
should not be cited to support the preposition εἰς in NA27, or the preposition
ἐν in themajority reading (cf. Plumley 1977, 149). This is especially true of mae2
in this verse since the verb ῥίπτω (ῥιπτέω) 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)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲛ̣ⲧⲕⲉϩⲁⲓ̈ⲧⲏ ⲉⲃ[ⲁ]ⲗ̣
ⲛ̇ⲥⲟϥ

Even the garment to
him

NA27 =Maj: τὸ ἱμάτιον⸆
Class 1: 03
Class 2: 019 1 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (rell)
Certainty: 2

Reading 3: τὸ ἱμάτιον σου
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 33 892
Non-mae2 allies: 1241 1424

Test Passage 2: Matt 5:44a (Tst 14; cf. chap. 3 5:44.c)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲙ̣ⲉⲣⲓ̣ ⲛⲉⲧⲛϫⲁ̣ϫ̣[ⲏⲟⲩ]
Love your enemies

NA27: ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἐχθροὺς ὑμῶν⸆
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 1 205 1582
Certainty: 1

Maj: ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἐχθροὺς ὑμῶν,
εὐλογεῖτε τοὺς καταρωμένους
ὑμᾶς, καλῶς ποιεῖτε τοῖς μισοῦσιν
ὑμᾶς
Class 2: 019 33 892
Non-mae2 allies: (05) 032 ƒ13
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Test Passage 3: Matt 5:44b (Tst 15; cf. chap. 3 5:44.c)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ⲧⲱⲃ]ϩ ⲉϫⲉⲛ
ⲛ[ⲉⲧⲡ]ⲏ̣ⲧ ⲛⲥⲱⲧⲛ

Pray for the ones
persecuting you

NA27: καὶ προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν ⸆
διωκόντων ὑμᾶς
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 1 205 1582
Certainty: 2

Maj: καὶ προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν
ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑμᾶς καὶ διωκόντων
ὑμᾶς
Class 2: 019 (33) 892
Non-mae2 allies: (05) (032) (038)
ƒ13

Mae2 supports the reading of NA27 against themajority reading. The one caveat
to this assessment is thatMae2 occasionally reduces synonymouswordpairings
to a single word.26 This is probably not the case here, for the strong support
for the shorter reading from mae2’s Class 1 allies 01 and 03 suggests otherwise,
especially since mae2’s Class 2 allies 892 and 019 which support the majority
reading are not strongly affiliated with mae2 in this part of Matthew’s Gospel.

Test Passage 4: Matt 5:47 (Tst 16; cf. chap. 3 5:47.c.2)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲟⲩϫⲓ [ⲛⲓⲕⲉ-ϩⲉ]ⲑⲛⲓⲕⲟⲥ
[ϩⲱⲟⲩ ϣⲁⲣⲟⲩⲓ̈ⲣⲏ

ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈]27
Do not even the
Gentiles do this?

NA27: οὐχὶ καὶ οἱ ⸀ἐθνικοὶ τὸ αὐτὸ
ποιοῦσιν
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 05 035 1241 1424
Certainty: 1

Maj: οὐχὶ καὶ οἱ τελῶναι τὸ αὐτὸ
ποιοῦσιν
Class 2: 019
Non-mae2 allies: (032) 038 (ƒ13)

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; 26:4, 74; 27:2, 5, 48; 28:1.

27 Mae2 can only support the reading ἐθνικοί 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)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ϩ]ⲁ̣ⲙⲏⲛ
Amen

NA27 =Maj: ἀμήν⸆
Class 1: 03
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (rell)
Certainty: 2

Reading 3: ἀμὴν ἀμήν
Class 1: 01
Non-mae2 allies: 13

Test Passage 6: Matt 6:4 (Tst 17; cf. chap. 3 6:4.c.3)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding
reading(s)28

ⲡⲉⲕⲓ̈ⲱ̣ⲧ̣ ⲉ̣ϥⲛⲉⲟⲩ̣

ⲉ̣[ⲣⲁⲕ ϩⲛ ⲡⲉⲧ-ϩⲏⲡⲧ]
ⲉϥⲉϯ ⲛⲉⲕ

ⲛ̣̇ⲧⲉⲩϣⲉⲃⲓⲱ

Your father, seeing
you in secret, he
will give you their
reward

NA27: ὁ πατήρ σου ὁ βλέπων ἐν τῷ
κρυπτῷ ⸂ἀποδώσει σοι⸃
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 1 33 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (05) 035
Certainty: 1

Reading 3: ὁ πατήρ σου ὁ βλέπων
ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ ἀποδώσει σοι ἐν τῷ
φανερῷ
Class 2: 019 892
Non-mae2 allies: 0250 032 038 ƒ13

Test Passage 7: Matt 6:6 (Tst 18; cf. chap. 3 6:6.c)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲡⲉⲕⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲉⲛ

ⲡⲉ̣ⲧϩⲏ̣ⲡ̣ⲧ ϥⲛⲉⲩ

[ⲉⲣⲁⲕ] ⲉϥⲉⲧⲟⲩⲓ̈ⲁⲩ
ⲛⲉⲕ

Your father being in
secret sees you. He
will reward you

NA27: ὁ πατήρ σου ὁ βλέπων ἐν τῷ
κρυπτῷ ἀποδώσει σοι⸆
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 1 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 05 035
Certainty: 1

Maj: ὁ πατήρ σου ὁ βλέπων ἐν
τῷ κρυπτῷ ἀποδώσει σοι ἐν τῷ
φανερῷ
Class 2: 892
Class 3: 33 019
Non-mae2 allies: 032 038 ƒ13

28 Themajority reading (ὁ πατήρ σου ὁ βλέπων ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ αὐτὸς ἀποδώσει σοι ἐν τῷ φανερῷ)
is unsupported by any mae2 ally.
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Test Passage 8: Matt 6:7 (cf. chap. 3 6:7.c)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲛ̇ⲛⲓϩⲉⲑⲛⲓ̣ⲕⲟⲥ

Gentiles
NA27 =Maj: ⸀ἐθνικοί
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (rell)
Certainty: 1

Reading 3: ὑποκριταί
Class 1: 03
Non-mae2 allies: 1424

Test Passage 9: Matt 6:8 (chap. 3 cf. 6:8.c.1)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ϥⲥ]ⲁⲟⲩⲛ ⲅ̣[ⲁ]ⲣ̣
[ⲙⲡⲉ]ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲭⲣ̣ⲏⲁ
He knows what you
need

NA27 =Maj: οἶδεν γὰρ ⸂ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν⸃
ὧν χρείαν
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 019 (1)29 33 (205) 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 05 032 035 038 0170vid
ƒ13
Certainty: 3

NA25: οἶδεν γὰρ ὁ θεὸς ὁ πατὴρ
ὑμῶν ὧν χρείαν
Class 1: 03
Non-mae2 allies: 011

Test Passage 10: Matt 6:13 (Tst 19; cf. chap. 3 6:13.c)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲉ̣[ⲕⲉⲛⲉϩ]ⲙⲙⲛ
[ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲛ ⲡⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ]
But deliver us from
the evil one

NA27: ἀλλὰ ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τοῦ
πονηροῦ⸆
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 1 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 05 035 0170 11 (17)
Certainty: 1

Maj: ἀλλὰ ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τοῦ
πονηροῦ ὅτι σοῦ ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία
καὶ ἡ δύναμις καὶ δόξα εἰς τοὺς
αἰῶνας. ἀμήν
Class 2: 019 33 892
Non-mae2 allies: 032 038 0233 ƒ13
(1253) (2148)

29 In a rare disagreement in the 60 test passages, 1582 has ὑμῶν, while 1 has ἡμῶν, supported
by 205.
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Test Passage 11: Matt 6:33 (Tst 21)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ⲕⲱⲧⲏ ⲛ̇ⲧⲁϥ

ⲛ̇ϣⲁⲣⲡ ⲛ̇ⲥⲁ]
ⲧⲉϥⲙⲛⲧ⟨ⲉ⟩ⲣⲁ [ⲙⲉⲛ
ⲧⲉϥⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ]
Seek first his
kingdom and his
righteousness

NA25: ζητεῖτε δὲ πρῶτον τὴν βασιλείαν
καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ
Class 1: 01 (03)30
Certainty: 2

NA27† =Majority: ζητεῖτε δὲ
πρῶτον τὴν βασιλείαν ⸋[τοῦ θεοῦ]⸌
καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 032 037 038
0233* ƒ13

The possessive article and intermediate ⲧⲉϥ in ⲧⲉϥⲙⲛⲧ⟨ⲉ⟩ⲣⲁ indicates that the
Vorlage lacked NA27’s [τοῦ θεοῦ].

Mae2’s support of the shorter reading in 01 (03) may warrant reconsidera-
tion of NA27’s inclusion of [τοῦ θεοῦ]. The shorter reading probably explains
all others, for adding τοῦ θεοῦ out of familiarity with the stock phrase seems
more likely than its accidental or intentional omission (Metzger 1994, 15–
16). The NA27 editors adopted the longer reading, albeit in brackets, perhaps
because the shorter reading in 01 is only partially supported by 03, and because
01 has a high number of singular readings attributed to scribal error (West-
cott and Hort 1988, 246–247). Mae2’s support for the shorter reading, how-
ever, makes the suspicion that 01 reflects one of the copyist’s errors of omis-
sion no longer tenable, so that removal of the brackets should be consid-
ered.

30 Τοῦ θεοῦ 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)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ … ⲙⲁⲑ]ⲏⲧⲏⲥ
… disciples

Reading 3: καὶ προσελθόντες οἱ μαθηταὶ
αὐτοῦ ἤγειραν αὐτόν
Class 2: (019)31 1 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 04* 032 038 ƒ13 1424
Certainty: 3

NA27: καὶ προσελθόντες ⸆ ἤγειραν
αὐτόν
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 33vid 892

Mae2’s extraposited [ⲙⲁⲑ]ⲏⲧⲏⲥ supports the presence of the nominal reference
to the disciples (οἱ μαθηταί) against its absence in NA27, formae2 regularly gives
formal representation to Greek references to disciples.32 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 readingmight reflect the translator’s independent clarification of the
verb’s subject (cf. Williams 2004, 25–26).

Since mae2’s determinator is no longer extant, mae2 supports both 019 rep-
resenting the majority reading which has the possessive and the other manu-
scripts which lack it.

31 καὶ προσελθόντες οἱ μαθηταὶ ἤγειραν αὐτόν. In this portion of Matthew’s Gospel, 019 is not a
strong ally of mae2.

