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DIVERSIONS OF JUNCTURE
ON SHENOUTEAN ANACOLUTHIA, AND
OTHER PUZZLES OF UNEXPECTED SYNTAX
B Y A RIEL S HISHA -H A L E V Y
“The object of interest to linguistic theory are texts”
(Louis Hjelmslev, ProlegomenatoaScienceofLanguage
[1961], p.16)
* * *
L’élève Hamlet:
C’est exact, monsieur le professeur,
Je suis “où” je ne suis pas.
Et, dans le fond, hein, à la réflexion,
Être “où” ne pas être,
C’est peut-être aussi la question.
(Jacques Prévert, “L’accent grave”, Paroles [1949])
* * *

This paper consists of two parts. The first (§1 etc.) is a special commented mini-chrestomathy: I present grammatically classified Shenoutean
passages, briefly commenting on their structure and analytic implications.
Thereafter (§2 etc., “postliminaries”), I will share with the reader, at some
length, reflections on issues arising from consideration of these texts,
beginning with a discussion of the meaning and significance of the anacoluthia concept, in a language such as Coptic.1
The texts themselves are chosen for their irregularity, or peculiarity, or
syntactical complexity, or analytic difficulty, or consequential implications. The passages hardly represent the gamut of special syntax in Coptic
grammar. For reasons of space, they are harshly selective, and hardly
even representative. The classification is approximative, following the
most striking category or feature illustrated. In fact, this paper follows
to a degree in the footsteps of a special, insightful structuralist work,
deserving of far greater recognition than it has had, namely Henri Frei’s
LaGrammairedesfautes (Paris 1929); ‘mistakes’ to be understood (with
the boldest quotes) as valuably indicative phenomena of grammar. For
1
Abbreviations used: CS = Cleft Sentence, DS = DisiunctioSinuthiana, NS = Nominal
Sentence, PN = Proper Name, US = “Unexpected Syntax”.
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here we have, even beyond Shenoute’s parole and usage (and stylistic
signature fingerprint) clues to his idiolectal langueand idiom.This is the
first raisond’être of this treatise.2A second point concerns juncture, which
is paramount and informs most of the constructions presented. A third
raisond’être, not last and certainly not least, is the need to leave the box
of post-Polotsky conception of Coptic grammar, and turn to other trails and
levels, such as expressive or colloquial syntax. I will try and address the
question of grammatical deviation from (our conceived) norms in a halfunderstood dead language such as Coptic.3
Two final notes, regarding the quoted texts and their translation. For
reasons of space, I have to be niggardly in the range quoted, and must
content myself with the grammatically most essential cotext. The translation is painfully approximate. I admit to a dislike of total translation in
works of grammar, because of this approximateness; first, due to the unavoidable clash between Coptic and the target language — a clash different
in the case of e.g. English, or French, or Hebrew. Second, due to the fact
that our knowledge of Coptic is still partial — new grammar-books notwithstanding — and does not warrant a confident total translation. At any
rate, the translation of a passage here does not reflect its grammatical
analysis or structure.
1. A conspectus of types: illustration and brief analytic discussion
1.1 Narrative and rhetorical functions. Tensing
1.2 Protases and apodoses
1.2.1 Protatics
1.2.2 Apodotics. Post-imperative syntax. Responsive syntax
1.2.3 Protasis-apodosis complexes
1.3 Information packaging. Focalization. Topicalization

2
My warm thanks are due to my friends and colleagues in Shenoute, Anne Boud’hors,
Stephen Emmel, Wolf-Peter Funk, Bentley Layton and Fred Wisse, for their patient help
and advice. Many of my observations echo Anne’s sensitive translation and annotation on
her rich and difficult Canon Eight (Boud’hors 2013a).
3
The references to Shenoute sources, (other than the Emmel-Orlandi codex codes, for
which see Emmel 2004) or other MS collections codes, or literary categories) are as follows (note that the texts are generally uncollated; this is especially significant in the case
of Amélineau’s edition):
Amél. = Amélineau E. C., Œuvres de Schenoudi, 1907-1914. Chass.= Chassinat, É.,
LequatrièmelivredesentretiensetépîtresdeShenouti, 1911. De Iudicio = Behlmer, H.,
SchenutevonAtripe: DeIudicio,1996.Leip.= Leipoldt, J., SinuthiiArchimandritaeVita
etOperaOmnia,III-IV,1908, 1913. The Canon 7 texts, edited by Wisse, are as yet unpublished; the paragraph division used here is the editor’s working division.
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1.3.1 Focalization. Nexus focusing. Thematization and rhematization. Superordination
1.3.2 Hermeneutics. Lemmatization and thematization of quotes
Juncture contours: construction rupture (‘anacoluthon’). Cohesion and delimitation features, zero. Reference. Prosody
1.4.1 Linkage and delimitation
1.4.2 Prosody. Parenthesis. Augens. ‘Foreshadowed’ elements
1.4.3 Reference: Noun. Number/gender (seeming) discord.
Personal-pronoun shift. Zero
1.4.4 Reference: cataphora. Prolepsis
1.4.5 Topicalization. Nominativus Pendens. Antecedent- and
other resumptions
1.4.6 Coordination. Disjunction. Parataxis
Noun determination and its implications. Proper Names. Zero
article. Article nuclearity
‘Adjectives’ and animacy gender
Person
Adverbials. Conjugation mediators
Patterning
Sequencing (‘word order’), placement
Negation
Conversion. Conjugation bases
‘That’-forms (nexal substantivation). The Conjunctive: sequelling roles. Modalities
Matters of style. DisiunctioSinuthiana
Miscellaneous construction shifts
*

*

*

1.1 Narrative and rhetorical functions.4 Tensing
(1) Chass. 105 ϯⲛⲁϫⲉⲡⲉⲓⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲟⲛ ⲟⲩϣⲃⲏⲣ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϫⲛⲟⲩⲓ
ⲉⲛⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩⲣ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲧⲉⲥⲥⲉⲣⲁⲕⲟⲥⲧⲏ…
Episodic narrative opening. This is a different syntactic entity from the
focalizing or polemic Cleft Sentence (CS); a so-called Presentational
pattern, its distinct structure is evident (indefinite noun, no conversion,
affirmation only, text-initial position etc.). As a narrative texteme, it is
brief and formalized (mainly verbadicendi). The next passage illustrates
4

Cf. Shisha-Halevy 2007, § 1.1.1 and passim; 2011.
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a similar case, but opening a paradeigmaor parable texteme, with developed narrative properties.

I’lltellalsothatotherone.Afriendaskedme,aswewereaboutto
bebinding(fasting)forLent.
(2) Chass. 103 ⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲥⲛⲁⲩ
ⲁϥϣⲱⲱⲧ ⲙⲡⲙⲁⲥⲉ ⲉⲧⲥⲁⲛⲁϣⲧ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲁϥϯⲛⲁϥ ⲛϥⲧⲟⲟⲩ
ⲙⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲡⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲇⲉ ⲁϥϯⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ…
A similar pattern opens parabolic narrative. Note that the possession
verboid is atemporal, like the parable itself — neither Present, nor past;
the Perfect is the basic“zérodenarration” (Benveniste).

 herewasamanwhohadtwosons.Hekilledthefattenedcalf.One
T
hegavefourparts,theotherhegaveasinglepart.
(3) Leip. III 104 ⲁⲩⲥⲟϣϥ ⲁⲩⲛⲉϫⲡⲁϭⲥⲉ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉϩⲣⲁϥ
ⲁⲩϩⲉⲃⲥⲡⲉϥϩⲟ ⲁⲩϩⲓⲟⲩⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲁⲩⲥⲱⲃⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲁⲩϯⲕⲗⲯ ⲉϫⲱϥ…
Asyndetic narrative, consisting of numerous concatenated “linguistic
events” is semi-vectorial — the order is not really significant — yet
iconic, (and thus unlike non-narrative list or catalogic asyndesis, but
not unlike hyper-events expressed by two or three asyndetic concatenated affirmative Perfects, similarly iconic). This construction enhances
or intensifies the narrative drama.

 heyhitHim,spatinHisface,coveredHisface,struckhim,mocked
T
Him,dealthimblowsonthehead.
(4) Leip. III 110 ⲁⲓⲛⲁⲩ ⲟⲛ ⲉⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲛϯⲙⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲉϥⲥⲱⲛⲧ
ⲛⲥⲁⲟⲩϩⲛⲁⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲛⲉⲓⲙⲛⲧⲥⲟϭ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩϯⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ
ⲉⲧⲉϥϭⲓϫ
Continued vision narrative. Note the superordination by ⲁⲩⲱ (“at that
point”, “then”).

I alsosawanotherofthatkind.Whenhelookedforsomethingtodo
thosesameactsoffollywith,theyputanotherinhishand.
(5) Leip. III 209f. ⲕⲉⲍⲱⲟⲛ ⲟⲛ ⲉϥⲡⲣⲉⲱⲟⲩ ⲛⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲏ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲟⲃϣ
ⲁⲓⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲁⲓⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
Continuing (internal beginning) of vision narrative. Note the sequencing
(placement of “I saw”).

Ialsosawanotheranimal,slightlyshiningorwhite.Isawitasitfell
intothehandsofthosewhowoulddevourit.
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(6) Leip. III 203 ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲏⲓ ⲛⲉϣⲁⲣⲉϣⲗⲏⲗ
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ ⲇⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϣⲁⲣⲉϣⲗⲏⲗ
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲱϣⲥ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲛ
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲙⲉⲗⲉⲧⲁ ⲉⲣⲉⲙⲟⲟϣⲉ ⲉⲡⲓⲥⲁ ⲙⲛⲡⲁⲓ
ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲃⲱⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲏⲓ ϣⲁⲣⲉϫⲁϩⲙⲉ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲥⲟⲟϥⲉ ⲛⲥⲁⲡⲉⲓⲥⲁ ⲙⲛⲡⲁⲓ
Abrupt rhythmical transition, from narrative to dialogue. Sarcastic
rhetorical address, in prophetic 2nd fem. sgl, to the Congregation/
“Daughter of Zion”. (I read ⲱϣⲥ as “read”). Alternatively, this is
all narrative, with the narrativizing converter ⲛⲉ- governing the entire
passage.

Wheneveryouenteredyourhouse,youwouldpray;whenyousit
down,youread;andalso,whenyouarise,youmeditate,walking
hereandthere—andwhenyougohome,youdefileyourself;and
whenyougoout,youpolluteyourself,hereandthere.
(7) Chass. 31 ⲉϣϫⲉ-ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲕϩⲉⲛⲥⲏϥⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲩⲉⲓϣ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ
ⲙⲛⲧⲁⲕ
The existential verboids ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁ= and ⲙⲛⲧⲁ= are not Present tense,
but atemporal; the same seems to apply to the statements of existence/non-existence ⲟⲩⲛ- and ⲙⲛ-.

Ifyoueverhadswords,nowyoudon’t.
(8) Leip. III 42 ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛⲣⲣⲟ ⲉⲩⲛⲧⲁϥ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲙϩⲁⲗ
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲭⲱⲣⲁ ⲉⲁϥϫⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ ϩⲙⲡⲥⲏⲩ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲛⲁⲣϩⲛⲁϥ ⲁⲩⲱ
ϩⲟⲓⲛⲉ ⲉⲁϥϫⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ ⲙⲛⲛⲥⲁϩⲉⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲛⲁϣⲱⲟⲩ…
The verboid of possession in narrative is not Present-tensed, but atemporal.

Likearoyalpersonwhohadservantsinsomecountry,andsentfor
themanytimehewouldlike;somehesentforaftermanydays.
(9) Leip. III 202 ⲉϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲛⲉ ϫⲉⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟⲃⲉ ⲥⲉⲛⲁϣⲧ
…totellyouthatyoursinsaregrave.
(10) Amél. II 392 ⲉϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲇⲉ ϫⲉⲙⲡⲟⲩϫⲓⲃⲁⲡⲧⲓⲥⲙⲁ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲡⲉⲧⲟ
ⲙⲙⲛⲧⲣⲉ ϫⲉⲁⲩϫⲓ
Tosaytheyhavenotbeenbaptized—whotestifiedthattheyhave?
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(11) Cod. XO 95 (Boud’hors Canon 8) ⲉⲓϣⲁⲛϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲭⲁⲓⲣⲉ
ⲉϥⲧⲱⲛ ⲡⲣⲁϣⲉ ⲏ ⲛⲁϣⲱϥ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲡⲣⲁϣⲉ (cf. also Cod. XO
Boud’hors Canon8, 82, 88).
IfIsay‘ⲭⲁⲓⲣⲉ’(‘rejoicel!),whereisthejoy?Orisitabundant,
thejoy?
(12) Cod. DS 28f. (Orlandi, ContraOrigenistas 343) ⲉϣϫⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ
ⲁⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲉⲓⲉϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩⲛ ϫⲉ…
Ifthingsarenotlikethat,sayhenceforth.
(13) Chass. 65 ⲥⲱⲧⲙ ϭⲉ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁϣⲉⲟⲉⲓϣ
ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲱⲛϩ ⲡⲉⲭⲥ ⲓⲥ ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲅⲁⲃⲣⲓⲏⲗ
ⲙⲛⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ
Now then, listen: after all, the angels proclaimed the Light and
Life,JesusChristtheLord,likeGabrielandtheothers.
Also the ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ (ⲛ-) set, see §1.9 below; ⲁⲗⲗⲟ X ⲁⲗⲗⲟ
Y: see below, §1.9: HowcanyoucompareXandY?
Here are four argumental-technical terms, initial-boundary signals,
opening chunks or blocks, almost all high-level topics. Rather improbably (6th-century chronology notwithstanding), they put one in mind
of (Babylonian) Talmudic Hebrew or Aramaic correspondents5. The
Coptic terms have several sub-functions; they are difficult to translate.
Without claiming direct Rabbinical contacts, there may be underground missing links, or a common source, or some kind of interference
— Philo of Alexandria, Greek or Persian traditional methodology and
technical terminology — speculation runs wild; but Shenoute’s argumentative rhetoric does evoke other systems.6 Further wide-scope study
is obviouslyrequired; Shenoute’s use of Greek learned “particle amalgams” and adverbials, word order, focalization, his exegetic technique
and so on, all seem relevant.

(See §1.13 for narrative roles of the Conjunctive; § 1.10 for placement issues).
*

*

*

5
Like … לא הרי … כהרי, תא שמע, אמור מעתה, יכול לומר, אם תמצי לומר, … תלמוד לומר
and many more.
6
See Bacher 1899-1905.
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1.2 Protases and apodoses
Protases and apodoses, in the broadest syntactic sense, constitute probably the most striking scatter of Unexpected Syntax, including various
putative anacolutha and other constructions of interest. The apodosis
and the protasis, each taken on its own, present distinct subsystem, and
their combination poses questions of its own. (Note, for instance, that
the Imperative may be protatic, where it is followed by an apodotic
form; responsive syntax may be apodotic in relation to its allocution.)
*

*

*

1.2.1 Protatics
(14) Leip. IV 94 ⲉⲛⲉϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲛⲧϩⲁϩ ⲛϣⲁϫⲉ ⲛⲉⲩⲛⲁϣϭⲙϭⲟⲙ ⲁⲛ
ⲛⲁⲡⲁⲧⲁ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲟⲩⲃⲉⲛⲉⲧϩⲛⲛⲉⲓⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ
The protasis consists here of a pattern found only inprotasi— zero
situational theme, adverbial rheme.

Wereitnotbyloquacity,theycouldn’thaveledhim,whowatches
overthosewholiveintheseabodes,astray.
(15) Leip. IV 156 ⲉⲛⲉⲉⲧⲃⲉⲧⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲓⲥ ⲛⲉⲓϫⲱ ⲛⲛⲁⲓ ⲛⲉⲟⲩ
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁⲣⲟⲟⲩϣ ⲏ ⲁϩⲣⲟⲓ ⲙⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ϫⲉⲉⲩⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲛⲁϣ ⲛϩⲉ
A remarkable irrealis protasis, probably schematizable as {#FOCUS
+ TOPIC# + APODOSIS}, with the topical internal conversion ⲛⲉ-.
It should be remembered that, both historically and synchronically,
the irrealis protasis does not positively and beyond doubt point to the
circumstantial conversion of ⲛⲉ-.

WereitnotfortheloveofJesusthatIsaythesewords,whatismy
care,andwhatconcernIhavehowpeopleeat?
(16) Leip. III 51 ⲕⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉⲥⲟⲩⲛⲡϩⲏⲧ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲟ ⲛⲁⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ…
ϯϩⲧⲏⲕ ⲉⲛⲃⲏⲃ ⲛϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ ⲙⲛⲛⲁ-ⲛⲕⲉⲑⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲑⲉ
ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲉϩ ⲛⲕⲉⲉⲥ ⲙⲙⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲓⲛⲉ
Ifyouwishtoknowtheheartofanyunbeliever,observehyenadens,
andthoseofalltheotherbeast,howfulltheyareofbonesofallsorts.
(17) Amél. II 461 ⲕⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉⲃⲱⲕ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲧⲙⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟ ⲛⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
ϣⲟⲡⲥ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲓⲙⲁ ⲧⲁⲣⲉⲥϣⲟⲡⲕ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ϩⲱⲱⲕ ϩⲙⲡⲙⲁ
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
If you wish to enter the Kingdom of Heaven, receive it here unto
yourself,anditwillreceiveyouuntoitselfinthatplace.
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A colloquial juxtaposition of two allocutive clauses, which may be
construed as formally unmarked question and response (cf. ed.’s
punctuation), but may certainly and, I think, preferably be construed
as protasis+apodosis complex; the apodosis itself may be complex
(e.g. Imperative + ⲧⲁⲣⲉϥ-). In such protatic status we find the Present followed by an Imperative (more rarely, the Perfect).

(18) Amél. II 364 ⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϯⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲛⲧⲣⲙⲙⲁⲟ
ϩⲓϫⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲛϥⲧⲙⲁⲁϥ ⲛⲙⲡϣⲁ ⲛϯϭⲟⲙ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲣⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ
ⲛϩⲏⲧⲥ…
The affinity of the Conjunctive with protatic status (cf. ShishaHalevy, CGC §7.2.4) is extensive; I suggest protaticity is scalar.
Adnexal ⲉⲁϥ- here is protatic enough to warrant the Conjunctive’s
sub-cordination.

There was a man to whom God gave riches on earth, yet did not
makehimworthyofbeingabletodogoodwithit.
*

*

*

1.2.2 Apodotics.Post-imperativesyntax.Responsivesyntax
(19) Cod. XO p. 260bis (Boud’hors, Canon8) ϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲥⲁϣⲁϫⲉ ⲛⲓⲙ
ⲙⲛϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲛⲉⲥⲛⲏⲩ ⲉⲧⲥϭⲣⲁϩⲧ ⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ
ⲁⲛ…ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁϭⲛⲧⲟⲩ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉϥⲧⲱϩ ϩⲣⲁⲓ
ⲛϩⲏⲧⲛ
Two noteworthy features are encountered here. First, the post-Imperatival future, alternative to ⲧⲁⲣⲉϥ- (indeed, a travesty of Mt.7:7 etc.,
in an ironic passage), with ⲅⲁⲣ replacing the locutive (1st person)
component. Second, the same particle serves to focalize the nexus (see
§1.3.1), hence may arguably be taken as a focalizer in an inapodosi
case like ours.

Inquireabouteverywordandeveryworkthequietbrethrendon’t
know…Youwillsurelyfindthemwiththosemeddlersamongus.
(20) Cod. XO p. 250 (Boud’hors, Canon8,with n. 729) ⲏ ⲉϣϫⲉϩⲁϩ
ⲛⲉⲧⲧⲁϩⲙ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲓⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ ϩⲉⲛⲕⲟⲩⲓ ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁⲟⲩϫⲁⲓ
ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ…ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲓⲉⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲥⲟⲟⲩϩ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲥⲛⲏⲩ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥⲱⲛⲉ ⲉⲧⲧⲃⲃⲏⲩ
As the ed. observes, ⲁⲩⲱ reinforces the apodosis; it may be added
that ⲁⲩⲱ, like Greek καί, has in Coptic (when not coordinating) a
superordinating role (Denniston 308f., Blass-Debrunner § 442,7).
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Andsurely,ifmanyarecalledinthesecongregations,fewshallbe
savedinthem...whatthenareyoudoing,gatheringtogetherwith
theholybrethrenandthepuresisters?
(21) Paris BN 1301 f. 139 p. 345 (Young, CopticManuscripts, p. 102,
no note) ⲁⲩⲱ ϯⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲡϩⲁⲡ ⲉⲧⲉϣϣⲉ ⲉⲁⲁϥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ⲧⲏⲣⲧⲛ
ⲡⲉ
The somewhat surprising ⲡⲉ signals, outside of conditional environment, be it protasis or apodosis, distancing or attenuation
— a punishment that would not be carried out, but should be.

AndIknowthejudgementthatwouldbepropertobedonetoall
ofyou.
(22) Cod. XO p. 184 (Boud’hors, Canon 8, with n. 530) …ⲉⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ
ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϫⲉⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲉ
Aptly analyzed by the editor in her footnote 530. The apodotic Conjunctive, not common in Shenoute but typical of non-literary and perhaps of Theban Coptic (and of Late Egyptian and possibly Demotic),
may in fact be a case of the well-established sequelling role of the
form (“and the outcome/end…is/was…”), corresponding to the narrative dénouement. As the editor discerns, the second Nominal Sentence
is Circumstantial, adjoined to ϣⲱⲡⲉ.

…tothinkitisthey—itturnsoutthatitisn’t.
(23) Cod. XO 301 (Boud’hors, Canon 8, with n. 967; Introduction,
§10. Grammaire, p. 42) … ⲉⲓⲧⲙⲕⲁⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲣϥⲛⲧ…
ⲉⲓⲧⲙⲕⲁⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲣϩⲟⲩⲉⲕⲁⲕⲉ
The zeroed apodosis, with ⲉϥ(ϣⲁⲛ)ⲧⲙ- protasis, expressing assertion in locutive (1st person) oath assertion modality, has been addressed
by A. Boud’hors, but still requires further study. Understanding the
mechanism of this construction is not easy. First, in our text we have
the protatic ⲉϥⲥⲱⲧⲙ, which cannot be taken simply as a variant of
the ϣⲁⲛ- conditional. Second, while, as A. Boud’hors points out, the
figure apparently echoes a Biblical oath phrase, its Coptic semantics
may well vary; and parallels (e.g. English “See if I don’t…”) point to
a possible presentative, not at all conditional framework, and to a colloquial register. Third, the negative exponent is not entirely formalized:
its role must be specially examined.

