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ABSTRACT

The high degree of graphemic variation in the Sahidic literary manuscripts of the 4th

and  5th centuries  CE  reflects  a  written  language  in  a  state  of  flux  at  a  time  when  the

orthographic  rules  were  not  fixed.  This  thesis  offers  a  comparative  typological  study of

regular and free variation exhibited in the graphemic realisations of the vowel-glides /i/~/j/

and /u/~/w/ in the early manuscripts of the 4th  and 5th centuries and in those representing the

classical, or standard, Sahidic of the 6th  and 7th centuries.  The corpus includes three 4th-5th

century literary manuscripts:  British Library Or. 7594; Papyrus Bodmer XVIII; and Papyrus

Bodmer XXIII. Chester Beatty Mss. 813 and 814 have been selected as the  comparanda,

being excellent representatives of standard Sahidic. A synchronic and diachronic comparison

of the respective typologies allows one to gain valuable insight into the dynamic state of the

written  language  and  the  process  by  which  the  orthography  becomes  standardised.  The

questions addressed in this thesis seek to complement previous scholarship on the state of the

language of early Sahidic, particularly the linguistic studies on the Nag Hammadi codices. By

providing  valuable  data  which  may  serve  as  comparanda,  and  by  developing  a  reliable

method based on the recent theories and methodologies of historical linguistics and language

change, this thesis seeks to lay the foundation for future research into Coptic orthography.
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A Akhmimic

A² Subakhmimic (Lycopolitan)

B Bohairic
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C consonant
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1. INTRODUCTION

Late antique Egypt was a period of immense change both linguistically and culturally.

The 3rd and  4th centuries  CE witnessed  two major  developments  in  Egypt.  The first,  the

creation  of  the  new  Coptic  alphabet:  the  logograms,  phonograms,  and  so  forth  of  the

hieroglyphic,  hieratic  and  demotic  writing  systems  had  eventually  been  replaced  by  an

alphabetic system of writing based on the Greek alphabet. With the addition of several other

letters derived from demotic, the Egyptians now had a script which represented more closely

their  native spoken language.  This  new linguistic  development  coincided with the second

major development, the rise of Christianity and its competing religious sects in Egypt, and the

foundation  of  the institution of  monasticism.  Since Christianity relies  on the authority of

Scripture, biblical and other religious texts began to be translated and copied using this new

script  into  a  number  of  regional  dialects,  the  most  well-attested  dialects  being  Sahidic,

Bohairic,  Fayumic,  Lycopolitan  (previously  designated  Subakhmimic),  Akhmimic,  and

Mesokemic (or Middle Egyptian), all of which were located along the Nile valley, the Fayum

oasis, and the Delta.1

By the 4th century the southern dialect of Sahidic emerged as the pan-Egyptian lingua

franca, becoming the standard literary language of all Egypt.2 This privileged position was

achieved probably due to its dialectal neutrality, most of its isoglosses being shared with those

of the other dialects.  This resulted in the potential  to be understood by speakers of those

dialects.3 The realisation of this neutrality can be understood as the assimilation of features

from the other dialects and the suppression of distinctive traits.4 Sahidic, therefore, can be

considered a dialectal ‘average’, a Mischdialekt or a middle dialect, as Mink has coined, and

has  pertinently described as  a  conglomeration  of  linguistic  characteristics  which  are  only

imperfectly and unevenly standardised.5 Mink’s remarks apply particularly to the period of

1 The attribution of a dialect to a geographical region is problematic, since the origins of manuscripts are often

obscure. For a discussion on the problems, cf. Funk (1988). For a summary of the various views on the

distribution of the dialects, cf. Kasser (1991d).

2 Worrell (1934), p. 73; Kahle (1954), p. 233; Polotsky (1970), p. 560; Shisha-Halevy (1991), p. 195.

3 Shisha-Halevy (1991), p.195.

4 Shisha-Halevy (1991), p.195; The question of the origin of Sahidic and the process of its integration into the

dialectal framework is much debated. For discussions on the scholarly opinions on the origin of Sahidic, cf.:

Shisha-Halevy (1991), p.195; Satzinger (1985); Funk (1988), pp. 152-154; Polotsky (1970), pp. 560-561.

5 Mink (1978), p. 92.

1



‘early’ Sahidic, the primitive stage of the dialect to which the literary manuscripts of the 4th

and 5th centuries attest, and in which we find an orthography in a state of flux, characterised

by variation, and rich in graphemic options.

It was not until the 6th century that we see, in what has become known as ‘classical’

Sahidic,6 a remarkably standardised orthography, coinciding with the time when the scriptoria,

in which the literary texts were produced, had become almost exclusively monastic.7 Within

these scriptoria the process of standardising the orthography strengthened, a process which

involved the  progressive  elimination  of  variant  forms  in the  writing.  The high degree  of

variation attested in the early manuscripts, however, reflects a period before the dominance of

these monastic scriptoria, at a time when there was no institutional authority or orthographic

regulator.

What  we have  in  the  early Sahidic  manuscripts  is  an  orthography that  encodes  a

phonological system, a system about which we have little understanding. We can only seek to

understand this phonological system by scrutinising the standards that the scribes have laid

down  for  us  in  their  orthography,  including,  most  importantly,  every  variation.8 A

comprehensive study of the orthography of early Sahidic has never been undertaken. We do

not have the anatomy of Sahidic between the 4th and 6th centuries. The traditional grammars

tend  to  disregard  the  variants  in  the  literary  texts  as  ‘scribal  corruption’ or  ‘dialectal

contamination’, and, instead, present a standardised idiom, an ideal, or idealised state of the

language.9 They fail to represent faithfully the reality of the language, that which was actually

written. Yet, since we can expect variation to have a certain degree of regularity, at least at the

6 Shisha-Halevy (1991), p. 198, also calls it ‘scriptural Sahidic’.

7 Metzger and Ehrman (2005), pp. 24-31: In the 4th century, with the legalisation of Christianity, it is argued

(but not proved) by Metzger and Ehrman that copies of the biblical  books were produced by scribes in

commercial scriptoria by dictation, which would explain the high degree of variation where scribes might

confuse similar sounding letters. From the 5th century, with the strengthening of monasticism, copies were

produced in the monastic scriptoria, where, instead of writing by dictation, monks would work individually,

copying texts for the needs of the monastery or their benefactors.

8 Funk (2009), p. 71.

9 Layton (2004), for example, in his Coptic Grammar, refrains from using examples from the 4th century texts

displaying variations claiming: “Those Nag Hammadi texts whose language resembles Sahidic display a non-

Standard mix of isoglosses, sometimes fluctuating, from all over Egypt … dialectal peculiarities … Even the

work  entitled  Pistia  Sophia,  whose  language  in  many ways  resembles  standard  biblical  Sahidic,  shows

peculiarities … other texts … their non-Standard peculiarities are signalled by tacit omission here.” p. xii n.

5.
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scribal level, the orthography should be able to be described, even if more complex patterns

come to light.10 The task remains to explain, first, what the early Sahidic orthographic system

prescribed, and second, what the system tolerated. Examining the manuscripts themselves,

alongside well-worked editions, makes it possible to construct a more nuanced description of

the language.

Taking the two vowel-glides /i/~/j/ and /u/~/w/ as a case study, the focus of this project

is  to  introduce  a  sound and rigorous  methodology which  will  permit  a  description  of  an

orthographic system that includes variation. The aim is to formulate functional typologies of

the graphemic realisations of these phonemic elements by analysing both regular and free

variation  attested  in  three  4th-5th century  biblical  manuscripts:  British  Library Or.  7594,

Papyrus Bodmer XVIII, and Papyrus Bodmer XXIII. Such a schema will involve a synchronic

comparison, along with a diachronic comparison with the so-called  ‘standard’ or  ‘classical’

Sahidic of the 6th century, as represented by the Chester Beatty Mss. 813 and 814. 

The  principle  underpinning  the  method  of  analysis  is  that  of  ‘free  variation’ as

proposed  by  Roquet.11 Free  variation  is  observed  in  the  fluctuation  between  alternative

graphemic forms of the vowel-glides which coexist as options, not only within a presumed

synchronic corpus of manuscripts, but also within one and the same manuscript and by one

and the same scribe.12 A comparison of the nature and frequency of free variation occurring

with  the  vowel-glides  in  the  early Sahidic  manuscripts  with  their  correspondences  in  the

classical  texts  allows  us  a  glimpse  into  the  process  of  standardisation,  as  the  relative

frequency of one graphic form increases or decreases with respect to the other in the various

phonological  environments,  and  finally  becomes  resolved  in  the  standardised  rules  of

distribution.

10 Cf. Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog (1968), pp. 101, 151.

11 Roquet (1982).

12 Roquet (1982), p. 28, defined ‘free variation’ as a binary linguistic choice, a fluctuation between alternative

forms which may occur at every level of language analysis: phono-graphemic, morpho-syntactic, lexical, and

even semantic.
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This project will build on the previous linguistic studies on the Nag Hammadi codices

undertaken by Funk,13 Cherix,14 and Ghica,15 and will contribute to our understanding of early

Sahidic orthography, first, by adding to the corpus of early Sahidic linguistic studies regarding

the vowel-glides, and second, by developing a systematic methodology which will initially

produce functional typologies of one graphemic element, the vowel-glides, and which can, in

the future, be extended to include all phono-graphemic, morpho-syntactic and lexical items.

13 Funk (1995).

14 Cherix (1994).

15 Ghica (2006).
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 SCHOLARSHIP ON EARLY SAHIDIC

The  orthography  of  early  Sahidic  has  been  a  neglected  area  of  research  in  the

scholarship. Confronted with the problem of variation exhibited in the early manuscripts of

the 4th and 5th centuries CE, much of the previous scholarship has focussed its attention on

attempting to determine the dialectal status of the texts. More recently, however, a number of

scholars have shifted the focus to view variation in terms of the natural processes of language

change, and standardisation emerging as a result of such forces.1 The application of newly

articulated theories and methodologies derived from the field of historical linguistics provides

a counterpoint to the notion of dialectal influences, bringing to the fore the role of variation in

the standardising of Sahidic.2 

Variation  was  first  highlighted  in  Paul  Kahle’s  monumental  1954  publication,

Bala’izah, in which he noted that virtually all 4th century Sahidic manuscripts displayed, to at

least some extent, what he called  ‘archaisms’ or  ‘misspellings’.3 An extensive chapter was

devoted to a rich collection of material on ‘dialectal variation’ and ‘dialectal misspellings’ in

Sahidic non-literary texts, along with 4th and 5th century literary texts, that he classified as

early  Coptic  manuscripts.4 Kahle’s  terminology  here  is  instructive.  Archaisms  and

misspellings,  according  to  Kahle,  are  to  be  attributed  to  dialectal  influences.  Such  an

interpretation had a powerful influence on subsequent scholars who assumed that variation

apparent in the early Sahidic manuscripts was solely the result of dialectal contamination.

Since Kahle’s publication, most of the research on early Sahidic has been carried out

on the Nag Hammadi codices. Dated to the 4th century, these comprise copies of translations

from the Greek, most of them in Sahidic, some in Lycopolitan, but exhibiting varying degrees

1 Cf. Roquet (1982), Cherix (1994), and Ghica (2006) on variation in relation to the Nag Hammadi texts; cf.

also Grossman (2009) and Almond (2010) on variation and the integration of Greek loan words into Coptic.

2 For  theoretical  and  methodological  discussions  on  language  change,  cf.:  Weinreich,  Labov,  and  Herzog

(1968), pp. 97-195; Keller (1994); Lass (1997); Croft (2000); Fleischman (2000), pp. 33-58.

3 Kahle (1954), p. 263.

4 Kahle (1954), p. 48-192; for the list of texts from this period, cf. pp. 269-274.
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of deviation from the classical standard.5 Much of the discussion on the state of the language

of the Sahidic  Nag Hammadi texts has, therefore, been concentrated on these non-Sahidic

features. The earlier studies have investigated the language of the texts through the lens of

dialectology, from which various interpretations emerged and new labels applied. Nagel, in

his analysis of  NH II, on the graphemic, phonological, morphological, and syntactic levels,

noted that most of the variants corresponded to Lycopolitan, some to Akhmimic, but there

were others which he linked to dialect P, the Theban dialect attested in P.Bodm. 6, considered

to be the earliest stage of Sahidic.6 He argued that the Coptic of this codex represented the

Gnostic sociolect of Upper Egypt, which he termed ‘Upper Egyptian Sahidic’.7 Layton turned

his attention to the deeper level of syntax in his study of the Hypostasis of the Archons in NH

II which, he asserted, provides a clearer picture of the underlying dialect of the translator.8 He

concluded that the syntactic structure was Subachmimic (Lycopolitan) and, consequently, the

text was translated by a native speaker of Lycopolitan trying to conform to the prestigious and

orthodox dialect of Sahidic.9 The more superficial phono-graphemic variants, on the other

hand,  were  due  to  subsequent  copies  by  scribes  of  various  origins.  The  term  ‘Crypto-

Subachmimic’ (Crypto- A2) was thus coined to characterise the language.10

Although each of these interpretations has brought new insights to the question of non-

Sahidic traits in the individual codices, the application of sub-dialectal labels had the result of

overgeneralising the dialectal influence.11 More importantly, two problems arise from their

approach. First, the definition of the problem in terms of dialectal influences would naturally

demand an answer in such terms. If you look for dialectal correspondences, no doubt you will

find them. Second, none of these studies brought to the question secure comparanda. On what

criteria are their comparisons based? Is it valid to compare these 4 th century texts with the

Sahidic  of  the  standard  grammars?  Do these  grammars  actually  reflect  the  reality  of  the

Sahidic of the 4th century? And is it valid to make assertions about non-Sahidic traits without

5 On the Nag Hammadi library, cf. Emmel (1991), pp. 1771-1773.

6 Nagel (1969), pp. 393-469; edition of P.Bodm. 6: Kasser (1960); for dialect P, cf. Nagel (1965), pp. 30-49.

7 Nagel (1969), p. 469.

8 Layton (1974), pp. 351-425; Layton (1976), pp. 31-101.

9 Layton (1974), pp. 374, 379.

10 Layton (1977), p. 66, n. 2.

11 Shisha-Halevy (1976), p. 353, n. 1; Funk (1993), pp. 163-164; Funk (1993), p. 164: “A legend was born: the

legend of most or all of the ‘Sahidic’ Nag Hammadi texts being to a greater or lesser degree influenced by

the Subachmimic dialect, or dialects (whatever this may mean)”.
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comparing  them,  first,  with  the  other  texts  in  the  corpus,  then,  with  other  contemporary

biblical texts? In fact, we do not have a systematic description of early Sahidic, nor of any of

the other dialects, for that matter.

Indeed, Shisha-Halevy added a note of caution in classifying texts according to “sub-

dialects, transition dialects or ‘dialectules’”.12 Reducing the “textual admixtures or blendings

of  dialects”  to  the  category of  subdialect  oversimplifies  the  issue  and “only creates  new

fictions”.13 In the case of the Nag Hammadi codices, by treating them as a corpus, a “strictly

internal corpus-grammar”, or as a language unity, he has introduced the notion of ‘idiolect’,

which he termed ‘Gnostic’ Sahidic.14 Applying this notion to the idiom of Shenoute, Shisha-

Halevy maintained that the Akhmimic-like alternations in Shenoute’s writings were due to his

linguistic background, rather than a mixed dialect, or a Sahidic-Akhmimic sub-dialect. Fully

aware  that  the  problem  of  occasional  Akhmimic  vocalisation  in  early  Sahidic  was  still

unsolved,  he  ventured  to  attribute  the  vocalic  variants  present  in  the  manuscripts  to  the

insufficient  establishment  of  an  orthographic  standard  and a  scribe  slipping into  his  own

vernacular.15

Funk, too, advocated the consideration of the texts of the Nag Hammadi library as a

corpus,  but  not  as  a  linguistic  unity,  as  Shisha-Halevy suggested,  rather,  in  light  of  their

diversity.16 Highlighting the limitations of the past endeavours of Nagel and Layton, Funk

took a different approach and proposed a methodological framework for a full-scale analysis

of all the texts.17 Instead of looking for non-Sahidic forms, Funk called for, in the first place, a

systematic description of the state of the language of each of the texts, followed then by a

comparison with each other. Using dialectally relevant variables, and applying a method of

seriation and cluster analysis, trends would emerge which would result in the establishment of

‘groups’, not necessarily dialectal, but sharing linguistic characteristics.18 The results of the

application of this method confirmed that the linguistic diversity was largely conditioned by

12 Shisha-Halevy (1976),  p.  353, n.  1;  Shisha-Halevy (1976),  p.  353,  cites,  for  example,  the attribution  Sa

denoted by Crum (1939), p. xiii - Sahidic with Akhmimic tendency.