32 Mae2 corresponds very closely to NA27’s references to the disciples in terms of nominal
and pronominal forms. In 54 passages which are extant in Mae2 and have no significant
variation in the Greek tradition,mae2 only deviates twice from representing the reference
to the disciples with the corresponding syntactical form as NA27, for a rate of deviation
from NA27 of 3.7%. This contrasts significantly with Jesus references in which mae2 has a
10.3% rate of deviation.
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Test Passage 13: Matt 9:8 (Tst 27)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲩ [ⲡ]ⲏ ⲛϫⲏ

ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲏ ϩⲁⲩⲉⲣϩⲁⲧⲏ

The people having
seen (it), they were
afraid

NA27: ἰδόντες δὲ οἱ ὄχλοι ⸀ἐφοβήθησαν
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 05 032 0281 1424
Certainty: 1

Maj: ἰδόντες δὲ οἱ ὄχλοι ἐθαύμασαν
Class 2: 019
Non-mae2 allies: 04 038 0233 ƒ13

Test Passage 14: Matt 9:14 (Tst 28)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ⲧⲉⲛ]ⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ
ⲛⲉⲕⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ

We fast. Your
disciples…

NA25: νηστεύομεν, οἱ δὲ μαθηταί σου
Class 1: 01 03
Non-mae2 allies: 0281
Certainty: 1

NA27† =Maj: νηστεύομεν
⸀[πολλά], οἱ δὲ μαθηταί σου
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 012 04 05 032
038 0233 ƒ13

Test Passage 15: Matt 10:3 (Tst 29)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲱⲙⲁⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲙⲁⲑ-ⲑⲁⲓⲟⲥ
ⲡⲓⲧⲉⲗⲱⲛⲏⲥ

[ⲓ̈ⲁⲕⲕⲱⲃ]ⲟⲥ
ⲡⲁⲗⲫⲁⲓⲟⲥ

ⲑⲁⲇⲇⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲥⲓⲙⲱⲛ ⲡⲉ

[ⲕⲁⲛⲁⲛ]ⲉⲱⲥ

Thomas and
Matthew the tax
collector, James (the
son of ) Alphaeus,
Thaddeus,
Simon who was a
Canaanite

NA27: Θωμᾶς καὶ Μαθθαῖος ὁ τελώνης,
Ἰάκωβος ὁ τοῦ Ἁλφαίου καὶ ⸀Θαδδαῖος,
Σίμων ὁ Καναναῖος
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 892
Certainty: 1

Maj: Θωμᾶς καὶ Ματθαῖος ὁ
τελώνης, Ἰάκωβος ὁ τοῦ Ἁλφαίου
καὶ Λεββαῖος ὁ ἐπικληθεὶς
Θαδδαῖος, Σίμων ὁ Κανανίτης
Class 2: (019) 1 33 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 042 032
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Test Passage 16: Matt 11:17 (Tst 33)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ϩⲁⲛⲣ]ⲓⲙⲏ
ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲛⲛⲏϩⲡⲏ

We wept; you did not
mourn

NA27: ἐθρηνήσαμεν ⸆ καὶ οὐκ ἐκόψασθε
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 1 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 05 035
Certainty: 2

Maj: ἐθρηνήσαμεν ὑμῖν καὶ οὐκ
ἐκόψασθε
Class 2: 019 33 205
Non-mae2 allies: 04 032 038 ƒ13

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 mae2’s Class 1 allies strengthens the certainty of this conclusion.

Test Passage 17: Matt 12:13 (cf. chap. 4 12:13.b)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϩⲁⲥⲉⲣ [ⲧϩⲏ]
ⲛⲛϯⲕⲏⲟⲩⲓ̈

It became as the
other

NA27 =Maj: ἀπεκατεστάθη ὑγιὴς ⸋ὡς ἡ
ἄλλη⸌
Class 1: 03
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (rell)
Certainty: 1

Reading 3: ἀπεκατεστάθη ὑγιής
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 892
Non-mae2 allies: 042

Test Passage 18: Matt 12:15 (Tst 37; 12:15.b)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϩⲁⲩ[ⲟⲩⲉϩⲟⲩ] [ⲛⲥⲱϥ]
ⲛϫⲏ ⲟⲩ⟨ⲛⲁ⟩ϫ
ⲙⲙⲏϣⲏ

A great crowd, they
followed him

NA27 =Maj: καὶ ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ
⸂[ὄχλοι] πολλοί⸃
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 05 032 038 0281 ƒ13
Certainty: 2

Reading 4: καὶ ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ
πολλοί,
Class 1: 01 03
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The reading ⲟⲩ⟨ⲛⲁ⟩ϫ ⲙⲙⲏϣⲏ in mae2 supports the inclusion of both the
noun ὄχλοι and its adjective πολλοί. This majority reading is adopted by NA27,
although its uncertainty is stressed by the use of brackets. Mae2’s support
for NA27 = Maj is substantiated since the word ὄχλος 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 NA27, mae2 gives representation to ὄχλος each time.34 These data
suggest that mae2 is a reliable witness to the occurrence of ὄχλος in its Vorlage.
Mae2’s support for NA27 and the majority reading breaks from its closest allies
01 and 03, allowing the possibility that mae2 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.b)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϩⲁϥⲑⲁⲣⲁⲡⲉⲩ[ⲏ
ⲙⲙⲁⲟⲩ] [ⲧⲏⲣ]ⲟⲩ
ϩⲁϥⲉⲡⲓⲧⲓⲙⲁ ⲛⲉⲩ

He healed them all.
He warned them

NA27: ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτοὺς ⸂πάντας καὶ
ἐπετίμησεν⸃ αὐτοῖς
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019 33 205 892
Non-mae2 allies: (038)35
Certainty: 1

Reading 3: ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτοὺς
πάντας δὲ οὕς ἐθεράπευσεν
ἐπέπλησσεν αὐτοῖς
Class 2: 1 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (05)

33 14:23 is exceptional, for ⲙⲏϣⲏ 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 In 14:14, however, the adjective is absent.
35 ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτοὺς καὶ ἐπετίμα αὐτοῖς.
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Test Passage 20: Matt 12:22 (cf. chap. 4 12:22.b.2)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϩⲱⲥⲧⲉ ⲡⲓⲉⲗ· ⲛϥⲥⲉϫⲏ
ⲁⲩⲱ ϥⲛⲉⲩ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ

So that the deaf
person spoke and
saw

NA27: ὥστε ⸂τὸν κωφὸν⸃ λαλεῖν καὶ
βλέπειν
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 892
Non-mae2 allies: 05 1424
Certainty: 2

Maj: ὥστε τὸν τυφλὸν καὶ κωφὸν
λαλεῖν καὶ βλέπειν
Class 2: 33
Non-mae2 allies: 04 0281
Reading 3: ὥστε τὸν κωφὸν καὶ
τυφλὸν λαλεῖν καὶ βλέπειν
Class 2: 019 1 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 032 037 038
0233 ƒ13 700

Test Passage 21: Matt 12:25 (cf. chap. 4 12:25.b.2)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲉⲧϩⲁϥⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲡⲏ

ⲉⲛⲉⲩⲙⲏⲟⲩⲏ

Perceiving their
thoughts

NA27: ⸂εἰδὼς δὲ⸃ τὰς ἐνθυμήσεις αὐτῶν36
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: (892)
Non-mae2 allies: (𝔓21) (011) 012 (05)
Certainty: 2

Maj: εἰδὼς δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς τὰς
ἐνθυμήσεις αὐτῶν
Class 2: 019 1 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 04 032 038 0106
(ƒ13)
Reading 4: ἰδὼν δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς τὰς
ἐνθυμήσεις αὐτῶν
Class 2: 33
Non-mae2 allies: 0281vid 892c

Mae2 reliably attests the absence of the nominal reference to Jesus against the
majority reading and Reading 4, for mae2 regularly uses the name to represent
the Greek construction consisting of participle + δέ + ὁ + Ἰησοῦς.

36 Manuscripts in parenthesis read ἰδὼν δέ.
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Test Passage 22: Matt 12:47 (UBS4: 56*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

(omit v. 47) Reading 3: (omit v. 47)
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019
Non-mae2 allies: 036
Certainty: 1

NA27 = Maj: ⸋[εἶπεν δέ τις αὐτῷ,
Ἰδοὺ ἡ μήτηρ σου καὶ οἱ ἀδελφοί
σου ἔξω ἑστήκασιν ζητοῦντές σοι
λαλῆσαι.]⸌
Class 2: 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (rell)

Test Passage 23: Matt 13:35 (Tst 40)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ⲧⲕⲁⲧⲁ]ⲃⲟⲗⲏ
ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ

from the foundation
of the world

NA27 =Maj: ἀπὸ καταβολῆς ○κόσμου.
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 019 33 205 892
Non-mae2 allies: 012 04 05 032 038 ƒ13
Certainty: 3

Reading 3: ἀπὸ καταβολῆς.
Class 1: 03
Class 2: 1 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 01c1

While mae2 certainly has ⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ in support of NA27’s κόσμου, 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 sincemae2 allies are
about evenly divided between the two readings.

Test Passage 24: Matt 13:44 (Tst 41)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ϩⲁϥϯ ⲙⲡⲉⲧ]ⲉⲛⲧⲉϥ
ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ

He sold all that he
had

NA27†: καὶ ⸂πωλεῖ πάντα ὅσα ἔχει⸃
Class 1: 01
Class 2: (019) 1 (33) 205 (892) 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (04) 05 (032) (038)
(0106) (0233) 0242 (0250) ƒ13 1241
Certainty: 2

NA25: καὶ πωλεῖ ὅσα ἔχει
Class 1: 03
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Mae2 opposes 03’s singular reading adopted by NA25. On the other hand,
mae2 supports both the readings ofNA27 and themajority’s πάντα ὅσα ἔχει πωλεῖ
(support cited in parenthesis). Mae2’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)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲧⲙⲉⲛⲧⲉⲣⲁ ⲛⲉⲛⲡⲏ

[ⲁⲥⲓ̈ⲛⲏ ⲛⲟⲩⲉϣⲱⲧ]
ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲏ

The kingdom of
heaven is like a
merchant (man)

NA27† =Maj: ἡ βασιλεία τῶν οὐρανῶν
○ἀνθρώπῳ ἐμπόρῳ
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 04 05 032 038 0106
0233 0242 0250 ƒ13
Certainty: 1

NA25: ἡ βασιλεία τῶν οὐρανῶν
ἐμπόρῳ
Class 1: 01 03
Non-mae2 allies: 036 1424

Mae2’s ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲏ supports the majority reading ἄνθρωπος in NA27 against its ab-
sence in NA25. This is so because, although the translator may have tended
toward the reduction of thewordpair ἀνθρώπῳ ἐμπόρῳ, its expansion to include
ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲏ without ἄνθρωπος in its Vorlage would be unexpected. Mae2’s disagree-
ment with its Class 1 allies 01 and 03 is noteworthy.

Test Passage 26: Matt 14:24 (UBS4: 65*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲡϫⲁⲓ̈ ϩ[ⲁϥ][ⲟⲩ]ⲏⲓ̈ⲏ
ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲣⲁ

ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲏϣⲏ ⲛⲥⲧⲁⲇⲓⲟⲛ

The boat had gone
away from the shore
a lot of stadia.

NA27: τὸ δὲ πλοῖον ἤδη ⸂σταδίους
πολλοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς ἀπεῖχεν⸃
Class 1: 03
Non-mae2 allies: (038)37 ƒ13 (700)38
Certainty: 1

Maj: τὸ δὲ πλοῖον ἤδη μέσον τῆς
θαλάσσης ἦν
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 04 (05) 032 073
0106 (1424)

37 ἀπεῖχεν ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς σταδίους ἱκανούς.
38 σταδίους τῆς γῆς ἀπεῖχεν ἱκανούς.
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Test Passage 27: Matt 14:26 (Tst 46)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲉⲣ[ⲁϥ]
having seen him

Reading 5: ἰδόντες δὲ αὐτόν39
Class 1: 01
Class 2: (1) (1582)
Non-mae2 allies: 038 (073) 700 (1241)
(1424)
Certainty: 2

Maj: καὶ ἰδόντες αὐτὸν οἱ μαθηταί
Class 2: 019 33 205 892
Non-mae2 allies: 04 032 0106
NA27: ⸂οἱ δὲ μαθηταὶ ἰδόντες
αὐτόν⸃
Class 1: 03
Non-mae2 allies: 05 ƒ13

The absence of the nominal reference to the disciples in mae2 precludes its
support for the occurrence of μαθηταί in NA27 or the majority reading (cf. Test
Passage 12).