… If I don’t leave you to become worms! If I don’t leave you to
becomedeepdarkness!
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(24) Chass. p. 17 ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉⲣⲁⲧⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉϥⲧⲁⲁϥ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲛⲑⲉ
ⲉⲧⲥⲏϩ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲧⲟϭϥ ⲉⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲛϥⲕⲁⲧⲉϥϩⲉⲗⲡⲓⲥ
ϩⲓⲱⲱϥ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲉⲧⲥⲏϩ ⲉϣⲁϥϯ ⲛⲛⲉϥϫⲁϫⲉ ϩⲁⲛⲉϥⲟⲩⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ
This is one of the two instances in Shenoute’s works known to me of
the apodotic ⲉϥⲥⲱⲧⲙ, a non-durative, base conjugation form (ShishaHalevy 1973). It is the survival of an old Egyptian form, in Sahidic
homonymous with the ϣⲁⲛ-less protatic form: the two are absolutely
non-connected, synchronically or diachronically. Whereas the protatic
form (the negative well attested in Shenoute, as ⲉϥⲧⲙⲥⲱⲧⲙ) is clearly
related to the Conditional, while the apodotic, to my knowledge affirmative only, has no associated fuller form. In our passage, why is the
second-half apodosis what seems to be a Focalizing Aorist? The aorist
is probably the first term in the apodotic paradigm of the Conditional;
still, there is here no adverbial candidate to be focal, and the autofocal
Focalizing Aorist is (again, to my knowledge) rare. Or can it be that
ⲉϣⲁϥ- implies a Focalizing Tense association of the apodotic ⲉϥ-?
The thing to look for is apodotic ⲁϥⲥⲱⲧⲙ in dialects A, B, M or L.

Shouldapersonbecomegodless,Hedelivershimuntohis(i.e.Satan’s)
hands,asiswritten;butshouldthepersonadheretotheLordandput
hishopeinHim,asiswritten,Hethrowshisenemiesunderhisfeet.
(25) Amél. II 224 f. ⲥⲉⲓ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛϩⲏⲇⲟⲛⲏ ⲛϫⲱϩⲙ ϩⲓⲥⲱⲱϥ
ϩⲓϩⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲉⲡⲓⲑⲩⲙⲓⲁ ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲯⲩⲭⲏ ϩⲓⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲩⲉ
ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲛϩⲏⲧ ⲧⲁⲣⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛ ⲥⲉⲓ ⲟⲛ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲕϩ ⲙⲛⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ
ⲉⲧⲉⲙⲉϥⲱϣⲙ
Sate yourselves with your pleasures — unclean, polluted, falling
outinyoursoul’spassion,fornicatinginyourheart’sthought—
and you shall also be sated with the burning and the fire that is
neverquenched.
(26) Amél. II 510 ⲉϥⲧⲱⲛ ⲡⲟⲩⲱⲛϣ ⲧⲁⲣⲉⲡϣⲱⲥ ⲡⲱⲧ ⲛⲥⲱϥ
ⲧⲁⲣⲉϥⲥⲱⲧⲙ is a special apodotic form, a member of the causative
conjugation, often and not quite aptly called “future conjunctive”. In
the Shenoutean corpus it plays a double role: in the Biblical or higher/
formal stylistic register, it is truly apodotic, with a locutor’s involvement, up to assurance and even promise (the ⲧⲁ-is historically a finite
1st-person verb form); this is its marked opposition to ⲁⲩⲱ + future,
the main concurrent of ⲧⲁⲣⲉϥ-. Ex. (26) is ironic, in being homolexemic; this is one of the rhetorical features for Shenoutia “Biblical”
ⲧⲁⲣⲉϥ-; apodotic ⲉⲓⲙⲉ is another favourites (cf. Amél. I 234). A
second, more colloquial role is apodotic, as a post-imperative “that”
— rhematic-responsive, with little or no locutor involvement.

WhereistheWolf?(=showmetheWolf),andtheShepherdwill
pursueit.
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(27) Amél. I 37 ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲧⲁⲣⲛϭⲓⲛⲉ
The Biblical maxim is here wittily transformed into a bracketed noun
clause: the Imperative turned into a nominal subject, the apodotic
post-imperatival component, maintaining its status. A special twist is
introduced by the locutive-plural apodosis.

It’sgoodtoinquire-and-find.
(28) De Iudicio f. X p. 40 (Behlmer) ⲉⲓⲉⲙⲁⲣⲛⲧⲱⲙ ⲉⲣⲙⲡⲣⲟ
ⲙⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲧⲛⲛⲁⲣⲃⲟⲗ
ⲡⲉ ⲉⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ ⲛⲧⲅⲉϩⲉⲛⲛⲁ
The special interest here is in the quadruple superordination in a
protasis-less apodotic clause: ⲉⲓⲉ-, ⲁⲩⲱ, ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ, ⲡⲉ.

(29) Amél. I 39 ⲁϣⲁϩⲟⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ ϯⲱϣ ϩⲱ ⲛⲙⲙⲉ
In the Shenoutean post-imperatival paradigm, the main terms are
ⲧⲁⲣⲉϥ-, the Conjunctive, ⲁⲩⲱ + Future (unmarked). Intriguing and
rare is the Present term; semantically, it seems not prospective, but
synchronous.

Sigh,andItoosighwithyou.
(30) Leip. III 45 ⲉϣϫⲉϣⲁⲣⲉ ⲡϩⲁⲓⲣⲉⲧⲓⲕⲟⲥ ⲙⲛⲡϩⲗⲗⲏⲛ ⲡⲱⲣϣ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲉⲩϭⲓⲭ ⲛⲥⲉϥⲓⲧⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲛⲑⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲥⲓⲥ ϫⲉⲉⲩϣⲗⲏⲗ
ⲉⲓⲥⲛϩⲁⲗⲁⲧⲉ ϩⲱⲟⲩ ⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲁⲓ ⲛϩⲁϩ ⲛⲥⲟⲡ ⲉⲩⲡⲱⲣϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲧⲛϩ
The presentative ⲉⲓⲥ acts here as superordinative apodosis marker.
The Focalizing Present following ϫⲉ- expresses a discredited claim.

Ifthehereticandthepaganspreadouttheirarms,andraisethem
upunderthepretencethattheypray,see,thebirdstoodothisoften,
spreadingouttheirwings”.
*

*

*

1.2.3 Protasis-apodosiscomplexes
The protasis-apodosis irrealis modality concord is a standard, normative junctural contour, yet often richly manipulated by Shenoute
to express sophisticated logical nuances, and for rhetorical purpose.
Indeed, this is a striking instance of non-anacoluthic syntax, for the
apodosis paradigm is very rich. Here I present only a selection of combinatory examples, out of an embarrasderichesse.No two passages
are truly the same:
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(31) Cod. XO 81 (Boud’hors Canon8, n. 188) ⲉⲛⲉⲛⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ
ϩⲛⲛⲉⲛϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲃⲟⲧⲉ ⲉⲛϩⲏⲡ ⲇⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲛϩⲃⲏⲟⲩⲉ
ⲙⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲛ ⲉⲓⲉⲙⲁⲣⲉⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲏ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ϫⲱⲕ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲁⲛⲟⲙⲓⲁ…
The out-of-reality, hypothetical state of things would call for and warrant action encoded here by the jussive, formally apodotic.

Ifweappearedtopeopleinourabominabledeeds,hidingfromGod
inourwickeddeeds—thenleteachandeveryone,eachandevery
person,carryouthistransgression.
(32) Leip. IV 167 ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ϥⲛⲁϥⲓⲡⲉⲩⲣⲟⲟⲩϣ ϩⲱⲥ ⲁⲣⲭⲏⲅⲟⲥ
ⲛⲉϥⲛⲁⲣⲟⲩϩⲙⲟⲧ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲉϥϩⲱⲃ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲟⲅⲓⲥ ⲛϥⲣⲃⲟⲗ
ⲉⲩⲕⲣⲓⲙⲁ ϩⲙⲡⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧϥⲛⲁϯⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ϩⲁⲡⲉⲓϩⲱⲃ ϫⲉⲙⲛⲧⲛⲟϭ
The apodosis is formally unreal, presented as a remote possibility, while
the protasis coincides with the full (and desirable) nature-of-things
reality.

Shouldhecareforthemasleader,it’snotafavour(hewouldbe
doing)—it’shisdutyafterall;(evenso)hewouldhardlyescape
judgement,onthedayheistoaccountforwhatiscalled‘seniority’.
(33) Canon 7.3 § 6 (3) = Cod. XU 96 (Wisse) ⲛⲉϥⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ
ⲛⲉϥⲛⲁⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ ⲡⲉ
An irrealis ‘Wechselsatz’ (‘balanced construction’ or ‘equation clause’)
complex. Note that the protasis here should not be condemned, since
ⲉⲛⲉ- as converted form is contestable, synchronically and diachronically.

Also,hadHesowished,Hewouldhavecreated.
(34) Cod. XO 245f. (Boud’hors, Canon8) ⲉⲛⲉⲙⲡⲉⲡⲉϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
ⲟⲩⲱ ⲉϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲛ ⲉϥⲛⲁⲣϩⲟⲩⲟϣⲱⲡⲉ… ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲧⲱⲛ
ⲏ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ ⲉⲓⲛⲁϫⲓϣⲕⲁⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
A case of apodotic interrogatives, neutralizing the modalities of the
protasis.

If what I say had not already come to pass, and also more than
cometopass…howisitorwhyshallIcryout?
So too (among many):
(35) Leip. IV 11 ⲉⲛⲉⲙⲡⲉⲛⲉⲛⲛⲟⲃⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟⲙⲓⲁ ⲕⲓⲙ
ⲉⲧⲡⲉ ⲙⲛⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲉⲣⲉⲧⲥⲏϥⲉ ⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲥⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲥ ⲏ ⲉⲥⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲥⲧⲟⲕⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲥⲥⲃⲧⲱⲧ ⲉⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉⲥⲟⲩⲱϣ
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Hadnotoursinsandourtransgressionsmovedheavenandearth,
whatistheSworddoing,uprightandclearlydrawn,andreadyto
doaccordingtoitswill?
(36) Cod. XO 294 (Boud’hors, Canon8, n. 946) ⲉⲛⲉⲣⲉⲡⲙⲁ ϣⲟⲟⲡ
ⲁⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲧⲁⲕⲟ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲯⲩⲭⲏ
ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲧⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲛⲉⲡⲕⲁⲓⲣⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ
ϫⲉϯⲛⲁⲧⲣⲉⲛⲛⲟⲙⲟⲥ ϩⲱⲱⲕⲉ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲥⲡⲓⲣⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ
ϫⲉⲣⲉⲕⲱϩⲧ ϩⲁⲣⲱⲧⲛ ⲛⲥⲉϥⲓ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁⲡⲏⲩⲉ ϩⲓϫⲱⲧⲛ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
ⲛⲉⲓⲛⲁⲧⲁϩⲟ ⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲟⲛ ⲛϩⲉⲛϣⲉ ϩⲛⲛϩⲓⲣ ⲛⲛⲉⲓⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ
ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲣⲉⲩⲉⲓϣⲉ ⲙⲙⲱⲧⲛ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲉⲛϩⲁⲗⲁⲧⲉ
ⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁⲁⲩ ⲙⲙⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲛⲕⲣⲟϥ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲓⲛⲁⲕⲱⲛⲥ ⲙⲙⲱⲧⲛ ϩⲛⲛⲁϭⲓϫ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲏⲏⲃ
ⲛⲧⲃⲁϩⲁⲗ…
The interesting rhetorical “mise-en-scène” here is the film-dynamic,
zooming-like movement of Shenoute’s furious intentional narrative, in
a prophetic unfolding, from the clear-headed, reasoned protasis to the
brutal, detailed narrative reality. Other points of interest in the passage
are the short protasis, carrying the heavy scenic apodosis; also, the
absence of the irrealis-world marker ⲡⲉ. Also significant, albeit commonplace, is the place-and-time zero resumption as a “that” clause. It
is probable that the irrealis modality has here also an attenuative, distancing effect. All this, apart from a classic anacoluthon, rhetorically
forceful. (The editor’s note is here valuable.)

If the place and day did not exist, that God should destroy there
your souls; and if it were opportune, I should not only cause the
Laws to scrape your flankss and kindle fire underneath you and
takeoffyourheads,butIshouldalsoraisepolesalongthequarters
ofthesecongregationsandseetoitthatyouarehangedfromthem
untilyoudryup;andthefowlsoftheskyshalldevouryourflesh,
which you have made into limbs of deceit; and I should slay you
withmyhands,likethepriestsofBa’al.
(37) Chass. 17 ⲉⲛⲉⲙⲡⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ϣⲁϫⲉ ⲙⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ
ϩⲙⲡⲧⲣⲉϥⲣⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲛⲉⲙⲡϥⲣⲛⲉϩⲃⲏⲟⲩⲉ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
ⲉⲧⲉⲙⲡⲉⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲁⲁⲩ ⲉⲛⲉⲙⲡϥⲣⲡⲥⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥ ⲛⲁⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲧⲱⲛ ⲉϥⲛⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲧⲁⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲉⲕⲣⲓⲥⲓⲥ ϫⲉⲁⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲉⲓ
ⲉⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ
The negative irrealis protasis is clearly different from the affirmative.
The three protases, a rhetorical triad, outweigh the apodosis, which is
in fact a reductio ad absurdum; indeed, the whole is close to an
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ⲉϣϫⲉ complex. The triple rejected negation is of course a forceful
affirmation; and the “pseudo-apodosis” is a rhetorical question referring, like the protasis, to unquestionable reality. Note that the 3rd plural
pronoun has no clear referate.

ForifGodhadnotspokenwithman,asHebecameman;ifHe
hadnotdoneamongstthemthedeedsthatnobodyelsehaddone;
ifHehadnotmadeSatanpowerless—howisitthatHeshould
say‘ThisistheJudgement:theLighthascomeintotheworld’?
(38) Chass. 13 ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲧⲁⲁⲥ ⲛⲁϥ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲣⲁⲍⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲕ ⲉⲡⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ
ⲁⲛ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϩⲛϩⲉⲛⲡⲓⲣⲁⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲉⲕⲛⲁⲣⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ
The apodosis is here “unreal”, and, again, it is an assertion disguised
as question: “you will be powerless”. But the protasis is an open
possibility, and the apodosis too: “in that eventuality, what would
you do?”

ShouldHelethimputyoutothetest—notforevil,butintrials—
whatwouldyoudo?
(39) Paris BN 1302 f.3 (Cod. YW 81) ⲉϣϫⲉⲉⲣⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲁϣⲁϫⲉ
ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲓ ⲏ ⲉϥⲛⲁϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲛⲟⲩϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲓⲉⲛⲉϥⲛⲁϣⲁϫⲉ
ⲣⲱ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥⲛⲁϭⲱⲗⲡ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲛϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ
ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ
Clear and, I think, simple modality differentiation between protasis
(Shenoute, reality) and his interlocutor.

IftomeGodwilltalk,ordiscloseanythingforme,doesthismean
Hewouldtalktoyou,andwouldHethusdiscloseanythingtoyou?
And a clear-structured passage:
(40) De Iudicio f. XVIII ro (Behlmer, p. 218-9, nn. 174-5) ⲁⲕϣⲱⲡ
ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲁⲕⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲕ ϩⲓϫⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲕⲥⲟⲃⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲁⲛⲙⲧⲟⲛ ϩⲛⲧⲙⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟ ⲛⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
ⲁⲕϣⲱⲡ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲙⲡⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲕϣⲱⲡ ⲉⲣⲟⲕ ⲙⲡⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ
ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥϣⲟϫⲛⲉ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲕ ⲛϫⲱϩⲙ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲙⲛⲛⲟⲃⲉ ⲛⲓⲙ…
An ingenious colloquial complex of protasis-apodosis and Wechselsatz(correlative, balanced) — not, I think, a banal question-answer
set as ed. translates, but a theme-rheme nexus-, with an atemporal
Perfect tense.

YouhavereceivedtheLorduntoyourself—youbroughtablessing
onyourselfonearth,andpreparedaresting-placeforyourselfin
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theKingdomofHeaven.Youreceivedtheevilthoughtuntoyourself
—youreceivedthedemon,thathemaycounselyouinsideevery
uncleanlinessandeverysin…
*

*

*

1.3 Information packaging. Focalization. Topicalization
1.3.1 Focalization. Nexus focusing. Thematization and rhematization.
Superordination
(41) Cod. XO 304 (Boud’hors, Canon8, with n. 978) ⲁⲡⲁϩⲏⲧ ⲱϫⲛ
ⲁϥⲱϫⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲕⲁϩ ⲛϩⲏⲧ ⲉⲧⲟϣ
Such lexemic repetition is tagmemic, signalling thematization. It
replaces the morphological Focalizing Conversion: it also has a rhythmical role, and is highly effective rhetorically (cf. the German und
zwarconnector).

Myhearthasperished;ithasperishedforthegreatheartache.
(42) Cod. XO 304 (Boud’hors, Canon8, with n. 976) ⲁⲓⲉⲓ ⲧⲱⲛ ⲉⲡⲉⲓϩⲱⲃ
ⲉⲓⲟ ⲛⲟⲩ ⲙⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲛⲟⲕⲟⲩⲣⲉϥⲣⲛⲟⲃⲉ ⲉⲓⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲛⲟⲩ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲣⲱⲙⲉ
Focalization can be effected by syntactic, not morphological (conversion) tagmemes. (Moreover, several idiosyncrasies of ⲧⲱⲛ “where”
come to mind, albeit not their connection to the focalization issue:
ⲧⲱⲛ enters the second position of the Durative Present pattern, and,
following ⲉϥⲧⲱⲛ “where is it that he is?”, a nominal theme is not
adjoined by ⲛϭⲓ-, but in immediate appositive adjunction.

WheredidIcomefrom,forthismatter?Whatismybusinesswith
man?Iamasinner;whatshallIinvokeforman?
(44) Leip. III 202 ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲓ ⲣⲱ ⲉⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲡⲓⲧⲓⲙⲁ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
A triple array of putative focussing exponents: the position of
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲓ, the focalizing particle ⲣⲱ, and the apparent circumstantial
morphology of the topic (cf. CGC §2.5). However, some reservation
or at least discussion is called for. The first is not conclusive, for initial
position is ambivalent, for prominnence applies to topicalization as
well as focussing. The functional range of the particle ⲣⲱ is still in
need of study, and is broader and more complex than contrastive focussing. Similarly, the function of the Circumstantial topics often seems
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to be a reduced or more formal type of focus. And, of course, the
combination of all three exponents may well differ from that of any
single one. (Actually, we have here three sub-paradigms, with ⲉⲁϥcommuting with ⲛⲧⲁϥ- and ⲁϥ-).

ThisiswhyGodhastakenrevengeofthosepeople.
(44) Cod. XO 71 (Boud’hors, Canon8, with n. 158) ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ
ⲥⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲧⲉϩⲉⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲣϣⲙⲙⲟ ⲉⲛⲉϥⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲛⲉⲓϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲉⲓϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲛⲗⲟⲓⲙⲟⲥ…
Focalizing reiteration: “these verysame acts” (CGC§1.3.3 ). Moreover, in combination with ⲟⲛ, we encounter the rheme of a special
Nominal Sentence: ⲡⲉⲕϩⲣⲃ ⲡⲉⲕϩⲣⲃ ⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ “Your form is always
the same” (Shisha-Halevy 1984, 186). In both cases, ⲟⲛ has a prosodic role, serving to delimit the colon.

Andnowtoo,itshallcometopassthatotherswillbecomeestranged
toHiscongregations,becauseoftheseverysamepestilentacts.
(45) Leip. IV 121 ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ ⲛϭⲓⲟⲩⲕⲁⲓⲣⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲛⲟⲃⲉ
ϭⲙϭⲟⲙ ⲉϫⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲙⲡⲉⲓⲙⲁ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁⲓⲣⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲧⲱⲙ ⲛϩⲏⲧ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉϫⲛⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ…ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁⲓⲣⲟⲥ
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉⲡⲱⲧ ⲛⲁϥ ⲉⲡϫⲁⲓⲉ ϩⲙⲙⲁ ⲛⲓⲙ
ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥⲟⲩϫⲁⲓ ϥⲟ ⲛⲉⲗⲉⲩⲑⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲓⲥⲁϩⲟⲩ…
Ed.’s n.2: “ⲁⲩⲱ delendum esse videtur”. Superordinating ⲁⲩⲱ may
be traced to later Greek (Blass-Debrunner §442,7) or to Biblical usage
(Beyer 1968, §3), but let us also consider the non-coordinating
“adverbial” roles of ⲁⲩⲱ (CGC § 1.3.10).

Ifithappensthatatimecomes,andsinovercomesthosethatdwell
here at that time, because of the obtuseness that will come over
everyone…Andatthattime,hewhowishestoescapetothedesert
thathemaybesaved,isfreeofthesecurses.
(46) Cod. XO 98 (Boud’hors, Canon8 with n. 247) ⲉϣϫⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϫⲱ
ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲱⲧⲛ… ϫⲉ…ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϩⲱ… ϫⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ
ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ϫⲉ-…
ⲡⲉ “it means that…” occurs as rhematizer following various clause
forms, often converted. Most familiar is the narrative or irrealis-modal
conditional ⲛⲉϥ-, and of course the Future inapodosi.The interesting
point here is that it is componential of an apodosis, yet not in itself
apodotic of ⲉϣϫⲉ, but thematic.

