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An Emerging New Dialect of Coptic!

Axiel Suisua-Havevy

The work under review presents in full, with a translation and extensive eru-
dite philological, textual and grammatical annotations, detailed indices and long
descriptive, historical and linguistic introductions, the elegant editio princeps of
forty-four Coptic texts (fifty-four epistolary and documentary texts in all, of which
fifty-two are papyri) from the site of Ismant el-Kharab (the Dakhle oasis, at the
Roman-period village of Kellis). All were written to members or associates of a
textile-processing Manichaean or Christian-Manichaean community at the place,
and are datable to the fourth century A.p. (mainly 355-380). These texts are written
in a special dialect of Coptic, which — as W.-P. Funk believes — may be the closest
yet to “L” pure and simple — a dialect exhibiting some interesting features, on some
of which I shall very briefly dwell in the following review (which focusses only on
the linguistic, not the historical or archaeological aspects of this exciting find). They
are not easy, but are remarkably rich in interesting grammatical features and of
considerable syntactic interest.

The extensive Introduction (pp. 4-45) is of a high standard of scholarship and
covers most aspects of the site, describing it and putting it in its historical context.
Personally, I find especially interesting the detailed prosopography (pp. 19-58), the
discussion of the religious milieu (pp. 72-83) of the texts, and of course the lin-
guistic profile (pp. 84-95). This is the first and to date the only sketch of the fasci-
nating grammatical system revealed in this corpus, focussing on certain of its spe-
cial or unique (especially morphemic) features, and on its dialectological status
(coded L*), which is determined mainly by (morpho-)phonological and morpholog-
ical isoglossing. Among its striking features I find worthy of mention the non-
vocalic affirmative pre-suffixal Perfect base =, apparently opposed to a= and
&&= (an issue discussed at length, pp. 86 ff.), but above all the attestation of &-
for the circumstantial converter (p. 89 f.). I would take exception to the use of cer-
tain sweeping statements in this context, such as (p. 89) “Promiscuous usage of e-/
&- in converter type elements or the converted Present has always been a trade-
mark of the Second Tense morpheme”, which is probably not true and anyway un-
warranted without a proper corpus-based structural investigation. However, it is ad-
mittedly difficult to account for e-/a- in circumstantial slots in terms of
paradigmatic opposition (I believe & here is a graphemic notation of a central un-
stressed vowel: see below). Incidentally, the association of %- in wie-, presented
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here as a frequent variant of ete- (p. 92), with the “adverbializer” — which is typ-
ically adverbal, following verbal forms or clauses in general — is problematic. I
would rather opt for a phonetic nasal realization. An interesting syntactical feature
pointed out in the grammatical profile is a- + infinitive co-ordinated to and “carry-
ing on” imperatives (p. 93 f.); this phenomenon, familiar from Semitic (esp. Bibli-
cal Hebrew), may be comparable to Sahidic eTpeq- in preceptive textemes (see
A. Shisha-Halevy, Coptic Grammatical Categories [AnOr 53; Rome 1986] 205 f.
n. 63).

The Indices (pp. 282-331) of Native Words, Loan Words, Personal Names,
Conjugations, Triadic Pronominals and Subjects, are reliable and elegantly con-
ceived and .are a priceless tool for working through the texts and compiling materi-
al for grammatical and lexical study. (The Sentence Converters are presented twice,
in the “Native Words” and “Conjugations” listings.)

The work concludes by presentmg a revised edltlon/translatlon of the Syriac-
Coptic Kellis fragments edited in the past (pp. 344-364).

The Coptic texts are a treasure trove for sophisticated, high-grade epistolary
grammar, such as is amply forthcoming in any stage of Egyptian, from Middle
Egyptian to Demotic, but is scant in Coptic. In a more critical mood: the grammat-
ical analysis in the work under review is not rigorous enough for a linguist’s taste.
The treatment of grammatical (esp. syntactic) issues is by no means shoddy, but
sometimes impatient and simplistic. As a rule, syntactic topics are rather thinly
treated; there are numerous questions that require to be thought about further.

Brief Observations on specific noteworthy grammatical features

I. The post-imperatival slot: Tapee- and the Conjunctive

Tapeqcw T is not final; the locutor’s “personal guarantee” is restricted to
the 2nd person; otherwise it is sequelling-consequential. Usually interlocutive:

Sequelling consecutive Tapeq-: No. 19 line 78 vapn- “Write it (the letter)
properly, and then we shall find ...” rather than final; No. 20 lines 38 ff. “Do not
neglect to write concerning your health, and then we shall (be able to) leave our
house”, and 50 f. “Do not delay to write to us through them, and then we shall be
without worry”. Delocutive only in No. 48 line 41 f. Tapo¥punTwaseTe e
in “money grammar”, expressing the sum total concluding a calculation (“mak-
ing ...”, “to make ...”). The profile of Tapeq- in the corpus considerably weakens
the editors’ conjectured reconstruction in No. 29 line 7 f. nei ne nawauna
WATIWT NINOYTe ftTHe TA[plegpaic.