Test Passage 28: Matt 15:6b (Tst 47)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϩⲁⲧⲉ[ⲛⲁⲕⲩⲣⲟⲩ
ⲙⲡⲛⲟ]ⲙ̣ⲟⲥ
ⲙⲡ[ⲫ̅ⲧ ⲉⲧⲃⲏ

ⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲡⲁⲣⲁⲇⲟⲥⲓⲥ]
You have nullified
the law of God on
account of your
tradition

Reading 3: καὶ ἠκυρώσατε τὸν νόμον τοῦ
θεοῦ διὰ τὴν παράδοσιν ὑμῶν
Class 1: 01
Non-mae2 allies: 04 073 ƒ13
Certainty: 3

Maj: καὶ ἠκυρώσατε τὴν ἐντολὴν
τοῦ θεοῦ διὰ τὴν παράδοσιν ὑμῶν
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 032 0106 1424
NA27: καὶ ἠκυρώσατε ⸂τὸν λόγον⸃
τοῦ θεοῦ διὰ τὴν παράδοσιν ὑμῶν
Class 1: 03
Class 2: 892
Non-mae2 allies: 011 05 038 579
700

Schenke reconstructs the text as [ⲙⲡⲛⲟ]ⲙ̣ⲟⲥ. Since the ⲙ of -ⲙⲟⲥ is uncertain,
a close alternative could be ⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ. Coptic New Testament texts, however, reg-
ularly avoid the loanword ⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ except in the compound ϯⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ 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 καὶ ἰδόντες αὐτόν.
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corresponding indigenous word (mae2: ⲥⲉϫⲉ) is consistently used to repre-
sent λόγος. Accordingly, the loanword ⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ 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,41 making Schenke’s reconstruction [ⲙⲡⲟ-
ⲛⲟ]ⲙ̣ⲟⲥ probable.

Mae2’sVorlage ismademoreuncertainby the translator’s tendency to render
itsVorlagewithout lexical equivalence, evenwhen loanwords are involved.42 In
this case, the translator may have used ⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ to render τὸν λόγον. Since Greek
copyists had a “tendency to replace λόγονwith either ἐντολήν or νόμον” (Metzger
1994, 39), perhaps mae2 is evidence that early translators might have done so
as well.43 Thus, this combination of factors lowers the degree of certainty to be
at best 3, although there is a higher degree of certainty that mae2’s Vorlage did
not have τὴν ἐντολήν in Reading 1.44

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 λόγος 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; 2Thes 2:2, 15, 17; 3:14).

42 E.g., in 11:5 where the Greek reads εὐαγγελίζονται, with the other Coptic versions reading
ⲉⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲓⲍⲉ, mae2 has ⲕⲏⲣⲩⲥⲥⲏ; cf. Emmenegger 2007, 99, 102.

43 TheOld Latinmanuscripts are about equally divided between verbum andmandatum, (cf.
Jülicher 1972, 1:105), with no obviousway to testwhethermandatum actually translated τὸν
λόγον.

44 If this Teststelle were excluded, mae2’s rate of agreement with NA27 would increase cor-
respondingly, while mae2’s affiliation with 01 would be correspondingly decreased. This
is important to note since an analysis of mae2’s rendering of 15:6 involves uncertain-
ties on three sides. First, the reconstruction poses an uncertainty. Secondly, whether the
reconstructed text actually reflects τὸν νόμος in the Vorlage is likewise uncertain. Thirdly,
NA27’s reading τὸν λόγον is uncertain as to whether it actually reflects the earliest attain-
able reading, for Metzger writes that an alteration of τὸν νόμον to τὸν λόγον to harmonise
with Mark 7:13 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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Test Passage 29: Matt 16:2b–3 (UBS4: 75*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲛⲧⲁϥ ⲡ̣[ⲉ]ϫ̣ⲉϥ ⲛⲁ[ⲟⲩ
ϫⲉ ⲧⲉⲓ̈ ⲅⲉⲛⲉⲁ]
ⲉ̣ⲧ̣ϩⲁⲟⲩ ⲛ[ⲛⲁ]ⲉⲓⲕ
He said to them,
“This evil and
adulterous
generation”

Reading 3: ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν αὐτοῖς,
Γενεὰ πονηρὰ καὶ μοιχαλίς
Class 1: 01 03
Non-mae2 allies: 033 ƒ13157 579
Certainty: 1

NA27 =Maj: ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς
εἶπεν αὐτοῖς, ⸋[ὀψίας γενομένης
λέγετε, Εὐδία, πυρράζει γὰρ ὁ
οὐρανός· 3 καὶ πρωΐ, Σήμερον
χειμών, πυρράζει γὰρ στυγνάζων ὁ
οὐρανός. τὸ μὲν πρόσωπον τοῦ
οὐρανοῦ γινώσκετε διακρίνειν,
τὰ δὲ σημεῖα τῶν καιρῶν οὐ
δύνασθε.]⸌ Γενεὰ πονηρὰ καὶ
μοιχαλίς
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (rell)

Test Passage 30: Matt 17:4 (UBS4: 81*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϯⲛⲉⲧⲁ⟨ⲙ⟩ⲓ̈ⲁ ⲛⲉⲕ ⲛⲅ̅

‘ⲧⲏ’ ⲛⲥⲕⲏⲛⲏ
I will make for you
three tents

NA27: ⸀ποιήσω ὧδε τρεῖς σκηνάς
Class 1: 01 03
Non-mae2 allies: 04 700*
Certainty: 1

Maj: ποιήσωμεν ὧδε τρεῖς σκηνάς
Class 2: 019 (1) 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 043 05 032 038
0281 ƒ13

Test Passage 31: Matt 17:15 (Tst 51)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϥⲙⲁⲕϩ ⲉⲙⲁϣⲁ

he suffers greatly
NA27† =Maj: κακῶς ⸀πάσχει·
Class 2: 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 04 05 032 ƒ13
Certainty: 1

NA25: κακῶς ἔχει·
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019
Non-mae2 allies: 035 038 579
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Test Passage 32: Matt 17:20 (Tst 52)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲉⲧⲃⲏ ⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲕⲟⲩⲓ̈

ⲙⲡⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ

because of your little
faith

NA27: διὰ τὴν ⸀ὀλιγοπιστίαν ὑμῶν
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 1 33 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 038 0281 ƒ13 579 700
Certainty: 1

Maj: διὰ τὴν ἀπιστίαν ὑμῶν·
Class 2: 019 205
Non-mae2 allies: 04 05 032

Test Passage 33: Matt 17:21 (Tst 53)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

(omit v. 21) NA27: (omit v. 21)
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 33 892
Non-mae2 allies: 038
Certainty: 1

Maj: τοῦτο δὲ τὸ γένος οὐκ
ἐκπορεύεται εἰ μὴ ἐν προσευχῇ καὶ
νηστείᾳ
Class 3: 019 1 (205) 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (012) 04 05 032
ƒ13

Test Passage 34: Matt 18:10–11 (Tst 54)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

(omit v. 11) NA27: (omit v. 11)
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019 1 33 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 038 ƒ13
Certainty: 1

Maj: ἦλθεν γὰρ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ
ἀνθρώπου σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός
Class 2: 205
Non-mae2 allies: 05 019mg 032
038c 078vid (579 892c)

Although lacunose, mae2 clearly does not have sufficient space to accommo-
date v. 11 of the majority reading.



240 chapter 6

Test Passage 35: Matt 19:9a (UBS4: 93*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲡⲏ ⲉⲧⲛⲉϩⲓ̈

ⲧⲉϥ-ⲥ[ϩⲓ]ⲙⲏ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ·
ⲁϫϫⲉⲛ ⲟⲩⲥⲉϫⲏ

ⲛⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲓⲁ45
The one who will
divorce his wife,
except for a case of
fornication

Reading 3: ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα
αὐτοῦ παρεκτὸς λόγου πορνείας
Class 1: 03
Class 2: 1 33 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 05
Certainty: 1

NA27 =Maj: ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ τὴν
γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ ⸂μὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ⸃
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 019 892
Non-mae2 allies: 04c 032 035 038
078

Test Passage 36: Matt 19:9b (UBS4: 94*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ⲁ] ⲛⲛⲁⲓⲕ46
commits adultery

NA27: μοιχᾶται⸆
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 019
Non-mae2 allies: 04c 05 828
Certainty: 1

Maj: μοιχᾶται· καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυμένην
γαμήσας μοιχᾶται.
Class 1: 03
Class 2: 892
Non-mae2 allies: 035
Reading 3: μοιχᾶται· καὶ ὁ
ἀπολελυμένην γαμῶν μοιχᾶται.
Class 2: (1) 33 (205) (1582)
Non-mae2 allies: (04*) 032 038
078 ƒ13

45 Mae2 lacks representation of καὶ γαμήσῃ ἄλλην, but otherwise corresponds to the short
reading of NA27.

46 Mae2 lacks representation of καὶ γαμήσῃ ἄλλην, but otherwise corresponds to the short
reading of NA27.
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Test Passage 37: Matt 19:17 (Tst 55)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ⲁ]ϩⲣⲁⲕ ⲕϣⲓⲛⲏ

ⲙⲙ[ⲁⲓ̈ ⲉ]ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲛ
ⲟⲩⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁⲅ[ⲁ]ⲑⲟⲥ
Why do you inquire
of me about the
good? There is one
(who is) good

NA27: ⸂Τί με ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; εἷς
ἐστιν ὁ ἀγαθός⸃
Class 1: 01 (03)47
Class 2: (1)48 019 (892)49
Non-mae2 allies: 038 1424mg
Certainty: 1

Maj: Τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν; οὐδεὶς
ἀγαθός εἰ μὴ εἷς ὁ θεός
Class 2: 33 205
Non-mae2 allies: 04 (05) 032 ƒ13

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 himgood, and asserts that no one is good exceptGod,whereas inNA27 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, mae2
unambiguously supports NA27.50

Test Passage 38: Matt 19:29a (UBS: 101*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϩⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ϩⲓ̈ ⲙⲉⲟⲩ ϩι
ⲥϩⲓⲙⲏ

Father or mother or
wife

Maj: πατέρα ἢ μητέρα ἢ γυναῖκα
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 019 33 205 892
Non-mae2 allies: 04 032 037 ƒ13 579
Certainty: 2

NA27: πατέρα ἢ μητέρα⸆
Class 1: 03
Non-mae2 allies: (05)
Reading 3: γονεῖς ἢ γυναῖκα
Class 2: 1 1582

Although mae2’s syntax corresponds to the majority text against NA27, 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 O3 lacks με.
48 1 lacks ὁ.
49 892 has δείς for εἴς.
50 Text und Textwert indicates that 1582 is unreadable.
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Test Passage 39: Matt 20:16 (Tst 56)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲛ̇ϣⲁⲣⲡ ⲉⲩⲉⲣ[ϩⲁⲏ]
The first will be last

NA27: οἱ πρῶτοι ἔσχατοι.⸆
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019 892
Non-mae2 allies: 035 085 1424
Certainty: 1

Maj: οἱ πρῶτοι ἔσχατοι. πολλοὶ γάρ
εἰσιν κλητοί· ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί.
Class 2: 1 33 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 04 05 032 (038)
ƒ13

Test Passage 40: Matt 20:22b–23 (UBS4: 107*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲛⲉϣ]ⲥⲏ51
[ⲡⲁⲡⲁ]ⲧ ⲉϯⲛⲉⲥⲁϥ

ⲡⲉϫⲏⲟⲩ [ⲧⲛⲛⲉⲛⲉϣ
ϩⲁϥϫⲏ]ⲟⲩⲱ ⲛϫⲏ

ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ ⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲁⲥ

ⲡⲁⲡⲁ⟨ⲧ⟩ [ⲙⲉⲛ
ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉ]ⲛⲉϣⲥⲁϥ

“Will you able to
drink my cup which
I will drink?” They
said, “We will be
able.” Jesus said to
them, saying, “My
cup indeed you will
drink.”