Ifyousay…that…,I,formypart,tellyou…thatitmeansthat
youdon’tknowthat.
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(47) Cod. XO 110 (Boud’hors, Canon 8) …ⲉⲩⲑⲗⲓⲃⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲩⲯⲩⲭⲏ
ϣⲁϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉⲡⲙⲟⲩ. ⲁⲩⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧⲟⲩ ⲅⲁⲣ
…tormenting their souls unto death; for indeed they were put to
death.
(48) Cod. XO 197 (Boud’hors, Canon 8 with n. 561) ϥⲓⲛⲉϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲃⲉϩⲉⲛⲣⲉϥⲣⲛⲟⲃⲉ ⲉⲡⲉⲟⲩⲱϣ
ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩⲉⲓⲣⲉ. ⲁⲩⲉⲓⲣⲉ ϭⲉ
Doaway nowwith God’sworksforsinners’sake,althoughyou(f.)
don’twantthemtosin—andthen,indeed,theydidsin.
Nexus focusing (“…and indeed they were put to death”, [and] they
didcommit [sins]”) seems to coincide with parenthetic status, perhaps
also with response status. Observe the repeated lexeme, the different
particles and the linkage with the preceding thematic text. Ex. (48) is
paradoxical and sharply ironic: the Circumstantial conversion of the
Shenoutean NS is typically concessive. Note the enveloping punctuation, indicating a separate colon and final particle for the focal-nexus
clause.
Consider also the following, with various particles: ⲣⲱ is a specific
focalizer, the others lend their own rhetorical nuance. This seems a
favourite Shenoutean stylistic trait (Leipoldt usually condemns these
as “locicorrupti”):

(49) Leip. III 96 … ϩⲱⲥ ⲉϣϫⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲡⲱϣⲥ ⲛϩⲏⲧ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲡⲱϣⲥ
ⲅⲁⲣ
… as if they became distraught — and indeed they did become
distraught.
(50) Leip. III 113 … ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲛⲁⲓ ⲡⲁⲥⲉⲃⲏⲥ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
ⲛⲁϩⲣⲟϫⲣⲉϫ ⲛⲛⲉϥⲟⲃϩⲉ ⲛϥⲃⲱⲗ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛϥⲡⲱϩ ⲇⲉ ⲟⲛ
ϥⲡⲏϩ ⲣⲱ
Andthereupon,thatimpiousonewillgnashhisteethanddissolve
andalsobreakup—indeed,he isbroken.
(51) Leip. IV 24 ⲛⲁⲉⲓⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲛⲉⲩⲃⲁⲗ ϫⲱⲧϩ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲉⲓⲃⲉ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲓⲥ ϫⲉⲁⲩⲣⲡⲇⲓⲁⲃⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲛⲃⲗⲗⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲟⲩⲃⲗⲗⲉ ⲣⲱ ⲡⲉ
ⲛⲛⲁϩⲣⲛ-ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲓⲥ ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲩ
BlessedaretheywhoseeyesfailedforthirstofJesus,fortheyhave
blindedtheDevil—andindeed,heis blindbeforethosewithwhom
Jesusis.
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(52) Canon 7.7 §15 (1) = XU 331 (Wisse) ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁϣⲱⲱⲧ
ⲁⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲫⲩⲥⲓⲥ ⲛϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ
ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲡⲉⲭⲥ ⲓⲥ ⲛⲁϣⲁⲁⲧⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲏ
ⲥⲉϣⲁⲁⲧ ⲣⲱ
Beside nexus focusing by ⲣⲱ as well as lexical iteration, we find here
a personal anacoluthon — no direct resumption of the topic, 1st plural
(inclusive) shift to 3rd plur., reference to an earlier referate. Note that
ⲏ opening the focalization unit is special — rhetorical-asseverative,
not interrogative (Boud’hors 2013b).

Moreover,thosewhowillnotcutofffromthemselvessuchdemonic
perversiveacts,theLordGodJesusChristshallcutusofffromHim
—indeed,theyarecutoff.
(53) Cod. XO 75 (Boud’hors, Canon 8) ⲏ ⲉⲓϣⲁⲛⲧⲙⲁϣⲁϩⲟⲙ
ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ. ϯⲱϣ ⲅⲁⲣ. ⲙⲏ ⲡⲉⲡⲛⲁ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϫⲓ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
ⲛϭⲟⲛⲥ ⲣⲱϣⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲁϣⲁϩⲟⲙ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ
AndevenifIdon’tsighforyou—andindeedIdo!—doesnot
theSpiritofGod,towhomyoudoviolence,sufficetosighforyou?
(54) Chass. 102 … ϫⲉⲙⲙⲟⲛⲁⲭⲟⲥ ⲛⲉⲧⲏⲡ ⲉⲣⲛⲏⲥⲧⲉⲓⲁ. ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ
ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ⲛⲉ
“They are indeed” is responsive syntax; counter-intuitively, and contrary to prosodic appearance ⲛⲉ is rhematic, ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ thematic.

Isitthemonksthataresupposedtofast?—Indeedtheyare(lit.
“Itisthey”).
(55) Paris BN 1302 f. 24 (Cod. XV 151) ⲁⲣⲉⲕⲱⲛⲥ ⲇⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲉⲛⲉϩ
ⲙⲡϩⲟϥ ϩⲙⲡⲙⲉⲣⲉϩ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲛⲉϥϣⲕⲟⲗ ⲏ ϩⲛϩⲉⲛⲙⲁ ⲉⲩϭⲏⲩ
ⲕⲱⲛⲥ ϩⲱⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲃⲉ ϩⲛⲧⲉⲛⲧⲟⲗⲏ ⲙⲛⲧⲉⲥⲃⲱ…
The relationship of ⲁⲣⲉⲕⲱⲛⲥ to the imperative ⲕⲱⲛⲥ seems clear:
high-level theme-topic, which may be paraphrased as “Seeing that…”
or even “If….”, unmarked for any overt tagmeme other than the pattern # PERFECT + IMPERATIVE #, with the imperative its high-level
rheme. This, I believe, exceeds paratactical syntax, such as question +
response, and is typical of the Shenoutean Perfect.

Have you ever pierced a snake with a lance inside his holes or in
crevices—piercealsoSinwiththecommandmentsandtheteaching.
(56) Cod. XO 107 (Boud’hors, Canon 8) ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥϯϩⲧⲏϥ ϩⲱⲱϥ
ϫⲉⲁϥϣⲁⲁⲣ ⲛⲟⲩⲏⲣ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁϥ ϩⲛⲛⲉϥϭⲓϫ ⲏ ϩⲛϩⲉⲛϣⲉ
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A question is here posed by “basic”, morphologically unmarked
clauses, where we should expect a Focalizing Tense, i.e. where an interrogative adverbial should condition — here a Focalizing Perfect. It
seems there are a few adverbials liable to this feature; ⲧⲱⲛ “where?”
is one such.

(57) Canon 7.7 §2 (3) (Wisse) = Cod. XL 275 ⲁⲛⲅⲟⲩⲣⲉϥϫⲓϭⲟⲗ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲛⲉϥⲙⲉⲗⲟⲥ ϭⲉ ⲉⲧⲛⲗⲟϥⲗⲉϥ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲛⲉϥⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ϭⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲧⲉⲓⲙⲛⲧϫⲁϫⲉ ϭⲉ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
ϫⲉⲛⲛⲉⲩϫⲓⲟⲩⲁ ⲉⲡⲣⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲥⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥ ϭⲉ
ⲉⲧⲣⲁϣⲉ ⲉϫⲙ-ⲡⲧⲁⲕⲟ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲧⲉⲕⲣⲓⲥⲓⲥ ϭⲉ ⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁⲧⲁϩⲟⲛ
ⲉⲣⲁⲧⲛ ⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲛⲕⲟⲗⲁⲥⲓⲥ ϭⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲧⲙⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟ ϭⲉ
A remarkable, sophisticated passage. The enclitic particle ϭⲉ, recurring in and delimiting every response, is intriguing: it reminds one of
the Greek focalizing οὖν in negative answers (Denniston 422ff.) but
more generally in “emphasizing” οὖν, as well as γάρ in answers
(Denniston 73ff.) However, studying ϭⲉ, the oldest of “native” Coptic
enclitic particles, with a complicated merger history, cannot build on
any specific Greek particle, but must set out from the Coptic system.
The prosodic role of this particle is striking; delimiting the cola and
defining the syntactic units that break up, asyndetically, the long
response (ϭⲉ, colon enclitic, occupies a colon-second position). Functionally (and more Shenoutean exx. will surely turn up), one must
recognize a responsive role, with a focusing one, and conjoint prosodic and rhythmical features.

I’malier.Why?BecauseofHismemberswhichwemortify;because
ofHisabodes;becauseofsuchenmity,thatmayGod’snamenot
beblasphemed;becauseofSatan,whorejoicesinthedestruction;
because of judgement, before which we shall be made to stand;
becauseofthetorments;becauseoftheKingdom.
*

*

*

1.3.2 Hermeneutics.Lemmatizationandthematizationofquotes
(see also exx. 70, 134, 179, 185, 207)
(58) Amél. II 465f. ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ ϫⲉϩⲓⲡⲁϩⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲏ ϫⲉϩⲓⲑⲏ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
… ϩⲓⲡⲁϩⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ ϫⲉⲧⲡⲉⲧⲣⲁ ⲛⲉⲥⲟⲩⲏϩ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ ϩⲓⲑⲏ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉ
ϫⲉⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲛϭⲓⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ…
Explication of “forward” and “backward” (in Sh.’s preceding allegory:
the herd moving back or forward of the shepherd). This fascinating
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hermeneutic construction set, symptomatic of Shenoute’s syntax, has
a striking junctural basis. The main interest here, to my mind, lies in
the junctural “freezing” of the “bit” extracted from the citation and
thereafter neutralized and rendered inert, indifferent to obtaining
grammar — as it were, inert, kept out of or above — a metatext —
its parole environment. (Ed. resorts here to emendation.) We find
variations on the basic scheme of # theme (detached from quotation,
unmodified) — rheme #. Consider also the following loci.

Whatdoes‘backwardofthem’or‘forwardofthem’mean?‘backward’ means that the Rock stayed behind them; and ‘forward’
meansthatHecametotheworld,theLord.
(59) Chass. 169 ⲙⲙⲛⲣⲁϣⲉ ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲛⲁⲥⲉⲃⲏⲥ ⲡⲉϫⲉⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲙⲙⲛⲣⲁϣⲉ ϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲧⲱⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲁⲓⲱⲛ ϭⲉ ⲉⲧⲛⲏⲩ
ϫⲛⲙⲙⲟⲛ ⲡⲁⲓ
‘There is no joy for the wicked’, said the Lord God; ‘There is
nojoyforthem’—where?Inthecomingage,ornot,butthis
one?
(60) Leip. IV 181 ⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉ ϫⲉⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏϩ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲏϩ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ
ⲡⲉ ϫⲉⲛⲉⲧⲕⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ þϫⲉⲙⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ϫⲉⲁⲕⲁⲁⲩ
ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲛⲧⲟⲩ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲑⲏ
[Ed. “ⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏϩ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ suspicor”]

Andwhatdoes‘theyfollowthem’mean?‘Followthem’means,that
those you think no-one knows you have committed, all shall be
broughtupfront.
(61) Cod. XO 253 (Boud’hors, Canon 8) “…ⲧⲃⲱ ⲛⲉⲗⲟⲟⲗⲉ
ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲥⲣϣⲙⲙⲱ” ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲥⲣϣⲙⲙⲱ ⲉⲛⲓⲙ ⲛⲥⲁⲓⲥ
Of junctural interest is also the demarcation of the boundary between
the citation the the hermeneia, by particle or zero. The entire construction set awaits further study. Another rhetorical nicety here is the
syntactic and rhythmic use of the homonymy of ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲥ-, Relative
and Focalizing Perfect.

The vine that was estranged. Estranged from whom, unless it is
Jesus?
(62) Leip. III 214 ϣⲱϥ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ϫⲁⲓⲉ ϫⲉⲛⲉⲙⲛⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ
ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲙⲛⲟⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲏ ⲟⲩⲡⲛⲁ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ…
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The copular NS is here instructive, since its theme is zero-articled
(and coordinated by ⲁⲩⲱ, not ϩⲓ-) — a feature of the copular pattern
only — and its rheme a ϫⲉ- included clause, again exclusive to this
pattern.

Anddesolationanddesertmeansthatthereisnogoodinthem,nor
angelorspiritofGod.
*

*

*

1.4 Juncture contours: construction rupture (‘anacoluthon’).
Cohesion (linkage) and delimitation features. Zero.7
Reference. Prosody
1.4.1 Linkageanddelimitation8
(63) Leip. III 183 ⲙⲁⲗⲓⲥⲧⲁ ⲁⲛϫⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲛⲥⲱⲧ ⲁⲛϫⲟⲟⲩ
Zero concatenator in narrative (in ⲁϥ- environment) has closer-juncture signifier, typically expressing complex events and special rate of
progress iconicity. Here, however, we have — along with rhythmical
characterization — repetitive iconicity.

Especiallysincewesaidthemagainandagain.
(64) Leip. IV 205 ⲁⲡⲉⲧϭⲱϣⲧ ⲉϫⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲧⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲉ
ϩⲛⲧⲟⲓⲕⲟⲩⲙⲉⲛⲏ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ ⲛϩⲁϩ ⲛⲥⲟⲡ ϩⲛⲟⲩϩⲱⲡ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ
ⲛⲓⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲙⲏⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲏⲛⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲁϥϭⲱϣⲧ
ϩⲱⲱⲛ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲛ
The extensive text following ⲁⲡⲉⲧϭⲱϣⲧ may explain the choice
of the base-resumption syntax, but the topicalized-nexus construction
— the topic base + actor, the resumption base+actor+lexical object of
base: evidently, the base os a proforma rheme, in nexus with its actor
theme — this construction, common in all dialects, including Sahidic,
has specific roles in narrative texture (Shisha-Halevy 2007, Chapter 1).
Note the resuming Perfect at the end, which is atemporal or generic.

He who looks upon the entire earth and who passes through the
wholeworldmanytimessecretly,alwaysanddaily—thatis,God;
Hehaslookeduponus,too.
7

Shisha-Halevy 2004, and CGC, Chapter 6.
Cf. Shisha-Halevy 2004 (juncture), CGC § 6.0.2.2, Index, p. 243 s.v.; 2007, Index,
p. 702 s.v.
8
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(65) Cod. XO 217 (Boud’hors, Canon 8, n. 616) ⲉϣϫⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ϭⲛⲁⲣⲓⲕⲉ ⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲙⲉⲩϭⲱ ⲏ ⲉⲙⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲇⲓⲁⲑⲏⲕⲏ…
The infinitive, subcategorized by the Relative negative Aorist (cf.
CGC, Chapter 7), has here, unlike the next loci, the extended form of
the infinitive, and no object.

IfGodblamesthosewhoarenotsteadfastorabidebyHisCovenant.
(66) Cod. XO 292 (Boud’hors, Canon8) ⲉⲧⲙⲧⲣⲉⲩ ⲉⲓ ⲉϫⲛ-ⲛⲉⲓⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ
ⲁⲩⲱ ϥⲟⲧⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
Lesttheycomeupontheseabodesandwipeusout.
(67) Leip. III 215 ⲟⲩ ϩⲱⲱϥ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣϩⲱⲃ ⲉⲡⲁⲡϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲧⲟⲩϯ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲕⲁⲁⲩ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
Here we witness the combination of two different links: the Relative
converter, and the non-durative (substantival) infinitive, as is made
clear by the second object construction; the first has the converbs
(‘adverbial infinitives’ is not a contradiction in terms), which is subject to Stern-Jernstedt; the substantival infinitive is not.
A separate issue is the relation of this construction, frequent in Shenoute’s work, to subcategorization by means of the Conjunctive. Obviously, the infinitive is less categorized: no negation, no actor exponence.
We need a contrastive distribution outline; different is also the “subcoordination” linkage of the two forms with the nuclear verb.

Butwhataretheyworkingatontheinternal(house),andadding
toitandinstallingtheminit?
(68) Cod. XO 290.18ff. (Boud’hors, Canon 8) ⲛⲣⲙⲛϩⲏⲧ ⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟ ⲙⲙⲛⲧⲣⲉ
See Boud’hors and Shisha-Halevy 2012, for the stative converb as a
(relatively) independent adverbial. However, the Stative here is a conditioned auxiliary, the durative alternant of ⲣ-ⲙⲛⲧⲣⲉ.

Thewiseknowandtestify.
(69) Canon 7.1 §23 (1) = DG fgt 6 ro-vo (Wisse)
… ⲉⲩϫⲱ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
ⲡⲉⲧϫⲁϩⲙ ϫⲉⲟⲩⲁⲕⲁⲑⲁⲣⲧⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ
ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ϫⲉⲟⲩϩⲁⲅⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲉ
ⲡⲁⲧⲛⲁ ϫⲉⲡⲙⲁⲥⲧⲣⲱⲙⲉ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲣⲉϥϫⲓⲛϭⲟⲛⲥ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲙⲟⲥⲧⲉ ⲛⲧⲉϥⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁϥ
ⲡⲛⲁⲏⲧ ϫⲉⲡⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲁⲣⲉϩ ⲉⲡⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲛ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲙⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲓⲣⲏⲛⲏ
ⲡϩⲉⲗⲗⲏⲛ ϫⲉⲡϫⲁϫⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ…
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The dilemma in interpreting this generally clear, definition glossary-like
passage is, whether we have Nominal Sentences, with alternation or
variation of zero/non-zerodelocutive pronominal themes, or two NS’s
alternating with a repeated namingconstruction; or a series of Nominal
Sentences, with their themes (ⲡⲉ) and thereafter zero. What guides us
is noun determination. The NS rhemes are indefinite, the Proper Names
are formally definite. The first constituent is thematic, the second rhematic. (A related query regards the nature and meaning of ϫⲉ-.)

…sayingwhateachdoes:
Thepolluted‘heisimpure’
Thepure:‘heisholy’
Themerciless:‘man-hater’
Andtheviolent:‘hewhohateshisownsoul’
Themerciful:‘good’
AndwhokeepstheRighteous:‘wholovespeace’
Thepagan:‘God’senemy’.
(70) Canon 7.1 §3 (1) = XU 2 (Wisse)
ⲉⲙⲛⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲛϩⲏⲧ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲁⲛⲅⲟⲩⲗⲁⲁⲩ
ⲉⲙⲛⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲛⲓⲙ ⲛⲥⲁⲡⲉⲧϩⲓⲧⲟⲩⲱϥ
At least three marked juncture features are observable in these complex hermeneutical clauses (see above, § 1.3.2):
(a) the rupturing ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ incise,with a very low degree of linkage
of the verbumdicendi and the dictum object; no ϫⲉ- linkage of the
verbumdicendi and the dictum; the latter is ruptured precisely in the
theme/rheme seam line, and in effect, the incise marks a high-level
rheme.
(b) The “delocutivation”, shift from 1st-person to 3rd-person,
and (c) the freezing of the conversion in ⲉⲙⲛ-, Circumstantial in (I),
a freezing inertia characterizing the lemmatization in (II) of the quote
I Cor. 13:3b, 1-3).

‘Withoutloveinme’hesaid,‘I’mnothing’.Withoutloveinhimfor
whom,unlessitbeforhisneighbour?
(71) Leip. IV 164 ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲙⲛⲧⲛⲟϥⲣⲉ ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲯⲩⲭⲏ
Not by any means an ellipse, if only since what is omitted or even
zeroed cannot be specified. And yet, this is surely not the adverbialrheme.

ButallthingsforGod’sWillandthegoodoftheirsouls.
*

99368_JOCS_18_2016_09_Shisha-Halevy.indd 135

*

*

10/02/17 06:18

136

ARIEL SHISHA-HALEVY

1.4.2 Prosody.Augens.Parenthesis.‘Foreshadowed’enclitics9
(72) Cod. XO 259bis (Boud’hors, Canon 8, with n.800) ϯϭⲓⲛⲣϩⲱⲃ
ϩⲱⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲥϩⲟⲩⲟⲣⲧ ⲛⲧⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲧⲥⲁⲃⲉⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ
ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲛⲕⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲥⲁⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ
That accursed manner of behaving, which you have taught yourselvesandhavenotputbehindyou.
ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲛ- seems to be narrative circumstantial (my “and” in the translation). The difficulty of the singular nucleus referate of the plural
Augens is, I believe, not so much a case of adsensum (ϯ- may be a
generic comprehensive determinator, the plural its components), as of
the relative independence of the Augens, in adverbial status, syntagmatically far removed from the 3rd plur., which may be the referate
of ϩⲱⲟⲩ. Consider:

(73) Leip. IV 68 ⲧⲁϩⲉⲛⲙⲁ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲉⲛϣⲗⲏⲗ
(…thatmannerofpraying)isoneforusbeingonourownaswe
pray.
(74) Leip. III 118 ϩⲉⲛϣⲁϥⲧⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲡⲉϫⲁⲩ ⲛⲉ ⲛϣⲁϫⲉ
ⲙⲛⲛⲧⲱϣ ⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲡⲁⲓ ϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲏ ⲉⲧⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
Another invaluable signal, instructive for mapping junctural links and
delimitations, is the verbumdicendi insert (incisenarrative), usually
ⲡⲉϫⲁ(ϥ). It does not break a colon. (The data concerning this striking boundary have not yet been collected or evaluated.)

Theyallare—theysay—iniquitous,thewordsandinjunctions
whichthisonesaysanddoes.
(75) Cod. XO 253-4 (Boud’hors. Canon8, with n. 751) ϯⲛⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲟⲛ
ⲉⲥⲧⲱⲛ ⲧⲙⲛⲧⲣⲙⲣⲁϣ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲙⲛⲧϩⲁⲕ ⲉϥⲧⲱⲛ ⲡϣⲓⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲡⲥⲟⲟⲩⲧⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲛϩⲏⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲛⲧⲁⲣⲭⲏ
ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲏⲩ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲛⲉⲓⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ
A tentative suggestion: the absence of ϫⲉ- with ϫⲟⲟⲥ may be considered a rhetorical delimitation (with ⲟⲛ) of rhythmical significance,
the “said” unit being relatively independent of the rest of the passage,
which in turn is rhetorically heavy. The pathos of these rhetorical
exclamative questions is evident. The two “where…?” clauses that
make up the contents of saying have their own syntactical irregularity
in the absence of ⲛϭⲓ. The distribution of ϫⲉ-/zeromust yet be studied; the latter is rare in Shenoute.
9

Cf. Shisha-Halevy 1986, § 6.0.3.3; Boud’hors 2013a, Introduction, § 12.3.
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Ishallalsosay:‘Whereisthegentlenessandtheprudence?Where
istheshameandthefirmnessofourheartandthegoodthoughtof
thebeginningofthosewhoentertheseabodes?’
(76) Leip. III 96-97 ⲡⲁⲓ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲁϥϯ ⲛⲁϥ ⲙⲡⲱϥ ⲛⲓⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲧⲟⲩⲉⲓ
ⲧⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲁϥϯ ⲛⲁⲥ ⲙⲡⲱⲥ… ⲛϣⲉⲉⲣⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲧⲟⲩⲓ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲁⲥϯ-ⲡⲱⲥ
ϩⲱⲱⲥ ⲟⲛ… ⲧⲕⲉⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲁⲥϯⲡⲱⲥ ϩⲁⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ
Parabolic narrative. A remarkable instance of the “epifunction” of
enclitics, demarcating the colon (basic prosodic unit), beside topicmarking and their lexical value.

Himhegavehis;theothers,each,hegavethemtheirs…Andthe
daughters,one,shegaveherstoo…;theother,shegavehersfor
asingleloaf.
(77) Cod. XO 240 (Boud’hors, Canon8) ⲛⲁϣ ⲛϩⲉ ⲟⲩⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲛ ⲁⲛ
ⲡⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲡϥϫⲓⲧⲱⲧ ⲛϩⲏⲧ ⲉⲛⲉϩ ⲡⲉ ⲙⲟⲩ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲉⲱⲛϩ
The doubling of ⲡⲉ, the pronominal theme of the Delocutive NS, is
the prevalent case of the Foreshadowed Enclitic; this element is a
second-grade enclitic.