13 Shisha-Halevy (1976), p. 353, n. 1.

14 Shisha-Halevy (1991), p. 198.

15 Shisha-Halevy (1976), p. 354, n. 4.

16 Funk (1993), p. 163.

17 Funk (1993), p. 164-165.

18 Funk (1993), pp. 164-165; for a more detailed application of this method, cf. Funk (1995a).
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dialectal  geography along the north-south axis.19 This  method has  provided a  much more

complex picture of the dialectal affiliations of the codices, along with the adoption of some

more  sub-dialectal  labels:  crypto-Bohairic,  crypto-L6,  crypto-A.20 A  number  of  two-

dimensional  models  have  mapped  out  the  geographical  provenance  (the  translation  from

Greek) of the texts along one axis, and the process of Sahidicisation (the editorial work) along

the  other,  the  two  being  indicative  of  the  history  of  transmission.21 This  process  of

Sahidicisation is seen at the level of orthography, whereby the scribes strive for uniformity. It

is at this level, the orthography of the codex, Funk maintained, that valuable insights might be

gained  which  would  necessitate,  for  any  comparative  study,  the  availability  of  a

comprehensive orthographic analysis of not only the  Nag Hammadi corpus, but of other 4th

century texts as well.22

Such a detailed and systematic typological study was undertaken by Pierre Cherix in

his doctoral thesis on variation in the Nag Hammadi Codex VI.23 The contribution of his study

to our understanding of the language of the Sahidic of the Nag Hammadi texts lies in, on the

one hand, his bifocal perspective, and on the other, his comparative method. Cherix looked at

the texts, not only in terms of dialectal affiliation, but also with regard to the chronological

stage of the language. Applying a statistical comparison to both regular and free variation,

alongside their classical Sahidic correspondences, his objective was to bring to the debate new

data which could be subjected to descriptive analysis, rather than venture new solutions.24 As

a result of his analysis, Cherix has offered some valuable interpretations as to the state of the

language of this codex, based on whether a variant was a dialectism or an archaism, set within

the  context  of  contemporary Sahidic  and Lycopolitan  texts.25 Although there  is  a  lack  of

clarity in his conclusion due to some confusion throughout the study as to what is considered

an archaism or a dialectism,26 Cherix has thrown new light on the role of variation in our

understanding of these early texts. He concluded that the Sahidic of the 4th century orthodox

19 Funk (1993), p. 169; Funk (1995a), p. 113.

20 Funk (1993), pp. 171-172.

21 Funk (1995a), p. 120.

22 Funk (1995a), p. 126.

23 Cherix (1994).

24 Cherix (1994), p. 25.

25 Cherix (1994), pp. 141-172.

26 Cherix (1994), pp. 173-174: On the one hand, Cherix claimed that the majority of variants can be considered

archaisms, but some are due to dialectal influence; then a few sentences along he maintained that there is no

dialectal influence, that the language reflected that of the pre-classical texts.
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Christian communities was coloured, according to the scriptoria, by the local dialects that

gave the texts their  ‘idiolectal’ character; and similarly, within the circle of heterodoxy, the

variants were due to the linguistic milieu of the scribes in which Lycopolitan manuscripts

were copied, at a time when the orthography was not yet fixed.27 

Underlying both Cherix’s and Shisha-Halevy’s arguments that the Nag Hammadi texts

and the corpus of Shenoute were copied or written at an early stage of Sahidic, reflected by

the fluidity of the orthography, are the theories and methodologies of historical linguistics and

language change, as proposed by Gerard Roquet.28 In his assessment of the language of the

Nag Hammadi texts,  Roquet consciously turned his attention away from the interdialectal

focus to the principle of ‘free variation’, which can be interpreted as a sign of the language in

the  process  of  transformation,  rather  than  an  indication  of  interdialectality.29 Linguistic

variation  is  an  inherent  characteristic  of  language  and  the  material  by  which  language

changes.30 Roquet defined free variation as the hesitation between alternative forms, at every

level of the language, in the same text, by the same scribe, or in the same corpus.31 These

alternative forms coexist in a linguistic community, and gradually, the relative frequency of

one form increases with respect to the other. This is the process of standardisation. Standard

or  classical  Sahidic,  according  to  Roquet,  would  be  the  final  outcome  of  this  gradual

elimination of alternative forms, resolved into the rules of grammar.32 The numerous variant

traits in the Nag Hammadi codices, therefore, indicate an early, dynamic, state of the written

language, before the rules were largely fixed. This mechanism is well illustrated not only in

the Nag Hammadi codices, but also in the other early Sahidic texts of the 4th century.

Based  on  his  observations  on  variation  in  the  linguistic  features  of  contemporary

Sahidic literary manuscripts dated to the 4th and 5th centuries, Victor Ghica, in his doctoral

thesis on NH VI. 1, situated the Nag Hammadi corpus within the pre-classical period of the

Sahidic dialect, not only chronologically, but also linguistically, the orthographic anomalies

27 Cherix (1994), pp. 146, 152, 174.

28 Roquet (1982), p. 32, premised his approach on the seminal work of Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog (1968).

29 Roquet (1982), p. 29.

30 For  more  recent  work  on  variation  and  language change,  cf.  Keller  (1994),  Lass  (1997),  Croft  (2000),

Fleischman (2000), pp. 33-58.

31 Roquet (1982), p. 28.

32 Roquet (1982), p. 29: “...la somme de toutes les [variation libre] résolues en règles de grammaire...”.
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arising from a situation of diglossia as suggested by Satzinger,33 and the operation of free

variation  proposed  by  Roquet.34 What  the  previous  scholarship  termed  ‘dialectisms’ or

‘archaisms’, Ghica attributed to the effects  of diglossia.35 He argued that in a sense these

dialectisms  are  a  reality,  but  to  name them as  such conceals  the fact  that  they had been

assimilated into the inclusive koine Sahidic of this period.36 

The  Sahidic  dialect  can  be  understood  as  a  dialectal  mean,  or  a  middle  dialect,

characterised by its neutrality which resulted from both the assimilation of features from other

dialects and the suppression of distinctive characteristics.37 According to Ghica, and rightly

so, the Sahidic dialect achieved its neutrality and emerged as the lingua franca along the Nile

as a result of numerous dialectal influences: “Le sahidique véhiculaire du début du 4th siècle,

tel que nous le révèlent les manuscrits de l’époque, brasse, tout comme le fleuve qui dessine

son aire de dispersion, tous les parlers de la Vallée.”38 The so-called non-Sahidic traits present

in NH VI. 1 are assumed by Ghica to be variant regional forms admissible and tolerated in a

primitive Sahidic orthography, an orthography striving for homogeneity and neutrality.39 The

orthography of  this  manuscript represents  a  state  of  permeability;  at  times a  rudimentary

written language, at times reflecting the classical forms, and at times assuming the features of

other  dialects,  most  particularly  Lycopolitan  and  Akhmimic,  the  two with  which  Sahidic

shares most of its isoglosses.40 The graphemic and phonographemic variations are, therefore,

to  be  interpreted  as  the  mark  of  an  orthography  and  phonology  undergoing  progressive

neutralisation and synthesis.41 The notion of diglossia and free variation proposed by Ghica in

his study of  NH VI. 1 is arguably the most reasonable interpretation of the language of this

text, an interpretation which can be extended to the other Sahidic texts of this period.

33 Satzinger (1985), p. 310, addressed the issue of the northern  ⲥⲛ,  ⲣⲁⲛ and southern  ⲥⲁⲛ,  ⲣⲉⲛ vocalic

dichotomy, and sought to explain the presence of the northern vocalism in the southern Sahidic dialect as a

result of the idiom of the capital, Memphis, being acquired in the Thebiad at the beginning of the Persian

period, as a pathway to political and administrative influence. This led to a situation of diglossia in the south,

with the gradual intermingling of the two idioms, with Sahidic being the product of a local variant of the

upper class vocalisation.

34 Ghica (2006), pp. 207-209; 218.

35 Ghica (2006), p. 219.

36 Ghica (2006), p. 219.

37 Shisha-Halevy (1991), p. 195; cf. Worrell (1934), p. 73; Kahle (1954), p. 241.

38 Ghica (2006), p. 219.

39 Ghica (2006), p. 221.

40 Ghica (2006), p. 220; cf. Satzinger (1985), p. 310.

41 Ghica (2006), p. 222.
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2.2 SCHOLARSHIP ON THE VOWEL-GLIDES

No comprehensive description of Sahidic orthography has ever been published. The

Coptic grammars tend to describe a standardised idiom rather than the orthographic reality

which  is  reflected  in  the  manuscripts.42 Much  of  the  scholarship  on  the  vowel-glides  in

Sahidic is restricted to these grammars and to the texts describing Coptic phonology, in which

the rules of the distribution of the various graphemes (regular variation) are defined in terms

of the so-called standard.43 

An important  contribution  to  our  general  understanding of  the  orthography of  the

vowel-glide /i/ / /~ j  is that of Quecke.44 Quecke’s focus was on the alternative writing of the

single grapheme ⲓ and the digraph ⲉⲓ; an extensive and wide-ranging survey of the graphic

forms used in the various dialects over different periods of time. Such a broad scope has its

limitations  and  these  were  expressed  from  the  outset:  a  comprehensive  and  systematic

formulation of the rules for each of the dialects, and for each stage of the language,  was

beyond the scope of his study.45 Instead, the broader and more general perspective highlighted

the complexities of this one element of the alphabet. The starting point for Quecke was Till’s

Achmîmisch-koptische Grammatik, concerning the problem of ambiguity in the realisation of

the digraph ⲉⲓ, which could represent either /i/~/j/, or /e.i/~/e.j/.46 Quecke’s objective was to

determine the extent to which the ambiguous rendering of this vowel-glide may have caused

problems for those reading the text and in what ways the scribes attempted to control such

ambiguities. The value of Quecke’s study lies in his observations on the use and the various

forms of the trema and the circumflex along with the wide range of manuscripts he brought

forward to illustrate his points.

Pertinent statements regarding the irregularity of graphemic realisations of the vowel-

glides in early Sahidic are generally limited to the introductions of the critical editions. The

most important of these that enumerate the cases of variation, to a greater or lesser degree of

42 Sahidic grammars include: Stern (1880); Steindorff (1904); Till (1955); Layton (2004).

43 For phonological treatments of the vowel-glides, cf.: Peust (1999), pp. 60-61, 260-262; Vergote (1973a), pp.

10-11; Vergote (1973b), p. 49; Hintze (1980); Loprieno (1995), pp. 46-50; Kasser (1980), pp. 80-92; Kasser

(1982); Kasser (1983); Kasser (1997), pp. 6-11.

44 Quecke (1984b), pp. 289-326.

45 Quecke (1984b), pp. 289-290.

46 Quecke (1984b), p. 290; Till (1928), § 5c.
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analysis, are: the collection of Bodmer papyri, edited by Kasser;47 the editions of Mark, Luke

and John, edited by Quecke;48 and the edition of Acts by Hintze and Schenke.49 The value of

these lists lies in the ‘real’ data that is made available, upon which further investigations can

build.

The three studies that deal more systematically with the orthography of the vowel-

glides in early Sahidic are those of Funk, in his linguistic treatment of NH VI. 2,50 Cherix, in

his Variantes,51 and Ghica, in his study on NH VI. 1.52 Funk employed a synchronic approach,

following the structural model of Hintze,53 in his formulation of orthographic rules applied to

the vowel-glides by the scribe of the NH VI. 2 manuscript. This involved the construction of

matrices  describing  the  conditions  under  which  the  different  graphemic  forms  were

prescribed,  including  the  variant  forms  which  were  tolerated.  He  avoided  making  any

distinction between the vocalic and consonantal functions of the vowel-glides because of the

lack of scholarly consensus regarding their phonetic value, adding that such a differentiation

would be unnecessary for a purely orthographic description.54 However, relevant phonological

comments have been included in his detailed analysis of the scribal tendencies. The adoption

of such a method for a synchronic analysis of the orthography of this text would certainly

offer the way forward, as Funk would wish, for a linguistic study of all the manuscripts of this

period.55 However,  although synchronic analysis  of vowel-glides,  or any phono-graphemic

element of the orthography, is essential, it does little to shed light on the process of language

change and standardisation. 

Cherix, on the other hand, has taken a combination of a synchronic and diachronic

perspective. He established a classification of variation at the graphemic, phono-graphemic,

morphological,  syntactic,  and  lexical  levels,  and  statistically  analysed  these  in  all  the

manuscripts of  NH VI in comparison with their correspondences from classical Sahidic, as

47 Kasser (1961); Kasser (1962a); Kasser (1962b); Kasser (1962c); R. Kasser (1964); Kasser (1965).

48 Quecke (1972); Quecke (1977); Quecke (1984a).

49 Hintze and Schenke (1970).

50 Funk (1995b), pp. 13-53: For the vowel-glides, cf. pp. 25-42.

51 Cherix (1994): For the vowel-glides, cf. pp. 34-45, 122-124.

52 Ghica (2006): For the vowel-glides, cf. pp. 222-234.

53 Hintze (1980).

54 Funk (1995b), p. 26.

55 Cf. Funk (2009), pp. 71-72; Funk (1993), pp. 164-165.
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attested in the Chester Beatty biblical texts.56 Rather than formulating rules for the graphemic

distribution of the vowel-glides, Cherix’s focus was on variation within the rules. Relative

attestations of the variants for each text of the codex allowed for both a synchronic and a

diachronic  comparison.  Cherix  took  the  further  step  of  comparing  NH  VI with  other

contemporary 4th century biblical  texts,  however,  only a  small  selection  of  variants  were

chosen for comparison, and unfortunately, the vowel-glides were not among this selection.

Unlike  Funk’s  detailed  descriptive  analysis  of  the  vowel-glides,  Cherix’s  was  limited  to

statistics. The strength of Funk’s method lies in the level of detail in his classification and

analysis,  whereas  Cherix’s  comparative  method  has  the  advantage  of  giving  us  a  more

accurate picture, through his statistics, of the extent of variation in these manuscripts.

Like  Funk,  Ghica  restricted  his  investigation  to  a  synchronic  description  of  the

linguistic  traits  of  NH  VI.  1,  but  like  Cherix,  ‘free  variation’ was  the  underlying

methodological  principle  in  his  description  of  the  graphemic,  phono-graphemic,  morpho-

syntactic,  and  lexical  features  attested  in  the  text.  The  data  for  the  vowel-glides  were

organised following the rules of distribution defined by Funk.57 Variant graphemic forms were

highlighted with reference to other early Sahidic manuscripts, particularly the Bodmer papyri,

and accompanied by an analysis, tracing and critiquing that of Funk. The results of all three

studies confirm the prevalence of free variation, but not random variation. Distinct patterns of

distribution  emerged  where  free  variation  occurred  predominantly  only  in  certain

phonological environments, emphasising the struggle for priority between the variant forms in

an  orthography  striving  for  homogeneity.  These  studies  have  provided  rich  data  for  our

understanding of the vowel-glides in early Sahidic, and the methods employed have furnished

a sound methodological foundation for the study of variation.

56 Cherix (1994), pp. 34-119.

57 Funk (1995b), pp. 27-42.
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2.3 CONCLUSION

In summary, each of the studies discussed has highlighted the challenges faced when

dealing with scribal variation in this early period of the Coptic writing system. Nevertheless,

each  attempt  at  solving  the  problem,  through  different  perspectives  and  various

methodologies,  has  made  a  valuable  contribution  to  our  understanding  of  early  Sahidic.