NA27: δύνασθε πιεῖν τὸ ποτήριον ὃ ἐγὼ
μέλλω πίνειν; ⸂ λέγουσιν αὐτῷ· δυνάμεθα.
λέγει αὐτοῖς· τὸ μὲν ποτήριόν μου πίεσθε⸃
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019 1 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 05 035 038 085 ƒ13
Certainty: 1

Maj: δύνασθε πιεῖν τὸ ποτήριον ὃ
ἐγὼ μέλλω πίνειν, ἢ τὸ βάπτισμα ὃ
ἐγὼ βαπτίζομαι βαπτισθῆναι;
λέγουσιν αὐτῷ· δυνάμεθα. Καὶ
λέγει αὐτοῖς· τὸ μὲν ποτήριόν μου
πίεσθε, καὶ τὸ βάπτισμα ὃ ἐγὼ
βαπτίζομαι βαπτισθήσεσθε
Class 2: 33 205 (892)
Non-mae2 allies: 04 032 037

51 Schenke notes that the form betrays haplography of the ⲛ of future -ⲛⲉ-, with the ⲛ of the
second person plural (2001, 213).
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Test Passage 41: Matt 21:12 (Tst 57)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡ ‘ϩ’ⲓ̈ⲉⲣⲟⲛ
into the temple

NA27: εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν⸆
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019 33 892
Non-mae2 allies: 038 0281vid ƒ13 700
1424
Certainty: 2

Maj: εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν τοῦ θεοῦ
Class 2: 1 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 04 032

Mae2 lacks representation of τοῦ θεοῦ, and so supports NA27 against the major-
ity readingwhich includes it.While it is possible thatmae2may have truncated
the longer reading, the word group ἱερὸν τοῦ θεοῦ is common enough as a stock
phrase to make this less likely.

Test Passage 42: Matt 21:44 (UBS4: 115*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

(Omit v. 44) Reading 3: (Omit v. 44)
Class 2: 33
Non-mae2 allies: 05
Certainty: 1

NA27 = Maj: ⸋[καὶ ὁ πεσὼν ἐπὶ τὸν
λίθον τοῦτον συνθλασθήσεται· ἐφ᾽
ὃν δ᾽ ἂν πέσῃ λικμήσει αὐτόν]⸌
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019 1 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 04 032 035 (038)
0102 ƒ13
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Test Passage 43: Matt 22:30 (UBS4: 118*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲁⲩⲛⲉ⟨ⲣ⟩ ⲧϩⲏ
ⲛⲛⲓⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ

But they will be as
the angels

NA27: ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἄγγελοι⸆52
Class 1: 03
Class 2: (1) 205 (1582)
Non-mae2 allies: 05 (038) 700
Certainty: 2

Reading 3: ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἄγγελοι θεοῦ
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 019 33 892
Non-mae2 allies: 035 ƒ13

Test Passage 44: Matt 22:35 (UBS4: 120*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϩⲁ ⲟⲩⲉ ⲙ̇ⲙⲁⲟⲩ

ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲙⲓⲕⲟⲥ

ϩⲁϥϣⲉⲛⲧϥ

One of them, a
lawyer, asked him

NA27 =Maj: ἐπηρώτησεν εἷς ἐξ αὐτῶν
[νομικὸς]○

Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019 33 892
Non-mae2 allies: 05 032 038 0102 ƒ13 700
1424
Certainty: 2

Reading 3: ἐπηρώτησεν εἷς ἐξ
αὐτῶν
Class 2: 1 205 1582

52 Support marked in parentheses reads ἀλλ᾽ ὡς οἱ ἄγγελοι.
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Test Passage 45: Matt 23:3 (Tst 58)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϩⲱ[ⲃ] ⲛⲓⲙ
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲉϫⲁⲟⲩ ⲛⲏⲧⲉⲛ

ⲁⲣⲓⲧⲟⲩ

Everything which
they will say to you,
do them.

Reading 7: ὅσα ἐὰν εἴπωσιν ὑμῖν
ποιήσατε
Class 1: 01
Non-mae2 allies: (036)
Certainty: 3

Maj: ὅσα ἐὰν εἴπωσιν ὑμῖν τηρεῖν,
τηρεῖτε καὶ ποιεῖτε
Class 2: 33
Non-mae2 allies: 032 0102 0107 ƒ13
NA27: ὅσα ἐὰν εἴπωσιν ὑμῖν
⸂ποιήσατε καὶ τηρεῖτε⸃
Class 1: 03
Class 2: 019 892
Non-mae2 allies: 035 038
Reading 3: ὅσα ἐὰν εἴπωσιν ὑμῖν
ποιεῖτε καὶ τηρεῖτε
Class 2: 1 205

Where NA27 has the synonymous verb pairing ποιήσατε καὶ τηρεῖτε, mae2 has
the single verb ⲁⲣⲓⲧⲟⲩ do, suggesting that mae2 supports 01’s singular reading
ποιήσατε. Mae2, 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 mae2’s allies for the verbal pairing in NA27. On the
other hand, the shorter reading is supported by mae2’s Class 1 ally 01. 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 01 against NA27 and the majority.54

53 For example, where the two blind men are reported as crying out and saying (κράζοντες
καὶ λέγοντες), mae2 reduces this to ⲉⲩⲟϣ crying (9:27). Or, where Jesus has compassion on
themultitudes for theywere distressed and scattered,mae2 reduces this to ⲛⲁⲩϫⲁ[ⲣⲏ] they
were scattered. Cf. also 11:1; 12:44; 21:21; 23:23; 26:4, 74; 27:2, 48.

54 1582 is lacunose.
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Test Passage 46: Matt 23:19 (UBS4: 124*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲛⲃⲉⲗⲗ[ⲏⲟ]ⲩ
You blind!

NA27: ⸆τυφλοί
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 1 019 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 05 035 038
Certainty: 1

Maj: μωροὶ καὶ τυφλοί
Class 1: 03
Class 2: 33
Non-mae2 allies: 04 032 0102 ƒ13

Test Passage 47: Matt 23:38 (UBS4: 128*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲡⲉⲧ]ⲉⲛⲏⲓ̈ ⲕⲏ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲉⲛ

Your house is
abandoned to you

NA25: ἀφίεται ὑμῖν ὁ οἶκος ὑμῶν
Class 1: 03
Class 2: 019
Certainty: 2

NA27† =Maj: ἀφίεται ὑμῖν ὁ οἶκος
ὑμῶν ἔρημος
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 𝔓7755 04 05 032
038 0102 ƒ13

Although mae2 sometimes reduces redundant elements, ἔρημος seems too
colourful to be subsumed by the word ⲕⲏ (ⲕⲱ).

55 NA27 cites 𝔓77vid as supporting the longer reading. Since the publication of NA27, two
independent studies suggest the shorter reading is more probable (Head 2000, 6; Min
2004, 201). However,my ownanalysis, in conjunctionwithDavidChampagne and Stephen
Whatley at the Center for New Testament Textual Studies, New Orleans, concludes that
the letters μο are indeed extant.
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Test Passage 48: Matt 24:36 (Tst 60)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[6–9 letters]ϥ
ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲛ[20–25
letters]ⲉⲩⲁⲉⲧϥ56
… neither … alone

Maj: οὐδὲ οἱ ἄγγελοι τῶν οὐρανῶν, εἰ μὴ ὁ
πατὴρ μόνος.
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 01c 032
Certainty: 3

NA27: οὐδὲ οἱ ἄγγελοι τῶν
οὐρανῶν, ⸋οὐδὲ ὁ υἱός,⸌ εἰ μὴ ὁ
πατὴρ μόνος.
Class 1: 01 03
Non-mae2 allies: 05 038 ƒ13

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 (οὐδὲ ὁ υἱός), so that mae2 might support its inclusion in NA27.57
Nonetheless, the constraints of space slightly favour the majority reading.

56 Schenke reconstructs the text as [ⲙⲙⲉⲛ ϩⲓ̈ⲙⲏ ⲉⲣ]ⲁϥ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲛⲕ̣[ⲉⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ϩⲉⲛ ⲙⲡⲏ ⲁⲙ][ⲙⲏⲧⲓ
ⲡⲓ̈]ⲱⲧ ⟨ⲟ⟩ⲩⲁⲉⲧϥ; however, the other Coptic versions imply other possibilities. Apart from
orthographic anddialectal considerations, Schenke’s reconstructiondiffers from theother
Coptic versions in four ways: 1) it lacks a pronoun (i.e., “no one”) as the subject of the verb
for knowing (mae1: ϩⲓ; sa9: ⲗⲁⲁⲩ; boA: ϩⲗⲓ); 2) it employs the verb ϩⲓ̈ⲙⲏ instead of ⲥⲁⲟⲩⲛ (cf.
mae1 sa9); 3) it incorporates themorph ⲕⲉ for the entity termⲛⲕⲉⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ (cf.mae1), instead
of the unexpanded term ⲛⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ (cf. sa9 boA); and 4) εἰ μή is represented by ⲁⲙⲙⲏⲧⲓ (cf.
mae1 sa9), instead of ⲉⲃⲁⲗ (cf. boA).

57 This ismore possible if the translator did not use themorph ⲕⲉ, which Schenke included in
the reconstruction ⲛⲕ̣[ⲉⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ]. As it stands, there is almost nothing of the ⲕ remaining,
leaving Schenke to reconstruct the reading on the basis of mae1. Given mae2’s frequent
reduction of assumable or redundant elements, the entity term ⲛⲕⲉⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ may have
lacked the expansion of ⲛⲛϩⲉⲛ ⲙⲡⲏ in heaven.
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Test Passage 49: Matt 24:42 (UBS4: 134*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲛ̇ⲧⲉⲧⲉⲛⲥⲁⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲛ

ⲙ̇ⲡⲉϩⲁⲟⲩ

You do not know the
day

NA27: οὐκ οἴδατε ποίᾳ ⸀ἡμέρᾳ
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 1 33 892 1582
Non-mae2: allies: 05 032 038 13 788
1424
Certainty: 1

Maj: οὐκ οἴδατε ποίᾳ ὥρᾳ
Class 2: 019 205
Non-mae2 allies: 017 036 0281 565
579 700 828c 1241 1582c

Test Passage 50: Matt 25:1 (UBS4: 135*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲙⲡⲛⲩⲙⲫⲓⲟⲥ

The bridegroom
NA27 =Maj: τοῦ νυμφίου⸆
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019 33 205 (892)58
Non-mae2 allies: (04)59 032 035 0249
ƒ13
Certainty: 1

Reading 3: τοῦ νυμφίου καὶ τῆς
νύμφης
Class 2: 1 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 05 038

Test Passage 51: Matt 27:10 (UBS4: 145*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϩⲁⲩⲧⲉⲟⲩ ϩⲁ ⲡⲓⲟϩⲏ

They gave them for
the field

NA27 =Maj: ἔδωκαν αὐτὰ εἰς τὸν ἀγρόν
Class 1: 03
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 04 038 ƒ13
Certainty: 2

Reading 3: ἔδωκα αὐτὰ εἰς τὸν
ἀγρόν
Class 1: 01
Non-mae2 allies: 032

58 τῶν νυμφίων.
59 τῷ νυμφίῷ.
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Test Passage 52: Matt 27:24 (UBS4: 148*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ϯ[ⲟⲩⲉⲃ ⲁⲛ]ⲁⲕ
ⲉⲡⲉⲥ[ⲛⲁ]ϥ
ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲇⲓⲕⲉⲟⲥ

I am clean in regard
to the blood of this
righteous person

Maj: Ἀθῷός εἰμι ἀπὸ τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ
δικαίου τούτου
Class 1: 01
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (02)60 032 ƒ13
Certainty: 1

NA27: Ἀθῷός εἰμι ἀπὸ τοῦ αἵματος
⸀τούτου
Class 1: 03
Non-mae2 allies: 05 038

Test Passage 53: Matt 27:35 (UBS4: 151*)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ϩⲁⲩϩⲓ ⲕⲗⲏ]ⲣⲟⲥ
ⲉⲣⲁⲟⲩ

They cast lots for
them

NA27 =Maj: βάλλοντες κλῆρον⸆
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019 33 (892)61
Non-mae2 allies: 02 05 032
Certainty: 1

Reading 3: βάλλοντες κλῆρον
ἵνα πληρωθῇ τὸ ῥηθὲν διὰ τοῦ
προφήτου διεμερίσαντο τὰ ἱμάτιά
μου ἑαυτοῖς καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν ἱματισμόν
μου ἔβαλον κλῆρον
Class 2: 1 205 1582

60 τούτου τοῦ δικαίου.
61 βάλλοντες κλῆρον ἐπ’ αὺτά.
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Test Passage 54: Matt 27:49 (Tst 63)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲛ[ϥⲛⲉϩⲉⲙϥ] ϩⲁ ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲉ̇

ϩⲁϥϫⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲗⲟⲅⲭⲏ

ϩⲁϥⲧⲁ[ϫⲥϥ ϩⲁϥϫⲉ]ⲧ
ⲛⲉⲥⲡⲓⲣ ϩⲁ ⲟⲩⲥⲛⲁϥ ⲓ̈

ⲉⲃⲁⲗ· ⲙⲉⲛ [ⲟⲩⲙⲁⲟⲩ]

… save him. Another
took a spear, jabbed
him, pierced the
sides; blood came
out with water

Reading 3: σώσων αὐτόν. Ἄλλος δὲ
λαβὼν λόγχην ἔνυξεν αὐτοῦ τὴν πλευράν,
καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ὕδωρ καὶ αἷμα.
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019
Non-mae2 allies: 04
Certainty: 1

NA27 =Maj: σώσων αὐτόν.⸆
Class 2: 1 33 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 02 05 032 038 ƒ13

Mae2 unambiguously has the longer Reading 3 against the shorter text as it is
reflected in NA27 and the majority reading.