The Conjunctive: No. 11 line 25 cgei nur ter gwT gaTux; No. 12 line 8 f.
61t--F0% MANA NCAPT ... KTHNANCE THCINTOY e no¥gaiTe “... and we
shall make them into a garment” (not “we can make them ...”, as translated);
No. 32 line 25 “fight in every way to put on its shield and you will be at ease in it
for ever” (not “that you may be ...)”.

II. The circumstantial converter &- (cf. the Introduction, p. 89)

Some at least of the alleged instances are possibly, if not probably cases of
asyndetic paratactic narrative linkage. So No. 15 line 11 garwaTnT arcgei sex
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sarucexe “I have hurried to write ...”; “already” (locutive) in No. 21 line 8 arovrw
an-, 25 line 34 arovw ar-, perhaps even anwcanTprovw as- (No. 17 line 9);
see also below, note to No. 22 line 44 a16wrc avaeag-. Incidentally, atpegwe is
the invariable form of the Perfect for this verb (I have not checked other cor-
relations of this tense-form in the lexicon), e.g. No. 15 line 24, 16 line 13, 34 line
16, 31 line 21 f. with the paratactic ar-, and so on. However, tnaec AIpEwE
(No. 15 line 24; cf. traeq erpewe No. 35 line 48, 36 line 39) is clearly circum-
stantial, as is &~ in No. 25 lines 16 and 56, three concurring forms of the 2nd plur.
circumstantial: epeTi-, aApeTn-, eTeTH-.

III. Tempusiehre

(1) The Aorist: affirmative. Not in itself habitative or generic. Locutive: No. 17
line 23 wan- “we need, must”; No. 48 line 22 wapn- personal undertaking;
No. 17 line 50 wai- personal undertaking. Habituality only in sewar- (No. 19
line 49). Delocutive: sequelling (“and then ...”) in No. 50 line 8 f. KNASICE ...
wapaovan mae gecTq. Again, habituality is evident only in (we..) waq-
(No. 19 line 50). Negative: converted only. No. 32 lines 4f. 10f. eTena (pe)- clear-
ly echoes Mt. 6:19-20. Only escaxTnsas No. 42 line 15 is ‘authentic’: “you not
writing”, in the sense of “it not being (in) your nature to write”.

(2) &9~ vs. gaq-: some hints of difference (based on general impression, not
precise examination): aq-: following the presentative erc(7e) (No. 15 lines 15, 21;
No. 17, lines 18, 32); ewywme (No. 20 line 50, for some reason translated here as
Present); nwe (No. 20 line 53); xe- (No. 25 line 56); asyndetic sequel to eaq-
(No. 15 lines 11); to the thematic ovw (No. 21 line 8, 25 line 35) and thematic
6nrc (No. 22 line 44); to other tenses (No. 17 line 45); in the formulaic Atpewe
Torno¥. On the other hand, gag- and ge- are the main narrative carriers (in let-
ters, often a perfectum praesens): No. 15 lines 9, 11, 14, 20 etc., No. 19 passim, etc.

(3) The “Future” tenses (the following concerns only the co(n)textually clear,
unfragmentary instances):

(a) All functions listed below are affirmative only. Practically the only neg-
ative future occurring is the negative energetic future me-, always following xe-:
No. 28 line 19, No. 25 line 58, No. 35 line 33, No. 36 line 24, No. 39 line 26
(xersxoc “pour ne pas dire”). See below, note on No. 39 line 31 f.

(b) twa- Tana — sequelling undertaking “and I/we shall ...” (cf. Ta-
peg-): No. 35 line 47, 36 line 37 ff. Generally speaking, tna-, Trna- range in
function between undertaking and expressed intention: No. 15 line 17 f,, lines 33,
48, 49, No. 19, lines 51, 54, 59, No. 20 line 32, No. 24 line 27.

(©) keea-, qra-, k&~ (etc.) — assured, no-doubt future: “(I know for sure
that) you/he will ...”, often in apodosi: No. 24 line 26, No. 25 line 4, No. 26 line 48,
No. 31 line 50, No. 36 lines 29, 35, No. 39 line 3, No. 40 line 5, No. 50 lines 7, 10.