Although the written texts may provide less than perfect evidence for the spoken language,

they do offer excellent evidence for the written language, the scribal habits of the various

communities. All of the research has implicitly, and in some cases, explicitly, underlined the

need  for  a  comprehensive  and  systematic  description  of  the  orthography  of  these  early

manuscripts as a first step. The present study is building on these previous studies and, in

particular, the methodological premises of Cherix and Ghica, by adding to the corpus of early

Sahidic texts to be studied synchronically and implementing secure comparanda in order to

achieve more reliable results diachronically.
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3. METHODOLOGY

3.1 METHODOLOGY DISCUSSION

Funk highlighted the task faced when attempting to describe the phonological system

of a dead language, by quoting Polotsky:1

What  we  have  before  us  is  an  orthography  in  which,  around  the  year  300,  an

anonymous  linguistic  scholar  laid  down his  phonological  analysis  of  Sahidic.  We

cannot do more than seek to understand his analysis. If he happens to do a bad job, we

cannot go far beyond him: phonetic recordings of speech, which could be used to

correct him in certain details or for us to try our own analysis, do not exist. It is an

error to believe that unorthographic texts eo ipso are also ‘phonetic’, although it can be

admitted in certain cases they may suggest, or allow one to draw, certain conclusions.2

Labov once described the task as “making the best use of bad data”.3 Yet, it can be

argued that the manuscripts we have available to us can offer ‘good data’, if we scrutinise the

data on their own terms, not as the representations of the spoken language in the first place,

but as representations of the written language, which is what they are.4 The description of the

standards  of  orthography,  the  patterns  of  written  conventions,  which  necessarily  includes

variation,  nevertheless,  remains  the  foundation  for  the  reconstruction  of  a  phonological

system.5

Most of the previous studies on early Sahidic have been approached synchronically,

influenced by the concepts of linguistic structuralism, whereby the underlying structure of a

language can be described as a static, homogenised system.6 On this basis, heterogeneity, or

1 Funk (2009) p. 71.

2 Polotsky (1957), p. 221, translated by Funk (2009), p. 71.

3 Labov (1994), p. 11.

4 Stenroos (2009), pp. 2-3.

5 Funk (2009), p. 71.

6 These theories originated from the work of the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure; cf. Saussure (1983), p.

89.
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variation,  could  only  be  attributed  to  dialectal  influences.  Roquet,  on  the  other  hand,

challenged this approach by introducing the principle of ‘free variation’, whereby alternative

forms of a linguistic element (graphemic, phonemic, morpho-syntactic, and lexical) may be

tolerated within the language system.7 The high degree of free variation in the early Sahidic

texts points to a dynamic state of the written form of the language, an orthography in the

process of change, in the process of standardisation.

Roquet’s  approach  has  been  supported  by  theories  from  the  fields  of  historical

linguistics and sociolinguistics, that stress that variation is an inherent aspect of language and

one that motivates language change.8 Weinreich, Labov and Herzog’s seminal article on the

theory of  language change sought  to  span the  divide  between synchronic  and diachronic

perspectives by elaborating an approach that could be both structural and historical.9 Based on

this theory, the solution to the question of heterogeneity, or variation, in the early Sahidic texts

lies in dissolving “the identification of structuredness with homogeneity”10 and constructing a

methodology, whereby “orderly differentiation”11 can be accepted and described. The method

of analysis adopted for my research project is based on Weinreich et al.’s theory of ‘structured

heterogeneity’, and the  principle  of  ‘free  variation’, proposed by Roquet,  and applied  by

Ghica12 and Cherix.13

The aim of the present study is to formulate functional typologies of the vowel-glides

in early Sahidic by describing, first, what the early Sahidic orthographic system prescribed for

the vowel-glides (regular variation), and second, what the system tolerated (free variation).

This typology will then be compared with that of classical Sahidic. By doing so, it makes it

possible to construct a more nuanced description of the written Sahidic dialect and provides

new insights into the mechanisms involved in the process of its standardisation.

7 Roquet (1982), pp. 28-36.

8 For  theoretical  and  methodological  discussions  on  language  change,  cf.:  Weinreich,  Labov,  and  Herzog

(1968), pp. 97-195; Keller (1994); Lass (1997); Croft (2000); Fleischman (2000), pp. 33-58.

9 Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog (1968), p. 98.

10 Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog (1968), pp. 101, 151.

11 Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog (1968), pp. 101, 151.

12 Ghica (2006).

13 Cherix (1994).
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3.2 RESEARCH APPROACH

The research will,  therefore,  take both a  synchronic  and a  diachronic approach to

answer the following research questions:

• How does each scribe, in both early and classical Sahidic, graphically represent the

vowel-glides in different phonological environments (regular variation)?

• To what extent does graphemic alternation occur between and within the manuscripts

(free variation)?

• Under what conditions does variation occur?

• What are the similarities and differences between early and classical Sahidic in regard

to the graphemic realisations of the vowel-glides?

• What role does free variation play in the process of standardisation?

3.3 CORPUS

The corpus comprises three 4th-5th century Sahidic biblical manuscripts: British Library

Or. 7594 edited by Budge (1912) and collated by Thompson (1913); Papyrus Bodmer XVIII

edited by Kasser (1962c); and Papyrus Bodmer XXIII also edited by Kasser (1965). The 6 th

century Chester  Beatty  Mss. 813  and  814 edited  by Thompson  (1932)  will  serve  as  the

comparanda for classical Sahidic. This small corpus of texts is an appropriate size and length

for this Masters research project. The British Library and Bodmer manuscripts were chosen to

represent  early  Sahidic  due  to  their  substantial  length,  their  good  condition,  and  the

availability of photographs, which allows a large amount of reliable data to be yielded. There

are also very good text editions with informative introductions. The Chester Beatty codices

are similarly substantial, in perfect condition, and are considered to be the best examples we

have of classical Sahidic. I also have access to photographs of these manuscripts.

Any  attempt  to  describe  the  standards  of  orthography  found  in  these  ancient

manuscripts must be based, as precisely as possible, on the secure dating and provenance of

the manuscripts. If the circumstances of discovery are unknown, the tools of palaeography

must be relied on to date the documents. Coptic palaeography, however, is a relatively new
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discipline, and Coptic manuscripts are, therefore, difficult to date using these techniques.14 It

has previously been assumed that Coptic manuscripts could be dated by comparing them to

dated Greek texts.  Such an approach has  been questioned by Kahle who noted a  lack of

consistency between  contemporary  Greek  and  the  Coptic  scripts  that  had  been  dated  on

external  evidence.15 Kasser,  too,  advised  caution  since  “in  Coptic  practice  Greek  scripts

appear as a borrowed element and are frequently related diachronically to the same scripts

evolving in Greek usage, so a Coptic script that possesses the same graphic characteristics as

a  Greek  one  may  nevertheless  be  of  a  clearly  later  date”.16 Consequently,  judgements

concerning the dating of the manuscripts in this present study, which are, in most cases, based

on palaeographic analysis, should be made cautiously, especially when their dating has been

based on comparisons  with  Greek documents.  The provenance and dating of  each of  the

manuscripts are discussed below.

British Library Or. 7594 (BL)

Edition:  Budge,  E.A.W.  (1912),  Coptic  Biblical  Texts  in  the  Dialect  of  Upper  Egypt,

London.

Collation:  Thompson,  H.  (1913),  The  New  Biblical  Papyrus.  A  Sahidic  Version  of

Deuteronomy, Jonah, and Acts of the Apostles from Ms. Or. 7594 of the British Museum,

London.

Catalogue: Layton, B. (1987),  Catalogue of Literary Manuscripts in the British Library

Acquired since 1906, London, 3-5.

Date : 350 CE (Budge); 350-450 CE (Orsini)

Provenance: Egypt – Hermopolis (El-Ashumein) [found and written]

Material: papyrus

British Library Or. 7594 is a papyrus codex written in literary uncials and comprising

a miscellany of incomplete Old and New Testament books:  Deuteronomy,  Jonah and  Acts.

Following  Acts there are fragmentary extracts from the  Apocalypse of Elijah  (identified by

Schmidt in 1925),17 written in the Coptic language, but with a cursive hand. The dating of this

14 Cf. Layton (1985), pp. 149–58; Kasser (1991b), pp. 175-184; Emmel (1993), pp. 22–49; Boud’hors (2006),

pp. 95-109; Orsini (2008), pp. 121-150.

15 Kahle (1954), pp. 260-263.

16 Kasser (1991b), pp. 179-180.

17 Schmidt (1925), pp. 312-321 .
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codex to the mid-4th century, the terminus ante quem, was originally determined by Kenyon

“with practical certainty”, based on the comparison of a large number of dated Greek papyri

with the cursive script of the colophon.18 Hebbelynck also favoured an early dating, based on

the handwriting,  the materials, and also the archaic character of the orthography.19 Orsini,

more recently, brought the terminus ante quem forward to the mid-5th century, asserting that

palaeographic comparisons can be made with documentary material from the first half of the

4th century to the late 5th century.20 The covers of the codex were made up of fragments of

Greek papyri  documents, mainly accounts and contracts, which were dated to the late 3rd,

early 4th century by Bell from the Department of Manuscripts at the British Museum.21 This

dating  was  confirmed  for  Bell  by  an  examination  of  the  coinage  mentioned  in  the

documents.22 

Budge states that the manuscript “was found in Upper Egypt, and was acquired … in

the spring of … 1911”.23 More detail about the discovery was provided in a later publication

by Budge  in  which  he  related  the  story of  being  taken  by the  man  who  discovered  the

manuscript  to  the  tomb near  El  Ashmunein (Hermopolis),  where it  was  originally found,

wrapped in linen between the feet of a mummy.24 According to Thompson, the documents

found in the binding confirm that it was bound in Hermopolis at an early date.25 Thompson

concluded that, although Acts was written in pure Sahidic, Deuteronomy exhibited features of

the dialect of Hermopolis.26

Due to the considerable differences in the handwriting, it appears that there were two

hands: the first hand wrote Deuteronomy and Jonah; the second, Acts.27 Budge concluded that

the codex was a copy which was used for private purposes.28

18 Budge (1912), p. lxiii.

19 Hebbelynck and Thompson (1921), p. 80.

20 Orsini (2008), pp. 133-134.

21 Budge (1912), pp. xiv- xvii.

22 Budge (1912), pp. xvi-xvii.

23 Budge (1912), p. xi.

24 Budge (1920), pp. 372-374.

25 Thompson (1913), p. 12.

26 Thompson (1913), pp. 12-13.

27 Thompson (1913), pp. 4, 6; Hebbelynck and Thompson (1921), p. 9; Orsini (2008), p. 133; Nagel (1994), pp.

347-355; Budge (1912), p. xii, on the other hand, claims that the three books were written by the same scribe.

28 Budge (1912) p. lxxxiii.
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Papyrus Bodmer XVIII (P.Bodm. 18)

Edition: Kasser, R. (1962c),  Papyrus Bodmer XVIII. Deutéronome I - X, 7 en sahidique,

Cologne-Geneva

Catalogue:  K.  Schüssler,  K.  (1995),  Biblia  Coptica  =  Die  koptischen  Bibeltexte, 1.1,

Wiesbaden, 83.

Date: 4th century CE (Kasser); 350-399 (Orsini)

Provenance: Upper Egypt (Kasser (1962c)); Debba (Kasser (1988)); Dishna, Upper Egypt

(Robinson)

Material: papyrus

Papyrus Bodmer XXIII (P.Bodm. 23)

Edition:  Kasser,  R.  (1965),  Papyrus  Bodmer  XXIII.  Esaïe  XLVII,  1  –  LXVI,  24  en

sahidique, Cologne-Geneva.

Catalogue:  Schüssler,  K.  (1996),  Biblia  Coptica  =  Die  koptischen  Bibeltexte, 1.2,

Wiesbaden, 106.

Date: 4th century CE (Kasser); 350-450 CE (Orsini)

Provenance: Upper Egypt, north of Thebes (Kasser 1965); Debba (Kasser 1988); Dishna,

Upper Egypt (Robinson 2011)

Material: papyrus

P.Bodm. 18 and  P.Bodm. 23 belong to the Bodmer papyri, a collection of Greek and

Coptic  manuscripts  on  papyrus  and  parchment,  the  majority  of  which  were  acquired  by

Martin  Bodmer,  the  Swiss  bibliophile  and  collector,  and  founder  of  the  Bibliotheca

Bodmeriana  (now  the  Fondation  Martin  Bodmer).29 With  the  absence  of  assured

archaeological evidence, the provenance of the Bodmer papyri has been a matter of debate,

and information  regarding their  discovery and  marketing  has  been veiled  in  a  shroud of

secrecy. Kasser, in his introductions to  P.Bodm. 18 and  P.Bodm. 23 could only go as far as

proposing Upper Egypt, or a little to the north of Thebes, as their place of origin.30 Later,

however, he claimed that the dealer who supplied most of the collection, on his death bed, had

confided in him, revealing that the manuscripts were found in 1950-51 in Debba, a few miles

29 Kasser (1991a), pp. 48-53.

30 Kasser (1962c), p. 12; Kasser (1965), p. 7, n. 1.
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from  Nag  Hammadi.31 Robinson,  on  the  other  hand,  who  had  spent  many  years  of

investigation  and  dozens  of  interviews,  uncovered  information  which  suggested  that  the

manuscripts  were  found  near  the  village  of  Dishna,  22  kilometres  north-east  of  Nag

Hammadi, and not far from the Pachomian monastery at Phbow, where they were probably

originally housed in the library.32

Kasser dates both manuscripts to the 4th century.33 Orsini asserts that the handwriting in

P.Bodm. 18 is consistent with the graphic characteristics of the second half of the 4 th century,

and  he  attributes  the  hand  of  P.Bodm.  23 to  the  period  between  the  end  of  the  4th and

beginning of the 5th century.34

Chester Beatty Mss. 813 (CB Epistles) and 814 (CB Acts)

Edition:  Thompson, H. (1932),  The Coptic Version of the Acts of  the Apostles and the

Pauline Epistles in the Sahidic Dialect, Cambridge.

Catalogue:  Schüssler,  K.  (2001)  Biblia  Coptica  =  Die  koptischen  Bibeltexte, 1.3,

Wiesbaden, 36-39.

Codex A: Epistles Copt. Ms. 813

Date: c. 600 CE (Thompson); 500-550 CE (Orsini)

Provenance: Monastery of Apa Jeremiah, Saqqara [found and written]

Codex B: Acts of the Apostles Copt. Ms. 814

Date: c. 600 CE (Thompson); 525-574 CE (Orsini)

Provenance: Monastery of Apa Jeremiah, Saqqara [found and written]

Material: parchment

Three biblical manuscripts (Copt. Mss. 813, 814 and 815), in excellent condition, were

acquired by Chester Beatty in 1924-1925 on the antiquities market in Cairo, and although

statements of provenance from such a source are rarely reliable, the purported circumstances

of their discovery may help in assigning a date to them.35 They were alleged to have been

found in a pot near the Giza pyramids buried with some coins from the reigns of Justinian I

31 Kasser (1988), pp. 191-192.

32 Robinson (2011), esp. pp. 108-129.

33 Kasser (1962c), p. 12; Kasser (1965), p. 17.

34 Orsini (2008), pp. 130- 131.

35 Thompson (1932), p. ix.
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(527-565 CE), Justin (565-578 CE), and perhaps Maurice (582-602 CE), which would suggest

that they were buried around the turn of the 6th-7th century.36 

Whatever  their  archaeological  context,  internal  evidence  suggests  that  the  codices

belonged to the Monastery of Apa Jeremiah at Saqqara, and that they were written in the same

scriptorium.37 Each codex was written by a different hand, but the script and format display a

family likeness, and, according to Thompson, were probably not written far apart, Codex A

being the earliest, followed by Codex B and C.38 Taking into account both the external and

internal palaeographic evidence, Thompson dates the codices the late 6th, early 7th century.39

Orsini, on the other hand, dates the earliest codex to the first half of the 6 th century based on

the characteristics of the handwriting, and Codex B perhaps some years later.40

3.4 METHOD

The first  part  of  this  study is  devoted  to  formulating  functional  typologies  of  the

graphic forms, including all variant forms, of the vowel-glides for each of the manuscripts.

These are presented in tables, with pertinent comments, and can be found in the Appendices.

The second part  is  a synchronic comparison of vowel-glide typologies of the three 4th-5th

century manuscripts,  followed  by a  diachronic  comparison  with  their  correspondences  in

classical Sahidic. This will constitute the body of this thesis.

A. Data Collection

All  the  occurrences  of  the  vowel-glides  /i/~/j/  and  /u/~/w/  (ⲓ~~ⲉⲓ~ and

ⲟⲩ~ⲩ~~) in each of the manuscripts, both the early and classical Sahidic manuscripts,

will be identified, although not every instance will necessarily be included in the typologies,

generally only examples for each phonological environment. Every occurrence of variation,

36 Thompson (1932), p. x.

37 Thompson (1932), p. ix: The colophon at the end of Codex C (Ms. 815) invokes “the Father, the Son, the

Holy Spirit, our father Michael, our father Gabriel, our mother Mary, our mother Sibylla, Apa Jeremiah, Apa

Enoch...” which is the formula regularly used at the Monastery of Apa Jeremiah.

38 Thompson (1932), pp. ix-x, xix.

39 Thompson (1932), pp. xv-xx.

40 Orsini (2008), pp. 138-139.
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however, will be listed.

B. Classification

The graphemes representing the vowel-glides in each of the texts will be classified

according to their syllabic/phonological environment and presented in tables. Their vocalic

and consonantal function will be treated separately. Therefore, there will be four tables of

typology for each text, one for each /i/, /j/, /u/, and /w/.