How is it not better, for him who has never had contentment of
heart,toliveratherthandie?
(78) Cod. XO 189 (Boud’hors, Canon8) ⲉϣϫⲉⲡⲉⲩⲥⲙⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲩⲥⲁ
ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲩⲥⲱϣϥ ⲟⲛ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲩⲧϭⲁⲉⲓⲟ ⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲟⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
Like ⲡⲉ, ⲟⲛ is a second-grade enclitic, not colon-second. Anne
Boud’hors (Canon 8, Introduction, §12.3) suggests that ϫⲉ- too, a
proclitic, may occur doubly like an enclitic. Following a collection of
evidence for this Shenoutean prosodic feature, we may even be able
to infer data concerning rhetorical prosody and rhythm effect (Cf. also
Cod. XO 167 (Boud’hors, Canon8 with n. 485).

If(it’struethat)theirbeautyandtheirstructureareinthem,their
contempttooandtheirdisgraceareevidentinthem.
(79) Cod. XO 266bis (Boud’hors, Canon 8) ⲙⲁⲣⲉⲛⲉⲧⲟⲛϩ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲓ
ϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉϫⲓⲛⲧⲁⲓϯⲡⲉⲓⲥⲭⲏⲙⲁ ϩⲓⲱⲱⲧ ϫⲉⲛⲧⲁⲓⲕⲣⲙⲣⲙ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ ⲉⲛⲉϩ ⲏ ⲛⲧⲁⲓϭⲛⲁⲣⲓⲕⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ ⲉⲛⲉϩ
Letthosewholivewithmesay:‘SinceIputthishabitonmyself,what
didIevercomplainabout?AndwhatdidIeverfindfaultabout?’
*
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1.4.3 Reference:anaphora.Number/gender(seeming)discord.Personalpronounshift.Zero.
Here, most typically, many “classic” anacolutha are to be found.

(80) Chass. 79 ⲧⲉⲓⲥⲃⲱ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲓⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲡⲁⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲥⲟⲩⲛⲡⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲛ
ⲛⲉ ⲙⲛⲡⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲛ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁⲩ
Anacoluth. The masculine ⲡⲁ- is attracted to ⲡⲉⲓ-, whereas the plural
rheme and theme and Augens are the overruling syntax. It is crucial
to realize that, under the syntactic circumstances as a whole, attraction
included, the NS ⲡⲁ-…ⲛⲉ, despite appearances, is not a grammatical error.

Thisteachingandthislogospertaintothosewhohaveknownevil
andgoodalone.
(81) Cod. XO 272 (Boud’hors, Canon 8) ⲉϣϫⲉⲧⲃⲟⲧⲉ ⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
ⲡⲉ ⲛϫⲁⲣⲃⲁⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲁⲧⲥⲃⲱ…
The absence of pronominal concord as well as the relative weight of
the two nominal terms, settle the sensitive question of the NS pattern: this is a copular pattern, theme-initial, while ⲡⲉ introduces the
rheme.

IftheabominationoftheLordisthefixed-eyedandtheuntaught.
(82) Cod. XO 267-258bis (Boud’hors, Canon 8, with n. 793)
ϣⲁⲣⲉⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϫⲟⲟⲩ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲥⲙⲟⲛⲧ ⲁⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ
ⲉⲙⲁⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉϫⲉⲥⲉϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲣⲱ ⲁⲛ ϣⲁⲩⲥⲟϣⲟⲩ …
Anacoluth, in a special nexus-topicalizing construction (conjugationbase topic followed by same-base resumption, here disparate). Two
distinct 3rd plur. referent elements ( theoretically there are more)
— one actor, the second object, clash in this clause, causing an
anacoluthic effect: ϣⲁⲣⲉ-(plur.1)…ϣⲁⲩ(plur.2)-ⲥⲟϣⲟⲩ(plur.1).

Allthingstheysaid,whichareunestablishedandexceedinglyevil,
sincetheydonotexistatall—theyarescorned.
(83) Cod. XO 277f. (Boud’hors, Canon8) ... ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲙⲟⲥⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲥⲟⲛ
ⲉϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ… ⲁⲩⲱ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲙⲟⲥⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲥⲟⲛ
ⲟⲩⲣⲉϥϩⲉⲧⲃⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩⲧⲛⲧⲱⲛⲟⲩ ⲉⲕⲁⲓⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲉϣϫⲉⲁⲩⲟⲡⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲛⲁϣ ⲛϩⲉ ⲛⲥⲉⲛⲁⲱⲡ ⲛⲛⲉⲩϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲁⲛ
ⲉⲛⲟⲩϥ
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The substitution of ⲡⲉⲧ- by a plural pronoun is instructive:
beside the alternating ⲡⲉⲧ-(/ⲧⲉⲧ-/ⲛⲉⲧ-), the immutable ⲡⲉⲧ-,
the zero-article lexicalizing (ⲟⲩ-, ϩⲉⲛ-, zero-…) ⲡⲉⲧ-, we have,
as here, an invariable generic ⲡⲉⲧ-. It is evident that the paradigmatics (substitutability) and syntagmatics (combinatorics) are
integrated.

…since he who hates his brother, it is in darkness that he lives;
andsincehewhohateshisbrotherisamurderer;andtheyhave
beencomparedtoKain,and,iftheyhavebeenrelatedtohim,how
shalltheirdeedsnotberelatedtohis?
(84) Paris BN 1316 f. 57v (= Young, CopticManuscripts 133, 137 with
n.634) … ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲥⲧⲁⲁⲩ …
Ed.’s note attempts to account for this sgl. determinator vs. plur.
object conflict (“one contribution, two coins”). While it would be
grammatically difficult, such a possibility cannot be dismissed.

…fromwhatshegave.
(85) Leip. III 138 ⲡⲉⲓϣⲁϫⲉ ⲥⲛⲁⲩ ϯⲛⲁⲧⲟⲗⲙⲁ ⲛⲧⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲧⲟ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲁⲥⲛⲏⲩ ⲙⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲙⲉ…
No simple anaphora here, since the neutric feminine wavers between
ana- and cataphora.

ThesetwothingsI’lldaresayinthepresenceofmytrulybelieving
brethren.
(86) Cod. XO 185 (Boud’hors, Canon8, with n. 534) ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁϣϫⲟⲟⲥ
ⲛⲧⲟϥ ϩⲓⲧⲛϩⲉⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ ϫⲉⲉⲣⲉⲧⲉⲥⲕⲏⲛⲏ ⲛⲁⲧⲙⲟⲩⲛⲅ ⲛϭⲓϫ
ⲛⲉⲥⲱϥ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩ ⲙⲛⲟⲩ ⲏ ⲉϥⲥⲟⲧⲡ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ ⲙⲛⲛⲓⲙ
At first sight, this is a condemnable case of discord: ⲥⲕⲏⲛⲏ
feminine, anaphoric ⲛⲉⲥⲱϥ, ⲉϥⲥⲟⲧⲡ masculine. Twice! Still
— and it is the very recurrence that suggests this — what about
“the Tent…it is beautiful… and it is exquisite…” — no direct
anaphora, but two neutruic pronouns? After all, the masculine is
the Coptic unmarked gender. (The editor suggests attraction to
the preceding ⲛⲉⲥⲱϥ, ϥⲥⲟⲧⲡ, XO 184, referring to ⲡⲉⲟⲟⲩ
ⲛⲧⲉⲥⲕⲏⲛⲏ).

NoonewillbeabletosayinotherwordsthattheTent,theonenot
madebyhand,wasofsuchandsuchbeauty,orwasexquisitelike
thisorthatperson.
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(87) Cod. XO 188 (Boud’hors, Canon 8, with n. 544) … ⲛⲥⲉⲧⲙⲕⲁⲟⲩⲧⲁϫⲣⲟ ⲉϫⲛⲟⲩⲧⲁϫⲣⲟ ⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲧⲁϫⲣⲏⲩ
ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲥ
Doubly deviant? Seemingly a classroom howler. And yet: the feminine
suffix arguably refers as neutric feminine, not to “a prop” (ⲟⲩⲧⲁϫⲣⲟ),
but to “prop upon prop”. The relative (attributive) clause apparently
expanding an indefinite nucleus, has again as antecedent the phrase
“prop upon prop” (but see Shisha-Halevy 2007, 351f. on the compatibility of indefinites and the relative conversion).

…andthereshallnotbeleftpropuponprop,onwhichthatforce
isproppedup.
(88) Leip. III 172 ⲛⲁⲓⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲛϩⲉⲛⲉⲓⲟⲧⲉ ⲉⲟⲩⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ
ⲙⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ⲛⲁϩⲩⲡⲟⲙⲉⲓⲛⲉ ϩⲛⲧⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ ⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉⲧⲉⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲩϥ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲉⲛⲉⲩⲉⲓⲟⲧⲉ ⲉⲧϯⲥⲃⲱ ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
No clear substitute for “fathers”, but the repetition of “fathers” is arguably an echo-substitute, as well as elegant closure of the rhetorical unit.

Blessedarefatherstowhomtrulyfaithfulpeoplewillsubmitinthe
Lord’sCongregation,forthesakeofGodandforthelovetheyhave
fortheirfathers.
*

*

*

1.4.4 Reference:cataphora.Prolepsis
Consider the following instances of the cataphoric neutric pronoun,
3rd person feminine/masculine in Coptic:
(89) Chass. 94 ⲟⲛⲧⲱⲥ ⲁⲓⲟⲡϥ ϫⲉⲟⲩⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲓϣⲁⲛⲧⲙϫⲱ
ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ⲛⲧⲙⲉ
Infact,IconsidereditwickedifIdidn’ttellyouthetruth.
(90) Amél. II 273 ⲙⲏ ⲛϥⲥⲏϩ ⲣⲱ ⲁⲛ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲛⲧϥⲡⲉⲡⲛⲁ
ⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲙⲡⲱϥ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ
Isitnotwritten:hewhodoesnothavetheLord’sspirit,itisn’this?
(91) Leip. III 191 ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲧⲁⲁⲥ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛⲥⲟⲩⲛⲧⲉϩⲓⲏ ⲙⲡϩⲁⲗⲏⲧ
ⲏ ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓ
Ithasnotbeengivenustoknowthewayofthefowloroftheship.
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(92) Amél. I 59 ⲛⲥⲥⲟⲧⲡ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲧⲙⲧⲣⲉⲛϯϩⲓⲛⲏⲃ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛϫⲓ
ⲙⲡⲛⲟϭⲛⲉϭ ⲏ ⲡⲉϫⲡⲓⲟ
Is it not preferable that we do not doze off, rather than that we
shouldbetheobjectofreproachorblame?
(93) Leip. III 24 ⲛⲥⲡⲣⲉⲡⲉⲓ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲟⲩⲱϩ ⲉϫⲛⲧⲁⲗⲩⲡⲏ
It’snotpropertoaddtomypain.
(94) Amél. II 216 ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ ⲉⲙⲡⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲛⲉⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ ⲉⲛⲉϩ
Itisbetteriftheyhadneverseenoneanother.
(95) Chass. 65 ⲉⲥⲛⲥⲱⲛ ⲉⲣⲛⲟⲃⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲧⲙⲉⲓⲣⲉ
It’suptoustosinornottosin.
(96) Amél. I 125 ⲛⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ ⲡⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩϩⲏⲩ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧϥ
ⲡⲉ focalizes ⲛⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ; ⲛⲉ- attenuates ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ. The two ⲡⲉ
elements are disparate, for their patterns are not the same, but their
functions are akin.

Itwouldhavebeengoodandofbenefittokillhim.
(97) Leip. IV 69 ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲑⲉ ⲉⲧⲥⲏϩ ϫⲉⲉϥⲉⲛⲁϩⲙⲉⲛ ⲉⲩϩⲓⲏ ⲉⲥϩⲟⲟⲩ
A moot question: is a neutric pronoun, probably masculine, cataphoric to þϫⲉ-, to be expected here — or postulated as zeroed?

As(it)iswritten:Hewillsafeusofabadway.
The feature of the neutric pronouns — ϥ-, -ⲥ-, cataphoric to clauses
— usually nexus- substantivated (as “that” forms, or correspondent) —
is one of the main typological traits of Coptic. This is an instance of
a type of Flexionsisolierung, with the pronoun representing or heralding or anticipating the clause in theme-actor or object status, through
formal cataphoric reference. The frequency of this construction points
to an idiosyncratic Shenoutean rhetorical-rhythmic trait. The precise
regulation or (partial?) variation of feminine or masculine representants is still an open question: a thorough investigation (beyond the
need to represent “that” clauses inside the verb clause) must take count
of the following: at least four parameters: (a) the lexeme and its
semantics; (b) the “that”-clause issue (one cannot ignore the difference
between the “universal subordinator” ϫⲉ- and the prospective ⲉⲧⲣⲉ-,
with the infinitive); (c) the representant pronoun, (d) the syntactic
environment of the complex. Variation would meet nicely the signifier
and definition of “neuter gender”, namely “neither” masculine nor
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feminine, apparently realized as their free variation. The prevalence
of substantival clauses, and their rhetorical importance, are no doubt
associated with Shenoute’s predilection for this cataphoric construction mode.

(98) Amél. I 161 ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ ⲉϥⲛⲁⲧⲣⲉⲩⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲉⲡⲁⲓ ϫⲉⲛϯⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ
ⲙⲙⲱⲧⲛ ⲁⲛ ⲏ ϫⲉⲥⲁϩⲉⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲙⲟⲓ
ⲡⲁⲓ is here cataphoric to a quote. Always masculine, and the only
way for a content clause to be governed as object of a verb of
perception. The neatness, even beauty of the Coptic cataphoric
neutric pronominal structure or other cases of ⲉ-, is marked by
the neutric ⲡⲁⲓ-. This applies to both “that” forms, ϫⲉ- and
ⲉⲧⲣⲉ-.

WhywillHemakethemhear‘Idonotknowyou’or‘keepaway
fromme’?
(99) Chass. 122-3 ⲁϣ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲕⲉϭⲱⲛⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲕⲉⲕⲉⲣⲁⲩⲛⲟⲥ
ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲁⲁϥ ⲉⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲭⲥ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲧⲱⲙ ⲙⲡϩⲏⲧ ⲛⲟⲩⲗⲁⲟⲥ
…Sincewhatisanyfuryandanythunderthatisgreaterthanthis,
thattheLordGodChrist,theSonofGod,shouldclosetheheart
ofapeople?
(100) Amél. II 169 ⲟⲩⲥⲟⲡ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲓϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉ… (v.l. ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲓϫⲟⲟϥ)
The ubiquitous quote-opening signal raises at least the question. An
anaphora/ cataphora coupling is manifested by the fem./masc. pronouns. The masculine is a constituent of the nexus-negated CS, the
feminine is cataphoric; but the variant reading, beside being perfectly
compatible with ϫⲉ-, echoes the masculine topic.

(101) Cod. XO 51 (Boud’hors Canon 8) … ⲙⲛⲑⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲛⲧⲁⲕⲑⲓⲉϩⲏⲧϥ ⲛⲛⲉϩⲓⲟⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲉⲧ ⲛⲁⲕ
…andalsothewayyouhaveaborted(lit. ‘madefallthewombof ’)
thewomenyouhadimpregnated.
(102) DeIudicio f. LIV ro p. 139 with n. 510 (Behlmer) … ϩⲉⲛⲥϩⲁⲓ
ⲉⲡⲁϩⲟⲩ ⲉⲩⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲛⲛϩⲏⲕⲉ ⲉⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲙⲁϩⲟⲩ
…documentstobetorn,tothedebitofthepoor,whocannotpay
them.
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(103) Cod. FL 19 (Boud’hors, Canon 8) ⲥⲉⲧⲟ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲛⲧⲟⲣⲅⲏ
ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
In the cataphoric inalienable “possession”, or rather personal-sphere
part/whole association, we find the invariable masculine (unmarked
gender) as a formal “dummy” slot-filler. The possessor is always
specific. This applies also to grammaticalized ex-nouns, in compound
prepositions. Most enigmatic, however, is the immutable masculine
— which, being immutable, is not masculine — with the notarelationis ⲛ-, as the pronominal form of the preposition ⲉ-/ⲉⲣⲟ=. Yet
this seems to occur only with the homonym ⲉ- “in debit of, owing”,
where, like other inalienables, only the pronominal is used.

TheyareinthehandsofGod’srage.
(104) Leip. IV 26 ⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ ⲡⲉⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲉϥⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲡⲉ
ⲉⲧⲣⲉϩⲉⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲁϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲥⲁⲣⲣⲁ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲁⲣⲣⲁ
ⲛⲉⲥⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲡⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲉϩⲉⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲁⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϯ ⲛⲟⲩϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲁⲃⲣⲁϩⲁⲙ
ϩⲛⲧⲉϥⲙⲛⲧϩⲗⲗⲟ ⲉⲁϥϫⲡⲟ ⲛⲓⲥⲁⲁⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲥⲁⲣⲣⲁ
ϩⲛⲧⲉⲥⲙⲛⲧϩⲗⲗⲱ ⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲛⲟⲩϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧ ⲛⲑⲉ
ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲃⲁ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲉ…
Non-anaphoric ⲧⲁⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ is elusive and tends to obscurity. In fact,
I believe it is in the nice domestic narrative fragment (105) cataphoric — a formalized (yet still deictic) element serving to single out
and assertively highlight a following clause. The presentative “voilà”,
cataphoric, is an apt rendering; I would be at a loss to find an English
correspondent.10

OurfatherAbrahamwishedforchildrenoutofSarah,andSarah
wished for children out of Abraham. And thus indeed, the Lord
GodgaveAbrahamasoninhisoldage,havingbegottenIsaakout
ofSarahinheroldage,andhebecametheirbelovedsonliketen
thousandsons,althoughhewasoneonly.
(105) Chass. 119 ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲛⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲛϩⲉⲗⲗⲏⲛ ⲙⲛⲛⲣⲉϥϣⲙϣⲉⲉⲓⲇⲱⲗⲟⲛ ϫⲉ ⲉⲣⲉⲡⲉⲩϩⲏⲧ ⲟⲩⲟϣϥ ⲛⲟⲩⲏⲣ
The thematic perception-verb clause (rhetorical question) precedes
an embedded rhetorical question.

Don’t you see how ruined is the heart of the pagans and the
idolaters?
10
Modern Irish (is) amhlaidh, Old French si- seem to be close correspondents in
narrative.
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(106) Cod. XO 78 (Boud’hors, Canon 8) ⲁϩⲣⲟϥ ⲙⲡϥⲥⲟⲩⲛⲡⲁⲓ ⲏ
ⲛⲁⲓ ϫⲉⲥⲉⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛϩⲉⲛⲃⲟⲧⲉ
Again, a “that”-form rhetorical feature: avoiding a substantive-clause
object, its theme is proleptically singled out as object, then pronominalized in an anaphoric ϫⲉ- clause. This is a common construction
in Bohairic and Theban Sahidic.

Whatisitthathedidnotknowthatthispersonorthesepersons
commitabominations?
(107) Canon 7.7 §2 (3) (Wisse) = XL 275 ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲛϯⲣϩⲟⲧⲉ ⲁⲛ
ϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲉϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ϫⲉ-ⲛⲛⲉⲩϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲟⲛ…
Anaphoric pronominalization in a ϫⲉ- clause, of a proleptic object.
All clauses are negative.

IfIamnotafraidthatthosethingsshouldhappenagain.
*

*

*

1.4.5 Topicalization. Nominativus Pendens. Antecedent- and other
resumptions
(108) Cod. XO 235 (Boud’hors, Canon8) ⲉⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ ⲛⲧⲉⲭⲣⲓⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ
ⲛⲥⲱⲙⲁⲧⲓⲕⲟⲛ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛⲛⲓⲙ ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲛⲁⲛϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ ⲛⲁⲛⲛⲉϩ
ⲛⲁⲛⲣⲟⲟⲩϣ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲇⲓⲁⲕⲟⲛⲓⲁ ⲙⲡⲉⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲁⲡⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲛ
A resumption at first sight only. In fact, the plural pronouns are
appositive specifications, not substitutes. The feminine ⲧⲉⲭⲣⲓⲁ is
resumed by ⲧⲁⲡⲃⲟⲗ. We also have here a nice pun — ⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ
ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ “gather, hoard” and ⲥⲱⲟⲩϩ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ “assembly”.

Forwhomdowehoardallthebodilynecessities—ofbread-loaves,
ofclothes,ofoils,ofalltheneedsoftheserviceofourassembly,
andnottheexternalone?
(109) Leip. IV 92 ⲡⲉⲓⲕⲉϩⲱⲃ ⲇⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲟⲃϣⲧ ⲉⲧⲁⲙⲉⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ
ϩⲛⲛⲉⲓⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ϫⲉϩⲉⲛϣⲱⲱⲧ ⲛⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲉⲛⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲛ ⲛⲉ
ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁⲁⲙⲉⲗⲉⲓ
Only apparently zero formal resumption of the topic; the twin Nominal Sentences, while contentualizing ⲡⲉⲓⲕⲉϩⲱⲃ, simultaneously
resume and represent it.
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Thisthing,too,Ihavenotforgottentotellthosewhodwellinthese
abodes—namely,thattheyareaflawandbadforthosewhoare
neglectful.
(110) Leip. IV 68 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉϯϩⲓⲥⲉ ⲛⲁϥ ϩⲙⲡⲉϥϣⲗⲗ
ⲛⲧⲁϩⲉⲛⲙⲁ ⲁⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲉⲟⲩⲛϩⲉⲛⲛⲟϭ ⲙⲙⲏⲏϣⲉ ⲥⲟⲟⲩϩ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
ⲉⲩϣⲗⲏⲗ
A drastic doubly anacoluthic shift in resumptive syntax: ⲧⲁ- is anaphoric to the contextual “manner of praying”.

Andhewhowishestoexerthimselfinhisprayer,it’snotappropriatetoplaceswherealargecrowdisconvenedinprayer.
(111) Amél. I 199 ⲉⲃⲱⲕ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉⲛⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲣⲧⲩⲣⲟⲥ ⲉϣⲗⲏⲗ
ⲉⲱϣ ⲉⲯⲁⲗⲗⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲃⲃⲟⲕ ⲉϥⲓⲧⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲫⲟⲣⲁ ϩⲛⲑⲟⲧⲉ
ⲙⲡⲉⲭⲥ ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ… ⲉϫⲱ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲉⲥⲱⲃⲉ ⲙⲁⲗⲗⲟⲛ ⲇⲉ
ⲉⲡⲟⲣⲛⲉⲩⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉϩⲧⲃⲣⲱⲙⲉ… ⲟⲩⲁⲛⲟⲙⲓⲁ ⲧⲉ
Remarkable in this multiple topicalization is the masc. resumption, but
also the non-adverbial, but substantival status of ⲉ- + INF. The second
‘resumption,’ feminine as theme in the endophoric NS, is not resumptive at all but internally anaphoric to a feminine indefinite article.
The 2nd masc. pronoun in ⲉⲧⲃⲃⲟⲕ is the generic person.