Mae2’s reference to blood and water in mae2 corresponds to the order of
αἶμα καὶ ὕδωρ found in somemanuscripts.62 Alteration of order in such pairings
is a documented phenomenon in translation (e.g., 5:45mae2; cf. Williams 2004,
205–234). Given the support for water and blood by mae2’s closer allies, the
agreement inword order betweenmae2 and thosemanuscripts which have the
other word order could be a coincidence of translation.

62 Although not cited in NA27, 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 2328T 2437* 2586 2680 2787.
Additional support for Reading 3a, following the order water and blood, comes from 5 26*
175* 871 1010 1011 1057 1300c 1566 1701* 2126 2585 2622L 2766*.



identification of mae2 allies 251

Test Passage 55: Matt 28:1 (cf. chap. 5 28:1.b.1)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ϩⲉⲛ ⲧ]ⲟⲩϣⲏ ⲇⲉ

ⲙⲡⲥⲁⲙⲡⲁⲑⲟⲛ

In the night of the
Sabbath

NA27 =Maj: Ὀψὲ ○δὲ σαββάτων
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 1 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: (rell)
Certainty: 2

Reading 3: Ὀψὲ σαββάτων
Class 2: 019 33
Non-mae2 allies: 579 1241 1424

Test Passage 56: Matt 28:2a (cf. chap. 5 28:2.b.1)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ϩ]ⲁϥⲓ̈ ⲉⲃⲁⲗ ϩⲉⲛ ⲧⲡⲏ

ⲁⲟⲩⲱ ϩⲁϥϥⲓ ⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏ

[ⲉⲃⲁⲗ]63
He came forth from
heaven, and took the
stone away

NA27: καταβὰς ἐξ οὐρανοῦ καὶ
προσελθὼν ἀπεκύλισεν τὸν λίθον
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 019 33
Non-mae2 allies: 04 032
Certainty: 3

Maj: καταβὰς ἐξ οὐρανοῦ
προσελθὼν ἀπεκύλισεν τὸν λίθον
Class 2: 1 205 892 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 02 05 038 ƒ13

Test Passage 57: Matt 28:2b (cf. chap. 5 28:2.b.2)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding
reading(s)64

ϩⲁϥϥⲓ ⲙⲡⲱⲛⲏ [ⲉⲃⲁⲗ]
[ϩⲓ̈ ⲣ]ⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲙϩⲉⲟⲩ

He took the stone
away from the
mouth of the tomb

Reading 3: ἀπεκύλισεν τὸν λίθον ἀπὸ τῆς
θύρας τοῦ μνημείου
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 036 038 ƒ13 565 1241
Certainty: 3

NA27: ἀπεκύλισεν τὸν λίθον⸆
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 892
Non-mae2 allies: 05 700

63 Mae2 lacks representationof the secondparticiple (προσελθών), and represents ἀπεκύλισεν
with ϩⲁϥϥⲓ [ⲉⲃⲁⲗ].

64 Themajority reading (ἀπεκύλισεν τὸν λίθον ἀπὸ τῆς θύρας) is unsupported by anymae2 ally.
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Test Passage 58: Matt 28:6 (cf. chap. 5 28:6.b)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

[ⲁⲙⲏⲓ̈ⲛ]ⲏ
ⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲙⲏ

[ⲉⲧⲛⲁϥⲕⲏ ⲙⲙⲁϥ]
“Come and you will
see the place where
he lay”

NA27: δεῦτε ἴδετε τὸν τόπον ὅπου ἔκειτο⸆
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 33 892
Non-mae2 allies: 038
Certainty: 1

Maj: δεῦτε ἴδετε τὸν τόπον ὅπου
ἔκειτο ὁ κύριος
Class 2: 019 1 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 02 04 05 032
0148 ƒ13

Test Passage 59: Matt 28:9 (Tst 64; 28:9.b.1)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲓ̅ⲏ̅ⲥ̅ ⲇⲉ ϩⲁϥⲁⲡⲁⲛⲧ]ⲁ
ⲛⲉⲟⲩ65
Jesus met them

NA27: ⸆καὶ ἰδοὺ Ἰησοῦς ὑπήντησεν
αὐταῖς
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2: 33 892
Non-mae2 allies: 05 032 038 ƒ13
Certainty: 2

Maj: ὡς δὲ ἐπορεύοντο ἀπαγγεῖλαι
τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ καὶ ἰδοὺ
Ἰησοῦς ὑπήντησεν αὐταῖς
Class 2: 019 1 205 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 02 04 0148
(1424)

Test Passage 60: Matt 28:20 (cf. chap. 5 28:20.b.2)

Mae2 Reading corresponding with mae2 Non-corresponding reading(s)

ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲉⲱⲛ ⟩-⟩-⟩-⟩-
Of this age

NA27: τοῦ αἰῶνος⸆
Class 1: 01 03
Class 2:66 1 33 1582
Non-mae2 allies: 02 05 032
Certainty: 1

Maj: τοῦ αἰῶνος. Ἀμήν.
Class 2: 205 892
Non-mae2 allies: 02c ƒ13

65 Mae2 consistently avoids representation of καὶ ἰδού (cf. 1.5), so that any correspondence
with two readings involving the absence of ἰδού is probably coincidental, especially since
both readings are attested only by singular witnesses unallied with mae2.

66 019 is lacunose here.
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6.3 Statistical Analysis

6.3.1 Summary Chart of Statistical Analysis
Statistical data from the 60 test passages are encapsulated in the chart below,
with the manuscripts arranged in rank of agreement with mae2, and set along-
sidewith their agreementwithNA27. 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

Mae2 base comparison NA27 base comparison

Agreement rate Agreement rate
Agreement between of mae2 and Agreement between of NA27 and

Ms mae2 and subject ms subject ms NA27 and subject ms subject ms

mae2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51
52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60

(60 of 60 = 100.0%) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
23 24 25 26 27 28 29
30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38
39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56
57 58 59 60

44 of 60 = 73.3%

01 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
12 13 14 15 16 17 18
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43
44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51
52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60

45 of 60 = 75.0% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38
39 40 41 42 43 44 45
46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54
55 56 57 58 59 60

41 of 60 = 68.3%

03 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38
39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56
57 58 59 60

42 of 60 = 70.0% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
22 23 24 25 26 27 28
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36
37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45
46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54
55 56 57 58 59 60

44 of 60 = 73.3%
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Statistical analysis chart (cont.)

Mae2 base comparison NA27 base comparison

Agreement rate Agreement rate
Agreement between of mae2 and Agreement between of NA27 and

Ms mae2 and subject ms subject ms NA27 and subject ms subject ms

1582 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41
42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50
51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59
60

32 of 58 = 55.2% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41
42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50
51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59
60

34 of 58 = 58.6%

1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41
42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50
51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59
60

33 of 60 = 55.0% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41
42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50
51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59
60

35 of 60 = 58.3%

892 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39
40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56
57 58 59 60

33 of 60 = 55.0% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
11 12 13 14 15 16 17
18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43
44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52
53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60

42 of 60 = 70.0%

33 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39
40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55
56 57 58 59 60

32 of 60 = 53.3% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
15 16 17 18 19 20 21
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39
40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48
49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57
58 59 60

33 of 60 = 55.0%
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Mae2 base comparison NA27 base comparison

Agreement rate Agreement rate
Agreement between of mae2 and Agreement between of NA27 and

Ms mae2 and subject ms subject ms NA27 and subject ms subject ms

019 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
22 23 24 25 26 27 28
29 30 31 32 33 34 35
36 37 38 39 40 41 42
43 44 45 46 47 48 49
50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58
59 60

30 of 59 = 50.9% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38
39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56
57 58 59 60

29 of 59 = 49.2%

205 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31
32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40
41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49
50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58
59 60

30 of 60 = 50.0% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39
40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48
49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57
58 59 60

30 of 60 = 50.0%

6.3.2 Explanation
6.3.2.1 Identification of Mae2 Allies
The analysis of these 60 passages indicates that mae2’s closest ally is 01 with a
75.0% agreement, followed by 03 at 70.0%. Thereafter, the other manuscripts
agree with mae2 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 ƒ1members (1 205 1582) show
a moderate affiliation with mae2. This affiliation, however, is derived not from
shared ƒ1 readings, but rather from the large number of readings in common
with NA27.67

67 Of the fifteen test passages in mae2 which do not agree with NA27, only two belong to ƒ1’s
special readings (cf. 6.3.4.2). Test Passage 27 might constitute a third, but in this passage,
mae2 supports the ƒ1 reading as much as it supports the other reading in 01. 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 mae2 and these two manuscripts. In the last
half of Matthew, these two manuscripts are particularly strong allies of mae2,
especially 892.