For the Chester Beatty codices the tables of typology include the following:

• Case (or rule) number;

• Syllabic context;

• Allograph (and variant/s) for each codex;

• Examples and phonemic transcriptions (IPA).

For the three early Sahidic manuscripts the tables of typology include the following:

• Case (or rule) number;

• Syllabic context with examples from classical Sahidic (CB Acts);

• Allograph (and variant/s) for each manuscript;

• Examples.

C. Variants

Tables of variants, when applicable, are included: the left hand column is used for the

standard grapheme (or the norm for the particular text); the right hand column is used for the

variant form. For each lexeme/morpheme listed, the reference in the text is given in brackets

(biblical book, chapter, verse). A percentage of attestations is noted (excluding lacunae).

 

D. Comparative Typologies

• Discussion on the phonemic value of vowel-glides and the graphic options available

for rendering them;

• Comparative analysis of the graphemic distribution of the vowel-glides in the early

Sahidic manuscripts, including variation both between, and within, each;

• Comparative analysis of their graphemic distribution, and variation, in the two Chester
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Beatty codices;

• Diachronic comparison between the early and classical manuscripts.

• Discussion on the trends over time on the distribution of the vowel-glide graphemes,

and the role of free variation in the process of orthographic standardisation.

24



4. COMPARATIVE TYPOLOGIES OF THE VOWEL-GLIDES

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The orthography of the 4th-5th century Sahidic manuscripts, which are considered in

this study, reflects an early stage of the written dialect. Graphemic variation is a characteristic

feature of these manuscripts, which clearly indicates a period when the Sahidic orthography

had not yet become fully standardised. This is particularly evident in the case of the two

vowel-glides  that  exhibit  variation  both  in  the  distribution  of  the  allographs  between the

manuscripts, and in the choice of allograph within the same environment (free variation). The

progressive  elimination  of  variation  demonstrates  the  mechanism  by  which  the  written

language becomes more stable, indeed, standardised. Having said that, it must be understood

that what is termed the ‘standard’ Sahidic orthography is not necessarily defined as a static or

fixed system, but rather a dynamic  one, in which earlier variant writings may persist, and

others disappear.  A comparison of the early Sahidic graphic representations of the vowel-

glides with those of the so-called ‘standard’, or classical, correspondences should illuminate

this process.

Before addressing the dynamics of the graphemic realisations of the vowel-glides in

early Sahidic and the process of standardisation, it is first necessary to explain the meaning of

‘vowel-glides’, and to define the relationship between the vowels and their  corresponding

glides. ‘Glides’ are also known as ‘semi-vowels’ or ‘semi-consonants’, terms highlighting the

blurring  of  the  distinction  between  their  vocalic  (syllable  nucleus)  or  consonantal  (non-

nucleus) values. Vowels and consonants can, in general, be distinguished by the degree of

constriction of airflow by the lips and tongue, the constriction being greater with consonants

than with vowels. There is an obvious distinction between most vowels and consonants. But

in the case of the vowel-glides, there is little articulatory difference between the two, that is,

the  two  high  vowels,  /i/  and  /u/,  are  produced  in  the  same  place  of  articulation  as  the

respective  glides  /j/  and  /w/,  the  only  difference  being  the  degree  of  constriction.  These

vowels are therefore often phonetically indistinguishable from their consonantal counterparts,

the difference generally being imposed by their phonological environment, or their position
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within the syllable.1

Thus, when dealing with a dead language, as Coptic is, we are faced with significant

difficulties  when  attempting  to  distinguish  the  phonetic  value  of  these  two  phonemes  in

certain situations.2 Furthermore, the orthographic practices of the scribes do not always help

the reader since the same graphemes can be used for both the vowel and the glide in the

Sahidic dialect:3 ⲓ~~ⲉⲓ~ for /i/  and /j/,  and  ⲟⲩ~~ⲩ~ for /u/  and /w/.4 Kasser has

suggested  that,  for  the  Coptic  scribes,  there  was  no need to  distinguish the  vowel-glides

graphically  because  in  their  “phonetic  conscience”  there  was  no  real  opposition  between

them, there being only one phoneme,  clearly vocalic,  and only rendered as a glide under

certain circumstances.5 He introduced the novel hypothesis  that the graphemes  (ⲉ)ⲓ~ and

(ⲟ)ⲩ, on the one hand, represented the syllabic vowels of slow, laboured speech which would

have been articulated as such in the process of writing (‘bradysyllabation’), but on the other

hand, were pronounced as glides in normal rapid speech (‘tachysyllabation’).6 However, the

use  of  the  different  graphemic  forms  of  the  vowel-glides,  as  can  be  seen  in  the  tables

presented in this study, may indicate that there was an attempt in many cases to distinguish the

opposition  between  the  two  phonemes  in  the  writing  system,  dependent  more  on  their

phonological environment than on the speed of articulation.

The  scholarly  consensus  holds  that  these  graphemes  realise  both  vowels  and

consonants in the written system, but there is no absolute agreement as to whether a vocalic or

consonantal value should be assumed in individual cases.7 Although in the original Egyptian

system of writing vowels were not indicated, hieroglyphs did exist for the glides,  i /j/ and

w /w/,  which,  since  they  were  so  closely  related  to  their  corresponding  vowels,  were

1 Clark, Yallop and Fletcher (2007), p. 47.

2 For phonological treatments of the vowel-glides, cf.: Peust (1999), pp. 60-61, 260-262; Vergote (1973a), pp.

10-11; Vergote (1973b), p. 49; Hintze (1980); Loprieno (1995), pp. 46-50; Kasser (1980), pp. 80-92; Kasser

(1982); Kasser (1983); Kasser (1997), pp. 6-11.

3 In Bohairic /i/~/j/ is realised only as ⲓ, and consequently ⲉⲓ always expresses a phonemic sequence, never a

single phoneme. Cf. Peust (1999), p. 61.

4 For a summary of the evidence which should be taken into account when distinguishing between the two

phonological interpretations of the vowel-glides, cf. Peust (1999), pp. 260-262.

5 Kasser (1980), p. 90.

6 Kasser (1982).

7 Vergote (1973b), p. 49 § 41; Loprieno (1995), p. 50; Quecke (1984), p. 290 n. 1.
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sometimes treated as unessential, as were the vowels, and frequently omitted.8 Some scholars

suggest that these consonants “may have developed into Coptic vowels where the syllable

structure suggests this”,9 or  the graphemes functioned as consonants “wherever they were

such in Egyptian … which does not exclude the possibility that phonologically /j/ and /w/ may

at times be phonetically realised as vowels.”10 Although there are difficulties in determining

the vocalic or consonantal value of the vowel-glides in certain circumstances, for this present

study I have attempted to make this distinction between the two phonemes in the orthographic

description,  and as such have followed the phonological reconstructions which have been

proposed by Peust.11

The basic graphemes which represent the vowel-glides in Sahidic include the single

iota ⲓ and the digraph ⲉⲓ for /i/~/j/, and the single upsilon ⲩ and the digraph ⲟⲩ for /u/~/w/.

In the Chester Beatty codices the form of the omicron sitting between the two branches of the

upsilon ()12 is also seen at the end of a line.13 In addition to these alphabetic signs two

additional marks, or diacritics, the trema (or diaeresis) and the circumflex can be employed.

These two diacritics  differ in  both their  position and function,  but  both appear  to  reduce

ambiguity for the reader.14

The trema appears as two dots, rarely as one dot, almost exclusively over the iota ().
The  upsilon  rarely carries  a  trema,  being  restricted  to  Greek  loan  words,15 and  the  only

instance of this type in the manuscripts studied here occurs in the Hebrew name 

8 Gardiner (1994),  p. 28; cf.  Peust (1999), p. 199: “Egyptian had none of these means of vowel notation.

Modern egyptologists would agree that, eg. the signs for glides (<i>, <j>) were generally not used to write

the phonetically related vowels /i/ or /u/.”

9 Peust (1999), p. 261: cf. Steindorff (1951), p. 33 ff.; Vergote (1973b), p. 49 § 41.

10 Peust (1999), p. 261: cf. Hintze (1980), p. 23-91, especially p. 48; Quecke (1984), p. 290; Loprieno (1995), p.

50.

11 Funk (1995b), p. 26, and Ghica (2006), p. 223, avoided making a distinction between the two phonemes,

giving priority to the orthography over any phonological theory.

12 Due to font restrictions this is not an accurate representation as the omicron is larger than the character shown

here.

13 This is quite common in the Epistles, for example, Rom. 2.27, 1 Cor. 10.31; but only occurs twice in CB Acts

(16.25, 25.3). This form never occurs in  P.Bodm. 18, contrary to the claim of Kasser (1962c), p. 13: “les

lettres ⲟ et ⲩ forment le compendium habituel (ⲟ surmonté des branches du ⲩ)”, nor in P.Bodm. 23 or BL

7594. On the writing of the digraph ⲟⲩ, cf. Quecke (1973), pp. 273-284.

14 Quecke (1984), p. 325.

15 Quecke (1984), pp. 295-296.
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(Μωϋσῆς).16 The grapheme  is used extensively in early and classical Sahidic, and generally

serves as an alternative form of the digraph ⲉⲓ in its function as rendering the glide /j/. It most

commonly follows a vowel and indicates the individuality of the two sounds, the vowel and

the glide, thus signalling that the two do not constitute a diphthong.

The circumflex, on the other hand, is rarer and its function is more obscure. It can also

be used in more varied situations and over a variety of graphs, written over single vowels or

linking pairs of graphemes. In the case of the vowel-glides, ⲉⲓ and ⲟⲩ ( and ), it seems

to designate the graphic unity of the two characters. The form and position of the circumflex

can vary between manuscripts. It can have a clear angular form, like a gable, or it can take the

form of a curved, oblique line, or even a straight line similar to a superlinear stroke. It can

appear above the digraph ( and ) or a little to right, or covering only the single iota or

upsilon ( and ). In cases of crasis, where the omicron is dropped, the circumflex can also

span another vowel ( and ). The critical editions do not always accurately reflect the

placement of the diacritics. In the edition of the Chester Beatty codices, Thompson avoids

including the circumflex altogether,  apart  from a  few exceptions,  where they do,  in  fact,

appear  throughout  the  manuscript,  mostly  as  an  oblique  line.17 Budge  and  Kasser,  while

including all the diacritical marks, locate the circumflexes over the iota in their editions in the

cases where they are placed over the digraph in the manuscripts.18 Given that each scribe is

subject to the usual fluctuations in the execution of these characters, for this present project,

the most common form of the circumflex used by each scribe is represented in the data. In

contrast to the trema, which is used relatively consistently in both early and classical Sahidic,

the circumflex is used much less consistently, which raises questions as to the understanding

of its practical function. 

It  should be noted that  in  the Song of  Moses,  Deut. 32-34,  in  the British Library

manuscript, there is evidence that diacritics were added to the text by a later hand, possibly,

16 CB:   (passim);  P.Bodm. 18:   (Deut. 1.2)  vs. ⲩ (Deut. 1.1, [1.3], [1.5], 4.44,

4.45, 4.46, 5.1, 6.4); P.Bodm. 23:  (Isa. 63.12); BL Deut.:  (Deut. 29.1, 29.2, [30.20],

[31.1], 31.9, 31.10, 31.14, [31.24], 31.22, 31.30, 32.44, 32.48, 33.1, 33.4, 34.1, 34.4, 34.5, 34.7, 34.8 x2, 34.9

x3, 34.10, 34.12)  vs.  ⲩ (Deut. 5.1, 6.4 32.44, 32.45);  BL Acts:  ⲩ (Acts 3.22, 6.11, 6.14,

7.20, 7.22, 7.29, 7.31, 7.32, 7.35, 7.40, 7.44, 13.39, 15.1, 15.5, 15.21).

17 Thompson (1932).

18 Budge (1912); Kasser (1962c; 1965).
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according to Budge, for singing purposes.19 Such accents include the acute accent and the

circumflex which appear on many of the vowels, as well as the vowel-glides.20 In this part of

the text, many of the circumflexes are formed differently to the earlier ones, and the ink is of a

lighter colour, indicating a later addition.

Mention must also be made of words of Greek origin because of their extensive use in

the Coptic texts.21 Greek words transcribed into Sahidic generally preserved their  original

orthography, but the forms became fixed, having been freed from the various declension and

conjugation endings. During the Hellenistic and Roman periods the spoken Greek language

underwent significant changes, particularly with the reduction of distinctive vowel phonemes.

However, the literary texts continued to be written in, and copied with, the classical Greek

orthography  and  accordingly,  in  the  early  Sahidic  literary  manuscripts,  the  Copto-Greek

words generally observed the classical Greek spelling, although non-classical koine spellings

were not absent from these manuscripts, reflecting the common pronunciation. In the koine

Greek  of  the  Roman  period,  the  graphemes  ι and  ει both  realised  the  vowel  /i/,  and

consequently the  alternation  between these  two graphemes  was common,  not  only in  the

written Greek, but also in the Sahidic manuscripts, where the optionality between   and  
was widespread.22 The use of the Coptic grapheme ⲩ in Copto-Greek words renders the Greek

grapheme υ, but also occasionally η or unstressed ει.23

19 Budge (1912), p. xiv; Thompson (1913), p. 9, asserts that these signs were made by a later hand.

20 For example:  ⲥⲟⲩ (Deut. 32.14,  33.28),  ⲇ (Deut. 34.2, 33.7),  ⲛⲁⲩ (Deut. 31.23, 32.44, 34.9);

ⲁ (Deut. 34.6), ⲕⲙⲁ (Deut. 32.10), ⲛ “see” (Deut. 26.7, 32.49, 32.52), ⲛ “to them” (Deut.

31.2,  31.4,  31.5,  31.28,  32.21,  32.35,  32.41,  34.4),   (Deut. 29.25, 31.16),  ⲥⲛ (Deut. 31.4),

ⲁⲃ “Nabau” (Deut. 34.1), ⲙ (Deut. 32.50 x2), ⲛⲧⲉ (Deut. 32.37),  (Deut. 32.20).

21 Kasser (1991c), pp. 215-222.

22 Girgis (1966), p. 76 §4.

23 Girgis (1966), p. 78-92 §4-§19; Peust (1999), p. 201.
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4.2 TYPOLOGIES OF THE VOWEL-GLIDE /i/~/j/ 

Table 1: Comparative typology of the vowel /i/

Case
Syllabic
Context

*Examples

Early Sahidic Classical Sahidic

P.Bodm. 18 P.Bodm. 23 BL Deut./Jon. BL Acts
CB 

Epistles
CB Acts

A1
#ˈV




(var. ~)
 

(var. ~)


(var. ~)


(var. ~~)


(var. ⲉ~~)


(var. ⲉ~)

A2
#(ˈ)VC

ⲉⲓⲥ-      (var. ⲉ) 

A3
(ˈ)(C)CV

ϫ


(var. )


(var. ~)


(var. ~)


(var. ~)


(var. ~ⲉ)


(var. ~ⲉ)

A4
(ˈ)(C)CVC(C)

ⲛⲓ


(var. )


(var. )


(var. ~)


(var. )


(var. )


(var. )

A5
ˈ(C)GV 

ⲟⲩⲉⲓ  
(var. )


(var. )

 
(var. ⲉ) 

A6
ˈ(C)GVC

ϣ     
(var. )


(var. )

Key

V = vowel

G = glide

C = consonant 

(C) = possibility of one or more consonants

# = segment boundary

 ˈ = accented syllable 

. = syllable divider

Ø = no occurrences

*Examples – taken from classical Sahidic (Chester Beatty Acts)
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Table 2: Comparative typology of the glide /j/

Case
Syllabic Context

Examples

Early Sahidic Classical Sahidic

P.Bodm. 18
P.Bodm.