To go to the martyrs’ sanctuaries, to pray, to read, to chant, to
keeponeselfpure,toreceivethecommunioninthefearofChrist,
isgood;…buttosing,toeat,tojoke—certainlytofornicateand
murder…it’satransgression.
(112) Amél. II 443 ϩⲟⲧⲉⲓ ⲇⲉ ϫⲉⲡⲉϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲙⲡⲉⲛⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲧⲧⲏϣ ⲛⲁⲛ
ⲉϣⲁⲩⲕⲁⲧⲟⲣⲑⲟⲩ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ϩⲓⲧⲛⲧⲉⲓⲡⲁⲣⲁⲧⲏⲣⲏⲥⲓⲥ ⲛⲧⲉⲓⲙⲓⲛⲉ
ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲙⲡⲁⲓ
Here a substantivized clause is topical, and resumed deictically.
I suggest that (a) ϩⲟⲧⲉⲓ “vests” ϫⲉ-, which does not open alone
the “that” complex, (b) rhythmical factors seem to preclude the
immediate object construction ⲥⲟⲩⲛ-ⲡⲁⲓ in closure.

Thatthemajorpartofourordainedlifeissetrightbysuchcircumspectionofthiskind—everyoneknowsthis.
(113) Leip. III 130 ⲛⲉⲓⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉⲛⲁⲕⲣⲓⲛⲉ ϩⲛⲧⲙⲏⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲁⲓ
ⲙⲛⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ϩⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲡ ⲙⲙⲉ
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Asfortheseothers,Godwilladjudgebetweenthisoneandthose
ones,intruejudgement.
Note the (usually disparaging) fuzzy deictic resumption; here we
have the means of providing a deictic tone in resumption. Compare the rhetorical flatness of the resuming personal pronouns. So
too:

(114) Chass. 151 ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉϥⲟ ⲛⲉⲩⲥⲉⲃⲏⲥ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲥⲙⲟⲧ ⲛⲓⲙ
ϩⲛⲧⲉϥⲁⲣⲭⲏ, ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲣⲁⲥⲉⲃⲏⲥ ϩⲛⲧⲉϥϩⲁⲏ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲡϣⲁϫⲉ
ⲁⲅⲁⲛⲁⲕⲧⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲉⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
Anypersonwhoispiousineverywayathisbeginning,shouldhe
turnimpiousathisend,theWordisvexedwiththatsoul.
(115) Chass. 81 ϩⲙⲡⲁⲓ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲛϭⲗⲙⲗⲟⲙⲧ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲛⲥⲟⲩⲧⲱⲛ
ⲁⲛ
A classic case of double adverbial mixed reference: a striking anacoluth, colloquial, possibly even focalizing “in this” by position and
repetition.

Inthisalsowearetwistedinit,andnotupright.
(116) Leip. IV 82 ⲟⲩⲙⲏⲏϣⲉ ⲉⲩⲥⲟⲟⲩϩ ⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏϩ ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲩⲉⲣⲏⲩ
ⲛⲅⲛⲁϣⲥⲟⲩⲛⲡϩⲏⲧ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ
Another type of fuzzy resumption; the generic perspective is evident
in the 2nd masc. “generic person”.

A gathered multitude, living with each other, you cannot fathom
everyone’sheart.
(117) Chass. 35 ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲙⲡⲉⲓⲣⲁⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲧⲕⲃⲗⲁⲡⲧⲉⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
ⲛⲛⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲛⲛⲉⲧϯ ⲟⲩⲃⲉⲛⲉⲕⲗⲟⲅⲓⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲃⲟⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲱⲕ ⲁⲛ
ⲡⲉ ⲡϩⲱⲃ
Another fuzzy resumption-word, correlated to the initial topic-marker
ⲉⲧⲃⲉ-, “As for…, Regarding…”

Regardingthetrialswithwhichyouharmthebodiesofthosewho
fightyourabominableimaginings—thisworkisnotyours.
(118) Cod. XO 283 (Boud’hors, Canon 8) ⲉⲧⲃⲉϥⲓⲡⲉⲧⲛⲣⲟⲟⲩϣ
ⲟⲩϩⲙⲟⲧ ⲉⲣⲟⲓ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ
Asfortakingcareofyou,thisisnotafavourtome.
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(119) Leip. III 21 ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲉⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲏ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ϫⲉϣⲁⲓⲉⲓ
ϣⲁⲣⲱⲧⲛ
Thedaysyou(fem.)oryou(plur.)knowthatIcometoyou.
A commonplace yet significant construction: time-antecedent resumed
as zero, in accordance with the zero- marking of the zero-marked
temporal “casusadverbialis”. So too:

(120) Leip. IV 34 ⲧⲁⲣⲭⲏ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ϩⲓϫⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ
“The beginning which” in Coptic.

ThebeginningwhenHecreatedManonearth.
(121) DeIudicio (Behlmer) X vo p. 38 ⲁⲙⲛⲧⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲁϣⲱⲟⲩ
ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉⲧϥⲛⲁⲣϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ ⲛⲁϣⲱⲟⲩ ⲟⲛ
ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁⲣⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲙⲙⲁ ⲛⲙⲧⲟⲛ
ⲉⲧϩⲛⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
A probable case of nominativus pendens or fuzzy topicalization,
although there are here several 3rd sgl. masc. resumptions, referring
back to “Hell”. Ed. prefers the fuzzy topic analysis in her translation.

ButHell,justasmanyaretheywhomitwilloverpowerbytheFire,
manyarealsothatwillescapeitthattheymayentertherestingplacesintheHeavens.
*

*

*

1.4.6 Coordination.Disjunction.Parataxis
(122) Canon 7.7 §8 (2) (Wisse) = Cod. YR 193 ⲧⲁⲓ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲟⲩⲟⲓ
ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϫⲉ-ⲥⲟⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲁⲁⲩ
ⲁⲩⲱ ϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ϣⲉⲉⲣⲉ …
The coordination of zero-article terms is either by ϩⲓ-, where bracketed or otherwise juncturally tight (in a close-juncture group)
applies, or ⲁⲩⲱ, in a loose unit; a unique ⲁⲩⲱ/ϩⲓ- quasi-paradigm
(ⲁⲩⲱ is loose, ϩⲓ- is closely prefixed to a noun).

Thus woe unto those that are called ‘brother’ and ‘father’ and
‘mother’and‘son’and‘daughter’.
(123) Cod. XO 260bis (Boud’hors, Canon8 with n. 809) ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁϭⲛⲧⲟⲩ
ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉϥⲧⲱϩ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲧⲕⲱⲧⲉ
ⲛⲏⲓ ⲉⲏⲓ
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Youwillfindtheminthehandsofthosemeddlersthatturnfrom
housetohouse.
The Relative pronoun (not converter, since in-paradigm with noun
or pronoun), may be coordinated with determinator pronouns.
Similarly:

(124) Cod. XO 262bis (Boud’hors, Canon8 with n. 817) ⲛϫⲡⲟ ϩⲱⲟⲩ
ⲛⲧⲉϩⲃⲱ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲧⲥⲁⲛⲁϣⲧ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲥϣⲏⲣⲉ
Youtoo,mother-viper’sbreedandyourstomachfedwithheroffspring.
(125) Leip. III 170 ⲉϣϫⲉⲉⲩϣⲁⲛⲧⲙϯⲛⲉϩ ⲛⲥⲁϩⲉⲛϩⲏⲃⲥ ⲙⲉⲩϫⲉⲣⲟ
ϣⲁⲩϫⲉⲛⲁ
The collocative Aorist paratactic pair is almost a compound, with
the two antonyms alliterating, punning, and probably a single metric unit. This is very different from the narrative zero-concatenated
“complex event”, and from the listing “cataloguing” coordination.

Ifonedoesn’taddoiltothelamps,theydon’tburnbutareextinguished.
*

*

*

1.5 Noun determination and its implications. Proper Names.
Zero article. Article nuclearity
(126) Cod. XO 274 (Boud’hors, Canon8) ϩⲉⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲛ…
ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲧⲃⲣⲃⲣ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲥⲁⲛⲁⲓ… ⲛⲧⲱⲧⲛ ϭⲉ ⲉⲧⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲱ
ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲛϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲛ…
Adverbial adjuncts adjoin non-specific noun phrases directly, whereas
specific nuclei are expanded by Relative clauses. It is debatable
whether a zero element must be postulated in the former case.

Peopleamongstus…whatboilsinthemifnotthese:…Butitisyou
whoknow,Opeoplewhoareamongstus.
(127) Amél. II 453 ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲇⲉ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲣⲅⲏ ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲛϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲧⲁⲕⲟ ⲙⲛⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ
The grammar-book rule, according to which the non-specific nucleus
is expanded by ⲛⲧⲉ-, when the satellite is specific — and in fact,
ⲛⲧⲉ- occurs in cases of inequispecificity — this rule still stands; but
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the ⲛ-/ⲛⲧⲉ- notaerelationis paradigm includes yet another, prepositional ⲛ- term, probably truly possessive (and not “attributive”),
possibly even inalienable.

HewhobecamesontoFuryandsontoperditionanddarkness.
(128) Canon 7.3 §10 (3) (Wisse) = XU 104 ⲉϣϫⲉϯⲛⲁⲁⲕⲉ ϩⲟⲥⲉ
ⲙⲁⲗⲓⲥⲧⲁ ⲙⲟⲩ…
A difficult protasis. I suggest interpreting it as a Present, with Stative rheme, and an infinitical theme (ϯ-ⲛⲁⲁⲕⲉ); the grammatical
point would be the absence of ⲟⲩⲛ-. The existential “prop”
expected before a non-specific noun; the infinitive is a noun sui
generis, where determination is concerned.

Ifchildbirthispainful,evendeadly…
(129) Leip. III 208 ⲁⲓⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲉⲟⲩⲁ ⲉϣϫⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲧⲁϩⲉⲟⲩϩⲟϥ ⲏ
ⲟⲩⲇⲣⲁⲕⲱⲛ ⲉⲁϥⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ… ϩⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟϭ ⲛⲟⲣⲅⲏ ⲉⲙⲟⲓϩⲉ ⲡⲉ
ⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲥ
The delocutive NS admits in Shenoute a zero-articled noun rheme
(Shisha-Halevy 1984, 178ff.). The admitted lexemes seem to form a
closed or half-open list. Two intermeshed questions present themselves. Theoretical — is this a case of true zero, or a nil, that is, a
rhematic noun-lexeme, not syntagm? And diachronic, is this a distinct
Coptic correspondent, or even descendant, of the Egyptian “Sentence
with Adjectival Predicate”? This episode seems to be a vision, in
which case “as if” may be dropped.

Ipersonallysawone,asifhecameuponasnakeoraserpent,
and killed it in a great fury — it was amazing to see him like
this.
(130) Leip. III 214 ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲣϫⲁⲓⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ϣⲱϥ…
Beyond the coordination issue (ⲁⲩⲱ vs. ϩⲓ-), we face here the theoretical problem of zero vs. nil in auxiliation, word-formation and
copular verbs.

Theywhobecamewasteanddesolation…
(131) Chass. 95 ⲙⲛⲧⲉⲇⲓⲕⲁⲥⲧⲏⲣⲓⲟⲛ ϣⲁϫⲉ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲉϫⲱ
The possessum,zero-articled, is resumed by a zero object. Similar
(in Coptic — English precludes here a zero article):

Notribunalhasawordtosay.
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(132) Leip. III 165 ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉⲣⲁⲧⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲉⲓⲣⲉ
Whoeverwishestobedisobedient,lethimbe.
(133) Cod. XO 118 (Boud’hors, Canon 8) ⲉϣϫⲉϣⲁⲣⲉⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲣⲙⲁ
ⲛϣⲙⲙⲟ ⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲩⲙⲛⲧⲁⲥⲉⲃⲏⲥ ϣⲁⲣⲉⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲟⲛ
ⲣⲙⲁ ⲛⲧⲣⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲱ(ⲛ) ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲩϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ
ⲛⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ…
The plural concord of the generic impersonal pronoun is a feature of
many languages, as are indefinites. But remarkable here is the zero
article throughout; also the rare feature of a “that” form adjoined by
the notarelationisⲛ-.

EvenifsomeonerendersaplaceestrangeduntoGodinhisacts
ofimpiety,personsdoalsorenderaplacesothatGodmaybenigh
tothemintheirdeedsofrighteousness.
(134) Cod. XO 239 (Boud’hors, Canon8, with n. 688) ⲟⲩϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲟⲩⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲉⲁⲩⲧⲁⲕⲟ ⲛⲧⲉⲩϩⲉⲗⲡⲓⲥ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲉⲩϩⲉⲗⲡⲓⲥ
ⲡⲉ ⲡⲧⲃⲃⲟ ⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉ…
A striking case of attributive adnominal (“Relative”) clause, with a
non-specific nucleus,11 as interpreted by the editor. However, it may
well be a case of hermeneutical ⲉⲧⲉ-… ⲡⲉ, overruling the specificity factor.

Amanandawoman,havingdestroyedtheirhopeinthedarkness
—theirhopebeingonlypurityoftheflesh.
(135) DeIudicio f. LVIII ro (Behlmer) ⲙⲏ ϭⲉⲣⲱⲃ ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ ϣⲉ
An intriguing case of the copular NS: rarely negative, with both
initial theme and final zero-articled rheme. A zero-determinated
theme is rare (excluded in other NS patterns); the sequence of the
three enclitics is instructive. The nexus of countable and uncountable is noteworthy too. NB: not “a stick”.

Butaren’tstickstoowood(en)?
(136) Amél. II 174 ⲁⲛⲟⲛϩⲉⲛϭⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲛⲟⲛϩⲉⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲛ
The rheme of first NS has an ambiguous analysis and reading:
“lies” and “fake, false”. As a matter of fact, this applies (to a lesser
degree) to the second rheme as well: “men”, “human”.

Wearelies,nothumans.
11

Cf. Shisha-Halevy 2007, 238, 351f., 360; 2014.
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(137) Amél. II 174 ⲡⲉⲧϭⲟⲟⲗⲉ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲧⲏⲣϥ
The augens expands the definite article (nucleus of the second
ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ), which (unlike the first ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ) is exocentric, referring to God, not to “light”.

HewhoiswrappedintheLightandwhoisalllight.
(138) De Iudicio f. LVI vo p. 144 (Behlmer) ⲙⲏ ϣⲁⲩⲥⳀⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
The compatibility of the object marker ⲛ- with the zero article is
questionable, and instances are rare. One would expect a Focalizing
Aorist.

Doesonecrucifyagod?
(139) Leip. IV 154 …ⲉϥⲙⲉⲣⲉⲧⲡⲱ ⲉϥϩⲟⲣϣ
…wholovesheavyburdens.
and
(140) P. Michigan 158, f. 16 ro (Young, Coptic Manuscripts, 54) …
ⲉⲧⲙϯϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ ⲉϫⲱⲓ ⲉⲡⲱⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ
…nottoputonmeclothesoftheirs.
A rare instance of a NS theme-and-rheme as a masculine-neuter
resumption of a zero-articled feminine lexeme (I doubt Crum’s suggestion that ϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ is “bi-gender”). Needless to say, only pronouns
can reveal this neutralization.

and
(141) Leip. III 205 ⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ⲉϥϫⲏⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
Perfectlove.
By now a familiar construction, the zero-article “feminine” noun,
resumed or substituted by a masculine pronoun (or feminine, or plural) is taken for granted as a feature of Coptic syntax in all dialects12.
However, the main implication, and still main conundrum of this
remarkable feature lies, I believe, in the syntactic interference of the
lexeme. A neutric (m./f./plur.) reference to a zero is probably to be
expected, yet can one say that the lexeme plays no role? In other
words, where does the gender category reside? Moreover, the neutralization brought about by the zero is not complete, since we do not
find a feminine pronoun referring to a zero-article “masculine” noun
syntagm; the masculine pronoun following a “feminine” lexeme may
12

See Boud’hors 2013a, notes 343, 348.
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well be the unmarked gender term. Another question concerns the
formal expression of the conditioned masculine: the evidence of very
rare adnominal (circumstantial) NS in Mich.158 (ex.135) is compromised by the alleged double gender of ϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ (Crum CD 720b),
which is still in need of examination (in Shenoute — feminine only?).
The role of statistics — “a given lexeme is mostly/usually masculine/
feminine”, as revealed only in its compatibility with a definite article
or demonstrative — is unsatisfactory and unclear, indeed an obscuring factor. Ex. 136 is instructive in that its feminine classification is
morphological (ex-Greek), and overruled by the zero neutralization.
(Yet as a matter of fact, ⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ, like so many of ex-Greek words in
Coptic, is synchronically Coptic, and belongs in a separate Coptic
sublexical system, with its own Coptic rules).

(142) Amél. II 3 ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲧⲱⲛ ϫⲉⲉⲩⲛⲁⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲡⲉⲛⲓⲡⲉ ϫⲉⲕⲉⲗⲉⲃⲓⲛ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲏϥⲉ ϩⲓⲙⲉⲣⲉϩ ⲙⲛϩⲉⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲉⲛⲁϣⲱⲟⲩ
A passage of great theoretical interest. First and foremost, we glimpse
here Shenoute’s epistemological reflection on naming and conceptualization. Then, the zero articles for concept-naming (Nennform).
Then, the neat coordinative opposition of ⲁⲩⲱ (non-bracketing) to
ϩⲓ — (inside bracketing) in zero-article syntax. Not least, the syntax
of ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲧⲱⲛ “whence?”: to my knowledge, this is the only interrogative-focus Cleft Sentence with ϫⲉ- + Focalizing Future for glose
(topic).

How come they should call iron ‘axe’ and ‘sword’ and many
others?
(143) Amél. I 77 ⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲙⲕⲁϩ ⲛϩⲏⲧ ϩⲓⲗⲩⲡⲏ
ϩⲓⲁϣⲁϩⲟⲙ ϩⲓⲟⲩⲱⲗⲥ ⲛϩⲏⲧ
Beside naming syntax, and the interesting feature of the intrinsic
specificity of a “called” PN, we face here the dilemma of reading
the name as “he who is characterized by heartache, pain, sighing and
depression”, or properizing “Heartache-Pain-Sighing-Depression”,
rhetorically perhaps more effective.

Callhim‘heofheartache,pain,sighinganddepression’.
(144) Leip. III 57ff. passim,catalogic listing) ⲟⲩⲗⲁⲟⲥ ⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲛⲉ
ⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲥⲟⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲟⲩϣⲏⲣⲉ ϣⲏⲙ ⲧⲉ ⲟⲩϣⲉⲉⲣⲉ ⲧⲉ ⲟⲩⲣⲣⲟ ⲧⲉ
ⲟⲩⲣⲣⲱ ⲧⲉ (and so on).
The deep difference between this pattern — the Delocutive NS —
and the Endophoric one (Shisha-Halevy 1987), is here clear-cut. In
this long text, the basis for V. Jernstedt’s seminal 1949 article, ⲧⲉ
“she” refers to the allegorical Bride of the Song of Song; the rhemes,
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whether feminine or masculine — all indefinite — stand in a nexal
relation to the theme ⲧⲉ. This is their only relation. On the other
hand, in the Endophoric pattern (e.g. ⲧⲉⲡⲣⲱ ⲧⲉ “it is winter”,
ⲡϣⲱⲙ ⲡⲉ “it is summer”), beside the nexal interdependence, there
is concord — the rheme conditions the theme’s gender/number. Thus,
there is no conflict between the femininity of ⲧⲉ and the masculinity
of, say, ⲣⲣⲟ or ⲥⲟⲛ. Another question regards the indefinite article,
nuclear in its syntagm. The issue of two homonymous indefinite articles, ⲟⲩfem, ⲟⲩmasc, historically founded, is here irrelevant, since
the theme ⲧⲉ has no reference to the articles. Another issue is the
catalogue-like listing of the Bride’s attribute, the pivotal part of the
exegesis.

Sheisapeople;sheisasister;sheisabrother;sheisachild;
sheisagirl;sheisaking;sheisaqueen.
(145) DeIudicio f. LXVII vo p. 166 (Behlmer) ⲛⲧⲟⲕ ⲇⲉ ⲱ ⲡⲣⲙⲙⲁⲟ
ⲛⲣⲉϥϫⲓⲛϭⲟⲛⲥ ⲛⲟⲩⲕ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲥⲟⲟⲩϩ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲩⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ
ϩⲁⲧⲉⲕⲉⲝⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ
The possessive pronoun (= relation pronoun + personal pronoun, actualized relation pronoun) is in this uncommon example revealed as
specific, since the Present form does not feature the existential ⲟⲩⲛ-.
However, the augens may here raise the pronoun on the specificity scale. The prenominal relation pronoun ({ⲡⲁ-}) is non-specific,
but specificity-indifferent, since it is not active on the determination
paradigm.

Butyou,Orapaciousrichman,allofyoursarestacked,putunder
yourownership.
(146) De Iudicio LXI ro p. 153 (Behlmer) ⲡⲉⲓϩⲱⲃ ⲅⲁⲣ ϫⲉⲣⲱⲙⲉ
ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲟⲩⲙⲛⲧⲣⲙⲙⲁⲟ ⲧⲉ
This locus is interesting on two counts. First, ϫⲉ- expanding a highspecificity (and also low-specificity) noun; generally used for adnominal naming, ϫⲉ- occurs here epistemically to describe a concept,
condition or state (ϩⲱⲃ) — “a holy man”, which is considered to
be “riches”. An important role of the zero article, beside the generic,
lexeme-like actualized noun, is to express the “notion name”. Second,
syntactically, the topic “the holy-man state”, masculine, is resumed
by a feminine pronoun, in what must therefore be the theme of an
Endophoric NS (Shisha-Halevy 1987); the theme in this pattern is
not commonly topicalized.