The rates of agreement would be higher, except that the analysis dismissed
variants which, in the final analysis, lacked support from mae2’s allies. If the
17 variant passages which lack support from mae2 allies for the competing
variant were to be included, the rates of agreement between mae2 and 01 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.68

6.3.2.2 Mae2’s Agreement with NA27 and Other Critical Editions
Perhaps themost striking result of this analysis ismae2’s high rate of agreement
with NA27. None of the other manuscripts examined has a higher rate in these
60 test passages. Mae2 shares the same rate of 73.3% as 03.69

If NA27 is assumed to be the critical text which best represents the earliest
attainable text, thenmae2may 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. Mae2 disagrees with NA27 in 15 of the test passages,
but finds agreement with other modern critical editions in nine of these 15,
as follows: 6:33 (SBL NA25 WH); 9:14 (NA25 WH); 12:47 (WH); 16:2b–3 (WH);
19:29 (SBL); 21:44 (WHmg); 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 aboutmae2which invite
scepticism: 1) mae2’s textual affinity with 01 and 03 exceeds that of any of the
1,757 manuscripts of Matthew’s Gospel evaluated in Text und Textwert that are
substantially preserved; and 2)mae2’s underlying Greek text more consistently
reflects what the NA27 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 70 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 mae2 allies were included, the rate of
agreement between mae2 and NA27 would increase to 79.2%.



identification of mae2 allies 257

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 (fromText undTextwert’s 64Teststellen, the three sample
leaves of mae2, and UBS4’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 betweenmae2 and NA27 in the Teststellen is 74.2%, sim-
ilar to the 71.4% agreement rate in those UBS4 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 UBS4 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.70

6.3.3.2 Exact Correspondence in Passages Involving Significant Omission
The high rate of agreement betweenNA27 andmae2 was anticipated in chapter
twowhere I analysed 15 passages involving only additions or omissions of entire
verses or significant clauses (2.5). In 13 of the 15 passages, mae2 supports the
shorter text, allowing for exact and assured correspondence between mae2
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 mae2 and NA27.
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passages, mae2 enjoyed exact correspondence with NA27, while the other three
were passages in which NA27 put its text in brackets. Mae2’s agreement with
10 of the 13, along with NA27’s uncertainty in the other three, suggest that
mae2 preserves proportionately more early readings than other manuscripts,
so that the high agreement with NA27 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 mae2’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 UBS4 variant passages which are extant in mae2, 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
betweenmae2 andNA27. In particular, I begrudgingly include four dubious pas-
sages which decrease mae2’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 9 of the 60 test passages as having a low degree of
certainty.71 If these nine were omitted from the analysis, mae2’s agreement
with NA27 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 withmae2, 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: Exclusive:
rates of agreement including rates of agreement excluding

low degree of certainty readings low degree of certainty readings

Agreement rate Agreement rate Agreement rate Agreement rate
Subject of mae2 and of NA27 and of mae2 and of NA27 and
manuscript subject ms subject ms subject ms subject ms

mae2 60 of 60 = 100.0% 44 of 60 = 73.3% 51 of 51 = 100% 40 of 51 = 78.4%
03 42 of 60 = 70.0% 44 of 60 = 73.3% 40 of 51 = 78.4% 37 of 51 = 72.6%
01 45 of 60 = 75.0% 41 of 60 = 68.3% 39 of 51 = 76.5% 39 of 51 = 76.5%
892 33 of 60 = 55.0% 42 of 60 = 70.0% 30 of 51 = 58.8% 35 of 51 = 68.6%
1 33 of 60 = 55.0% 35 of 60 = 58.3% 30 of 51 = 58.8% 33 of 51 = 64.7%
1582 32 of 58 = 55.2% 34 of 58 = 58.6% 28 of 50 = 56.0% 32 of 50 = 64.0%
33 32 of 60 = 53.3% 33 of 60 = 55.0% 26 of 51 = 50.1% 28 of 51 = 54.9%
019 30 of 59 = 50.9% 20 of 59 = 49.2% 23 of 50 = 46.0% 23 of 50 = 46.0%
205 30 of 60 = 50.0% 30 of 60 = 50.0% 25 of 51 = 49.0% 28 of 51 = 54.9%

The adjustment would result in a marginally stronger alliance between 03 and
mae2, at the slight expense of 01, although 01 and 03 would bothmaintain their
sole status as mae2’s Class 1 allies. Thus, given the subjectivity of some aspects
of the analysis, mae2 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
NA27 significantly, by over 10 percentage points, and 205 by nearly 5 percentage
points. Still, mae2’s agreement with NA27 would be about 14 percentage points
higher than the agreement betweenNA27 and Family 1members 1 and 1582. The
other manuscripts would have but marginal adjustments in agreement with
NA27.

6.3.3.5 NA27’s Bracketed Texts
Seven of the 60 test passages involve extremely difficult text-critical decisions,
as indicated by NA27’s use of brackets.72 Five of the eight involve disagreements
with mae2. 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 changemight 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 mae2’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 mae2 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 UBS4 variant passages, the total number of test passages seem adequate to
ascertain mae2’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 mae2’s text to
the Greek, not to mention the possible presence of singular readings in mae2’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 mae2’s 73.3% rate of
agreement with NA27 had an implausibly high 20% margin of error, mae2’s
rate of agreement with NA27 would still be within the same range of agree-
ment, for example, as that of NA27’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:73

73 Data is derived inpart fromHurtado 2006, 217–218. Roger Bagnall (andothers) 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 5 6 7 8 9 10

Manuscript 𝔓1 𝔓70 𝔓70 𝔓64* 𝔓101 𝔓101 𝔓102 𝔓64* 𝔓110 0171

Number of verses
extant

17 6 1 2 5 3 4 7 9 9

Number of verses
unattested

8 17 8 21 41 34 29 34 38 25

Chapter 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Manuscript 𝔓70 𝔓70 𝔓103 𝔓45

Number of verses
extant

2 2 3 9

Number of verses
unattested

28 48 55 36 39 28 27 35 30 25

Chapter 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

Manuscript 𝔓45 𝔓104 𝔓77 𝔓70 𝔓45 𝔓45 𝔓64* 𝔓37 𝔓53

Number of verses
extant

7 4 10 8 6 39 10 34 12

Number of verses
unattested

39 46 29 43 40 32 66 20

* I.e., 𝔓64, 𝔓67 (𝔓4).
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Chapters 6–9, 14–19, 22, 27–28 are not attested at all by the early papyri,
and the remaining chapters are attested only in several verses.74 Thus, whether
mae2 is dated earlier (4th century) or later (5th century),75 it is nonetheless one
of the earliest substantial witnesses toMatthew’s Gospel, onewhich has strong
affiliation with 01 and 03.

6.3.4.2 Mae2’s Witness to a Textform and Transmission Technique
Mae2, 01, and 03 have a relationship with each other that the other mae2 allies
do not share. In addition to mae2’s strong textual affiliation with 01 and 03,
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 01, 03, and mae2 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 01 and 03 as mae2; 019 has two (Test Passages 31 and 54), while the
individual manuscripts 033 036 038 ƒ13 157 579 1424 have but one each in
common. Additionally, mae2 shares Test Passages 27 (14:26), 28 (15:6), and 45
(23:3) as Sonderlesarten with 01, while mae2 shares one more Test Passage
(number 47, 23:38) by itself as a Sonderlesartwith 03.

In addition to having individual rates of agreement with 01 and 03 that
are 15–25 percentage points higher than its allies, mae2’s unique relationship
with 01 and 03 may be seen through its high rate of agreement with 01 and 03
combined. There are 41 of the 60 test passages (68.3%) where 01 and 03 agree
with each other. Of the 60, the threemanuscripts together agree in 34 passages
(56.7%). This agreement significantly surpasses 892’s 23 agreements with 01
and 03 (38.3%) by 18.4%, and is much higher than ƒ1’s 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 mae2 and 01 are used
for the comparison base to analyse the relative proximity of the other allies, as
well as when mae2 and 03 are so used:

74 Chapter 26 is the best attested, with 43 verses attested in four different papyri. Thereafter,
chapters 1 and 10 are attested in 17 verses, and then chapter 21 in 13 verses.

75 Cf. Chapter 1, 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
(6.3.2.1 n. 71).
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Mae2 01 and 03 agreements with class 2 allies

Base manuscripts Mae2 01 03 ƒ1 892 33 019

01 and 03
40 of 60 = 68.3%

34 of 60
= 56.7%

18 of 60
= 30.0%

23 of 60
= 38.3%

18 of 60
= 30.0%

15 of 59
= 25.4%

Mae2 and 01
45 of 60 = 75%

34 of 60
= 56.7%

21 of 60
= 35.0%

27 of 60
= 45.0%

22 of 60
= 36.7%

20 of 59
= 33.9%

Mae2 and 03
43 of 60 = 71.6%

34 of 60
= 56.7%

21 of 60
= 35.0%

21 of 60
= 35.0%

20 of 60
= 33.3%

18 of 60
= 30.5%

Noteworthy is that mae2 has a higher rate of agreement with either 01 (75%) or
03 (71.6%) than 01 and 03 (68.3%) havewith each other, by 3.2 to 6.7 percentage
points.

A possible way to explain this unique relationship between mae2, 01, and
03 is to posit a line of transmission of their shared readings from an earlier
text form. The significance of the relationship between 01 and 03 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
between01 03 andmae2, however,manyofwhich couldhardlyhave arisen inde-
pendently of each other, does allow the possibility that their shared readings
may have existed coherently in earlier individual manuscripts. As such, mae2’s
unique relationshipwith 01 and 03 raises the confidence of retracing such a line
of transmission of these readings, and may help define the earlier textform.

In addition to its possible attestation of an earlier textform, mae2’s agree-
ment with 01 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 03 are nearly identical, that they reflect a strict line
of transmission (2005g, 368–373), and that other manuscripts such as 01 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 ofMatthew,
he included into this category 𝔓64+67, 𝔓1, and 𝔓53. 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 mae2 is
so much more substantial than these papyri, and since it is so strongly affili-
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ated with 01 and 03 which are primary witnesses to this type of transmission
technique, mae2 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.77

6.3.4.3 Mae2’s Support of 01’s Singular Readings
Another significant implication of the close affiliation between mae2 and 01
is that some of 01’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 01’s singular readings were “individualisms of the scribe
himself” (Westcott and Hort 1988, 246–247), New Testament editors may have
been hesitant to incorporate 01’s singular readings into their critical texts. The
new evidence from mae2 may show that some of these singular readings in 01
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 UBS4 cites 03 as giving
qualified support to 01’s reading).

6.3.4.4 Conclusion
Mae2’s presumed early date, its quality of text, and its close affiliation with
01 and 03 suggest that New Testament editors and text critics should utilise it
in their attempts to establish the earliest attainable text. Specific passages are
discussed further in 7.6.2.Mae2’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 mae2’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 commentwasmade on the basis of 17 extant verses, containing only one Teststelle.
By comparison, Matthew’s Gospel is extensively preserved in mae2.
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chapter 7

Conclusions

I was drawn to mae2 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 mae2 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 beganmy research with expectations of finding early Jesus tra-
ditions not otherwise known.

Initially, I was impressed by mae2’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” (28:1, 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.”1 Moreover,
Schenke’s retroversion seemed to suggest that mae2 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 (“gefälscht und verstüm-
melt” [Schenke 2001, 30]).2 Further into my research, however, as I compared
mae2’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 Mae2’s Affinity with Familiar Matthew

First, I found that mae2 has toomuch in commonwith 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 mae2 and our familiar Matthew in regard to sequence of pericopes
and verses, content, and the occurrence of names is all too high for mae2 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 mae2 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 mae2, with mae2 support-
ing the text of NA27 at a higher rate of agreement than most of NA27’s consis-
tently citedmanuscripts, coming secondonly to 01, and tiedwith 03 (cf. chapter
two).

7.2 Homogeneity and Heterogeneity of Mae2 and the Coptic Versions

My second realisation came when I compared mae2 with manuscripts from
the broader Coptic tradition. Although mae2 is independent from them, they
nonetheless share many common features. Through my intraversional analy-
sis, I quantified the lexical and syntactical differences between mae2 and the
others, and discovered that mae2 has fewer unique elements than sa9 and boA
(cf. 3.5.1). The fact thatmae2 has somuch in commonwith the other Coptic ver-
sions, and the fact that they have asmany ormore unique syntactical elements
as mae2, make untenable the claim that mae2 is a hitherto lost alternative ver-
sion.

7.3 Predictability of Mae2’s Translation

The third realisationwas thatmanyunexpected readings actually reflectmae2’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 καί and post-positive δέ 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 mae2, 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, mae2 consistently avoids representing the many occurrences of -ἔρχομαι
verbs in NA27 that are paired redundantly with other verbs (cf. 28:2.a.1). Other
features incongruous with the Greek which occur less frequently in the other
Coptic versions, but more regularly in mae2, include the use of the personal
independent (ⲁⲛⲁⲕ) with an inflected modifier (ϩⲱ) for the formulaic “I say to
you” (cf. 12:6.a.1), and the use of the periphrastic conditional ⲓ̈ for theGreek sub-
junctive (cf. 6:2.b.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 mae2. For example, mae2 may use the future ⲛⲉ-
in hypothetical contexts where the future is not used in the Greek (cf. 5:40.a.1).
In some instances mae2’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 mae2 (ten Kate 2007, 622), they also occur
elsewhere in the Coptic tradition (Perttilä 2008, 368, 376).