23 
BL

Deut./Jon.
BL Acts

CB 
Epistles

CB Acts

B1
#ˈGV




(var. ~) 


(var. ~)


(var. )


(var. ~)


(var. )


(var. ~)

B2
#ˈGVC(C)




(var. )


(var. )


(var. ~)


(var. )


(var. )


(var. )

B3
ˈ(C)CGV

ϩ


(var. )  
(var. ~)   

B4
ˈ(C)CGVC

ϩ   
(var. )

  

B5

ˈ(C)VG#

ⲏ
ϫ
ⲉϫⲱ

ϣ

V =   
(var. )


(var. )


(var. ~)


(var. ~) 

V =   
(var. ~)


(var. )


(var. ~)


(var. ~)


(var. )

V =  Ø   
(var. )  

V =   
(var. ) 


(var. )


(var. )  

V =  
(var. ~~)


(var. ~)


(var. )


(var. ~)


(var. ) 

(C)VG#

- 
- 

V =  
(var. ~)


(var. ~)  

(var. ~)


(var. ) 

V =  
(var. ~)


(var. ~)


(var. )


(var. )


(var. ~) 

B6
ˈ(C)VG.CV(C)

ϩⲛ

V = 
  

(var. )

V = , 


V = , 
 (var. ~)

V = , 
 (var. )

V = 
 (var. )

V = 


V = 
 (var. )

V = 


V = 


V = , 


B7
ˈ(C)VGC#

   
(var. )  

(var. )


(var. )

B8
CVC.ˈGV

ⲣⲉⲓⲏ Ø Ø Ø   

B9

ˈ(C)V.GV(C)

(C)V.ˈGV(C)

ϫ
 

(var. )

V = 
 

(var. ~)


(var. ~)


(var. ~)V = ,  


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Comparative Typology of the Vowel-Glide /i/~/j/ (Cf. Tables 1 and 2)

The choice of grapheme  ~~ (~ⲉ~ⲉ~ⲉ) to represent the vowel-glide /i/~/j/ is

dependent  on  its  phonological  environment.  Free  variation,  however,  is  the  characteristic

feature of the early Sahidic manuscripts. The distribution of the allographs is not fully fixed

and may vary from manuscript to manuscript and scribe to scribe. Furthermore, one and the

same scribe may fluctuate between alternative graphic forms in the same environment, not

only in  the  manuscripts  under  investigation  in  this  present  study,  but  also  in  other  early

manuscripts.24 In  the  later,  classical  manuscripts,  although  the  extent  of  free  variation

diminishes, in certain environments it resists complete standardisation, and indeed, variation

sometimes becomes a regular and predictable feature in that environment. 

1. /i/~/j/ lexeme-initial (Cf. Appendices: Cases A1, A2 and B1, B2)

ES:25  (var. ~~~) CB:26  (var. ⲉ~~)

At the beginning of a lexeme the vowel-glide /i/~/j/ is generally represented by the

digraph  in both early and classical Sahidic. The digraph functions as a vowel, unless it is

followed by a vowel in the same syllable, in which case it assumes the value of a consonant

(glide): for example,  ⲣ /ˈi.rə/, and   /ˈjot/. Proper nouns of Hebrew origin are the

exception to this rule, and in this case   is regular, whether it has a vocalic or consonantal

value: for example, , .

In the manuscripts considered here, the common variant form, the digraph surmounted

by a circumflex  (var. ⲉ), occurs to a greater or lesser extent, depending on the scribe, with

the lexeme-initial vowel /i/, in particular, with the verb ~ (ⲉ) “to come”. In BL 7594, the

scribe of  Deuteronomy uses the digraph with the circumflex with this word on all but one

occasion, and in Jonah it is consistently employed. On the other hand, the scribe of Acts never

24 Cf. Kahle (1954),  p.  78-80;  Kasser (1964),  pp. 18-19; Kasser (1961),  p.  12;  Kasser  (1962a),  pp. 26-28;

Kasser (1962b), pp. 17-18; Quecke (1977), pp. 53-54; Quecke (1972), pp. 30-31; Quecke (1984a), pp. 41-43,

45; Hintze and Schenke, (1970), pp. 11-12; Funk (1995b), pp. 25-37; Cherix (1994), pp. 36-45; Ghica (2006),

pp. 222-229.

25 ES = Early Sahidic, as represented by the three 4th-5th century manuscripts under investigation: P.Bodm. 18 =

Papyrus Bodmer XVIII, Deuteronomy 1-10, 7; P.Bodm. 23 = Papyrus Bodmer XXIII, Isaiah 47.1-66; BL =

British Library Or. 7594 Deuteronomy, Jonah, and Acts.

26 CB = Chester Beatty Library Ms. 813 (Epistles) and Ms. 814 (Acts) which represents the classical standard.
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uses the circumflex, on this, or at the beginning of any other word. Rather, we see a trema

appearing on two occasions (less than 2% of the time) over the iota of the digraph,   (BL

Acts 1.8, 7.34).27 Is this a variant or a lapsus calami? As we shall see, the scribe of Acts makes

use  of  the  trema  in  other  unexpected  situations. The  scribe  of  P.Bodm.  23 employs  the

circumflex only on this word in lexeme-initial position, and prefers it to the bare digraph, with

 occurring 73% of the time.28 It occurs only once in P.Bodm. 18 (Deut. 1.20). Several other

lexemes also display this  feature in  BL 7594,  but  only in  Deuteronomy,  where the scribe

fluctuates between the two forms: ⲣ~ⲣ, ~, ⲃⲉ~ⲃⲉ, ~.29 This

scribe tends to employ the circumflex only when it functions as a vowel in this and other

positions.30

The variable use of the circumflex persists into the 6th century in the Chester Beatty

codices with the scribe of the Epistles who employs it with the vowel in this position, but not

the glide.31 In CB Acts, the later and more standardised of the two codices, it appears relatively

consistently with the verb “to come” but rarely elsewhere.

When preceded by the  definite  article,  or  other  preformative  clitic,  the  digraph is

retained, with a few exceptions. On rare occasions in the BL manuscript, the digraph of the

glide is replaced by  :  ǀ[]ϩ "to see it"  (BL Deut. 28.68),   (BL Deut. 26.5),

ⲉⲩⲟⲣ (BL Acts 28.6),  and the  unusual  ⲛ “to  idols” (BL Acts 15.20).  This

occurs once in the Chester Beatty codex of Acts.32 In most of these cases the  follows a vowel

(except ⲉⲩⲟⲣ).

On other occasions, the epsilon of the vocalic and consonantal digraph is sometimes

dropped when preceded by a consonant, particularly the definite article:   (P.Bodm. 23

Isa. 50.2);  ǀ (P.Bodm. 23 Isa. 48.18) (BL Acts 16.13);   (BL Acts 1.4, 1.7, 28.8);

27 In  the edition of  Budge (1912) the  trema appears  over the  iota in  Acts where  it  cannot  be  seen  in  the

photographs  of  the  manuscript:  Acts 10.21,  10.38,  11.20,  14.2,  16.27,  19.37,  20.31,  21.5,  21.10,  22.12.

Thompson (1913) makes no emendation here.

28 Cf. Appendix 4, Table 79.

29 Cf. Appendix 2, Table 38.

30 The  possible  exceptions  include:  ⲥⲛⲁⲣ-ⲉ (BL Deut. 28.56), ⲣⲉϥⲉϣ-ⲉ  (BL

Deut. 18.10), and ⲛⲉϩ (BL Deut. 32.14).

31 Cf. Appendix 1, Table 9.

32 ϩ- (CB Acts 26.9).
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ⲡǀ (BL Acts 7.41), and also  ⲛ “to idols” (BL Acts 21.25); ⲁⲥⲓ (BL Acts

5.7) for ⲁⲥⲉⲓ “she came”; and in the case of ϥⲧ (P.Bodm. 18 Deut. 3.27, 4.19), for ϥ-
, the  vowel  and  glide  coalesce,  resulting  in  syntagmatic  resyllabification,  or

modification of the syllable structure, thus /fi.ˈjat/ > /ˈfjat/.

This phenomenon also occurs in classical Sahidic:  ǀ (Rom. 15.6),  (Eph.

6.23), ǀ (2 Tim. 1.2);  (2 Cor. 8.10); ǀ (Rom. 6.5) (Heb. 7.15); ǀ (1

Cor. 8.7);  (1 Cor. 15.56) and  (1 Cor. 15.55);  (Acts 16.13). According

to  Funk,  the  writing  of   rather  than  ⲉ is  an  example  of  syntagmatic

resyllabification,  /ˈjot/ > /pi.ˈot/.33 Such a  modification can be seen quite  clearly in  cases

where a word is divided at the end of a line, as in ǀ (Rom. 15.6), however, in other cases

it is difficult to prove, since the rules of Coptic syllabification allow both ⲉ and 
to be realised /ˈpjot/. The representation of the vowel-glide in this context is analogous with

the following rule (/i/~/j/ following a consonant), where both the vowel and the glide take the

form  of   when  preceded  by  a  consonant,  and  as  such,  in  the  examples  above,  the

lexicalisation of the spelling seems to have resulted.34

It should be noted in the case of ⲥⲛⲁⲣ-ⲉ (BL Deut. 28.56) and ⲣⲉϥⲉϣ-
ⲉ (BL Deut. 18.10), it is possible that resyllabification may have taken place as a

result  of the addition of the preformative morphemes,  the phonemic value of the digraph

being modified to a vowel: /sna.ri.ər.ˈβɔ:.nə/ and /rə.  fə.ʃi.ər.ˈβɔ:.nə/. This interpretation is

based on the assumption that this scribe tends to only use the digraph carrying a circumflex if

its phonemic value is vocalic.35 It is interesting to note that the form of the circumflex in both

these cases reflects the style of the first hand of Deuteronomy.

This lexicalisation of the orthography is  clearly demonstrated,  in the early and the

classical manuscripts, when the definite article precedes the biblical proper nouns which begin

with the vowel-glide . This  is similarly replaced by the simple iota:  "Jordan"

(passim);  "the  Jebusite"  (passim);   “Israel”  (passim);

 “Jerusalem” (P.Bodm. 23 Isa. 66.10), but  (P.Bodm. 23 Isa.

33 Funk (1995b), pp. 28, 31-32.

34 Funk (1995b), p. 31.

35 The only other possible case of  representing the glide is ⲛⲉϩ (BL Deut. 32.14), but resyllabification

may have occurred here too.
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49.15);  (CB Rom. 2.10, 2.17, 2.28 x2, 2.29 x2, 3.1, 10.12). It is interesting to note

that there is one occurrence with the plural definite article ⲛ- (without the superlinear stroke),

 /nju.ˈdaj/ (CB Rom. 3.9), in contrast to the usual plural article , where the trema

is regularly retained, as is its syllabification,  /nn .ju.ˈdaj/.

2. /i/~/j/ following a consonant (Cf. Appendices: Cases A3, A4 and B3, B4)

ES:  (var. ~~) CB:  (var. ~ⲉ)

In the post-consonantal position the vowel-glide /i/~/j/ is generally represented by the

grapheme  .  The iota functions as a vowel,  unless it  is  followed by a vowel in the same

syllable, in which case it functions as a consonant: for example, ϫ /ci/, ⲙⲓⲥⲉ /ˈmi.sə/, ⲛⲓ
/ˈnim/, ϩ /ˈhje/,  /ˈtsjɔ/, ϩ /ˈhjɔ.mə/, ϩ /ˈhjiβ/, ⲉⲃⲓⲏⲛ /ə.ˈβjen/.

The graphic realisation of the glide /j/ in this position is fairly stable. The variant  
occurs twice in P.Bodm. 1836 and three times in BL 7594,37 once with a circumflex: ⲛⲉϩ
(BL Deut. 32.14) vs. ⲟⲩϩ (BL Deut. 14.20). The case of ϩ is an interesting example

in  that  two  adjacent  vowel-glides  are  both  rendered  by the  digraph,  the  first  carrying  a

circumflex. It appears that this scribe is attempting to distinguish the two phonemes, and since

he tends to only use the circumflex when the digraph functions as a vowel, it could suggest

that he is reading here /ˈhijβ/  rather than the usual /ˈhjiβ/.38 There is  one example in this

manuscript where  appears in this environment: ϭ “goat” (BL Deut. 32.14). 

In classical Sahidic there is no variation with the graphic representation of the glide in

this environment.

The vowel /i/  in this  position is  also quite  stable  with little variation.  With native

Egyptian words in a closed syllable there is no variation. In an open syllable, however, the

36 () (P.Bodm. 18 Deut. 9.16, 10.1) vs. () (P.Bodm. 18 Deut. 4.23, 4.25, 9.12).

37 () (BL Deut. 32.6) vs. () (BL Deut. 9.12, 9.16, 10.1, 10.3, 10.5, 16.21, 32.15); 
(BL Deut. 22.29) vs.  (BL Deut. 26.6, 26.7).

38 Cf. Peust (1999), p. 260. In cases where two vowel-glides are adjacent it is sometimes difficult to decide

between their vocalic or consonantal values. In this case, the long form of the definite article, which is used

with this word (ⲛⲉϩ), would normally indicate that the word begins with a consonant cluster, therefore,

the first  vowel-glide would otherwise have a consonantal  value.  The same rule can also be extended to

ϩ (ⲛⲉϩ) /ˈhjɔ.mə/. 
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variant digraph occurs, most particularly with the word ~~ “to become satisfied”. In

the BL manuscript the scribe of Acts is consistent with the rule and writes  (Acts 27.38). On

the other hand, the scribe of  BL Deut. alternates between   (67%) and   (33%).39 In

P.Bodm. 18  is written once (Deut.  6.11) and  twice (Deut.  8.10, 8.12). In P.Bodm. 23

 is  regular.  The opposition  of  these  allographs  in  this  lexeme is  resolved in  classical

Sahidic  where  the  digraph  (with  and  without  the  circumflex)  has  become  the  standard,

defying the prescribed rule for this domain:   (Rom. 15.24) (Col. 2.23);   (Acts 27.38)

(Phil. 4.12).

In the early manuscripts, apart from ~, the digraph is rarely employed. On two

occasions only in BL Deut. the digraph is used:  “the wife” (Deut. 5.21), and 
“boil” (Deut. 16.7). In P.Bodm. 23 we find  (Isa. 60.3) (and  (Isa. 60.19)) “light”.

The variant is found more often in the lengthier Chester Beatty codices, especially in the

Epistles where the digraph is employed, most commonly at the end of the line.40

There are several instances where the scribe of BL Acts adds a trema (a typical feature

of this scribe): ⲛϭ (Acts 19.33, 22.30); ⲡ- (Acts 20.27, 20.33) – the trema with one point

(40%); and ϫⲁⲟⲩⲁ (Acts 19.37), which is either a variant spelling of ϫⲓⲟⲩⲁ (Acts 18.5),

or perhaps a scribal error, the trema triggered by the preceding vowel  ⲁ (cf. Case B6). The

trema in this position does not appear in the Chester Beatty manuscripts.

In words of Greek origin the Greek vowels  ι  and  ει, representing the phoneme /i/,

exhibit  some  variation,  as  in  the  Greek,  when  transcribed  into  Sahidic,  with  the

interchangeability of the Coptic graphemes  and . In general, the tendency is to follow the

Greek orthography in the early manuscripts: Greek ι > Sahidic , and Greek ει > Sahidic .
Most of these scribes uniformly render Greek  ι with Sahidic , with only a few exceptions.

Variation, however, is most prominent in  BL Deut., particularly highlighted with the Greek

ἐπιθυμεῖν/ἐπιθυμία (, /,  )  and

ἐπικαλεῖν (,  ,  ,  ).41 There  is  also  notable

fluctuation between  and  with the Sahidic form of πόλις, which is written  84% of

39 Cf. Appendix 2, Table 39.

40 Cf. Appendix 1, Table 11.

41 Cf. Appendix 2, Table 42.
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the time and  16% in BL Deut. and  always in Jonah.42 Similarly, in P.Bodm.

18 half  the  time   is  written,  the  other  half,  .43 The  scribes  also generally

respect the Greek spelling with the digraph ει, except the scribe of Acts who prefers the single

iota to transcribe both ι and ει.

Exceptionally, in the case of Greek lexemes ending in εια, the Greek diphthong ει is

always  rendered  with  the  single  iota  in  early Sahidic:  for  example,   (βοήθεια),

 (νηστεία), and  (πορνεία). This spelling is firmly established in classical

Sahidic.

With regard to Copto-Greek verb endings, derived from the contract verbs -έω/-έομαι

(imperative  -ει,  or  infinitive  -εῖν,  -εῖσθαι)44 the  digraph  is  maintained  in  P.Bodm.  18,

P.Bodm. 23 (but  (Isa. 57.13),  (Isa. 63.6)), and BL Jon. In contrast,

the scribe of  BL Deut. alternates freely between the two forms ( 77% of the time and  
23%),45 and the later of the BL scribes, the scribe of Acts, always employs the iota (but ⲉ
(Acts 11.15)), having assimilated the Greek orthography into the emerging rules of Sahidic

orthography in this environment.