Thisconcept,‘holyman’,meanswealth.
*
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1.6 ‘Adjectives’ and the human-animacy gender
Of interest seem to be cases of nuclear refinement of the -ⲟⲥ
(human-animate) / -ⲟⲛ (non-human-inanimate) gender alternation,
in Greek loan-adjectives (CGC, Chapter Four). In a sense, these
morphs act like two Egyptian determinatives (“classifiers”); they
have little to do with Egyptian gender (except for the transition from
ternary to binary gender systems), but do seem to revive the old
“adjective” category, never entirely lost. Of special interest I find
the fine category of “human inalienables”, including “mind”,
“blood”, “soul”, but not “life”, “spirit”. Several parameters, syntactic and semantic, Greek and Coptic, may be operative13. This
system obtains in Shenoutean only; for certain sections we encounter trend and fluctuation. This important systematization, which can
be used as typical or symptomatic of Shenoute’s authorship, requires
further study.
In a selective outline:

God, the Lord — (-ⲟⲥ) (147) Amél. I 87 ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲛⲁⲏⲧ
ⲛϣⲁⲛϩⲧⲏϥ ⲛϩⲁⲣϣϩⲏⲧ ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ Godthemerciful,compassionate,long-suffering,good.
The Congregation, people — (-ⲟⲥ) (148) Chass. 123 ⲧⲁⲕⲁⲑⲁⲣⲧⲟⲥ
ⲛⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ theimpurecongregation.
Humans, persons, names — (-ⲟⲥ) — (149) Chass. 191 ⲛⲓϩⲙϩⲁⲗ
ⲙⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ thewickedservants.
Human inalienables — (-ⲟⲥ) (150) Amél. II 527 ⲡⲓⲃⲁⲗ
ⲙⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ theevileye.
Animals — (-ⲟⲛ) (151) Leip. III 47 ϩⲉⲛⲉⲗⲁⲭⲓⲥⲧⲟⲛ ⲛⲍⲱⲟⲛ
tinyanimals.
Plants — (-ⲟⲛ) (152) Amél. II 402 ϩⲉⲛⲛⲧⲏϭ ⲙⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲛ bad
weeds.
The Devil, demons — (-ⲟⲛ) (153) Paris BN 1315 f.56 (John
Chrysostomos) ⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ ⲛⲁⲅⲣⲓⲟⲛ thewilddemons.
Objects, materials — (-ⲟⲛ) (154) Amél. II 74 ϩⲉⲛⲉⲗⲁⲭⲓⲥⲧⲟⲛ
ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲃ smallestpiecesofgold
13
It is not clear to what extent this gender applies to the rhetorical “adjective” construction (see CGC Chapter 3), although the fewer exx. do comply (cf. Amél.II 74
ϩⲉⲛⲉⲗⲁⲭⲓⲥⲧⲟⲛ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲃ ϩⲓϩⲁⲧ, although most instances are personal (-ⲟⲥ)).
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Abstracts (-ⲟⲛ) (155) Leip. III 155, 16f. … ⲙⲛ ϩⲉⲛⲙⲛⲧϣⲃⲏⲣ
ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲟⲛ14 …andcarnalkindsoffriendship.
(156) Amél. II 486 ⲛⲉⲓⲥⲃⲱ ⲙⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲛ theseevilteachings.
(157) Amél. I 163 ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲛⲉⲩⲡⲣⲁⲝⲓⲥ ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲛ becauseoftheirgood
practices.
(158) Cod. XO 206 (Boud’hors, Canon 8) ⲧⲉⲛⲙⲛⲧⲁⲧⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ
ⲛⲥⲁⲣⲕⲓⲕⲟⲛ ourignoranceoftheflesh.
*

*

*

1.7 Person
(159) BL Or 3851A f.160 (Cod. DT 58) ⲥⲟⲩⲱⲛⲉⲛ ⲱ ⲛⲟⲩⲏⲏⲃ
ⲛⲧⲛϯϩⲁⲡ ⲉⲣⲟⲛ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲧⲛ
Inclusive 1st plur. — imperative, almost in neutralization of the
allocutive/locutive plural opposition; opposed to the non-inclusive
ⲙⲁⲣⲛ-?

Knowourselves,Opriests,andweshalljudgeourselves.
(160) Amél. I 73 ⲛⲧⲟ ⲏ ⲛⲧⲟⲥ ⲥⲁϩⲱⲧⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
Rhetorical inclusion of delocutive in allocutive perspective. Not
anacoluthic.

You(fem.)andshe,withdraw!
(161) Chass. 90 ϯϩⲧⲏⲧⲛ ⲛⲧⲱⲧⲛ ⲉⲛⲉⲅⲣⲁⲫⲏ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲛⲛⲁⲉⲓⲙⲉ
ⲉⲡⲉⲧⲛϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟϥ
Allocutive (imperative), carried on by inclusive locutive apodotic
— “and then we shall understand …”. Curious on the whole,
though not anacoluthic; neither ⲧⲁⲣⲛ- nor ⲙⲁⲣⲛ- would here
do.

Payattentiontothe Scripturesandweshallunderstandwhatwe
aresaying.

14

A nice feature is the well-attested ⲙⲛⲧ-…-ⲟⲛ (e.g. Amél. II 54)
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(162) Chass. 98 ⲛⲉⲧⲟ ⲛⲣⲙⲙⲁⲟ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲛ ⲧⲛⲏⲡ ⲛⲣϩⲏⲕⲉ
Locutive plural (and not delocutive) resuming the topic, which is
allocutive (at least to a degree), thus well performing and defining
the inclusive 1st plural.

Theywhoarerichamongstus,wearesupposedtobepoor.
(163) Cod. XO 116 (Boud’hors, Canon8,with n. 289) ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲡⲁⲓ ⲕⲁⲛ
ⲉⲕϣⲁⲛϥⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲓϣⲱⲛⲉ ⲏ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲧⲙϥⲓ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϫⲉⲛⲛⲉⲡⲉϥⲥⲧⲟⲓ
ⲣⲱ ⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲏ ϣⲱϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ…
Difficult, both for the pronouns and ϫⲉ-ⲛⲛⲉ-. Personal shift is not
rare in cases of Disiunctio Sinuthiana. Both persons here may be
generic (Cod. FL has ⲉϥϣⲁⲛ- only, affirmative and negative), but
the 3rd sgl. (if not generic) would be obscure. The ϫⲉ- may be the
specifying of the proleptic ⲉⲣⲟϥ, and the negation of the Future
is “pleonastic” with “tolerate, suffer that (not)…”; but all this is
speculation. (Ed. translates “même si on supporte cette maladie, et
nul doute qu’il s’efforce que son odeur ne sorte pas du tout…”).

Therefore, even if you tolerate that sickness, or if one does not
tolerateitthatitsodourgouporspreadout.
(164) Cod. XO 151 (Boud’hors, Canon8, with n. 421) ⲛϭⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ
ⲛⲥⲁⲧⲣⲉⲧⲛⲕⲱ ⲙⲡⲡⲁϩⲣⲉ ϩⲓϫⲛⲛⲉⲡⲗⲏⲅⲏ ⲏ ⲛϣϭⲁ ⲙⲡϣⲱⲛⲉ
ⲛⲗⲟⲓⲙⲟⲥ ⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲛⲧⲙϩⲱϩ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
The transition from 2nd plur. — the basic perspective in this passage
— to the inclusive 1st plur., is not rare, and certainly not anacoluthic
or irregular; it may coincide with a rise in prominence or affect. In
fact, the 1st plur. too is generic in its system. (cf. French on).

It isn’t anything else but that you (plur.) put the remedy on the
woundsorthesoresofthepestilentmaladyonthebodyandfor
us not to scratch it (= the remedy) in them (= the wounds and
sores).
(165) Leip. III 144 ⲛϫⲓⲛϭⲟⲛⲥ ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲓⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲧϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ
ϫⲉⲉⲛⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲙⲁ ⲉⲧⲃⲏⲏⲧ ⲁⲛⲟⲕ ϫⲉϯⲧϩⲙⲕⲟ
ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲛⲧⲁⲙⲛⲧⲣⲉϥϫⲓⲛϭⲟⲛⲥ
Delocutive — locutive (plur.) — locutive (sgl., hub speaker) —
delocutive again. The speaker overrules. Nice example of person
layering, or discourse blending. Not anacoluthic. A well-attested
phenomenon, probably rooted in colloquial style, and definitely not
an error (in fact, it is attested from Middle Egyptian on). Curiously,
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three of the instances of allocutive/locutive/delocutive perspectival
blending predicate “love” verbs, which feature also other idiosyncrasies. The interlocutive perspective seems to “seep” across the “say”
boundary, while the delocutive acts as a basic, constant cohesive factor. The impression is that the interlocutives / delocutives tension is
resolved by the latter’s overrule, or at least persistence. At any rate,
it is evident that the boundary between the singular speaker’s locution
(Shenoute) and the plural’s locution is sharply demarcated; indeed,
juncture contours are here paramount.

The acts of violence which I have committed to those who say:
‘Because of me [him/you] we shall leave this place’ because I
humiliatetheminmyviolence.
(166) Leip. III 120 ⲛⲉⲧϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϫⲟⲟⲩ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲛ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϫⲉ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲩϫⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲛⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ
Leipoldt notes, in apparent despair, “totus hic locus corruptus esse
videtur”. Twin echo focalizations in locutive plur. and speaker’s/narrator’s comment. The resumption is fuzzy and of pejorative deixis.

Theywhosay‘Itisaboutusthatallthosethingsweresaid’—for
truly,itisaboutthosepersonsthattheyhavebeensaid.
(167) Chass. 88 ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲟⲩⲁ ⲇⲉ ϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉϯⲙⲉ ⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ϩⲙⲡⲉϥϩⲏⲧ ⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲙⲛⲧⲉϥⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ ⲙⲛⲧⲉϥϭⲟⲙ ⲧⲏⲣⲥ
ⲙⲛⲛⲉϥⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲙⲡϥⲙⲉⲣⲉ-ⲡⲉⲧϩⲓⲧⲟⲩⲱϥ ⲛⲧⲉϥϩⲉ
ⲛⲥⲉⲛⲁⲛϩⲟⲩⲧϥ ⲁⲛ
A nice glissement from locutive to delocutive perspectives, rhetorically forceful: the observer’s delocutive — Shenoute. Note that this
transition entails also a shift from subjective to objective. Not anacoluthic.

Andifoneshouldsay,‘IlovetheLordGodwithallhisheartand
allhissoulandallhismightandallhisthoughts,whilenotloving
hisneighbourashimself,heshallnotbebelieved.
Compare, for Shenoute’s delocutive:
(168) Leip. III 153 ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲟⲩⲁ ϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉϯⲙⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
ⲉⲧⲉⲛϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲁⲛ ⲉϥⲙⲟⲥⲧⲉ ϩⲱⲱϥ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲥⲟⲛ ⲉⲧϥⲛⲁⲩ
ⲉⲣⲟϥ…
Shouldonesay,‘IloveGod’,whomhedoesnotsee,andyethating
hisbrother,whomhedoessee.

99368_JOCS_18_2016_09_Shisha-Halevy.indd 157

10/02/17 06:18

158

ARIEL SHISHA-HALEVY

(169) Vienna K 9040 (Young, Coptic Manuscripts, p. 23f. with n. 6)
ⲡⲉⲧⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ϫⲉⲉⲣⲉⲡⲉⲧϫⲱ ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲛⲁⲓ ϫⲉϯⲟⲩⲁϣⲕ ⲧⲱⲛⲉ
ⲕⲙⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲛⲁⲙⲉ
An extreme, complete 360-grade sweep from allocutive (1) to allocutive (2) with rhetorical-dramatic effect. Not anacoluthic. The focalizing Present seems to be autofocal, expressing the discredited claim
(CGCp.77f.).

Hewhothinksthathewhotellshimthis,‘Iloveyouyerymuch’,
youreallylovehim.
Consider also:
(170) Leip. III 88 …ⲛⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲛⲛⲁⲩ ⲉϩⲁϩ ⲉⲩⲡⲛⲅⲕⲁϩ ⲉϫⲱⲟⲩ
ⲉⲩⲣⲓⲙⲉ ⲉⲩⲥⲟⲡⲥ ϫⲉϯⲥⲟ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ
Justaswesawmany,scatteringearthovertheirhead,weeping,
entreating,saying‘sparethem!’
*

*

*

1.8 Adverbials. Conjugation mediators
(See also §1.9)
(171) Cod. XO 281 (Boud’hors, Canon8 with n. 894) ϩⲙⲙⲁ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲁⲩⲱ
ϩⲛⲛⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ ⲁⲛ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁⲛ
I suggest considering ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁⲛ here in the light of the adverbial status of the augens in Leip. IV 67-8 ⲧⲁϩⲉⲛⲙⲁ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁⲛ, “we alone,
on our own”: at least as a contributing factor in a personal mix-up.

Everywhere,andnotonlyinthecongregations(us)alone.
(172) Leip. IV 37 ⲕⲁⲛ ⲙⲁⲣⲛϣⲓⲡⲉ ϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲓϣⲁϫⲉ
The editor (n. 5) apparently does not accept, or recognize, the adverb
ⲕⲁⲛ “at least”, in Coptic to my knowledge solely introducing imperatives and jussives (Greek: Blass-Debrunner 1965, §374B, with
Tabachowitz’s addenda, p. 41). While the post-imperatival slot is
significantly open to special clause forms15, the pre-imperative one is
almost entirely closed. In fact, ⲕⲁⲛ (exclusively or especially Shenoutean?) may be unique in Sahidic in this privilege.

Atleastletusbeashamedbeforesuchwords.
15

Cf. Shisha-Halevy 2007, Index, p. 706 s.v.
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(173) CU Or.16/1699 G vo (Young 2001) ⲟⲩⲛϩⲁϩ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲃⲱⲕ
ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲓⲛⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁⲃⲱⲕ ⲟⲛ
ⲛϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲛ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ϫⲓⲛⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ϣⲁⲧⲥⲩⲛⲧⲉⲗⲉⲓⲁ
ⲙⲡⲁⲓⲱⲛ ⲛⲁⲡⲱϩ ⲙⲡⲉⲩϩⲏⲧ
The extensive stretch interpolated inside the future clause, consisting of adverbials only, is significant both for determining the different circumstants and the juncture contours (§1.4).

Manyofthosewhohavegonedowninto(Hell)amongstussince
thebeginning,withthosetoowhowillgoamongsusdowntoit
fromnowonuntiltheendofthisage,shallteartheirheart.
(174) Amél. I 113f. ⲉⲛⲉⲉⲧⲃⲏⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲉϣⲏⲙ ⲡⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲉⲧⲣⲡⲁϩⲣⲉ
ⲉⲣⲟⲛ ⲥⲗⲁⲁⲧⲉ…
The protasis consists only of a prepositional phrase, in a particular
pattern with a zero theme. This joins several patterns of rhematic
adverbials.

Wereitbecauseofthem,ourhealerwouldalmostslip.
(175) Leip. III 222 ⲕⲁⲗⲱⲥ ⲛϩⲟⲩⲟ ⲉⲛϣⲁⲛⲥⲁϩⲱⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲛⲟⲃⲉ
Here too the adverbial is predicative (rhematic), while the theme is
protatic. The ex-Greek adverbial is a productive morphological category, yet with its own syntactic properties. This group comprises
almost the only non-deictic adverbials in Coptic. The pattern in
point here is open to a few -ⲱⲥ items only. Moreover, there are but
a few adverbials that occur with degree words.

It’sratherwell,ifwedistanceourselvesfromoursins.
Compare the next passage:
(176) Leip. IV 80 ⲕⲁⲕⲱⲥ ⲛϩⲉⲛⲗⲁⲟⲥ ⲉⲩⲣ-ⲁⲛⲁϣ ⲉⲛⲉⲧⲁⲣⲭⲉⲓ
ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ
Special patterns predicating adverbials are old in Egyptian. The
role played by morphological loan-adverbs is fascinating, in view
of the Greek-origin adjectival subsystem, and the dearth of nonprepositional adverbs in Egyptian. The Greek-origin adverbials are
more than lexical items: they have syntactical value and built-in
valency and connectedness. Another point to consider here is the
theme-marker, ⲛ-, yet another homonym in the abundance of ⲛmorphs.
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(177) Canon 7.4 §21 (2) = DG fgt.5 ro (Wisse) ⲛⲓⲙ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲁⲛ
ϫⲉ ⲛⲉⲣⲥⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲧⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲕⲁⲕⲱⲥ
Yet another pattern featuring the ex-Greek morphological adverbial as rheme. An immediate quandary: what would be the semantic opposition of this and *ϩⲉⲛⲕⲁⲕⲟⲥ ⲛⲉ (I have no attestation).
And then, why is the antithesis to predicative “good” expressed
adverbially?

Whowilldenythatthesheep-foldsaregood;asforwhat’sinthem,
though,it’sbad.
(178) Amél. I 96 ⲥⲉⲣⲡⲕⲉⲟ ⲟⲛ ⲛϫⲁϫⲉ
Theyarealsoinimical.
(179) Chass. 105 ⲧⲛⲣⲡⲕⲉⲣϩⲟⲩⲉϯϭⲱⲛⲧ
The so-called conjugation mediators are infixed in conjugation
(verb) forms, not as constituents but as so to speak “phantom components”, not affecting the internal structure of the form. But here
only begins the bizzarerie of their junctural properties: the mediators, despite their similarities, do not constitute a single category and
are compatible with each other; despite their seeming adverbiality
(they functionally resemble, and often correspond to, Greek preverbs), they do not modify the verbal rheme — in Coptic the expansion follows the nucleus — but seem, like prepositions, to be nuclear,
and functionally and structurally to govern the entire nexus (!), so
to speak “to ride” the nexus. They have some affinity to nexal negation, with which their (partial) compatibility is uncommon; and
more.

Wealsoratherinfuriate.
The following text arguably demonstrates the existence and functioning of an adverbial (not substantivizing, “that”) ϫⲉ-, historically precedent as a real gerund or converb (r-dd). This hermeneutical syntax is typically Shenoutean:

(180) Chass. 102 ⲕⲁⲓⲅⲁⲣ ⲉⲣⲉⲡⲃⲁⲗ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲛⲁⲩ, ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲙⲁⲁϫⲉ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲥⲱⲧⲙ, ⲉⲓϫⲱ ⲙⲡⲁⲓ, ϫⲉⲉⲣⲉⲧⲙⲛⲧⲣⲙⲙⲁⲟ ϣⲟⲟⲡ
ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲛⲁ, ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲉⲝⲟⲩⲥⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲣϩⲁⲡ
For the eye is there for seeing, and the ear for hearing — by
whichImeantosay,thatrichesexistfor,andauthorityfordoing
justice.
*
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1.9 Patterning16
A selection of interesting clause patterns — unusual, unrecognized,
peculiar:
(181) Leip. III 107 ⲁⲗⲏⲑⲱⲥ ⲛⲛⲁϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲱⲥ ⲉϣϫⲉⲛⲟⲩⲏϩ ⲛⲥⲁⲟⲩⲥⲁ
ⲛⲛⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ϩⲛⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ
A case of # THEME + RHEME # predication of a clause. (This
nexal sequence is not strange to Coptic or Egyptian).
The template ⲛⲛⲁϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲱⲥ ⲉϣϫⲉ- is formal, formulaic to a
degree, opening a vision or dream texteme, alternating in Coptic at
large with ϩⲱⲥ, ⲉϣϫⲉ + circumstantial or circumstantial alone. The
clause form here is circumstantial, conditioned by ϩⲱⲥ ⲉϣϫⲉ-.

Truly,formeit’sasifitisapart,intheabodesinheaven,thatwe
live.
(182) Leip. IV 14 ⲡⲣϩⲙⲙⲉ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲛⲧⲉⲥϭⲓⲛⲥⲟⲟⲩⲧⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϣⲱⲱⲧ
ϯⲣⲏⲛⲏ ⲧⲉⲧϩⲛⲧⲉⲥϭⲓⲛⲕⲧⲟⲥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲙⲙⲁ ⲉⲧⲥⲕⲱⲛⲥ
ⲙⲙⲁⲩ… ⲧϭⲟⲙ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲛⲡⲉⲥⲁⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲡⲧⲁϫⲣⲟ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲉⲥⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓ
ⲙⲙⲛⲧϣⲁⲛϩⲧⲏϥ ⲙⲙⲛⲧⲛⲁⲏⲧ ⲙⲙⲛⲧⲭⲣⲏⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲙⲙⲛⲧⲣⲙⲣⲁϣ
ⲑⲉⲗⲡⲓⲥ ⲛϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲛ ⲡⲉⲧϩⲙⲡⲉⲥⲥⲟⲃⲧⲉ ⲏ ⲡⲉⲥⲧⲱϣ
The alternation — or variation? — of gender in the topic of the CS
series calls for comment (the reading is common to all witnesses). I
cannot account for this. But probably of deeper significance is the very
value of the patterns — if focalizing at all, then not polemic or contrastive. Remarkable is the tensing: descriptive Present throughout.

(“she”= the prophetic Sword).Steeringisinthewayshestretches
outtocut;peaceisinthewayshereturnsfromwhereshestabs;
…powerisinhergrasp;strengthisinhercourseofcompassion,
ofmercy,ofgentleness;hopeforeverygoodthingisinherplan
orset-up.
(183) Leip. IV 85 ⲟⲩϩⲱⲃ ⲉϥϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ⲡϩⲱⲃ ⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ…
Paragraph beginning. An autonomous announcing, nominal syntactic unit followed by a parenthetic clause.

Trulyabadmatter(thethingisclear).
16
There can hardly be any doubt about the rhythmical nature of Shenoute’s prose
delivery. However, all that one can achieve at present are (a) isolate the rhythmics of specific patterns, (b) determine prosodic contours, cola and relationships of clitics, (c) locate
the tone in many general cases.
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(184) Canon 7.4 §12 (5) = DG 133 (Wisse) ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ϩⲱⲥ ⲉⲙⲛⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ
ⲙⲛⲡⲛⲁ ⲙⲛϭⲟⲙ ⲙⲙⲛⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲙⲙⲛⲙⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟ…
A remarkable situational clause, with a zero theme (“It is as though…).
Or may ⲛⲁⲙⲉ be thematic, or in some way associated with the theme?

Truly,itisasiftherewasnoangel,nospirit,nopower,noholy
one,nokingdom.
(185) Cod. XO 290 (Boud’hors, Canon8)ⲉⲓϣⲁⲛϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲉⲓⲥⲁⲙⲛⲧⲉ
ⲉⲓⲥⲧⲙⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟ ⲛⲙⲡⲏⲩⲉ ⲉⲓⲥⲡⲕⲱϩⲧ ⲛⲧⲅⲉϩⲉⲛⲛⲁ ⲉⲓⲥⲡⲕⲁⲕⲉ
ⲉⲓⲥⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ ⲉⲓⲥⲛⲕⲉⲑⲗⲓⲯⲓⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲙⲛⲛⲕⲉⲙⲁⲛⲙⲧⲟⲛ
Essential in Shenoute’s rhetorical structure are the Distinctions —
reducing the world into sharp and crucial oppositions, on the recognition of which depends essential piety. Most oppositions are binary
and symmetrical; some are not. All use special patterns, the precise
semantic differences between which must yet be worked out. In
ⲉⲓⲥ-… ⲉⲓⲥ-… we have here the proclitic presentative (without the
deictics ϩⲏⲏ-/ⲡⲉ/ⲧⲉ/ⲛⲉ) in a different role from its narrative or
dialogic ones; in fact, I would not hesitate to argue, on the basis of
form and distribution, that they are distinct entities. This text makes
the lack of symmetry pretty clear; note especially ⲙⲛ- in the last
dichotomy. See also XO 256.