(d) Forms following x(e)- with verba dicendi and other content-valency
verbs, object actant “that” (xeqa-, xeqna-): €16AwWT eBRAN xeramer apo
(No. 29 line 4); pagtox No. 31 line 29 f.; No. 35 line 37 tpagior ... xexacger
(not protatic “if you can write” as translated by the editors); No. 22 line 10, 25
line 12 ff., 31 line 12 f,, 42 line 9 f. (WAHR).

(¢) Forms following x(e)- outside the valency matrix of (c) — consecutive
“so that”, final; content-clause: xexa- No. 35 line 39; xexa- No. 35 line 39;
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xeqgna- No. 22 line 64; xe-eva-p- in “money grammar”, introducing the total in
addition (“to make ...”), No. 44 line 30. — Forms following xexace — final:
No. 19 line 11; appositive to me:: No. 20 line 6 ff. :

(f) Initial eqra-, exa-, ewa-: jussive 3rd person, injunctive 2nd person,
hortative Ist plural: eqrassovn jussive “let it remain” (No. 31 line 26); No. 35
line 17 f. epenovTow max: “let L. receive”; No. 36 line 26 exmaTervTov weq
(“you shall give them to him”, contrast with line 29 graTervor wex “he will
surely give them to you”). exatwe, exat injunctive “may you wash”, “may you
give” (No. 35 lines 12 f., 15, 20) as usual in magical invocations, from Demotic on,
probably negated as a negative imperative (No. 35 line 17); No. 38 line 3 era6n-
novw “let us ...”. ,

(g) Circumstantial eejrra-, conditioned by ewywne (No. 19 lines 73, 82 and
No. 37 line 31) or unconditioned “when about to ...” (No. 19 line 20).

IV. Discourse Signals — “Sentence Particles”

Coptic, and pre-Coptic Egyptian, was a “particle language”; the contact with
Greek only helped to enrich and refine the system of discourse signals which,
needless to say, is often crucial for a precise, sensitive translation (“indeed” as al-
most the sole rendering of many particles is unacceptable). In epistolary grammar,
as in our corpus, the role of discourse signals is especially prominent.

(1) 6¢: not “indeed” or “moreover” (as in the rendering of No. 12 line 12
etc.). It is an important operator, a delimiter in articulating the epistolary texture,
an anaphoric link (“in view of all said so far” — a mirror image of vap, see be-
low; this recalls Egyptian grt rather than LE-Demotic -gr “also”; cf. Coptic non-
enclitic final “adverbial” -6€. Of course, it signals by the same token also a new
rhetorical epistolary unit, of which it marks the initial boundary, and in which it
typically broaches a new theme). It occurs in the corpus:

(a) following imperatives or adverbials preceding imperatives: No. 12 line 9,
No. 22 line 12, No. 37 line 25;

(b) immediately following initial presentative and adverbial elements (ere€,
“tow, erc-, ercTe — jst grt goes back to Old/Middle Egyptian — and eman. All
these combinations are well attested elsewhere in Coptic, see Crum, Dictionary
802 a-b, and may somewhat moderate the anaphoric force of 6%¢ itself): No. 17 line
48, No. 20 lines 34, 50 (mistranslated here as ‘a conditional), No. 31 line 26,
No. 50 line 4;

(c) broaching a new subject, marking the topic: snTapicwTae 6¢ ... (No. 31
lines 20, 34); akcget 6¢ et xe ... No. 12 line 12;

(d) interrogative + 6%¢, with the particle marking the rhetoricity of the ques-
tion: (No. 20 line 14 “Where did you forget us!” — note here the colon-second
placement of 6¢, No. 42 line 14 “What are those things you do!”).

(e) In “arithmetic syntax” (part of “money grammar”), 6¢ marks a new be-
ginning which is still anaphorically referent: “now from this ...” (No. 48 line 42).

It is hard to distinguish the function of 6¢ from that of o¥s in slots (a-b), al-
beit in different texts (No. 36 line 36, No. 43 line 16, No. 41 line 12).