The theoretical basis of translational expectations and the appeal to a trans-
lation theory to explain incongruities betweenmae2 and its GreekVorlagewere
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 Mae2’s Correspondence inMeaning with the Greek

The fourth realisation was that, despite significant differences in syntax, mae2
sufficiently conveys the meaning of Matthew’s Gospel as it is known in the
Greekmanuscript tradition. Interestingly, Schenke also commented,with some
amazement, that mae2 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
introductorymaterial which would suggest that mae2 differs significantly in its
depiction of the Jesus story. As it turns out, in the surveyedmaterial 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 Mae2’s Textual Affiliation

Conclusions reached through my translational analysis of mae2 yielded a fifth
realisation, one which was entirely unanticipated from the onset, but one of
great significance. When I had established that mae2’s Vorlage was not unlike
our known Greek manuscripts of Matthew’s Gospel, I noticed that mae2 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 mae2 supports
variant readings accepted by scholars as the earliest attainable reading. In the
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60 test passages, I found that mae2 had a higher rate of agreement with NA27
than any of its allies, except for 03 with which it is tied. Conclusions regarding
the textual analysis were reached in chapter six above.

The textual analysis also allowed a ranking of mae2’s closest allies, by per-
centage of agreement. The closest allies by far are 01 (75%) and 03 (70%), with
the next closest allies lagging by about 15%.3 Indeed, mae2’s rate of agreement
with either 01 or 03 is higher than 01 and 03 have together (6.3.4.2).

The results of the analysismay support the notion of an earlier textform con-
taining the shared readings of mae2, 01, and 03, a textform which would other-
wise be attested extensively in Matthew only by 01 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).4

7.6 Implications

7.6.1 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 mae2’s probable
date. Schenke’s assessment of mae2 may have been unduly influenced by later
Coptic versions. Mae2, 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, mae2 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 mae2’s witness upon variant passages where mae2 disagrees with

3 The rates of agreement would be higher, except that the analysis dismisses variants which, in
the final analysis, lack support frommae2’s allies. For these statistics, cf. 6.3.2.1.

4 A comparison of the significance of theVorlage ofmae2with that of 𝔓75might 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 01 and 03. However, the relationship of
𝔓75 and 03 in Luke and John is so close that the triangulation exemplified between mae2, 01,
and 03 in 7.6.2 (below) is not feasible for 𝔓75, 01, and 03.
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NA27. The degree of impact is determined by the triangulation of the three
closely related manuscripts mae2, 01, and 03. The unique relationship of these
three was shown in 6.3.4.2. It is this unique relationship which provides the
basis for triangulating mae2, 01, and 03 to help surmise which reading might
extend back toward the earlier textform.

The last column of the chart indicates the relative degree of impact mae2
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 wheremae2 has themost significant impact on external
attestation. It is assigned in those instances wheremae2 disagrees with both
01 and 03, or agreeswith either 01 or 03 if one of them is an otherwise singular
reading (in particular, Test Passage 11 for 01).

2. A two rating is used where mae2 has a moderate impact on external attesta-
tion. It is assigned in those instances where mae2 supports either 01 against
03 or 03 against 01.

3. A three rating is usedwheremae2 has amarginal impact on external attesta-
tion. It is assigned in those instances wheremae2 supports a reading already
supported by both its allies 01 and 03.

Mae2’s impact on external attestation ismost significantwhen it disagreeswith
01 and 03 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. Mae2’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 01 and 03, but is weighted toward one or the other by mae2’s new
witness. Mae2’s impact is least significant when it merely confirms that the
three witnesses to a reading are in agreement.

In these passages, mae2’s witness may combine with other factors to imply
that a change in NA27’s 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

5 Not included areTest Passages 28, 45, 48, and 57, sincemae2’s correspondencewith the variant
readings may reflect factors unrelated to mae2’s Vorlage.
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Highly uncertain readingswhich theNA27 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 mae2 against NA27

Variant for Impact:
re-consideration 1 = greatest

Test NA27 and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate
passage manuscript support manuscripts Mae2 3 = minimal

No. 11
6:33

ζητεῖτε δὲ πρῶτον τὴν
βασιλείαν ⸋[τοῦ θεοῦ]⸌
καὶ τὴν δικαιοσύνην
αὐτοῦ

ζητεῖτε δὲ πρῶτον
τὴν βασιλείαν καὶ τὴν
δικαιοσύνην αὐτοῦ

[ⲕⲱⲧⲏ ⲛ̇ⲧⲁϥ ⲛ̇ϣⲁⲣⲡ

ⲛ̇ⲥⲁ] ⲧⲉϥⲙⲛⲧ⟨ⲉ⟩ⲣⲁ
[ⲙⲉⲛ ⲧⲉϥⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ]
Seek first his kingdom
and his righteousness

1

019 032 037 038 0233*
ƒ1333 892 𝔐

† 01 (03)6 mae2

No. 12
8:25

καὶ προσελθόντες ⸆
ἤγειραν αὐτόν

καὶ προσελθόντες οἱ
μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἤγειραν
αὐτόν

[… ⲙⲁⲑ]ⲏⲧⲏⲥ…
disciples

1

01 03 33vid 892 04 (019) 032 038 ƒ1 13
1424 (𝔐) mae2

No. 14
9:14

νηστεύομεν ⸀[πολλά],
οἱ δὲ μαθηταί σου

νηστεύομεν, οἱ δὲ
μαθηταί σου

[ⲧⲉⲛ]ⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲩⲏ
ⲛⲉⲕⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥWe fast.
Your disciples…

3

012 04 05 019 032 038
0233 ƒ1 13 33 892

† 01 03 0281 mae2

6 The reason why I assigned a 1 impact on external attestation is because 01 otherwise appears
to be a singular reading due to 03’s qualified support (cf. Test Passage 11).
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Variant for Impact:
re-consideration 1 = greatest

Test NA27 and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate
passage manuscript support manuscripts Mae2 3 = minimal

No. 18
12:15

καὶ ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ
⸂[ὄχλοι] πολλοί⸃

καὶ ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ
ὄχλοι πολλοί

ϩⲁⲩ[ⲟⲩⲉϩⲟⲩ] [ⲛⲥⲱϥ]
ⲛϫⲏ ⲟⲩ⟨ⲛⲁ⟩ϫ ⲙⲙⲏϣⲏ

A great crowd, they
followed after him

1

04 05 019 032 038
(⸉0233 pc) ƒ1 13 33 892
𝔐mae2

(† 01 03 omit ὄχλοι;
mae2 supports
removal of brackets)

No. 22
12:47

⸋[εἶπεν δέ τις αὐτῷ,
Ἰδοὺ ἡ μήτηρ σου καὶ
οἱ ἀδελφοί σου ἔξω
ἑστήκασιν ζητοῦντές
σοι λαλῆσαι.]⸌

Omit (omit) 3

(011) 04 (05) 032 035
038 ƒ(1) 13 (33) 892 𝔐

01* 03 019 036 mae2

No. 27
14:26

⸂οἱ δὲ μαθηταὶ ἰδόντες
αὐτόν⸃7

ἰδόντες δὲ αὐτόν8 ⲉⲧϩⲁⲩⲛⲉⲟⲩ ⲉⲣ[ⲁϥ]
having seen him

2

011 03 (04) 05 (019)
(032) (0106) ƒ13 (33)
(205) (892) (𝔐) pc

01* 038 (073) (ƒ1) 700
(1241) (1424) pcmae2

7 Support marked in parenthesis reads καὶ ἰδόντες αὐτόν οἱ μαθηταί.
8 Support marked in parentheses reads καὶ ἰδόντες αὐτόν.
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Variants supported by mae2 against NA27 (cont.)

Variant for Impact:
re-consideration 1 = greatest

Test NA27 and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate
passage manuscript support manuscripts Mae2 3 = minimal

No. 29
16:2b–3

ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν
αὐτοῖς, ⸋[ὀψίας
γενομένης λέγετε,
Εὐδία, πυρράζει
γὰρ ὁ οὐρανός· 3καὶ
πρωΐ, Σήμερον
χειμών, πυρράζει γὰρ
στυγνάζων ὁ οὐρανός.
τὸ μὲν πρόσωπον τοῦ
οὐρανοῦ γινώσκετε
διακρίνειν, τὰ δὲ
σημεῖα τῶν καιρῶν
οὐ δύνασθε.]⸌ Γενεὰ
πονηρὰ καὶ μοιχαλίς

ὁ δὲ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν
αὐτοῖς, Γενεὰ πονηρὰ
καὶ μοιχαλίς

ⲛⲧⲁϥ ⲡ̣[ⲉ]ϫ̣ⲉϥ ⲛⲁ[ⲟⲩ
ϫⲉ ⲧⲉⲓ̈ ⲅⲉⲛⲉⲁ] ⲉ̣ⲧ̣ϩⲁⲟⲩ
ⲛ[ⲛⲁ]ⲉⲓⲕ He said
to them, “This evil
and adulterous
generation”

3

04 05 019 032 038 ƒ1 33
892 𝔐

01 03 033 036 ƒ13 579 al
mae2

No. 35
19:9a

ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ τὴν
γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ ⸂μὴ ἐπὶ
πορνείᾳ⸃

ὃς ἂν ἀπολύσῃ τὴν
γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ
παρεκτὸς λόγου
πορνείας

ⲡⲏ ⲉⲧⲛⲉϩⲓ̈ ⲧⲉϥⲥ[ϩⲓ]ⲙⲏ
ⲉⲃⲁⲗ· ⲁϫϫⲉⲛ ⲟⲩⲥⲉϫⲏ

ⲛⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲓⲁ9 The one
who will divorce his
wife, except for a case
of fornication,

2

01 04c 019 032 035 038
078 892𝔐

03 05 ƒ1 13 33 mae2

9 Mae2 lacks representationof καὶ γαμήσῃἄλλην, but otherwise corresponds to the short reading
of NA27.
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Variant for Impact:
re-consideration 1 = greatest

Test NA27 and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate
passage manuscript support manuscripts Mae2 3 = minimal

No. 38
19:29

πατέρα ἢ μητέρα⸆ πατέρα ἢ μητέρα ἢ
γυναῖκα

ϩⲓ̈ⲱⲧ ϩⲓ̈ ⲙⲉⲟⲩ ϩι ⲥϩⲓⲙⲏ
Father or mother or
wife

2

03 (05) 01 04 019 032 037 ƒ13 33
205 892 579𝔐mae2

No. 42
21:44

⸋[καὶ ὁ πεσὼν ἐπὶ
τὸν λίθον τοῦτον
συνθλασθήσεται· ἐφ᾽ ὃν
δ᾽ ἂν πέσῃ λικμήσει
αὐτόν]⸌10

(omit) (omit) 1

01 03 04 019 035 (038)
0102
ƒ1 13 892

05 33 mae2

No. 44
22:35

ἐπηρώτησεν εἷς ἐξ
αὐτῶν [νομικός]○

ἐπηρώτησεν εἷς ἐξ
αὐτῶν νομικός

ϩⲁ ⲟⲩⲉ ⲙ̇ⲙⲁⲟⲩ

ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲙⲓⲕⲟⲥ ϩⲁϥϣⲉⲛⲧϥ

One of them, a lawyer,
asked

3

01 03 019 33 892 mae2 (ƒ1 omits νομικός;
mae2 supports
removal of brackets)

10 If the Nestle-Aland editors bracketed the verse on the strength of the testimony of 05 and
33, howmuch less secure is the reading on the basis of its omission in mae2?
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Variants supported by mae2 against NA27 (cont.)