If I were to say, ‘here is the Kingdom of Heaven — there is the
FireofHell’,‘hereisthedarkness—thereisthelight’,‘hereare
allothertribulations—andallotherplacesofeaseandrepose.
“Thus also…” “So too…” — one of the most important structuring rhetorical devices in the Shenoutean text; a familiar, typically
Shenoutean, anacoluthic figured signal,isin fact an array of anaphoric
NS constructions. This is a main-clause, second-term component of
inclusion, expansion or comparison figures. Often, this is a hermeneutic figure. The variation/alternation (?) is in this integrated construction formally complicated. Some schematic principles follow,
the main operative parameters being (1) gender and number of the
satellite; (2) notarelationis / no notarelationis; (3) concord/discord
of the satellite. The construction consist of ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ, deictic adverbial; ⲟⲛ, particle/adverbial “also”; ⲡⲉ/ⲧⲉ/ⲛⲉ, thematic pronoun.
The last is perhaps the most intriguing, for the masculine and feminine seem to vary freely, while the plural is regulated by concord.
Noteworthy is also the adnexal Circumstantial closing the ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ
ⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ unit. The connecting ⲟⲛ (or augens) is a constant component, as is the deictic ⲧⲉⲓ-.
Although typically anacoluthic, it is not “wrong” in any way; on
the contrary, it is idiomatic (with a modicum of formulaicity): both
discord and (ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲛ-) are entirely valid grammatically.
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(186) Leip. IV 89 ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ϩⲛϩⲛⲟ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ
ϩⲛⲛⲉⲓⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ ϥⲓⲡⲣⲟⲟⲩϣ… (NS omitted by Ms. A)
Thusalsowithanyobject,thattheywhodwellinthesecongregationsshouldtakecare.
(187) Canon 7.5 §3(2) = XG 176 (Wisse) … ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲉ
ⲡⲧⲁⲕⲟ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲉⲓ ⲉϫⲛⲛⲉⲩⲕⲉⲥⲉⲉⲡⲉ
Andthusalsotheperditionwhichwillcomealsoupontheirremnants.
(188) Leip IV 106 ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲉ ϩⲉⲛⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲉⲁⲩϯ-ϩⲉⲛϣⲉⲉⲣⲉ
ϣⲏⲙ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ
Thusalsowomenthathavegivengirlsintotheirhands.
(189) Leip. IV 84 ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲏ ⲟⲩⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ
ⲉⲩϣⲁⲛⲣⲁⲧϭⲟⲙ ϩⲛⲟⲩϣⲱⲛⲉ ⲏ ⲉⲁⲩϣⲱⲱϭⲉ
Thusalsoamanorawomaniftheygetweakinanillnessorwhen
theyarewounded.
(190) Cod. XO 259bis (Boud’hors, Canon8) ⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡϣⲏⲃⲉ
ⲙⲡϩⲁⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϩⲟⲙⲧ
Thusalsotherustofsilverandcopper.
(191) Leip. IV 80 ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲡⲙⲁ ⲛⲛⲉⲧϣⲱⲛⲉ
Thusalsotheywhoareintheplaceofthesick.
(192) Chass. 194 ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲓⲱⲃ…ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲉ
ⲛⲛⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ ⲙⲛⲙⲡⲟⲛⲏⲣⲟⲥ
ThusalsoJobtheRighteous;thustoothegoodandthewicked.
(193) Leip. IV 163 ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲛϩⲟⲓⲛⲉ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲛ… ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁⲡⲟⲟⲛⲟⲩ ϩⲛⲟⲩⲏⲓ ⲉⲩⲏⲓ ⲁⲩⲱ
ϩⲛⲟⲩⲙⲁ ⲉⲩⲙⲁ
Thusitisalsowithsomeofus…andthusitisalsowiththosewho
changefromhousetohouseandfromplacetoplace.
(194) Leip. III 48 ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ϩⲱⲟⲩ ⲛⲛϩⲉⲗⲗⲏⲛ ⲙⲛϩⲁⲓⲣⲉⲧⲓⲕⲟⲥ ⲛⲓⲙ
ⲉⲩⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲛⲛⲁϩⲣⲁⲩ ϫⲉⲉⲩϣⲟⲟⲡ ϩⲙⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
Thusitiswiththepagansandeveryheretictoo,theythinkingof
themselvesthatitisinthelighttheyare.

99368_JOCS_18_2016_09_Shisha-Halevy.indd 163

10/02/17 06:18

164

ARIEL SHISHA-HALEVY

(195) Leip. IV 104 ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲙⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲧⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ ⲉⲥⲛⲁⲉⲓⲣⲉ
ϩⲱⲱⲥ ⲟⲛ ⲛⲧⲉⲓϩⲉ
Of particular interest here are the two distinct (and structurally
homonymous) adverbials, with ⲟⲛ occurring twice, one for every
subclause.

ThusalsotheMotherofthecongregation,shetoowillbeacting
thisway.
(196) Amél. II 346 ⲙⲟⲓϩⲉ ⲉϫⲛⲙⲟⲓϩⲉ (see also ex. 224)
Distinctive expressive-exclamative modal pattern A, possibly colloquial.

Wonderuponwonder!
(197) Cod. XO 257 (Boud’hors Canon8) ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲟⲩ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲉⲙⲓϣⲉ
ϩⲓⲟⲣⲅⲏ ϩⲓϭⲱⲛⲧ
The “Egyptian” “how long?” phrase, probably colloquial, opposed
to the higher-register ϣⲁⲧⲛⲁⲩ; probably southern (Shenoutean,
Akhmimic, Lycopolitan). The usual topic syntax is Circumstantial;
our passage misses a rheme of the Circumstantial Present, or else
has (uniquely to my knowledge) the preposition ⲉ- as topic marker.
(Considering ⲉ- Circumstantial converter would require deciding on
the Akhmimic pre-nominal form of the converter, well attested in
Shenoute).The construction is attested in Late Egyptian.

Howlongforfighting,rageandfury?
(198) Cod. XO 256 (Boud’hors Canon 8) ⲉⲓⲥⲧⲟⲣⲅⲏ ⲉⲓⲥⲡⲛⲁ
ⲉⲓⲥⲛϩⲗⲗⲟⲓ ⲁⲓⲧⲛⲛⲟⲟⲩⲥⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩⲱϣ ⲉⲣⲱⲧⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲱⲱⲙⲉ
Two distinct functions of ⲉⲓⲥ-, indeed two entities: first here a paired
distinction or opposition pattern, one of three favourite figures of
Shenoute’s, enhancing contrasting notions. Second here, a “regular”
presentative, highlighting an event. Incidentally, this presentative,
introducing the Perfect, signals a perfectum praesens tense. See
ex. 185.

Here’sFury—there’sMercy.Look,IhavedispatchedtheElders
thattheymayreadthisbooktoyou.
(199) Cod. XO 283 (Boud’hors, Canon8) ⲁⲗⲗⲟ ⲥⲟⲛ ϩⲓϣⲏⲣⲉ ϩⲓⲉⲓⲱⲧ
ϩⲓⲙⲁⲁⲩ ϩⲓϣⲉⲉⲣⲉ ϩⲓⲥⲱⲛⲉ ϩⲓϣⲃⲏⲣ ⲛⲁⲙⲉ ⲙⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲁⲗⲗⲟ
ⲗⲁⲟⲥ
Another of Shenoute’s three “distinction” patterns, together constituting a major rhetorical motif and template. Although constructed as
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two nexal subunits, we rarely find a single ⲁⲗⲗⲟ -. Remarkable is the
rhetorically effective asymmetry: a “heavy” first flank, a brief single
second flank. This pattern is affirmative only: rhetorical-question
cases like Amél. II 411 (ⲏ ⲁⲗⲗⲟ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ… ⲁⲗⲗⲟ
ⲡϩⲛⲟ ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲛ…) are not really negative. It seems we should be
able to trace the pattern back to later (koine?) Greek, but I for one
was not able to detect a clear Greek source with correlative predicative ἄλλο.

One thing is a brother and son and father and mother and
daughterandsisterandtrulyfaithfulfriend;anotherthingisa
people.
(200) Cod. XO 250 (Boud’hors, Canon8 n. 732) ⲟⲛⲧⲱⲥ ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϫⲉⲧⲁϩⲉ ⲧⲉⲧⲛϩⲉ. ⲛϯⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲁⲛ. ⲛϯⲧⲁⲕⲟ ⲁⲛ ⲟⲛ.
ⲛⲧⲱⲧⲛ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲁϣⲉⲛⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲁϣⲉⲑⲉ ⲟⲛ
ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲧⲁⲕⲟ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ
Important, and difficult. We seem to have here a rare CopticWechselsatz (“balanced construction”) type of NS17 (pace Ed., n. 732),
well established as a clause pattern since Old Egyptian. The subpattern, perhaps the oldest, that we have is homo-lexemic. Note the
two punctuation marks: component and pattern delimiters. This
“equation clause”, in Ed.’s translation, comes to mean “vraiment
vous êtes la preuve que j’ai ma manière et vous la vôtre”, while
denying (n. 732) this is a NS. I suggest reading ⲧⲉⲧⲛⲟⲩⲟⲛϩ ϫⲉas “you seem/pretend/appear as if/that”). The passage is obviously
ironic.

Infact,doesitreallyseemtoyouthatmywayisyourway?Ido
notact,nordoIdestroy.You,however,manyareyourdeeds,and
manyarethethingsyoudestroy.
(201) Vienna K 9197 p. 91 (Orlandi 1985) ... ⲉⲛⲉⲕϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲛⲉ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲛⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲕ
A different kind of Wechselsatz is in a sense analytic, following a
topicalized delocutive pattern. Note a remarkable concomitant feature
in the pattern’s environment, namely the converted Circumstantial
topic.The Wechselsatz itself is copular, and, in a sense, homolexemic,
but is actually effected by the two NS conjointly.

…yourworksbeinghis,andhisbeingyours.

17

Shisha-Halevy 1984, 184ff.; 2007, 700, s.v.
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(202) Amél. II 83 ⲙⲛϣϭⲟⲙ ⲉⲉⲓⲙⲉ ϩⲓⲧⲙⲡⲉⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲧⲁϥⲥⲱϣ
ϫⲉⲁϣ ⲡⲉ ⲁϣ
Yet another Wechselsatzpattern.

It is impossible to make out by their despicable form which is
which.
(203) Amél. I 67 ⲉⲃⲟⲗⲧⲱⲛ ϫⲉⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩⲉⲃⲟⲧ ⲛⲁⲟⲩⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲡⲁⲧⲉⲧⲁϩⲟ
ⲙⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϫⲁϩⲙⲉϥ ⲏ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ…
Howisitthatamonthshouldpassbeforeyoucatchhimwhohas
defiledhimselforwhohasstolen!?
(204) Amél. II 8 ⲉⲃⲟⲗⲧⲱⲛ ⲡⲉ ϫⲉⲉⲩⲛⲁⲣⲛⲉϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲛⲇⲁⲓⲙⲱⲛ
Among the many clauses with interrogative adverbial focus, fascinating in their complicated subsystem of Basic, Focalizing and Circumstantial tenses (e.g. ⲉⲧⲃⲉ-ⲟⲩ, ⲛⲁϣ ⲛϩⲉ),18 ⲉⲃⲟⲗ-ⲧⲱⲛ stands
out, syntactically as well as semantically: a rhetorical exclamation,
somewhat between “how?” and “why?”, an indignant, exasperated
“how come?”. Note the theme-topic form — strikingly, ϫⲉ- with
Focalizing Future, or (rarely) -ⲡⲉ- formally mediating between focus
and topic.

Howisitthattheyshoulddotheworksofthedemons!?
*

*

*

1.10 Sequencing (‘word order’), placement
A complex issue with multiple operative factors. Here are just three
cases, but many others in the collection are relevant.

(205) Leip. III 209f. ⲕⲉⲍⲱⲟⲛ ⲟⲛ ⲉϥⲡⲣⲉⲓⲱⲟⲩ ⲛⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲏ
ⲉϥⲟⲩⲟⲃϣ ⲁⲓⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲱⲙ
ⲙⲙⲟϥ
Continuation focus (or rather descriptive narrative rheme) in vision
narrative. “I saw it” is entirely thematic; however, the adnexal
ⲉⲁϥⲉⲓ is again rhematic, albeit dynamic.

Anotheranimaltoo,slightlyshiningorwhitishIsaw,fallinginto
thehandsofthosedevouringit.

18

Shisha-Halevy 1986, Chapter 2.
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(206) Leip. III 180 ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲇⲏ ϫⲓⲛⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ ϣⲁϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ
ⲧⲉⲧⲛϫⲓϭⲟⲗ
Adverbials in pre-clausal position are “preset” topics, thematic base
to the rest of the clause.

Sincefromthebeginninguntilnowyouhavebeenlying.
(207) Chass. 38 ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲧⲃⲁϣⲟⲣ ⲁϣⲕⲁⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲧⲟⲕ ⲡⲉ
ⲡϩⲙϩⲁⲗ ⲙⲡⲙⲁⲙⲙⲱⲛⲁⲥ ϩⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲩⲟϣ ⲉⲣⲉⲡⲙⲟⲩⲓ
ⲧⲣⲣⲉ ⲉⲧⲉⲁⲛⲟⲕ ⲡⲉ ⲡϩⲙϩⲁⲗ ⲙⲡⲉⲭⲥ
In this well-known passage, the opening Conditional (so called;
rather eventual-temporal) is focal, the closing Circumstantial or
Focalizing Present is topical (CGC, §2.5). Of special interest are also
the placement of the nexal negation, demarcating the first colon; the
planting of two ⲉⲧⲉ… ⲡⲉ hermeneutics adjoining the focus and the
topic; and, prosodically striking, the placement of the adverbial “in
many voices”, adjunctal to “cry out”, between focus and topic, probably for rhythmic effect. The passage as a whole reverberates with
rhetorical pathos.

It is not when the fox howls — that is you, servant of Mammonas—inmanyvoices—thattheliontrembles—thatisme,
servantofChrist.
*

*

*

1.11 Negation
(208) DeIudicio LV vo p. 142 (Behlmer) ⲙⲡⲣⲕⲱϩ ⲉⲡⲓⲣⲉϥϫⲓⲛϭⲟⲛⲥ
ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲛϥⲛⲁϯⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲉⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲉⲩⲁⲧⲛⲁ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲡⲉ
To my knowledge this is a first Shenoute instance of the rare archaic
construction of prefixal negation with no post-negation (ShishaHalevy 1981, Funk 2014).19 Alternatively, ⲗⲁⲁⲩ could perhaps be
considered a post-negator, “not a thing, nothing”, but so far as I
know we have no exx. for ⲗⲁⲁⲩ replacing ⲁⲛ. (The enveloping
negation appears first in Late Egyptian, but there are correspondents
in earlier phases of Egyptian). Another point of interest in the passage is the uncommon compatibility of the Circumstantial Conversion with the particle ⲅⲁⲣ.
19
A few days after noticing this published passage, Stephen Emmel informed me of
another, unpublished one: YB 71 ⲉⲛⲥⲉⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ϫⲉ-. Of the 15 non-Scripture exx. I am
aware of to date, a considerable documentation, almost all are either Present (incl. Presentbased Future) or Second Tense pattern, also the Present template.
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Donotenvysuchmalignantperson—hewon’tgiveyouanything
toeat,forheismerciless.
(209) Cod. XO 237 (Boud’hors, Canon 8, with n. 680) ⲉⲛⲉⲙⲡⲉ
ⲛⲉⲓϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉ
Rather than an “absolute” use of the negative base, the protasis here
is a tensed Perfect base, anaphoric; its relative independence corresponds to the nuclear status of the conjugation base. The compatibility with the Imperfect apodosis points to the existence of the pastsphere. (Consider [ⲉ]ⲙⲙⲟⲛ, not a base, for a Present-core extensive
protasis).

Ifnot,Iwouldnothavesaidit.
(210) A sophisticated rhetorical figure-pattern, the template of which is
# [EXIST] NEG1 — “that” — NEG2 #, effecting an exceptionally
strong claim of totality. is a Shenoutean favourite, but not exclusive to Shenoute or Sahidic. The pattern is dichotomous. The first
term is a statement of non-existence: ⲙⲛ- or, perhaps more typically, a negative value “what/who” rhetorical question; the second
term seems to allow any negative clause. The two terms are linked
by adnominal “that” (ϫⲉ-), the universal subordinator in Coptic,
strikingly opposed to the adnominal circumstantial.
Leip. III 69 …ⲉⲙⲛⲕⲉϩⲛⲁⲁⲩ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲥⲱⲟⲩ ϫⲉⲙⲡⲟⲩⲛⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲁⲩ
…therebeingnoobjectinwhattheyhadaskedforthatwasnot
broughtthem.
(211) Chass. 125 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲙⲛϭⲉⲡⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ ⲙⲙⲛϭⲉϩⲉⲗⲡⲓⲥ ⲛϩⲱⲃ
ⲛⲁⲅⲁⲑⲟⲛ ϫⲉⲛϥϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲁⲥ ⲁⲛ
Note here the masculine reference to two ϭⲉ- quantified feminines,
zero-articled Greek loanwords.

Andthereisnofaith,thereisnohopeofgoodthing,thatdoesnot
existsforher.
(212) Leip. III 217 ⲁϣ ⲛϩⲛⲁⲁⲩ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲧⲁⲁⲩ ⲉⲡⲏⲓ ⲉⲧϩⲓⲃⲟⲗ ⲏ
ϩⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲣϩⲱⲃ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ … ϫⲉϩⲉⲛⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲛ ϩⲙⲡⲕⲁϩ
ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲉ ⲟⲩ ⲇⲉ ϩⲱⲱϥ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲣϩⲱⲃ ⲉⲡⲁⲡϩⲟⲩⲛ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩϯ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ … ϫⲉϩⲉⲛⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛⲧⲡⲉ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ
ⲛⲉ
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Whatobjectisit,inwhattheyhavegivenfortheexternalhouse
orwhattheyhavebeenworkingontherein,thatisn’t,allofit,of
the earth? And what is it, in what they are working on for the
internalone,andwhattheyaregivingforit…thatisnot,allofit,
ofheaven?
(213) BL Or. 8664 p. 33 (Shisha-Halevy 1975) ⲛϯⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲁⲛ
ϫⲉⲕⲛⲁϭⲛⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛϩⲁϩ ⲉϥⲟ ⲛⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ ⲉⲧϩⲓⲙⲉ
ⲙⲡⲉⲧϩⲓⲧⲟⲩⲱϥ… ϫⲉⲙⲡⲟⲩⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲉⲧⲱϥ
Idon’tknowthatyouwillfindasinglemanoutofmany,committing
adulterywithhisneighbour’swife…withwhosewifetooadultery
hasnotbeencommitted.
Note the familiar formal transition of negativity from content-clause
to the governing clause: “know that…not…” to “ don’t know
that…”
(214) Leip. III 212 … ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩϯ ⲉⲡⲁϩⲟⲩ ⲉⲑⲏ ⲁⲛ
A common, yet interesting construction. The negated, second
adjunct is adjoined without coordination or disjunction marking, and
clearly carries focal prominence; this would be unmistakable rhythmically. The negator alternates between -ⲁⲛ and ⲛ-…-ⲁⲛ; the latter in the case of a possessive. (As a matter of fact, ⲧⲱ is not
strictly speaking an adjunct, but opposed to ⲛⲟⲩ-).

…thattheyshouldregress,notprogress.
(215) Leip. III 205 …ϩⲓⲧⲛⲧⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥⲩⲛⲏ ⲛⲛⲟⲩⲉⲓⲟⲧⲉ ⲛⲧⲱ ⲁⲛ
…bytherighteousnessofyourfathers,notyours.
*

*

*

1.12 Conversion. Conjugation bases
(216) Leip. IV 28 ⲧⲉⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲥϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ ⲙⲛⲟⲩϩⲁⲓ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲥⲁⲣⲝ
(emended by the editor to ⲉⲧϩⲙⲟⲟⲥ)
A nice instance of the abundans pronoun.20 I believe this is one of
the most telling and significant cases of US — syntactic peculiarities — we encounter in Coptic. This construction is by now
well attested, albeit rare, and still conflicts with classroom norm;
20

Polotsky 1987, 55 ff.; Shisha-Halevy 2007, 525 f., 597 ff.
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it concerns the distinction of Relative converter (our text) vs. Relative pronoun — the “normal” construction — a crucial opposition
not yet well digested (so it seems) in Coptic grammar.

Thewomanwholiveswithahusbandaccordingtotheflesh.
(217) Cod. XO 262bis (Boud’hors, Canon8 with n. 818) ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲁⲛⲧⲙϩⲉ
ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲟⲙⲕⲟⲩ ⲏ ⲥⲟⲟⲩ
The “normative” construction would have the Circumstantial as
adnexal object of “find”. The unconverted form may belong to a
colloquial register. (See Boud’hors 2013a, Introduction § 10, p. 42,
for ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲧⲙ- to express oath-like assertion).

Seeifyoudon’tfindthattheearthhasswallowedordrunkthem.
(218) Leip. III 31 ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϣⲁϥⲕⲧⲟϥ ⲟⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛϥⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲟⲛ ⲡⲉ ϩⲙⲡⲉϥⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲛ
The Shenoutean NS with the peculiar iterated-pronoun/noun rheme
— here ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲛⲧⲟϥ — expressing immutability and unchangingness (Shisha-Halevy 1984, 186) is often Circumstantial, and (my
impression) as a rule zero-converted.

Butitreturnsandappearsagain,thesameinitslight.
(219) Amél. II 33 ⲉϣϫⲉⲧⲛⲟⲩⲏϩ ϭⲉ ⲛⲥⲁⲡⲉⲧⲉⲁⲛⲟⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩϥ
ⲛⲉ…
ⲁⲛⲟⲛ- is here theme, ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲛⲉ rheme in a Relative Interlocutive NS; ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲛⲉ a Relative Delocutive NS. This elegant
locus has an imbrication of Relative Nominal Sentences.

Ifwefollowhim,whoseweare.
(220) Leip. III 162 ⲧⲁⲓ ⲟⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲣⲛⲟⲃⲉ ⲙⲡⲉⲙⲧⲟ
ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ⲉⲛⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲛ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁⲛ ⲛϩⲉⲛⲛⲟϭ
ⲛⲥⲁϩⲟⲩ
Personal shift, from generic to inclusive 1st plural.