This situation continues into the classical period, with the alternation of  ⲉ and   in
Copto-Greek words in an open syllable. In a closed syllable, however, the iota is regular, even

where  the  Greek  has  the  digraph  ει. The  scribe  of  the  Epistles,  the  earlier  of  the  two

manuscripts, exhibits the greater variation and frequently renders the vowel /i/ (ι or ει) with

the digraph, particularly at the end of a word. This is illustrated well with the verb endings

where he uses  54% of the time and ⲓ 46%.46 Variation with the writing of the vowel in the

Copto-Greek words is  also not uncommon in  CB Acts,  the manuscript which is  the most

standardised.  While  largely favouring  ⲓ,  the digraph appears,  mainly at  the end of certain

verbs:  -~-ⲉ and  ~ⲁⲣⲭⲉ.47 The  choices  made  by  these  two  scribes

42 Cf. Appendix 2, Table 44.

43 Cf. Appendix 3, Table 70.

44 In Sahidic the verb appears either in the form of Greek 2nd person singular active imperative (Stern (1880),

pp. 159-160), or derives from the infinitive (Böhlig (1954), p. 46). The question has not been resolved in the

scholarship. For a discussion on the literature, cf. Förster (2002), pp. xv, xxxv.

45 Cf. Appendix 2, Table 43.

46 Cf. Appendix 1, Tables 14, 15 and 16.

47 Cf. Appendix 1, Tables 14 and 15.
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demonstrate, on the one hand, the resistance of the Greek orthography, and on the other, the

strength of the forces of standardisation in this environment being imposed on the Greek loan

words.

3. /i/ following a glide (Cf. Appendices: Cases A5, A6)

ES:  (var. ) CB:  (var. ⲉ~)

When the vowel /i/ follows a glide, in contrast to a pure consonant as in the previous

case, the digraph is employed: ⲟⲩⲉⲓ /ˈwi/, ⲉⲓⲛⲉ /ˈwi.nə/, ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ /ˈhwi.tə/, ϣ
/ˈʃwit/, ϩ /ˈhjiβ/. 

In an open syllable the only variation occurs with the use of the circumflex. The scribe

of BL Deut. always writes ⲟⲩ (but  (BL Deut. 19.5, 11) "to one"), as does the scribe

of P.Bodm. 23. The one occurrence in P.Bodm. 18 (Deut. 4.42) does not show a circumflex.

The circumflex is also employed consistently with this lexeme by the scribe of the Epistles in

the Chester Beatty codex:  (1Cor 7.2 x2) (Gal. 4.24). There are no occurrences of this

lexeme in  CB Acts. The only other example of the use of the circumflex in this domain is

 in BL Deut. which also occurs in CB Heb. 7.9, ⲗⲉⲩⲉ.

In  a  closed  syllable  there  is  no  variation  in  the  early Sahidic  manuscripts.  In  the

Chester Beatty codices, however, both scribes have the option to make use of the iota with the

trema to shorten the word if it  comes at the end of a line:  ϣǀ (Eph. 4.17, 5.6), and

ⲇⲁⲩⲇǀ (Acts 1.16). This is an interesting development in the orthography of the vowel in

this environment. Although the iota with a trema is occasionally employed to represent the

vowel /i/ in the early Sahidic manuscripts, the use of this grapheme in this environment is not

seen in any of the early manuscripts that I have looked at.

In  all  the  aforementioned  cases  the  graphemic  distribution  of  the  vowel-glides  is

highly standardised in the three 4th-5th century manuscripts under investigation:  for lexeme-

initial /i/ and /j/, and  for biblical names;  for /i/ and /j/ following a consonant in the same

syllable;  for the vowel /i/ following the glides /j/ and /w/. Alternative forms exist and are

used in free variation by all the scribes, especially the digraph carrying a circumflex. Indeed,
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these variants persist into the classical period, some of which became the norm: for example,

~ⲉ becomes the standard for this word, contrary to rule of distribution; the use of the

circumflex over the word “to come” (ⲉ) has become the standard for the scribe of CB Acts,

the more standardised of the two Chester Beatty codices. At the same time, the circumflex

drops out of use in Acts in other environments where it appeared in early Sahidic.

The situation becomes more complex when a vowel precedes the vowel-glide in the

same syllable, in which case the grapheme functions as a glide. The graphemic distribution

varies according to the type of vowel, and the glide’s position within the syllable, and within

the word. Moreover, the distribution varies according to the scribe. The rules are more fluid,

and this flexibility prevails in the 6th century. Free variation is a characteristic feature of the

glides in contact with vowels, and in these environments, highly resistant to standardisation.

4. /j/ at the end of a segment or syllable following the vowels ⲏ, ⲟ, ⲱ, and 
(Cf. Appendices: Cases B5, B6)

ES: ~ (var. ~~) CB:  (var. ~)

When the glide follows the vowels ⲏ, ⲟ, and ⲱ, at the end of a segment (Case B5), or

closing a syllable at a syllable boundary (Case B6), the majority of the early manuscripts

favour  the  use  of  the  digraph:  for  example,  ⲏⲉⲓ /ˈej/,  ϫⲉⲓ /ˈcɔj/,  ϩϫ /hi.ˈcoj/,

ϩ /ˈhɔj.nə/. P.Bodm. 18 is the most consistent in this regard, always using the digraph

with no variant forms. The scribe of BL Acts, while using the digraph when the glide occurs at

the end of a syllable within a segment, prefers the grapheme  at the end of a segment: for

example,  ϭ /ˈlɔj.kʲə/,  ϫ /ˈcɔj/. The circumflex over the digraph functioning as a

glide is avoided in the BL manuscript,48 P.Bodm. 18, and used only rarely in P.Bodm. 23.49

Following the vowel  ⲏ, the very common lexeme ~~ⲏ “house” displays the

greatest variation. In P.Bodm. 23 the digraph carries a circumflex with the lexeme ~ in

29% of occurrences; elsewhere the plain digraph is used.50 In the BL manuscript the scribe of

Deuteronomy writes  30 times (never with the circumflex), but ⲏ once (BL Deut. 5.21).

48 With the possible exceptions:  ⲥⲛⲁⲣ-ⲉ (BL Deut. 28.56) and  ⲣⲉϥⲉϣ-ⲉ (Deut.

18.10) ϩ (Deut. 32.14); cf. Case B4.

49 Only  (Isa. (56.7, 58.7 x3, 65.21) and -- (Isa. 57.16 x2)

50 Cf. Appendix 4, Table 82.
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On the other hand, in this manuscript the scribe of  Acts writes  ⲏ 68% of the time and 
elsewhere.51 This scribe occasionally omits the trema in cases where it is expected, in this and

in other environments.52

Included in this domain is the 1st person singular pronominal suffix, which the scribes

of  P.Bodm.  18,  BL Deut. and  BL Jon. invariably render  with  the  digraph.  The scribe  of

P.Bodm. 23 uses the variant   three times, and  without the trema once.53 The scribe of  BL

Acts, in contrast, always writes the suffix pronoun with the allograph  (occasionally without

the trema) with only three exceptions:  ϩ (Acts 2.10),  ⲧⲁⲙⲟⲉⲓ (Acts 23.30),  and

ⲉϫ (Acts 8.24).

When the glide follows vocalic  the digraph is favoured in P.Bodm. 23 (except in

the case of the suffix pronoun,  (Isa. 66.2)), and in Deuteronomy and Jonah in the BL

manuscript  (except   (Deut. 28.38)).  On  the  other  hand,  the  iota  with  the  trema  is

consistent in BL Acts. There is only one example in P.Bodm. 18: [] (Deut. 1.17).

At the end of a syllable, but not at the end of a segment (Case B6), following these

vowels, the digraph predominates and is used consistently in  P.Bodm. 18,  P.Bodm. 23,  BL

Deut. and Jon. without variation: for example, ϭ, ϩ, ϭ. It is striking that

the scribe of BL Acts, who prefers the grapheme  to render the glide following these vowels

elsewhere, in this environment it is only utilised on three occasions.54

It  is  most  interesting  to  observe  that  the  distribution  of  the  allographs  in  this

environment in the British Library Acts is very similar to the Chester Beatty codex of  Acts.

Indeed, the opposition between ~ and  (following the vowels ⲏ, ⲟ, ⲱ, and vocalic )

begins to be resolved in the Chester Beatty codices, the dominance of the digraph realising the

glide in the majority of the early manuscripts gradually being superseded by . Although  is
generally  the  preferred  option  in  the  Epistles,  free  variation  continues  to  persevere:  for

51 Cf. Appendix 2, Table 49.

52 For example:  (Acts 7.20).

53  (Isa. 65.11),  (Isa. 49.5),  (Isa. 48.12),  (Isa. 49.26).

54 ϩ (BL Acts 19.9) vs.  ϩ (BL Acts 6.9, 10.23, 12.1, 14.4, 15.1, 15.5, 15.24, 17.4, 17.6, 17.18 x2,

19.13, 19.31, 23.9, 23.12, 27.44 ϩ[], 28.24); ϩ (BL Acts 23.23) vs. ϩ (BL Acts 7.58, 9.39,

11.15, 14.14, 16.22, 18.6, 20.33, 22.20); []ⲓ (BL Acts 16.36) vs.  (BL Acts 16.15) (BL Jon.

1.7).
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example, with the particular word ~ⲉ~ⲏ the digraph resists standardisation and appears

 44%, ⲉ 33%, and ⲏ 23% of occurrences.55 In contrast to the early manuscripts where

the circumflex on the digraph functioning as a glide only occurs on the word   (rarely

elsewhere),  the  scribe  of  the  Epistles uses  it  frequently  whenever  the  digraph  has  a

consonantal value.

The allograph  finally becomes fixed in CB Acts, with only a few exceptions, most of

which occur  at  the end of a syllable followed by another  syllable:  ϩ (Acts 11.15);

ϩǀ (Acts 14.14);  ϩǀ (Acts 10.23,  11.20).  The  latter  are  good  examples  of

syntagmatic resyllabification  (in  ‘bradysyllabation’):  ϩǀ /ˈhɔ.i.tə/  (Acts 14.14) vs.

ϩǀ /ˈhɔj.tə/  (Acts 22.20, 22.23) (1 Tim. 2.9); and ϩǀ /ˈhɔ.i.nə/  (Acts 10.23, 11.20)

vs. ϩǀ /ˈhɔj.nə/ (Acts 19.31) (Rom. 11.25) (Gal. 2.12) (2 Tim. 2.18, 2.20).

5. /j/ at the end of a syllable following the vowels ⲁ and ⲉ
(Cf. Appendices: Cases B5, B6)

ES:  (var. ~~~) CB:  (var. ~)

When the glide /j/ follows the vowel ⲁ in accented syllables the preference is for the

allograph   (occasionally  )  at  the end of  a  segment,  with little  variation,  in  all  the early

manuscripts. In P.Bodm. 18, the variant  occurs once in a lexeme: ϣ (Deut. 3.11). The

iota with a circumflex appears on a few occasions in this manuscript where a trema would be

expected: for example,   (Deut. 7.16, 8.10, 9.3);   (Deut. 4.6, 9.5);  ϣ (Deut.1.11,

8.13).56 In  P.Bodm.  23 the  variant   occurs  occasionally,  most  particularly  with  the

demonstrative  pronoun  ,  where   occurs 18% of  the  time.57 Similarly,  in  the  BL

manuscript the variant   appears rarely:  ϩ (Deut. 32.15  x2), []ϣ (Deut. 7.22),

ⲁϣⲁⲉⲓ (Acts 6.1).

At the end of a syllable followed by another syllable (Case B6) the distribution varies.

The grapheme  is consistent in  P.Bodm. 18, and in  BL Deut. and  Jon., with one exception:

55 Cf. Appendix 1, Table 20.

56 Kasser (1962c), p.13 suggests that in this case it is a malformation of the trema, perhaps caused by writing

the trema quickly without raising the calamus from the papyrus. It is rare at the beginning of the manuscript,

but increases towards the end.

57 Cf. Appendix 4, Table 85.
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 (BL Deut. 32.14). In contrast, there is a preference for  in  P.Bodm. 23:  
(Isa. 53.9, 57.2), ϩ (Isa. 51.16, 57.5) vs.  "the shade" (Isa. 49.2). There is only

one example in BL Acts and the digraph is used, as it is in the case where the glide follows the

other vowels in this environment: ϩⲉⲓ (Acts 5.15).

There is no evidence of variation at the end of a segment or syllable by the scribe of

Acts in the Chester Beatty codex, in which case the iota with the trema is always used. In the

Epistles the variant is only employed twice:   (Phil. 1.20, 2 Cor. 10.15)  vs.  (Eph.

4.16, Col. 2.19).

In an unaccented syllable, however, with the demonstrative articles, and the 1st person

singular pronoun of the conjugation bases, the distribution of the allographs varies between

the manuscripts. Unlike the preference for  in an accented syllable, the scribe of P.Bodm. 23

inclines towards the use of the digraph following the vowel ⲁ in an unaccented syllable, yet

exhibiting  considerable  fluctuation  between   and  .58 Following the  vowel   he  almost

exclusively uses the digraph (- (Isa. 65.3) being the one exception). Twice the circumflex

is used: - (Isa. 57.16 x2). Following the vowel ⲁ, P.Bodm. 18 has a clear preference for

the iota carrying the trema (once with a circumflex) with only a few variations: - (Deut.

1.20, 3.2), - (Deut. 1.35). Following the vowel ⲉ this scribe favours the digraph, like

the scribe of P.Bodm. 23, but with considerable free variation (- 65%, - 35%).59 Again, the

circumflex replaces the trema on rare occasions. The scribes of the BL manuscript choose  to
represent the glide after both  and  without variation, apart from the sporadic omission of

the trema in Acts, and the unusual spelling, on a few occasions, of the demonstrative article

where ⲁ is substituted for .60 In this case the variant form (ⲉⲓ rather than ) follows: ⲁ-
(Acts 6.14, 7.7, 9.14), ⲁ- (Acts 1.17).61

In  classical  Sahidic,  after  the  vowel   in  the  conjugation  bases,  the  scribe  of  the

Epistles always  renders  the  1st person  singular  pronominal  subject  with  , except  in  one

instance which occurs at the end of the line (ǀ- (Phil. 2.16)). Following the vowel  in

the conjugation bases, however, the iota with the trema is employed 68% of the time, and the

58 Cf. Appendix 4, Table 87.

59 Cf. Appendix 3, Table 73 and 74.

60 Thompson (1913), p. 13: A peculiar characteristic of this scribe is the substitution of ⲁ for ⲉ.

61 Cf. Appendix 2, Table 54.
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digraph,  with  or  without  the  circumflex,  32%.62 The  realisation  of  the  glide  in  the

demonstrative articles is distributed almost equally (52% for , and 48% for  or ). The use

of the digraph appears most frequently in the set phrases, ~ (57%)

and ϩ~ϩ (64%).63 Overall, in the case of the glide following the vowel  in

an unaccented prefix, this scribe has a tendency to utilise the circumflex 59% of occurrences.

The scribe of CB Acts is consistent with his use of  after both ⲁ and . There was always a

very strong preference for the use of   after the vowel  ⲁ in the early manuscripts (except

P.Bodm. 23),  and this  becomes even more stable  in classical Sahidic.  On the other  hand,

variation was more prevalent following the vowel , the digraph persisting as a variant into

the classical period.

In summary, the distribution of the allographs at the end of a segment or syllable when

a vowel precedes the glide (Cases B5 and B6), follows: 

• P.Bodm. 23 favours , except after ⲁ in an accented syllable at the end of a segment;

• P.Bodm. 18 favours , except after ⲁ in an accented and unaccented syllable;

• BL Deut. favours , except after vowels ⲁ and ;

• BL Acts, on the other hand, favours  after all the vowels at the end of a segment, but

prefers  at the end of a syllable, not a segment;

• CB Epistles prefers  over the digraph, but the digraph persists;

• CB Acts uses  without variation, except after the vowel ⲟ.

6. /j/ between a vowel and a consonant (Cf. Appendices: Case B7)

ES:  (var. ) CB:  (var. )

When the glide lies between a vowel and a consonant, in the  ‘covered’ position, the

digraph is employed in both the early Sahidic manuscripts and the Chester Beatty codices: for

example,  ⲙⲁⲉⲓⲛ /ˈmajn/,  ⲥϩⲁⲉⲓϥ /ˈshajf/,  ϫⲟⲉⲓⲧ /ˈcɔjt/,   /ˈmɔjt/,   /ˈɔjk/,

ϣ /ˈwɔjʃ/,  ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ /ˈcɔjs/.  The  variant   is  only  used  in  BL Deut.,  CB Acts and

Epistles, and it occurs at the end of a line, most probably due to lack of space. On a few

occasions only in the Chester Beatty codices  replaces  elsewhere on the line.64

62 Cf. Appendix 1, Table 23.

63 Cf. Appendix 1, Table 24.

64 ϫ (Phil. 4.23),  (Acts 21.30), ϥ (Acts 3.6).
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7. /j/ beginning a syllable (not a segment) (Cf. Appendices: Cases B8, B9)

ES:  (var. ) CB: ~ (var. ~)

There  are  only two examples  of  this  case  where  the  preceding syllable  is  closed,

ⲣⲉⲓⲏ /rmn ˈje/  and  ⲣⲉⲓⲟⲟⲩⲉ /rmn ˈjɔ.wə/,  and  the  digraph  is  always  used  in  early and

classical Sahidic, in the same way it is used at the beginning of a lexeme.