Variant for Impact:
re-consideration 1 = greatest

Test NA27 and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate
passage manuscript support manuscripts Mae2 3 = minimal

No. 47
23:38

ἀφίεται ὑμῖν ὁ οἶκος
ὑμῶν ○ἔρημος

ἀφίεται ὑμῖν ὁ οἶκος
ὑμῶν

ⲡⲉⲧ]ⲉⲛⲏⲓ̈ ⲕⲏ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲉⲛ

Your house is
abandoned to you

2

𝔓77 01 04 05 032 038
0102 ƒ1 13 33 892

† 03 019 mae2

No. 52
27:24

Ἀθῷός εἰμι ἀπὸ τοῦ
αἵματος ⸀τούτου

Ἀθῷός εἰμι ἀπὸ τοῦ
αἵματος τοῦ δικαίου

ϯ[ⲟⲩⲉⲃ ⲁⲛ]ⲁⲕ
ⲉⲡⲉⲥ[ⲛⲁ]ϥ ⲙⲡⲉⲓ̈ⲇⲓⲕⲉⲟⲥ
I am clean in regard
to the blood of this
righteous person

2

03 05 038 01 (02) 019 032 ƒ1 13 33
892 mae2

No. 54
27:49

σώσων αὐτόν.⸆ σώσων αὐτόν. Ἄλλος δὲ
λαβὼν λόγχην ἔνυξεν
αὐτοῦ τὴν πλευράν, καὶ
ἐξῆλθεν ὕδωρ καὶ αἷμα.

ⲛ[ϥⲛⲉϩⲉⲙϥ] ϩⲁ ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲉ̇

ϩⲁϥϫⲓ ⲛⲟⲩⲗⲟⲅⲭⲏ

ϩⲁϥⲧⲁ[ϫⲥϥ ϩⲁϥϫⲉ]ⲧ
ⲛⲉⲥⲡⲓⲣ ϩⲁ ⲟⲩⲥⲛⲁϥ ⲓ̈

ⲉⲃⲁⲗ· ⲙⲉⲛ [ⲟⲩⲙⲁⲟⲩ]
… save him. Another
took a spear, jabbed
him, pierced the sides;
blood came out with
water

3

02 05 032 038 ƒ1 13 33
892

01 03 04 019 mae2

All these readings should be reviewed by Greek New Testament editors. In
particular, due to mae2’s new support for certain readings, and its impact on
external attestation as it is triangulated with its closest allies 01 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 mae2 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 mae2 and numer-
ous test passages. While the analysis is extensive enough to justify these con-
clusions in general, amore accurate assessmentmust 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). Onewonders, however, whether
Schenkewould have come to different conclusions if there had beenmore time
for him to investigate more fully a translational explanation, and for testing his
own theories.11

Had Schenke’s assessment that mae2 was derived from a hitherto lost He-
brewMatthew been correct, the implications would be significant. First, there
would be important newdata 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
Schøyen, and perhaps were altogether unrealistic to begin with.

What actually is contained in the codex, however, realistically endowsmae2
with great worth. In the final assessment, there are seven factors which reflect
mae2’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 mae2.
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3. It may preserve a more natural Coptic style, less affected by the source
language than laterCoptic texts, andas such,mayprovide informationabout
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. It is 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 01 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 othermanuscripts, it has a very high rate of agreementwithNA27,
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 mae2. It is these last five features, however, along
with the first two, that give mae2 such significance. As a consequence, mae2 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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154, 158, 169, 170, 175, 179, 186, 193,
195, 216, 217, 223, 223n24, 224–255,
228n30, 256, 258, 259, 262, 263, 264,
266, 268, 268n4, 269, 270–274, 270n6,
276

04 40, 41, 138, 140, 144, 147, 154, 158, 161,
169, 175, 179, 229, 230, 231, 233, 234,
235, 238, 239, 249, 242, 243, 246, 248,
250, 251, 252, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274

05 29, 39, 41, 51, 53, 54, 56, 58, 72, 86, 93,
98, 109, 119, 138, 143, 144, 149, 154, 157,
161, 169, 175, 179, 181, 182, 186, 192, 193,
195, 216, 217, 217n22, 223, 224–255,
251, 270, 271, 272, 273, 273n10, 274

017 248
019 38, 40, 41, 53, 72, 86, 93, 109, 110, 223,

224–255, 229n31, 252n66, 256, 259,
262, 263, 270–274

021 108, 109
022 140

024 216n19
032 41, 72, 86, 93, 138, 140, 147, 154,

161, 165, 175, 179, 195, 198, 200, 224,
225–255, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274

033 39, 153, 238, 262, 272
035 41n26, 72, 86, 93, 216n19, 225, 226,

227, 231, 242, 244, 245, 246, 248, 271,
273

036 169, 191, 197, 216n19, 234, 235, 245,
248, 250n62, 252, 262, 271, 272

037 58, 119, 147, 154, 169, 228, 233, 241, 242,
270, 273

038 33n11, 41, 49n18, 53, 72, 86, 93, 108,
154, 161, 169, 175, 179, 182, 192, 195,
197, 199, 216, 217, 223, 224–255, 262,
270–274

073 216n19, 235, 236, 271
078 240, 272
085 216n19, 242
0102 243, 244, 246, 273, 274
0106 233, 234, 235, 236, 271
0148 175, 179, 198, 200, 252
0170 216n19, 227
0171 261
0233 119, 147, 154, 228, 230, 233, 234, 235,

270, 271
0242 234, 235
0249 248
0250 86, 216n19, 226, 235
0281 147, 154, 216n19, 230, 231, 233, 238,

243, 248, 270



300 general index

Minuscules
f1 41, 53, 72, 86, 93, 147, 149, 154, 161, 169,

175, 195, 197, 198, 200, 217n21, 255,
255n67, 262, 263, 270–274

f13 39, 41, 51, 53, 72, 86, 93, 109, 110, 154,
161, 169, 175, 179, 195, 197, 224–255,
262, 270–274

1 216, 217, 223n25, 224–255, 259,
270–274

4 216
5 250n62
11 227
13 80, 198, 200, 216, 226, 248
17 227
21 36n17
22 216, 217
26 250n62
27 53
33 39, 41, 56, 58, 72, 93, 147, 154, 157, 161,

167, 169, 175, 179, 195, 197, 198, 200,
216, 217, 223n24, 223n25, 224–255,
259, 262, 263, 270–274, 273n10

48 250n62
64 250n62
79 216n19
115 250n62
118 216, 217
124 216
127 250n62
157 39, 116, 238, 262
160 250n62
175 250n62
205 216, 217, 217n21, 223n25, 224–255,

255n67, 259, 270–274
209 216, 217, 217n21, 255n67
233 227
279 216
346 216
348 174, 197
364 250n62
372 148, 216
543 216
565 169, 182, 197, 248, 251
579 38, 39, 109, 119, 169, 223n24, 236, 238,

239, 241, 248, 251, 262, 272, 273

597 38
687 216n19
700 108, 154, 169, 179, 191, 216, 233, 236,

238, 239, 243, 244, 248, 251, 271
788 216, 248
826 216
828 216, 240, 248
837 216n19
871 250n62
873 148
892 58, 72, 140, 146, 147, 154, 160, 169, 157,

179, 216, 217, 223, 224–255, 256, 259,
262, 263, 270–274

983 216
1010 40, 250n62
1011 250n62
1057 250n62
1093 156
1129 216n19
1192 216
1241 56, 72, 119, 167, 169, 197, 224, 225, 234,

236, 248, 251, 271
1253 227
1295 216n19
1300 250n62
1306 216n19
1372 216n19
1392 250n62
1414 216n19
1424 56, 72, 95, 153, 154, 167, 169, 179, 216,

224, 225, 227, 229, 230, 235, 236, 241,
242, 243, 244, 248, 251, 252, 262, 270,
271

1448 250n62
1566 250n62
1582 216, 217, 223n25, 224–255, 227n29,

259, 270–274
1555 250n62
1604 216
1675 216
1701 250n62
1780 250n62
2117 250n62
2126 250n62
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2139 250n62
2148 227
2283 250n62
2328 250n62
2437 250n62
2585 250n62
2586 216, 250n62
2589 216n19
2597 216n19
2607 216n19

2622 250n62
2680 216, 250n62
2737 216
2766 250n62
2784 216n19
2786 216
2787 250n62
𝔐 53, 72, 86, 93, 147, 154, 161, 169, 175,

179, 195, 198, 200, 270, 271, 272, 273

Coptic
Sa364 199
Codex Glazier 2n8, 9n25, 173, 188, 237

Codex Milani 2n7, 176n24, 237, 237n41
Codex Mudil 2n8, 3, 9, 9n25, 237

Latin
Codex Brixianus 176n27



Coptic Grammatical Index

The index follows the linguistic terminologyused inLayton’s ACopticGrammar:WithChrestoma-
thy andGlossary: SahidicDialect, second edition (2004). Select grammatical terms corresponding
in bothCoptic andGreek linguistic systems are listed in theGeneral Index,while those that differ
are listed either in the Coptic Grammatical Index or the Greek Grammatical Index accordingly.

Aorist 19n53, 45, 72, 72n50, 95, 103, 113, 158
Attributive 18, 55, 57, 147n15, 220, 220n23, 221
Asyndeton 23n66, 51, 91n84, 147, 151, 172, 178,

179n36, 190
Auxiliary 15, 16n47, 79n71, 94, 142, 142n7, 143,

158, 194

Causative 82
Circumstantial 19n53, 23n66, 24n69, 25,

45n7, 55, 82, 84, 94, 95, 103, 118, 119, 137, 142,
155, 174, 180n37, 181n43, 185

Cleft sentence 99, 99n90, 159
Conjunctive 6, 7–8, 8n25, 19n53, 23n66, 25,

45n7, 78n69, 91n84, 103, 117n108, 142, 175,
179n36, 180, 193n61

Demonstrative, affective 45, 77n67, 194

Entity term 45, 143, 148, 247

Focalising conversion 45

Intermediate 45, 56, 79, 84, 85, 86, 90, 110,
123, 144, 151, 153, 156, 170, 171, 181, 194, 228,
265

Jussive 6, 82, 179n37, 180n37

Konjunktionsnetz 16, 17, 20

Limitative 6

Modifier, inflected 53, 63, 135, 138, 159, 266

Nouns, common and gendered common 95,
220n23

Optative 45, 85, 105, 142, 149, 151, 180n37, 187

Perfect 25, 54n28, 103, 147n13, 156, 156n24,
165, 191, 193, 222

Personal, dependent, independent 45, 82,
97, 138, 188, 191, 266

Personal mediate, intermediate 21, 45, 56,
79, 84, 85, 86, 90, 110, 123, 144, 151, 153, 156,
170, 171, 181, 194, 228, 265n1

Precursive (Temporal) 11, 156
Preterit 45, 141, 142, 144, 156, 156n24

Relative 16n47, 25, 45, 55, 72, 72n50, 84, 92,
97, 99, 103, 159, 171, 185

Specifier, generic, interrogative 69, 143
State, absolute, prenominal, prepersonal

76n62, 82, 99, 116, 136, 147, 147n13, 175

Verboid 45, 143, 145, 154, 178



Greek Grammatical Index

Select grammatical terms corresponding in both Coptic and Greek linguistic systems are listed
in the General Index, while those that differ are listed either in the Coptic Grammatical Index or
the Greek Grammatical Index accordingly.

Case, accusative 60, 109, 185
Case, dative 56, 60, 109, 114, 134, 138
Case, genitive 82, 171, 172n15, 185, 191
Case, grammatical 56, 60, 171, 172n15, 185,

191
Case, nominative 56, 167

Participle 12n35, 15, 19n53, 25, 25n72, 82, 84,
94, 95, 118, 147, 149, 154, 158, 165, 168, 174,
178, 179, 184, 185, 188, 192n59, 193, 197, 199,
222, 233, 251n63

Subjunctive 8, 66, 80, 85, 85n74, 149, 180, 221,
266

Substantive 25, 60, 118
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