(2) pw is in common use in the corpus. Again, not as “indeed”, but as a gen-
erally postpositive (word-enclitic) focusser, esp. of those clause constituents which
the Focalizing (alias Second Tense) Conversion and other focalization signals do
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not apply to or touch: Greek e, nep are immediately called to mind. Note that pw
occasionally occupies colon-enclitic (colon-second) position, and is thus found to
seemingly precede its “focussee”. The affinity of pw with negation is striking (cf.
Greek oUnep, “by no means, not ... at all”), here ‘in No. 11 line 15, No. 50 line 25.
No. 25 line 23 (“the day for which we pray”, implying er presupposing “it is for
this day we pray™); cf. the Greek relative pronoun + ye. In No. 31 line 25 the nex-
us is focalized (“we did find remembrance”), so too No. 32, lines 45 (“I did
hear”), No. 36, 31 (“I do know™); No. 24 line 27 f, (“you will find that he is really
coming south”). In e¥ pw Te txeanarxu No. 31 line 54 f. the interrogative is fo-
calized; No. 26 line 34 (“write it really well”). For Tewc pw “so long”, gonoe
pw “just when” (No. 39 lines 22, 23), cf. Greek -Y€ or -mep again. In No. 39 line
31 £ wrenager erc nivcan pw gxw smarac we ought to have the postnegator e
instead of erc, and pw focalizing the topic nacar.

(3) ete, rarely wfie, are variants of an anaphoric-superordinating signal (“in
view of [all] this”). In apodosi, preceding imperatives (almost always ere: No. 19
lines 36, 45, No. 20 lines 35, 50, No. 37 line 31, No. 40 lines 26, 33). Preceding
the sum total in money grammar (“thus making ...”), the form is wie in No. 15 line
48, No. 48 lines 21, 39. We find it once preceding the Conjunctive, apodotic even
without an explicit protasis (No. 20 line 15). No. 48 line 34 Wie kpwewe o€ e7-
KO¥ww-ec &pic is not “Now, are you satisfied ...?” but “In view of all this, you
are authorized: please do as you like” — a case of o¥ww- + infinitive (also in
No. 47 line 30 f. — W.-P. Funk).

(4) vap, in a sense the mirror image of 6¢, marks most typically a textual unit
as justifying or giving a reason for the very occurrence of the foregoing text. Its se-
mantics do not so much concern causality, but grounding in basing-in-givenness: it
bases a foregoing segment or its situation: or even (meta-textually!) its very exist-
ence, in an association of inevitability, naturalness or ensuingness, validating the
foregoing information. Consider No. 20 line 51, no. 25 line 45, No. 37 lines 14, 26,
No. 39 line 28, No. 40 line 6, No. 50 lines 7, 20, 26. Another important role of vap
is topicalizing and introducing a new theme or background information into episto-
lary discourse: No. 25 line 42, No. 37 lines 20, 22 f., No. 40 line 11.

(5) ssee is in the corpus not a correlative particle, but a cataphoric unit delimiter
(cf. Denniston’s “preparatory” role: No. 19 line 30, No. 21 line 8, No. 22 lines 32, 64,
No. 24 line 4, No. 25 line 35, No. 34 line 17). In all these cases, aeesn is also a strong
topicalizing signal for the subsequent textual unit, which is high-level rhematic.

(6) 2€ is a topicalizing connector, but rarely (and weakly) contrastive (so in
No. 25 line 43 and No. 50 line 17), but usually signalling and following the first
term of a new point made (formally mostly following (pro)nominals, more rarely
verb clauses and imperatives). It is important as an articulation exponent in the
epistolary texture, as it were marking paragraphs in the exposition. Consider No. 19
line 77; No. 20 lines 18, 24, 57; No. 21 line 17; No. 22 line 24; No. 25 line 57;
No. 29 line 13; No. 34 line 15; No. 35 line 14; No. 36 line 16; No. 38 line 9.

Notes on individual instances of grammar, idiom and translation:
' striking or problematic cases

No. 16, Line 19 (etc.): I find remarkable (re)t- for the Conjunctive st person
sgl., a morphology almost exclusive to the Kellis dialect (rare instances also in L6

T
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— W. P. Funk), inasmuch as it completes the morphological “missing link” between
the Conjunctive and the Durative Conjugation pattern. Thus, an instance like <ter
srr (No. 40 line 11), distinctive (macro-)syntactically by its sequelling status and
morphosyntactically by the infinitive (where a converb would be nu+), and by the
Aktionsart-signalling or valential augens sus, or TeTnwnTg (No. 40 line 8), with
an immediate pronominal object revealing the infinitive rather than the converb,
raise the nice point of whether a base is here zeroed or not. But st-/zero is not a
base at all, and the conjunctive a sui generis converbal nexus pattern, marked as
adnexal by the nota relationis - (so Shisha-Halevy, Categories, Chapter Seven).
As a matter of fact, I find s~t-cw a2 more than supports, if not clinches, this anal-
ysis.