In  the  intervocalic  position,  when  the  preceding  syllable  is  open,  the  early

manuscripts, in most cases, prefer the digraph: for example  /ta.ˈjɔ/,  /tu.ˈjɔ/,

ϫ /ˈca.jə/.  P.Bodm.  18 uses  it  exclusively.  P.Bodm.  23 has  one  exception:  
(Isa.56.2). BL Acts fluctuates between the two allographs, using the digraph 80% of the time.65

BL Deut., on the other hand, always employs the allograph  when following the vowel ⲁ or ⲉ
of  the  preceding  syllable,  and   after  vocalic  ⲟⲩ (ⲙⲟⲩⲉⲓⲟⲟⲩⲉ (BL Deut. 5.8)  and

ⲧⲟⲩⲉⲓ (BL Deut. 33.15)). The choice of allograph, in this case, corresponds with its use in

Case 5:  after ⲁ or ⲉ, and ⲉⲓ after ⲟⲩ.

It is in this domain that the two scribes of the Chester Beatty codices differ in the

preferred choice of allograph. The scribe of the Epistles prefers the digraph, like most of the

early scribes, but switches quite frequently between the two allographs, specifically when the

preceding vowel is  ⲁ, in which case he uses the digraph (occasionally with the circumflex)

68% of the time, and the iota with the trema 32%.66 The scribe of CB Acts renders the glide in

this environment with , the only exception occurring with the following word: 
(67%) vs.  (33%).

65 Cf. Appendix 2, Table 57.
66 Cf. Appendix 1, Table 27.
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4.3 TYPOLOGIES OF THE VOWEL-GLIDE /u/~/w/ 

Table 3: Comparative typology of the vowel /u/

Case
Syllabic Context

Examples

Early Sahidic Classical Sahidic

P.Bodm. 18 P.Bodm. 23 BL Deut./Jon. BL Acts
CB 

Epistles
CB Acts

C1
#(ˈ)V

ⲛⲁⲙ


(var. )


(var. )


(var. ~)


(var. )


(var. )


(var. )

C2
(ˈ)(C)CV

   
(var. )

  

C3
ˈ(C)CVC(C)

ϩⲛ   
(var. )

  
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Table 4: Comparative typology of the glide /w/

Case
Syllabic Context

Examples

Early Sahidic Classical Sahidic

P.Bodm.
18

P.Bodm. 23 BL Deut./Jon. BL Acts
CB

Epistles
CB Acts

D1
#(ˈ)GV

  
(var. )


(var. )


(var. )

 

D2
#(ˈ)GVC(C)
ⲱⲙ  

(var. )


(var. )


(var. )


(var. )


(var. )

D3
ˈ(C)CGV
ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ      

D4
ˈ(C)CGVC
ϣ      

D5

(ˈ)(C)VG(C)

ⲙⲟ
ⲧⲱⲛ


ⲧⲏⲩⲧ

-
ϫⲟⲟⲩ

V =    
(var. )


(var. )

 

V = ⲱ      
V =  Ø Ø    

V = ⲏ  
(var. ~)


(var. ~)

 ()


(var. )

 

V = ⲁ   
(var. )

 
(var. ) 

ⲁⲩ (~)

  

V = ⲉ 
(var. )

  
(var. ~)

  

V = ⲟ      

D6

(C)V.ˈGV(C)

ˈ(C)V.GV(C)

ⲕⲟⲉ
ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ
ϩ

ⲙⲉⲉ

V =       
V = ⲓ      

V = ⲏ 
(var. )

 

(var. ~ⲟ)


(var. )

 
(var. )



V = ⲁ   
ⲁⲩ ()


(var. )

 
(var. )

V = ⲉ    
(var. )

  
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Comparative Typology of the Vowel-Glide /u/~/w/ (Cf. Tables 3 and 4)

In contrast to the vowel-glide /i/~/j/, the field of distribution of the /u/~/w/ vowel-glide

ⲟⲩ~ⲩ is  more  limited,  yet  variation  is  still  common.67 Apart  from  certain  conditions,

described below, the grapheme ⲟⲩ represents the vowel /u/ at the beginning, end, or middle

of  a  segment  consistently from early to  classical  Sahidic.  The glide /w/  is  also regularly

realised  ⲟⲩ at  the  beginning  of  a  word  and  following  a  consonant.  Variation  in  the

distribution of ⲟⲩ~ⲩ, however, occurs when the glide follows a vowel: ⲟⲩ when following

ⲟ,  ⲱ and ⲟⲩ; and ⲩ following ⲁ, ⲉ, ⲟⲟ and ⲏ. The latter vowel, ⲏ, provokes the greatest

variation.

1. /u/~/w/ lexeme-initial (Cf. Appendices: Cases C1 and D1, D2)

ES: ⲟⲩ (var. ~ⲩ) CB: ⲟⲩ (var. ⲩ)

At the beginning of a lexeme the vowel-glide is written ⲟⲩ, or in the case of BL Deut.,

once with a circumflex ( BL Deut. 32.20): for example,  /ˈu/, ⲃ /ˈu.βə/, ⲛⲁⲙ /

ˈu.nam/, - /u/, ϫⲁ /u.ˈcaj/, ϣⲏ /u.ˈʃe/,  /ˈwa/, ⲟⲩⲉⲓ /ˈwi/,  /ˈwi.nə/,

 /wə.ˈre.tə/, ⲱⲙ /ˈwom/, ϣ /ˈwɔjʃ/, - /wnn /.

This rule stands (with certain exceptions listed below) even when the initial   is

preceded  by  a  proclitic  segment  ending  in  the  vowel   or   (where  it  would  in  other

environments be rendered by  ⲩ), such as prepositions (eg.  ,  ,  ϣ,  ⲥⲁ), proclitic

pronouns (eg.  ), future auxiliary (-), conjugation bases (eg.  -,  -) adjectives

(eg.  ) and conjunctions (eg.  ϫ): for example,  ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ (CB Acts  3.12), ⲥⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ
(CB Acts 2.34),  ϣⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ (CB Acts 21.16).  This is  standard in  the two Bodmer

papyri and the Chester Beatty codices.68 In the BL manuscript, in both Deuteronomy and Acts,

however, the variant form of   is employed on several occasions when the lexeme-initial

glide  is  prefixed by one of  these  segments,  particularly preceding the  lexemes  ⲟⲩⲁ and

67 For examples in other early Sahidic manuscripts, cf. Kahle (1999), pp. 88-89; Kasser (1964), p. 19; Kasser

(1961), p. 12; Kasser (1962a), pp. 28-29; Kasser (1962b), p. 20; Quecke (1977), p. 54; Quecke (1972), p. 32;

Quecke (1984a), p. 43; Hintze and Schenke, (1970), pp. 16-19; Funk (1995b), pp. 37-42; Cherix (1994), pp.

34-35; Ghica (2006), pp. 230-234.

68 Except  (Rom. 11.25) “that a hardness...” (Perfect II), and perhaps ϫⲉ[ⲩⲁ] “blaspheme” in Bod

23 (Isa. 66.3).
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ⲟⲩⲉⲓ:
• with the preposition ⲉ:  ⲉⲩⲉⲓ (BL Deut. 19.5, 19.11), ⲉⲩⲁ (BL Acts 7.24) vs. ⲉⲟⲩⲁ

(BL Acts 23.17, 21.8); 

• with the Perfect I conjugation base: ⲁⲩⲁ (BL Acts 5.25); 

• the adjective  : ⲕⲉⲩⲁ “another one” (BL Deut. 28.30), and (BL  Acts 1.20, 4.12,

23.6) vs. ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ (BL Acts 8.34).

In the following cases, in early and classical Sahidic, variation may occur under the

influence of certain preformative clitics:

• The indefinite article  -, which otherwise maintains the digraph after prepositions

and  the  conjugation  bases,  is  regularly  reduced  to  -- when  preceded  by  the

preposition , and the Perfect I conjugation nominal base . For example: ⲉⲩⲗⲁⲟⲥ
(Rom. 10.21) “to a people” ⲁⲩⲙⲁⲉⲓⲛ (Acts 4.16) “a sign has...”. 

• A few of the nouns beginning with  (ϣ “night”,   ”hour”, ϩ
“dog”), are preceded by the long form of the definite article prompting crasis  and

resyllabification:  ϣ,  ,  ϩ.69 Two  other  nouns  exhibit

fluctuation between the long and short article: ϣ “time” and ϫ “health”.

In the case of ϫ, the early manuscripts and CB Acts are consistent with the use

of the short form of the definite article, whereas the scribe of the  Epistles alternates

equally between the short  and the long form.70 When the long form is used crasis

occurs  provoking  syntagmatic  resyllabification:  ϫ /pu.ˈcaj/  vs. ϫ
/pəw.ˈcaj/. The lexeme ϣ exhibits a greater degree of divergence between the

scribes, and a greater frequency of fluctuation between the long and the short form of

the article, and the long form +  and the long form +  (cf. Table 5).

69 Certain nouns denoting divisions of time are prefixed by the long forms of the definite article: ϩⲟⲟⲩ “day”,

ⲣⲟⲙⲡⲉ “year”, ϣ “night”,  “hour”, ϣ “time”. Cf. Depuydt (1993), pp. 369-375, for

discussion on long articles preceding such nouns and the possible phonetic explanations.

70 Cf. Appendix 1, Table 29.
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Table 5: Forms of ϣ with the definite article

Short form

ⲡϣ/ϣ
/ˈpwɔjʃ/ /nn .ˈwɔjʃ/

Long form

ⲡϣ/ϣ
/pəˈwɔjʃ/ /nə.ˈwɔjʃ/

Long form with crasis

ⲡϣ/ϣ
/pəwˈɔjʃ/ /nəwˈɔjʃ/

P.Bodm. 18 0% 100% 0%

P.Bodm. 23 33% 0% 67%

BL Deut. 0% 0% 100%

BL Acts 11% 11% 78%

CB Epistles 18% 12% 70%

CB Acts 0% 63% 37%

• The converted existential  and possessive predicates experience significant variation

between  and  in the early and classical manuscripts. P.Bodm. 18 and BL Deut.

are consistent with the use of the digraph.71 On the other hand, although there is only

one example, in P.Bodm. 23 the upsilon alone is used: ⲧⲉⲧⲉⲩⲧⲁⲥ (Isa. 54.1). The

scribe of  BL Acts alternates between the two allographs, but preferring the reduced

form:   73% of occurrences and   27%.72 The hesitation between the two forms

continues in the classical manuscripts, the upsilon alone being the preferred option:

CB Epistles -  76% and  24%; CB Acts -  84% and  16%.73 As in the case of

ⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ and  ⲟⲩϫⲁ a syntagmatic resyllabification takes place:  ⲉⲟⲩ /ə.wnn / vs.

ⲉⲩ /əwnn /.

• The sequence  ⲟⲩ-ⲟⲩ is sometimes the object of coalescence, simplified as  ⲟⲩ in

both the early and classical manuscripts.74

71 Bod 18: ⲛ (Deut. 4.7), ⲁϥ (Deut. 4.8), ⲁⲕ (Deut. 4.38); BL: -ⲛ-
(Deut. 24.10),  ⲛ (Deut. 24.10),  --/  (Deut. 15.2,  [15.3]  x2,  24.10,

24.11).

72 Cf. Appendix 2, Tables 61 and 62.

73 Cf. Appendix 1, Tables 31 and 32.

74 Bod 18: ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩ⟨ⲟⲩ⟩ⲱϩ (Deut. 3.19), perhaps ⲉⲟⲩ⟨ⲟⲩ⟩ⲱⲙ (Deut. 2.6); Bod 23: ϩ⟨⟩ⲉⲓϣ (Isa.

49.8),  ⟨⟩ⲛⲟϥ (Isa.  49.13),  ⲛ⟨⟩ⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ (Isa.  49.23),  ⟨⟩ⲱⲛ (Isa.  51.3),

ϩⲓⲧ⟨⟩ⲉⲓϣ (Isa.  51.8),  [⟨⟩ⲟⲩ]ⲱϣ (Isa.  59.7),  ⟨⟩ⲱ (Isa.  65.11),  ⟨⟩ⲛⲟϥ
(Isa.  66.20) and possibly  ⲁⲡ⟨⟩ⲟⲉⲓⲛ (Isa.  60.1) “the light” or “your light” (as in the Greek), and

ⲡⲉⲟⲉⲓⲛ (Isa. 60.3) could be read as ⲡ⟨⟩ⲟⲉⲓⲛ; BL Acts: ⟨⟩ (Acts 16.1, 16.33) “a

Greek”; CB Epistles: ⟨⟩ϣ (1 Cor. 7.5) (2 Cor. 4.18) “for a time”; CB Acts: ⟨⟩ϣ
(Acts 19.22) “for a time”; ϣ⟨⟩ϣ (Acts 13.11) “for a time”, ⟨⟩ (Acts 13.47) “as a

light”, ⟨⟩ (Acts 16.1), ⟨⟩ (Acts 16.3) “a Greek”.
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2. /u/~/w/ following a consonant (Cf. Appendices: Cases C2, C3 and D3, D4)

ES: ⲟⲩ (var. ) CB: ⲟⲩ

Following a consonant the vowel /u/ and the glide /w/ are always realised ⲟⲩ in the

early and classical manuscripts: for example,  /ˈmu/, ⲥⲓⲟⲩ /ˈsju/,  /ˈmu.tə/,

ⲧⲁⲟⲩ /ˈta.ju/,   /tu.ˈjɔ/,  ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ /ˈhwi.tə/,  ϣ /ˈʃwit/. The variant of the

digraph carrying a circumflex in this environment in BL Deut. occurs at the end of the text, all

of them after 29.18.75 Are these true variants or accents for reading or singing purposes, as

Budge suggests?

3. /w/ following a vowel (Cf. Appendices: Cases D5, D6)

a) Following ⲟ, ⲱ, ⲓ and ⲟⲩ ES: ⲟⲩ (var. ) CB: ⲟⲩ
Following the vowels  ⲟ,  ⲱ,  ⲓ and ⲟⲩ the digraph is  stable in early and classical

Sahidic:  for  example,  ⲙⲟ /ˈmɔw/,  ϩⲟ /ˈhɔw/, ⲧⲱⲛ /ˈtown/,  ⲕⲟⲉ /ˈkɔ.wə/,

ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ /ˈci.wə/, ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ /ˈmuwt/.

There are two exceptions in the BL manuscript: ⲧⲃⲟⲩ (Acts 11.9) and ϥⲧⲟⲩ (Acts

11.5). On two occasions the scribe of BL Deut. employs the circumflex: ϩⲟ (Deut. 34.8)

ⲧⲁⲧⲁⲙ (Deut. 32.20). Once again, these occur at the end of Deuteronomy where the

use of the circumflex is quite frequent, as has been mentioned, and in these two cases the

circumflexes were written by the second hand.

b) Following ⲁ, ⲉ and ⲟⲟ ES: ⲩ (var. ⲟⲩ~) CB: ⲩ (var. ⲟⲩ)

When these vowels precede, the glide is represented by the upsilon only: for example,

 /ˈnaw/, - /pəw/, - /aw/,  /aˈwo/, ⲁⲩⲉⲓⲛ /a.ˈwin/, ⲙⲉⲉ /ˈmɛ:.wə/. The

double vowel ⲟⲟ is distinguished from the single omicron in the following lexemes: ϫⲟⲟⲩ
/ˈcɔ:w/ “say them” vs. ϫⲟⲟⲩ /ˈcɔw/ “send them”; ϩⲟ /ˈhɔ:w/ “day” vs. ϩⲟ† /ˈhɔw/

“to be bad”.76

75  (Deut. 30.19, 31.14, 31.27, 31.29, 32.50 x2, 33.1, 33.6, 34.5, 34.7);  (Deut. 30.19, 33.13, 33.23);

ϣϣ (Deut. 33.29);  ⲛⲧⲉ (Deut. 32.37);  ⲉⲓ (Deut. 33.20, 33.22);  ⲛⲛⲉ (Deut. 29.18);

ϩ (Deut. 29.23); ⲛⲛ (Deut. 33.13); cf. Budge (1912), p. xiv.