ThusalsoanybodywhosinsbeforetheLord,webringgreatcurses
uponourselves.
(221) Leip. III 94 ⲟⲩⲛⲧⲁⲛ ⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲙⲡϣⲉ ⲙⲡⲱⲛϩ ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲧⲁⲩⲣⲟⲥ
ⲉϥⲗⲁⲙⲡⲉⲩⲉ ⲙⲡⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲛⲧⲉⲩϣⲏ
Two passages illustrating the rhematic or adnexalconversion, infelicitously called “circumstantial”: adjoining a predicative to text or
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clause, noun or pronoun (which is by the same token thematic). In
opposition to the Relative conversion, similarly adnominal, but attributive. The prevalent view, seeing the Circumstantial adnominal to a
non-specific (indefinite or zero-articled) noun, and the Relative to a
specific one, is therefore incorrect. This brings home the deeply significant fact that both predicative and attributive complements are
compatible with adnominal status.

WehavetheTreeofLifeoftheCross,shiningdayandnight.
(222) Leip. III 36 ⲙⲏ ⲙⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲡⲉϥϩⲙϩⲁⲗ ⲣⲃⲗⲗⲉ ⲏ
ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲉϩⲱⲃ ⲉϥⲟ ⲛϭⲁⲉⲓⲉ ϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲙⲉϥⲕⲁⲁϥ ⲉⲉⲓ
ⲙⲡⲉϥⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
The penchant of existentials for contracting paratactic expansion
(“There was a farmer had a dog” syntax) is illustrated here. Arguably, ⲙⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ/ⲟⲩⲛϣⲁϫⲉ governs the entire protasis + apodosis
complex.

Isn’tthereaperson,ifhisservantisblinded,oranyotherthingthat
isdefectiveshouldhappentohim,willhenotlethimcomeinhis
presence?
(223) Chass. 68 ⲟⲩⲛⲟⲩϣⲁϫⲉ ⲕⲁⲛ ⲛϯⲟⲩⲉϣϫⲟⲟϥ ⲁⲛ ϯⲛⲁϫⲟⲟϥ
Thereissomething,evenifIdon’twishtosayit,Ishall.
(224) Cod. XO 97 (Boud’hors, Canon 8, with n. 244) ⲙⲡⲕⲥⲱⲧⲙ
ⲏ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲛⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲛⲧⲱⲧⲛ ⲛⲉⲧϩⲱⲡ ⲉϫⲙⲡⲉⲓϣⲱⲛⲉ ϩⲣⲁⲓ
ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲡⲧⲁⲕⲟ
ⲙⲛⲡϣⲟⲣϣⲣ ⲙⲛϩⲉⲛⲕⲉⲑⲗⲓⲯⲓⲥ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲉⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲧⲛ
ⲛⲧⲉⲧⲙⲟⲩϣⲗⲏⲗ ⲉϫⲛⲟⲩϣⲗⲏⲗ ⲟⲩⲛⲏⲥⲧⲓⲁ ⲉϫⲛⲟⲩⲛⲏⲥⲧⲓⲁ
ⲟⲩⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲉϫⲛⲟⲩⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲉⲁⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁⲁⲩ ⲉⲩϣⲱϫⲡ
ⲛⲏⲧⲛ
A striking, classic construction-break anacoluthon: the Circumstantial Present replaces the infinitive, following a long, compact, catalogic theme-phrase of the Conjunctive. Note that the Circumstantial
conversion occurs as a conversion base, in Shenoute and elsewhere.

(225) Canon 7.7 §15 (2) Cod. XU 332 (Wisse) ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ
ϫⲉⲙⲉⲣⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲧⲁⲗⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲉϫⲛⲟⲩϩⲃⲃⲉ ⲛϥϭⲱϣⲧ ⲉⲡⲁϩⲟⲩ
ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲉϥⲧⲛⲟⲙ ⲥⲟⲟⲩⲧⲛ. ⲙⲏ ⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲁⲛ ϫⲉⲙⲉⲣⲉⲟⲩⲏⲏⲃ
ⲙⲉⲣⲉⲙⲟⲛⲁⲭⲟⲥ ⲙⲉⲣⲉⲭⲣⲓⲥⲧⲓⲁⲛⲟⲥ ⲙⲉⲣⲉⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲧⲱϣ
ⲛⲛⲉⲅⲣⲁⲫⲏ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲧⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲉⲣⲉⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ϩⲙⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ϩⲛⲧⲉⲡⲣⲁⲝⲓⲥ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲃⲓⲟⲥ
ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ…
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Repeated conjugation base and nominal actor alone, anaphoric to
the quoted negative Aorist base (Luke 9:62), without reference to the
lexical verb (infinitive). The conjugation form ends with no lexical
component. Clearly, it is the base + actor, the nuclear grammaticalized Coptic ‘sdm.f’ that counts, syntactically as well as literarily.

Andwhatmeans‘nooneputshishandtoaploughandlooksback,
andhisfurrowisstraight’?Doesn’thesay‘nopriest,nomonk,
noChristian,no-onewhoreadstheScripturesandlistenstothem,
notthosewhodwellinHisHouseandinallHisabodes,everyone
inthepracticeofhislife,manorwoman.
*

*

*

1.13 “That”-forms (nexal substantivation).
The Conjunctive: sequelling roles. Modalities
The tension between ϫⲉ-, general subordinator in Coptic, and the
prospective “that”, ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥ-, and the Conjunctive, probably the
most enigmatic form in Coptic verb syntax, informs many constructions of Shenoute’s Sahidic.

(226) Leip. IV 80 ⲟⲩⲛⲏⲥⲧⲓⲁ ⲧⲉ ⲧⲁⲓ ⲛϩⲩⲡⲟⲕⲣⲓⲧⲏⲥ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲡⲉⲧⲉⲓⲣⲉ
ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲥⲱⲛⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϫⲉⲉⲩⲛⲁⲥⲱⲕ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲛϥⲟⲩⲱⲙ
A complex construction, based on a special NS, recalling that of the
proverbial syntax in “It’s an ill wind that blows no one any good”;
see Shisha-Halevy 1984, 183f. (a pattern occurring in Shenoute and
Manichaean corps [W.P. Funk]).
It’sahypocritefast,thatwhoeverobservesitshouldexpecttobe
urgedtoeat.
(227) Canon 7.7 §9 (3) Cod. XU 306 (Wisse) ⲁϣ ⲙⲙⲁ ⲏ ⲛϩⲛⲁⲁⲩ
ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲙⲡⲉⲡⲁⲓ ϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲏⲏⲧⲟⲩ
ϫⲉⲉⲕⲛⲁⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲡⲉⲓⲏⲓ ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲧⲛϩⲏⲧϥ ⲧⲏⲣⲟⲩ ϣⲁϩⲣⲁⲓ
ⲉⲛⲉϥⲧⲱⲃⲉ ⲙⲛⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϫⲉϩⲉⲛⲉⲗⲁⲭⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ
ⲛⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲛⲉⲧⲟⲩⲏϩ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲧⲟⲟⲩ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲓⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ ϫⲁϩⲙⲉϥ
ⲁⲩⲱ ⲥⲟϥϥ…
An elusive role of the Conjunctive is here well illustrated: the Conjunctive, not simply “carrying on” or subcategorizing any preceding
form, expresses a final or eventual outcome and sequel.

Whatplaceorthingdidn’tthatpersoncalluptoGodabout,saying
‘mayyoublessthishouseandallthoseinitevenuptoitsbricks
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and those that are considered insignificant, and then, those that
dwellintheseabodes,fortheirpart,polluteanddefileit.
(228) De Iudicio f. LV vo p. 142 (Behlmer) ⲛⲁⲓ ⲅⲁⲣ ϩⲉⲛϩⲛⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲉ
ⲛⲃⲗϫⲉ ⲛⲥⲉⲕⲱⲧⲉ ϣⲁⲩⲟⲩⲱϭⲡ ⲛⲥⲉⲣⲁⲧϣⲁⲩ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲟⲩⲱⲛⲉ
ϩⲉ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲙⲡϫⲓⲥⲉ
The Conjunctive here does not “carry on” or “continue” any clause,
but the sequel — not ‘continuing’ the NS, but presenting in scenario
or tableau the (often unexpected) eventual outcome, the dénouement.

Fortheseareearthenwarevessels,theyturnandbecomeworthless
shouldastonehitthemfromabove.
(229) Leip. III 204 ⲛⲑⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉϥϩⲛⲛⲉϥⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲁϥⲉⲓ
ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥϭⲙⲡⲟⲩϣⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲧⲉϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲛⲁϥ ϫⲉⲧⲃⲃⲟⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ϩⲛⲛⲉⲕⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲉϣⲟⲟⲡ ⲛⲧⲟ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲛⲛⲟⲩⲡⲉⲑⲟⲟⲩ…
The Conjunctive clearly carries here the decisive development of an
ironic, parabolic narrative.

Forlikeamaninhisbadways,comingfromafartocallonyou
(fem.),andyou(fem.)tellhim‘cleanyourself(masc,)fromyour
(masc.)badways’—whileyouyourself(fem.)areinyour(fem.)
badways.
(230) Amél. II 250 ⲙⲡⲉⲥⲙⲟⲧ ⲛⲟⲩⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲉⲁϥⲡⲱⲧ ϩⲁⲡϩⲟ
ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲟⲩⲁⲣⲝ ⲉⲓ ⲉϫⲱϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛϥⲡⲱⲧ ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ
ⲉⲡⲉϥⲏⲓ ⲛϥⲡⲣϣⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉⲧⲉϥϫⲟ ⲛⲧⲉⲡϩⲟϥ ⲗⲟⲕⲥϥ
The Conjunctive, here concatenated in a parabolic narrative, carries
the crucial enfolding of the plot. In non-parabolic narrative, the
Conjunctive is excluded.

Asamanfleeingfromalion,withabearattackinghim;heruns
intohishouse,spreadsouthishandontohiswallandisbittenby
thesnake.
(231) Leip. III 64 f. ⲛⲑⲉ ⲉⲧⲕⲟⲩⲁϣⲥ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲁⲁⲥ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲛⲅⲧⲙⲁⲁⲥ
ϩⲱⲱⲕ ⲛⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ ϩⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛϩⲱⲃ ⲉϥϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ
ⲉⲧⲕⲟⲩⲁϣⲟⲩ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲛⲅⲁⲁⲩ ϩⲱⲱⲕ
ⲙⲡⲉⲧϩⲓⲧⲟⲩⲱⲕ
An instructive passage. The Conjunctives are here probably modal
— injunctive “that” — forms; the first and second parts are slightly
anacoluthic (no “thus”, and an asymmetric resumption, respectively).

99368_JOCS_18_2016_09_Shisha-Halevy.indd 173

10/02/17 06:18

174

ARIEL SHISHA-HALEVY

Another point of interest regards diathesis: ⲉⲁⲁⲥ “to be done”
reveals the neutrality of the Coptic infinitive. The injunctive’s opposition to the imperative is not clear.

Asyoudon’twishtobedonetoyou,donot,youtoo,dotoanother,
inanybadmatter.Andanymatteryouwishpeopletodotoyou,
youtooshoulddotoyourneighbour.
(232) Cod. XO 288 f. (Boud’hors, Canon 8, with Introduction §9,
p. 41) ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛϣⲓⲡⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲣϩⲟⲧⲉ ⲁⲛ ⲛⲁⲥⲉⲃⲏⲥ
ⲙⲙⲟⲛⲁⲭⲟⲥ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ϩⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲉⲓⲧⲉ ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ ϩⲣⲁⲓ ϩⲛⲛⲉⲓⲧⲟⲡⲟⲥ
ⲉⲓⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲣϩⲟⲩⲟⲥϩⲟⲩⲟⲣⲧ ⲛⲛⲁϩⲣⲁⲓ…
The editor sees ⲡⲉ- as a unique protasis exponent. I doubt that
ⲡ(ⲉⲧ)- (note: ⲡ-, not ⲡⲉ) is anything but the substantivized relative, remarkably functioning here as an “abstract relative” i.e. “that”
form, as topic or nominativuspendens. Admittedly, I cannot offhand
quote other examples, but am confident that other attestations for
this elusive function will be recovered; “concrete” and “abstract”
relatives are formally close in Egyptian and Coptic. Of course,
ⲉⲓⲉ- (a superordinating converter-like element, usually following
an ⲉϣϫⲉ- topic protasis ) alone does not necessarily imply a
condition.

Thatyouaren’tashamed,thatyoudonotfear,Oimpiousmonks,
manorwomanintheseabodes—allthemoreaccursedyouare
tome.
(233) Leip. IV 60 ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲧⲛⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱⲙ ϩⲙⲡⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ
ⲛⲧⲁⲩϫⲟⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲥⲉⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱⲙ ⲛϩⲏⲧϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲥⲉⲧⲙⲟⲩⲱⲙ
Beside the established “that” function of the Conjunctive, a function
even more prevalent in Bohairic, the Conjunctive is well attested
in a sequelling role: not “carrying on” a preceding verb form, but
expressing the sequel, outcome, consequence, dénouement (in narrative).

Thosewhosaid‘weshalleat!’,onthedaytheyhadsaidthatthey
wouldeaton,andyettheydidn’teat.
(234) Leip. IV 94 ⲛⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ ⲉⲛⲁϣⲉⲛⲁⲡⲏⲩⲉ ⲉⲧϯⲥⲃⲱ
ⲛⲁⲩ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲙⲛⲡⲉϥϣⲁϫⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲉϥⲧⲱϣ ⲁⲩⲱ
ⲡⲉⲧϥⲛⲁⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲉϫⲟⲟϥ ϫⲉⲙⲛⲟⲩⲁⲡⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲱⲧ
ϩⲓϫⲱⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲛⲗⲁⲁⲩ ϯⲥⲃⲱ ⲛⲁⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲛⲡⲉⲧⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ
ⲉⲡⲉⲧⲥⲟⲩⲧⲱⲛ
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Triply anacoluthic: fuzzy gender reference of ⲡⲟⲩⲁ ⲡⲟⲩⲁ and
subsequent masculine pronouns (unless masculine ⲁⲡⲉ is presupposed); the enigmatic ϫⲉ-, universal subordinator, which may be
considered here contentual-causal; and any of the last three ⲁⲩⲱ,
which may be superordinating (main clause).

Thecongregations,whentheHeadsteachingthemaremany,each
withhiswordsandhismannerandwhathewillthinkoftosay,
(since)thereisn’tasingleheadoverthem(and)thereisnoone
teachingthem,(and)there’snoonethinkingofwhatisright.
(235) Canon 7.8 §20 Cod. XU 423 (Wisse) ⲛⲓⲙ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁϣϥⲓ
ϣⲁⲛⲧϥϫⲟⲟⲩ ⲏ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲁⲉⲭⲉ ϣⲁⲛⲧϥⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ
In this passage, ϣⲁⲛⲧϥ- is not a “that”-form and object actant of
“tolerate”, but an adjunct-circumstant of intransitive verbs. For this
amounts to an issue of valency and diathesis and valency. So not
“be able to bear saying them”, “who will suffer earing them”. (In
colloquial and later Sahidic, and rarely in Shenoute, ϣⲁⲛⲧϥ- does
occur modally, as a near-finalis, and very rarely formalized and
de-lexicalized as a “that”-form.)

Forwhowillbeabletobearupuntilhesaysthem,orwhowill
sufferuntilhehearsthem?
(236) Leip. IV 67 ⲧϭⲓⲛϣⲗⲗ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲧⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲡⲁϩⲧϥ
ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ⲉⲙⲁⲧⲉ ⲙⲡⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲧϥⲛⲁⲥⲫⲣⲁⲅⲓⲍⲉ ⲙⲙⲟϥ…
ⲉⲧⲣⲉ- as prospective contentualizing “that”-form. Shenoute evidently, if implicitly, disapproves.

Butthatmannerofpraying,thatapersonshouldextremelythrow
himselfdownwhenhecrosseshimself.
(237) Leip. IV 66 ⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ⲉⲧⲙⲕⲁⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲛⲥⲩⲛⲏⲑⲓⲁ
ⲉⲧⲁⲗⲉⲡⲣⲟⲥⲫⲟⲣⲁ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲛϩⲁϩ ⲛⲥⲟⲡ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲉⲡⲥⲱⲛⲧ
ⲛϩⲟⲓⲛⲉ ⲡⲉ
Non-finite injunctive. It is not clear to what extent “only” is involved
in this usage, or the negativity (ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥ- itself occurs as an injunctive
modal “that” in Shenoute).

OnlynottomakeitahabitforustoofferuptheSacramentmany
times,asitisthecustomofsome.
*
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1.14 Matters of style. Disiunctio Sinuthiana
(238) Cod. XO 289 (Boud’hors, Canon8 n. 930) ⲉⲓⲛⲁⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ⲏ
ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉϯⲛⲁⲁⲁϥ ⲙⲡⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲉⲛⲥⲉϩⲏⲡ ⲁⲛ ⲉⲛⲉⲓⲥⲩⲛⲁⲅⲱⲅⲏ
A case of DisiunctioSinuthiana, chosen almost at random from innumerable instances. The DS templates, rhetorically forceful and symptomatic of Shenoute as a central stylistic landmark, a familiar symptom of Shenoutean authorship, certainly merit special monographic
treatment. This is not a case of negligent composition, nor (at least
not merely) a legalistic obsession with precision, but a device of rhetorical sophistication of presentation. The feature comprises several
subtypes; in the one before us, a case of ‘registerial coverage’, the
two questions — both ‘rhetorical’ — are arguably synonymous
(as far as we can detect). This is also the editor’s insightful view
and translation. Still, the two differ categorically in their adverbial
adjuncts, which definitely reveals the two flanks as non-synonymous.
It’s a moot point, I believe, whether the DS is disjunctive or coordinative; in fact, as a complex linguistic sign, it is neither, or both: it
expresses coverage of the range between both ends.

WhatshallIdoforyou,orwhatisitIshalldo,besidewhatisnot
hiddenfromthesecongregations?
(239) Amél. I 154f. ⲧⲟⲣⲅⲏ ⲏ ⲡⲉⲙⲕⲁϩ ⲛϩⲏⲧ ⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲓⲛⲉ
ⲏ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲛⲁⲛⲧⲥ ⲉϫⲛⲛⲉⲧϥⲛⲟⲩϫⲉ ⲏ ⲛⲉⲧϥⲛⲁⲛⲟϫⲟⲩ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ
ⲛϩⲏⲧⲉ
In this important passage, we encounter a DS instance with the resumptive pronominal object, in the Present-Based Future but not in the Present. This is probably related to the Stern-Jernstedt feature of the Present, but one wonders why not ⲉⲓⲛⲉ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ? (Cf. Cod. XO 55
ⲛⲉⲧⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲏ ⲛⲉⲧⲛⲁⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛϩⲉⲛϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲛⲗⲟⲓⲙⲟⲥ; Cod. XO 108
ⲛⲉⲧϩⲱϩ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ / ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϩⲟϩⲥ). Another point of interest is the
resumption of “fury”, the first noun, but not the second, “heartache”.
Note that the first disjunction in the passage does not form a DS;
I would suggest even a distinct ⲏ homonym.

The fury or the grief which God is bringing or will bring upon
thoseHeiscastingorthoseHewillcastoutofyou.
(240) Cod. XO 285 (Boud’hors, Canon8) ⲥⲉⲟ ⲛϣⲙⲙⲟ ⲉⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲏ
ⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ
I suggest, tentatively, that ‘inclusive coverage’ is the prime principle
of the DS, rather than alternativity or correction or precision (the
disjunction ⲏ notwithstanding) — that is, inclusive coverage of
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the continuum between the two pseudo-alternatives. This figure
forces us to determine the specific meaning of the two. (Another
instance: ⲁϩⲣⲟ⸗ and ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ are not synonyms; both, and their
blending, are subsumed in the complex.) ⲡⲥⲱⲙⲁ and ⲡⲉϥⲥⲱⲙⲁ
merge into a compound concept — “ the Body that is His Body”.

TheyareestrangedtotheBodyorHisBody.
(241) Leip. III 48 f. ⲟⲩⲙⲟⲛⲟⲛ ⲇⲉ ϫⲉϣⲁⲩⲣϭⲱⲃ ⲏ ⲥⲉⲟ ⲛϭⲱⲃ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ
ⲙⲡⲉϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲟⲛ ⲙⲡⲉⲩⲙⲟⲩ ⲥⲉⲛⲁⲣϭⲱⲃ ϩⲙⲡⲧⲣⲉⲩⲕⲁⲧⲁⲣⲅⲉⲓ
ⲛϭⲓⲛⲉⲩⲥⲙⲟⲧ
This nice passage of DS is instructive, illustrating the alternation and
conditioning of and incidental noun predication by the copular ⲣ- /
ⲟ ⲛ-, which is a different entity from the denominal deriving ⲣ-, as
in ⲣ-ⲛⲟⲃⲉ, ⲣ-ⲡⲟⲗⲉⲙⲟⲥ. Moreover, we encounter the ‘rhematic
adjective’ issue: such sub-nominals, like ϭⲱⲃ, which do not occur
as rhemes of a NS pattern. In fact, this issue has a diachronic facet:
what, if any, are the Coptic correspondents of the ‘Sentence with
Adjectival Predicate’ pattern? Yet another question regards the fine
semantic opposition between the Aorist and the Present.

Butnotonlydotheyweaken,oraretheyweak,but,onthedayof
theirdeath,theywillweakenstill,astheirformsdiminish.
*

*

*

1.15 Miscellaneous construction shifts
(242) Leip. IV 86 ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ ⲛⲑⲉ ⲉϣⲁⲛϣⲓⲡⲉ
ϫⲉⲁⲛⲟⲩⲉⲙⲟⲩϩⲛⲟ ⲉⲡⲙⲁ ⲛϣⲓⲡⲉ ⲛⲧⲟϥ
ϫⲉⲟⲩⲕⲟⲩⲓ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲛⲟⲩⲟⲙϥ

ⲉϫⲟⲟⲥ
ⲉϫⲟⲟⲥ

A classic anacoluthon: ⲉⲡⲙⲁ “instead” replaces the “why?” clause
(“… aren’t we ashamed?”. By no means condemnable, for it is clear
and syntactically sound/

Why,asweareashamedtosay‘weatesomething’,insteadofbeing
ashamedtosay‘alittlebitiswhatweate’?
(243) Leip. III 15 ⲉⲧⲉⲧⲛⲁϫⲟⲟⲥ ⲛⲁϣ ⲛϩⲉ ϫⲉⲛϥϩⲁⲧⲛⲧⲏⲩⲧⲛ ⲁⲛ
ⲡⲥⲁⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥ
No ⲛϭⲓ- adjoining, but appositive syntax; like the major “regular”
case of theme apposition, ⲉϥⲧⲱⲛ + APP, the rheme is adverbial.

Howwillyousay thathe,Satan,isnotamongyou?!
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