The Makarios family letters (Nos. 19-28) pp. 154 ff. are stylistically and gram-
matically the most interesting and sophisticated.

No. 19, Line 8: mer an ne npuve trov wwie gr-genanacrpodpare
evpwew, with the particle (not adverb) <twow belonging rather in the Nominal
Sentence, and mer cataphoric: “Also, this is now the way: involve yourself in wor-
thy (living) habits ...” (not “matters”; cf. aracTpodpave “Lebensformen” in
Man. Hom. 29:27).

Line 24 f. ewywne [6€ o]vn nnpiw: I doubt the def. article; the specific ex-
istant would be difficult, even ungrammatical. — Line 29: maxeq, remarkably
common in this epistolary corpus, is here always translated as “he says”; this is de-
fensible, since this narrative verboid does not really carry a tense category marking,
but gets its time reference macrosyntactically, from the narrative environment.

Line 48: ovatakwis egavnaneq ABAA o nevTagga- is a Cleft Sen-
tence. Translate “It is a deacon who has been turned out that ...”. — Line 50: ag-
paxk sansear rather “What do you want with me?”, not “what do you have against
me?” — Line 51: pwase eqqreae gaTHe is probably “one who comes to him ...”,
and not as translated. '

No. 20, Lines 9 £, 19, 53: nwc “how” is opposed ‘in this text to raw nge
with Focalizing Present in line 18; also No. 26 lines 25, 36 (negative clauses). nwc
occurs always governed by “I wonder” (tpaearge, tpeawaaze). — Line 12:
Tev is remarkable as imperative.

Line 15: ew [[a2€]] sea2a 6 aTrprenwBy H ATETNIRES-PWI E1€ THEN-
ngur gwre: I find the Conjunctive in apodosi following ete very interesting
(Shisha-Halevy, Categories p. 206 f.); this is not a Present tense, as translated (the
Index gives this Jocus as Conjunctive). “Where did you forget us or fill our
mouth? Then we, too, shall learn our lesson!” and not as translated (“Indeed, how
could you forget us ...? then do we know our own heart”); cf. gm-jb/hity, Wb
V 169 “know how to use (well)”, Crum, Dictionary 820b “learn wisdom”. I could
not find a (metaphorical?) non-reflexive seeg-pw= in Coptic or pre-Coptic Egyp-
tian (Hannig, Worterbuch 352 suggests “auf Wort vertrauen” for mh m ri-, seems
irrelevant to our Jocus); could this be an Egyptian euphemistic reference to em-
balming/burying?

Line 21: Is espe here anaphoric to p-naeeove “remember” in line 20 £, and
ewxe epeerpe not “if you do so” (referring to ape2o “you have ceased remember-
ing us at all ...”), but probably “even if you (do) remember ...”.

Line 40: xac epeTencavne is an epistolary turn of phrase introducing a new
topic (“For your information”); cf. Late Egyptian r rdjt rh ... (see editors’ note,
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p. 171). sywnie eTeTicawe means “be knowing, know” rather than “happen you
know”. — Line 50 erc is here clearly presentative and the translation as protasis
unjustified. :

No. 21, Line 16: TeTanxirc seems be the topic of a Cleft Sentence, with
owkoxv: n- its focus (“all we received was ...”), rather than “what we did receive”,
especially since the latter would demand an unparallelled construction with the fol-
lowing text. Admittedly, this leaves the responsive semmx: with a zero object.

No. 22, Line 13-14: The editors/translators failed to idenfity here o%7r- ow-
(Sah. oveT- over-: Crum, Dictionary 495b-496a) “... is one thing — ... is anoth-
er”, which must be added to the glossary and the translation modified accordingly.

Line 27: It is far from certain that rew rge and esenixr actually belong to
the clause (as focus and topic). If they do, we have here a case, unique in the cor-
pus, of circumstantial topic following a focalized adverb, in which case it will
mean “how is it that..”, not “why ...” (cf. Shisha-Halevy, Categories § 2.5;
B. Layton, 4 Coptic Grammar [Wiesbaden 2000] § 459 f.).

Line 32: twwn sern sunmegaeaT grovary miae [e]Teerpe seaaq not “I
thank you, at every moment that you do it ...”, with no real referate for “it”, but
with seaeaq referring to gaear: I thank you, every time you do (me) a favour”
or similar, or simply “I thank you on every occasion” (in No. 19 line 11 f. the
twwn-guaT construction must mean “so that I may thank you, and God too
may thank you”, and not as translated).

Line 44: avseag- cannot be circumstantial (to a16nrc), because of its di-
rect object construction, and must be paratactic; this opens the way to interpreting
other apparently subordinate a¢- cases, not as circumstantial but as Perfect (see
above). — Line 46: tpaatge saner arcaTaeq is yet another very striking case
of paratactic Perfect, here adnominally expanding the demonstrative: “that (which)
I heard”, “what I heard”. : B

Line 61: We should consider taking e[n:]au here as introducing, like alioquin,
an irrealis apodosis; in that case, eme-nTo-ovkaeukova[elnn gwe would be
protatic (“were you ...”), not interrogative as proposed by the editors. Cf. énmei
“denn sonst”, “wenn es anders wire”; see Blass-Debrunner §§ 360.2 Anm., 456.3
Anm.; corresponding to Coptic (Sah. etc.) esesson, ewxe sane, Rom. 3:6, Heb.
9:26, 10:2, I Cor. 7:14. :

No. 25, Line 16: Of all the morphological issues, I find most striking — one
might say, disturbing — the &-/e- variants of circumstantial/Focalizing Present in
the Kellis dialect. Three concurring forms of the 2nd pl. Circumstantial Present oc-
cur here concomitantly: xeqmapaic muI APWTN SIOVCAN'. ePETHOVAX
SNMETNCWMA. APETHNPANT SNINETNOHT . ETETHNTEAHA SNTETNYHGH
(similarly in line 56). The only plausible explanation I can think of is that the gra-
pheme & stands uniquely (?) in this corpus as a marked grapheme for the un-
stressed central Shva [3]: telling final instances are scgoma, xusea in No. 31;
pwsea in No. 31; wapa- in No. 50; newnpe “my son” etc., No. 19 passim; see
editors’ note, p. 165.

Line 39: Twe qrrox e gnanarkaon ne etc. is of interest for the uncom-
mon and instructive occurrence of a feminine determinator with an obligatory plu-
ral resumption. — Line 39 f. gBep ... evo ncuie “some friends who are doc-
tors”, and not as translated (“some friends ... They are doctors”).

Line 58: xe-mrowxi-etpe apaw “(you fear) that they would have a hex put
upon them”, from the dictionary (and grammar) of magic: xi- here perhaps not
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“take”, but “say”, “utter” (cf. dd-r7, Wb II 391); but espe may be associated with
etep- “eye” (jrt) or #y-r; (Hannig, Worterbuch 945). Incidentally, epeTnp-gaTe
here is a nice instance of the Focalizing Present in a rhetorical question.

No. 26, Line 26 f.: eTBe-emicTonH eTeTaxr seeae: I must confess that
this construction, of a zero-determined ‘feminine’ noun (‘feminine’ in the. sense of
primary gender selection, as evident in definite determination when the determina-
tor is coreferent with the noun lexeme) resumed and represented by a masculine
pronoun — a syntax by now well understood, well documented and apparently ‘the
rule — never ceases to fascinate me. Our Jlocus illustrates the juncturally significant
fact, never yet explicitly -stated, that the resumption must be by a suffix pronoun
and within the restricted scope of an adnexal (adnominal circumstantial) or attrib-
utive (relative) verbal expansion. (In No. 24 line 26 f. aqTinav-emicToAH men
ka6nTc pw greuy the feminine suffix is thus signalled as cataphoric, not ana-
phoric to emicToaH.)

Line 48: creawe apar it is hardly interrogative: “she will no doubt greet
us” (in apodosi; see above).

No. 31, Line 54 f.: ev pw 7Te tkeararku “This emergency also, what is it
actually?” and not as translated. asrarku is one of those Greek loan-words that
have been integrated, not only into the Coptic lexicon but even into the syntactic
pattern repertory (see Layton, Grammar § 487). For the focalizing pw, see above.

No. 32, Line 17 f.: twie (apo) Tonow gr-aranu smaearvovte: I find
the zero determination of the expanded aranu noteworthy (“God-loving” qualifies
“love”). — Line 28: ganag a<t-cnve is translated here “once you have laid the
foundation”; one would need support for this conjunctional use of dna&, in Greek
and/or Coptic.

Line 46: arcwTae pw xe-Tewwie erc gengooy erpAvynu “I did hear that
you are sick; I have been grieving for days” and not as translated. — Line 48 f.:
OYXEITE €N Axf-neovxerTe, in view of the negation probably not existential
“(There is) no health without your health”, but “Health is no health ...”, which
may be a doubly haplographic writing of an endophoric (ov)o¥xerTe €t Te — uUn-
less of course this is an idiomatic expression, in Egyptlan or another language bor-
rowed in Coptic.

No. 35, Line 11: ngacB smisro srapafia ...: The adverbial serirvo “at the
time” is here (like often <to%) colon-enclitic; I see no call for the editors’ dlfﬁ-
culty here (note on p. 227).

Line 37: tpagtor sesrax ... xexacger is not protatic, as translated by the
editors, but “I beg you to write”. Contrast the performative Focalizing (i.e. Second)
Present aragtow in Oxyrhynchite, P. B.L.Or 11173(2) ro 1.22 (ed. Schenke 1992)
AIAZIOY 0¥ a3y Arag1ov seea “I beg them, then, I beg you ...”

Line 39: TeTcug as “what is written” could be an uncommon neutric femi-
nine deictic (determinator). But can the feminine pronoun here be a representative
resumption of Terpac (trrerTpas on line 37): “the one written”?

Line 45: a22a ovcger eqjpwer is an autonomous clause, and very probably
a special Cleft Sentence pattern (and so to be translated “a written document is
what is useful”, perhaps better “a written document is what counts”), perhaps
gnomic. o

Line 47 f.: gwA8 exovawd nrisea keneve et taee: zero-article gwB for
the indefinite “anything” is here topicalized and resumed by personal anaphoric
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pronoun (also in No. 36 line 37 ff.). The zero article seems to have a rather ex-
tended range in this corpus.

No. 37, Line 19: xiax &~ in malam partem, translated here as “shake” (for
“hostile action against the Manichaeans”): one needs some supporting evidence.
Could we have here an older meaning of the lexeme, “throw against” = “attack”,
Egyptian kms r-?

Line 25 f.: cger et xe-axp-o “write me how you are (doing)”: In this an-
cient idiomatic construction, the focalized interrogative joins the Focalizing (olim
Second) Present in the sense of “ndg &xe1g”, while the relative-topic Cleft Sen-
tence has the meaning of “What are you doing?”; cf. H. J. Polotsky, “Une régle
concernant I’emploi des formes verbales dans la phrase interrogative en néo-
égyptien”, ASAE 40 (1940) 241-245, p. 244 f. Note that both Akhmimic and Lyco-
politan forms of “what?”, respectively o and e¥, occur in our dialect in morpho-
phonemic alternance, the former an enclitic, the latter non-enclitic; cf. also Nos. 22
line 17, 24 line 12, 31 line 54, 42 line 14.

No. 38, Line 3 f. teappe xexxr sasear apax “I take courage, for you re-
ceive me to you”, and not as translated.

No. 39, Line 20: xe-sixoc xe-nmrcan neTpoc “not to mention our brother
Peter”, and not as translated.

Line 31: &peTimo XeNTNNAWE! EIC INCAN PW GXW IMAC ... Probably
nTrnacger en and not as read (erc): this would then be the only instance for
negatived sa- future; “you see whether we will be able to come. Indeed look,
our brother, he says” is improbable. Better “you see (that) we won’t be able to
come”.

Line 32: qrapw([w]e acger “he will suffice”, not “will be glad” (a lapsus in
the translation only, correct in the Index. There are other instances of divergence
between translation and Indices).

No. 40, Line 5 f. ist to be restored ree gwTTu[re eTe]Tn-.

Line 23: Taxa e¥ Taxa gwT qqrT ... is another of the enigmatic turns of
phrase in the corpus; hardly “well perhaps, perhaps I myself” as translated (we
would need at least some support from Greek for tdya or &b taya (a search
through the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae database, covering the language until the
6th century A.D., could not find either). In later Greek, téa has a finely nuanced
semantic spectrum (“apparently, supposedly”, “I wonder if ...”, “wohl”), and “per-
haps” seems too simple; the context here is of little help. A correlative axa ...
@Y ... is called for; ex may well be the pronoun “what?” (or even the indefinite
“something”); or can ev be etpe + 3rd pl. object (eow in No. 44 line 3)? At any
rate, the augens gwT occurs here in a colon-second placement (it is referable to
the Ist sgl. in fit). If ex is the Greek adverb, then the correlation with gwT would
be at least syntactically apt, since the augens is an inflected adverbial (cf. Layton,
Grammar §§ 152-158).

No. 41, Line 4 ff.: ov2Ae mneTHgwh NeN MIETHOVW XE-NTETNOVW
without supporting evidence, I find it hard to accept xe- with the conjunctive as a
factive past “that” clause (“that you were finished”, so the editors); it must be a
non-factive prospective “that you shall” or something similar. I see here also a
slight lexical problem as well as a question of valency. The verb lexeme o¥w in
the Conjunctive may be the one related to the noun ovw “message” (“Kunde”,
“Botschaft”, also “Angelegenheit”); we would then have a figura etymologica rath-
er than a pun. Incidentally, all these and ovw “cease, have done” are historically




An Emerging New Dialect of Coptic 307

related, through the etymon wih. In acder saneTngaBe naave sovw I suggest
the masc. sgl. object refers to the messenger, not “it” (“he came, you not having
sent him with any message”), although we still need support for the direct object
of gwB being the messenger, not the message.

Line 7 f.: x-sesean eTesaneTn6n-paregcger is rhetorical and patently sar-
castic (as is .often the case with the Focalizing Negative Perfect): “Or may it be
perhaps that you did not find someone who can write?”

No. 42, Line 14 ff.: ex 6€ e 113 BHYE ETKEIPE MUAY EMAKTNNAY -0VE-
mcToaH wese enTHpy “What are those things that you do, never writing to us at
all?” and not as translated. .

No. 43, Line 7: Tovnoxr 6¢ ne Tanax for “It’s (the) time, then: send” is
syntactically difficult. The endophoric pattern would be To¥no¥ 7€, and the prag-
matic-situational formal theme ne would hardly predicate Tovmow. One wonders
whether an infinitive as non-formal theme (“It’s the time, then, to send”) would
not change the syntactic situation.

No. 45, Commentary, p. 261 (on n-/s7e-): the treatment is over-simplifying,
in the traditional or classroom approach, which does not do justice to this difficult
topic. Cf. A. Shisha-Halevy, “Pluridimensional Oppositions: Three Case Studies in
Scripture (Pentateuch) Bohairic”, in: Coptology: Past, Present and Future. Studies
in Honour of Rodolphe Kasser, edd. S. Giversen, M. Krause, P. Nagel (Orientalia
Lovaniensia Analecta 61; Leuven 1994) 225-247.

No. 46, Line 1: ovwrras savoTe etc. is of interest, combining the highly
grammaticalized and mid-way grammaticalized forms of the prepositional phrase
“in my/his hand(s)”. Their very compatibility indicates this is not “I have in his
hands”; we seem to have here an acknowledgement of debt: “I owe him”, cf. De-
motic wn-mtw.k j.jr-n.j “I owe you”, lit. “you have against me” (Sethe, Biirgschafis-
urkunden 211 f.). This is the construction continued in the Coptic ownTaxk epos
and similar (Layton, Grammar § 392), with e- marking the debtor, sre- the cred-
itor. But we also find in Demotic, closer to our construction, [wn-]mtw,j r-‘wy.k
“you owe me”, lit. “I have in your hands”, ibid. 302 f., 346, 783; also presenta-
tively jws mtw.k ‘wy.j “I owe you” (Erichsen, Dem. Lesestiicke 11/2 p. 14): here too
sTe- indicates the creditor, but it is srw-~/e7T00T- that marks the debtor. So,
while nroo7T= alone may indicate a possessor (Layton, Grammar § 393), its com-
patibility with sTe- in ovsTa= changes the former into marking the debtor, the
latter into marking the creditor.

No. 47, Line 17 f.: epeno¥To¥ saxt-m6nTanaps ... injunctive instruc-
tion: “Let Loutou receive this centenarium”, and not as translated.

No. 48, Line 29: ovcexe neTakxnov: &paq is interesting, being formally a
Cleft Sentence but expressing existence: “There is a thing you have asked me
about”, and not as translated. — Line 30 f.: xcawwne xe ... kovwy-¢s... “You
know that ... please take ...” (o¥wg prenominal, with ¢t its object: W.-P. Funk),
and not as translated. — Line 34 f.: wie xpwwe “In view of all this, you are au-
thorized ...” and not “are you satisfied?”.

No. 50, Line 7 f.: tcavne vYap Xe-KNAZICE XE=NTOK NE NOVAETK
wapaovasn mi gecTo. The Nominal Sentence pattern is here of interest: the
augens fov¥aeTk seems to be an essential part of the construction; cf. Layton,
Grammar p. 200 (patterns 9-11). The aorist is sequential: “... and then everyone
will exert themselves until they (can) rest”, and not as translated.
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Line 26 f.: egamgrce vap ... XN-TENCNTHINE: in view of ¥ap, this is not a
case of the circumstantial g&- Perfect, as stated in the Conjugations Index, p. 325,
but a Focalizing (Second) Perfect: “It is since we parted from you ... that we have
toiled” or “As soon as we parted from you, we have toiled”. '
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