76 The interpretation of the double vowel representing a lengthening of the vowel is a highly contested issue.

Cf.  Peust  (1999),  pp.  205-210,  for  a  summary  of  the  debate.  Peust  takes  the  position  that  gemination
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There are only a few examples of variation in the early manuscripts:  ⲛⲁⲟⲩ “to/for

them” (BL Deut. 1.39, 5.9); ⲙⲁⲟⲩ (BL Deut. 1.46, 5.5, 5.15); ⲏⲥⲁⲟⲩ (BL Deut. 2.8) vs.

ⲏⲥⲁⲩ (BL Deut. 2.4, 2.5, 2.12); ϩⲁⲉⲟⲩ77 (P.Bodm. 23 Isa. 47.7); and ϩⲁⲟⲩ78 (P.Bodm. 23

Isa. 65.4). A more common exception occurs with the lexeme ϫⲓϫⲉⲉⲩ (plural of ϫⲁϫⲉ)

which displays a number of spellings:79 two forms appear in  P.Bodm. 18,  ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩ (Deut.

1.42, 7.5) and ϫⲓϫⲉⲉⲩ (Deut. 6.19); in BL Deut., ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩ (ϫⲓϫⲉ) is the usual form,

but we also see ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩⲉ.80

There is only one instance of the variant allograph written in the later Chester Beatty

manuscripts: ǀ (Acts 15.33).81

c) Following ⲏ ES: ⲩ~ⲟⲩ (var. ~ⲟⲩ~) CB: ⲩ (var. ⲟⲩ)

It is in this environment, when the glide follows the eta /e/, that variation proves to be

the strongest: for example, ⲧⲏⲩⲧ~ⲧⲏⲟⲩⲧ /ˈtew.tnn /, ϩ~ϩ /ˈhβe.wə/.

In  P.Bodm. 23 we find variation with the suffix pronouns (ϩⲧⲟ (Isa. 48.2)  vs.

ϩⲧ (Isa. 57.13)), the statives ( 28 times vs.  (Isa. 55.11), [] (Isa. 47.9)),

at the end of a lexeme (ⲧⲟ (Isa. 57.13) vs. ⲧ (Isa. 64.5)), and at the beginning of a

syllable within a lexeme (ϩ 6 times vs. ϩ~ϩ 4 times). But overall there is

a preference for the digraph, especially towards the end of the manuscript:  occurs 71%

expresses long vowels. The alternative hypothesis is that the doubling of a vowel indicates a vowel plus a

glottal  stop.  I  have  followed  the  reconstructions  of  Peust  for  this  project,  therefore,  for  the  sake  of

consistency, I am treating the doubling of a vowel as a long vowel, as in the case of  ⲙⲉⲉ /ˈmɛ:.wə/. In

Sahidic this situation does not include the doubled vowel-glides, as in the cases of ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ /ˈmuwt/ and

ϩ()() /ˈhjiβ/. Cf Peust (1999), p. 214 n. 242: “ⲟⲩⲟⲩ in ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ is to be interpreted as /uw/, as is

evident both from the etymology (mut) and from the status pronominalis of the verb (ⲙⲟⲟⲩ - /ˈmɔwt/; n.

241 “()() in dialects other than Akhmimic do not denote a long vowel eg. ϩⲧ “pit” < Demotic hyt is
probably /ˈhjit/.” Nevertheless, caution is advised regarding such reconstructions based on etymology since

we know little about apophonic transformations of Egyptian words throughout millennia. 

77  Crum (1939), p. 635a: pl. ϩⲁⲉ(ⲉ)ⲩ, ϩⲁⲉⲟⲩ S.

78  Crum (1939), p. 212b: ⲙϩⲁⲁⲩ, -ⲁⲟⲩ, ⲁⲩⲉ- S.

79 Crum  (1939),  p.  799b:  ϫⲓϫⲉⲉⲩ,  ϫⲓϫⲉⲉⲩⲉ,  ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩ (old  MSS),  ϫⲓⲛϫⲉⲉⲩ,  ϫⲓⲛϫⲉⲉⲩⲉ,

ϫⲓⲛϫⲉⲩⲉ S.

80 ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩ (BL Deut. 1.42, 6.19, 7.15, 12.10, 20.1, 20.3, 20.4, 23.9, 25.19, 28.25, 28.31, 28.48, 28.68, 30.7,

32.27 x2, 32.31, 32.41, 32.43, 33.29); ϫⲓϫⲉ (BL Deut. 33.7); ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩⲉ (BL Deut. 33.11).

81 Cf. Ghica (2006), p. 234; Funk (1995b), p. 39; Quecke (1984a), p. 43:  13 times and once 
(John 14.49).
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and  () 29%.82 The significant exception occurs with the lexeme ⲧⲏⲧ (ⲧⲏⲩⲧ)

which occurs 15 times, and ⲧⲏǀⲟⲩⲧ (Isa. 55.12) only once.83 The line break here suggests

a  syntagmatic  resyllabification, /ˈte.u.tnn /. In most cases where the single upsilon is used it

carries a circumflex, , occasionally . The circumflex is also used at times in BL Deut.

(ⲧⲃ (Deut. 23.10),  ⲧⲁϫⲣ (Deut. 33.28)),  but  once  again,  at  the  end  of  the

manuscript,  added  by a  later  hand,  where  its  function  is  questionable.  Like  P.Bodm.  23,

variation is characteristic of BL Deut. and Jon., with the digraph taking priority.84

On the other hand,  BL Acts and  P.Bodm. 18 almost exclusively employ the upsilon

alone. The only use of the digraph in P.Bodm. 18 is ϣ (Deut. 7.5), and in Acts it occurs

only with ⲟⲟ (Acts 1.12, 22.21), never ⲟ.

The early manuscripts clearly testify the struggle for priority of one allograph over

another in this environment. In the manuscripts where the digraph predominates, variation is

prevalent. In the manuscripts where the upsilon is favoured, variation is infrequent. In the

classical manuscripts, the upsilon alone becomes the standard, yet the digraph persists as a

variant form in the  Epistles, but only in the case of the two plurals,  ϩ~ϩ and

ⲡⲏⲩⲉ~ⲡ, where the glide begins a syllable.85 The scribe of  Acts, as usual, regularly

uses the now standard upsilon. 

82 Cf. Appendix 4, Table 93and 94.

83 Cf. Appendix 4, Table 93.

84 Cf. Appendix 2, Table 64 and 66.

85 Cf. Appendix 1, Table 35.
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4.4 CONCLUSION

The detailed comparative typologies of the vowel-glide graphemes as rendered in the

early and classical Sahidic manuscripts investigated in this study highlight the mechanism of

free variation in the process of standardising the orthography of these graphemes. The 4th-5th

century manuscripts are witnesses of the nascent Sahidic orthography, an orthography which

was in a state of flux, no doubt influenced by several competing dialects prevalent at that

time. Free variation is a characteristic feature of these early manuscripts, yet clear patterns of

graphemic  distribution  of  the  vowel-glides  begin  to  emerge  in  the  different  phonological

environments, and gradually evolve to the point when, within only a century or two, they

become  highly  standardised.  These  patterns  of  distribution  can  be  seen  in  the  following

summary comparative tables (Tables 6 and 7) which indicate the preferred choice of allograph

by each scribe in the respective environments.

Table 6: Comparative typology of the vowel-glide /i/~/j/

Context

Early Sahidic Classical Sahidic

P.Bodm.
18

P.Bodm.
23

BL
Deut./Jon.

BL Acts
CB

Epistles
CB Acts Examples

# + V-G       ⲣ 
C + V-G       ⲙⲓⲥⲉ ⲛⲓ ϩ
G + V       ⲉⲓⲛⲉ ϩ
ⲏ + G#       ⲏ
ⲟ + G#       ϫ
ⲱ + G# Ø      ϩϫ
 + G#       
ⲁ + G#  ~     
ⲉ + G#       -
V + GC       ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ
. + GV   ~    ϫ

As can be seen in Table 5, the principal graphemes that represent the vowel /i/ are 
and , and the glide /j/ is realised  and , except when preceded by a consonant. The choice

of allograph to render the vowel-glide /i/~/j/ beginning a lexeme, or following a consonant or
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glide, is fixed very early in the development of Sahidic orthography. However, it is when the

glide /j/ follows a vowel, at a syllable boundary, that the optionality between the graphemes

becomes more prevalent,  and the differences between early and classical  Sahidic  become

more apparent. The digraph is the dominant allograph for the glide in the early manuscripts,

although  the  iota  with  a  trema tends  to  be  preferred  after  the  vowel  ⲁ.  In  contrast,   is

favoured, following all the vowels, by the later scribes. The exception to this rule concerns the

use  of  the  digraph  for  the  glide  in  the  ‘covered’ position  which,  in  the  4th-5th century

manuscripts, is unusually stable, and indeed, remains the standard in the later texts, the variant

only used at the end of a line. 

Table 7: Comparative typology of the vowel-glide /u/~/w/

Context

Early Sahidic Classical Sahidic

P.Bodm.
18

P.Bodm.
23

BL
Deut./Jon.

BL Acts
CB

Epistles
CB Acts Examples

# + V-G       ⲛⲁⲙ
C + V-G       
ⲟ + G       ⲙⲟ
ⲱ + G       ⲧⲱⲛ
ⲓ + G       ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ
 + G Ø Ø     
ⲏ + G       ⲧⲏⲩⲧ
ⲁ + G       
ⲉ + G       -

ⲟⲟ + G       ϫⲟⲟⲩ

The distribution of the allographs realising the vowel-glide /u/~/w/ is less complex (cf.

Table 7). The vowel is rendered by the digraph . The glide is also written with the digraph

except after the vowels ⲁ, ⲉ,  and  ⲟⲟ where the single upsilon  ⲩ is employed. The choice

between the two graphemes occurs when the glide follows the vowel  ⲏ, in which case the

early scribes fluctuate between the two allographs, the digraph finally yielding to the upsilon

in  the  classical  period.  The  circumflex  which  occurs  quite  frequently  in  early  Sahidic,

although it  continues  to  exist  to  some extent  in  the  classical  manuscripts  with  the  /i/~/j/

digraph (), disappears from the allographs expressing /u/~/w/ ( and ).
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Of the early manuscripts, the book of Acts, the last biblical book in the British Library

codex, most reflects the classical standard in terms of the graphemic distribution of the vowel-

glides. The progression from the glide /j/ being rendered by the digraph to being superseded

by the iota with the trema is striking when comparing the texts of  Deuteronomy and  Jonah

with that of  Acts, especially since these texts are part of one codex, although written some

time  apart.  The  dating  of  this  codex  was  originally  attributed  to  the  mid-4th century  by

Kenyon86 and Hebbelynck,87 but more recently,  Orsini88 has brought forward the  terminus

ante quem to the mid-5th century. The orthography of the vowel-glides in  Acts may provide

further evidence to confirm Orsini’s conclusion of a later date. 

These graphemic elements typical of the early manuscripts, particularly the frequent

use of the digraph for the glide /j/,  persisted in the Chester Beatty collection, being most

evident in the Epistles. The codex which contains the Epistles is dated by Orsini to 500-550

CE, and that of  Acts to 525-574 CE,89 both, it is argued, having been produced in the same

scriptorium in the monastery of Apa Jeremiah at Saqqara.90 As such, the comparison of the

vowel-glides  in  these  two  codices  sheds  light  on  the  dynamics  of  standardisation.  The

optionality of the various graphic forms observed in the Epistles, on the one hand, reflects the

situation displayed in the earlier manuscripts, but on the other hand, points to a resolution

indicated in the standardised ‘rules’ of distribution as represented in  Acts, where the variant

forms have been to a large extent eliminated.

86 Budge (1912), p. lxiii.

87 Hebbelynck and Thompson (1921), p. 80.

88 Orsini (2008), p. 133-134.

89 Orsini (2008), p. 138-139.

90 Thompson (1932), p. ix.
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5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The  predominant  theme  which  has  emerged  from  this  investigation  of  scribal

orthographic practice, specifically in relation to graphemic realisations of the vowel-glides, is

the relative degree of regularity and variation exhibited in the early and classical  Sahidic

manuscripts.  The synchronic  approach complemented  by a  diachronic one  applied  to  this

study has highlighted the dynamics of orthographic change in the Sahidic literary manuscripts

from the 4th to the late 6th century in Egypt, and reveals the active influence of the transmitters

of the texts, the scribal hands. Free variation can be seen to be the vehicle by which the

written  language became standardised,  in  that  certain  variant  forms  prevailed  into  the  6th

century, while others were abandoned. What was free variation in the 4th and 5th centuries, as

these  manuscripts  reveal,  became  regular  variation  in  the  classical  period,  as  strict

orthographic rules are imposed in the strengthening monastic scriptoria. Yet language never

stands  still,  and  the  mechanism of  free  variation  persists,  even  in  a  highly  standardised

orthography such as that displayed in the Chester Beatty codices.

This thesis has sought to furnish a secure methodology for future studies on Coptic

orthography and to provide a detailed collection of data on two orthographic elements, the

graphemic realisations of the two vowel-glides in Sahidic. It is my hope that these data will

serve as reliable  comparanda for  further  linguistic  analyses  of early Sahidic  manuscripts,

most particularly, the Sahidic manuscripts of the Nag Hammadi codices.

56



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Almond, M. (2010), “Language Change in Greek Loaned Verbs”, Lingua Aegyptia 18, 19-31.

Böhlig, A. (1954), Die griechischen Lehnwörter in sahidischen und bohairischen Neuen 

Testament, Munich.

Boud’hors, A. (2006), “Paléographie et codicologie coptes: progrès et perspectives (1996–

2004),”  in  A.  Boud’hors  and  D.  Vaillancourt  (eds.),  Huitième  congrès  international

d’études coptes (Paris, 2004) 1 Bilans et perspectives 2000–2004, Paris, 95-109.

Budge, E.A.W. (1912), Coptic Biblical Texts in the Dialect of Upper Egypt, London.

— (1920), By Nile and Tigris, vol. 2, London.

Cherix, P. (1994),  Les variantes coptes non sahidiques classiques attestées dans le Codex

Cairensis Gnosticus VI: essai de typologie, Lausanne.

Clark, J., Yallop, C. and Fletcher, J. (2007), An Introduction to Phonetics and Phonology, 3rd

edn., Oxford.

Croft,  W.  (2000),  Explaining  Language  Change:  an  Evolutionary  Approach, Harlow,

England.

Crum, W.E. (1939), A Coptic Dictionary, Oxford.

Depuydt, L. (1993), “On Coptic Sounds”, Orientalia (Nova Series) 63, 338-375.

Emmel, S. (1991), “Nag Hammadi Library”, in A.S. Atiya (ed.),  The Coptic Encyclopedia,

vol. 6, New York, 1771-1773.

— (1993), “Recent Progress in Coptic Codicology and Paleography (1988-1992),” in T. 

Orlandi and D. W. Johnson (eds.), Acts of the Fifth International Congress of Coptic 

Studies, Washington, 12-15 August, 1992, vol. 1, Rome, 22–49.

Fleischman, S. (2000), “Methodologies and Ideologies in Historical Linguistics: On Working

with Older Languages”,  in S. Herring,  P. Van Reenen, and L. Schøssler (eds.),  Textual

Parameters in Older Languages, Amsterdam, 33-58.

Förster, H. (2002), Wörterbuch der griechischen Wörter in den koptischen dokumentarischen 

Texten, Berlin-New York.

Funk, W-P. (1988), “Dialects Wanting Homes: a Numerical Approach to the Early Varieties of

Coptic”, in J. Fisiak (ed), Historical Dialectology: Regional and Social, Berlin, 149-192.

— (1993), “Toward a Linguistic Classification of the ‘Sahidic’ Nag Hammadi Texts”, in D.W.

57



Johnson (ed.), Acts of the Fifth International Congress of Coptic Studies. Washington, 12-

15 August 1992, vol. II (Papers from the Sections Part I), Rome, 163-177.

— (1995a),  “The  Linguistic  Aspect  of  Classifying  the  Nag  Hammadi  Codices”,  in  L.

Painchaud and A. Pasquier  (eds.),  Les textes  de Nag Hammadi et  le problème de leur

classification: Actes du colloque tenu à Québec du 15 au 19 septembre 1993, Quebec, 107-

147.

— (1995b), “L’orthographe du manuscrit”, in P.-H. Poirier, W.-P. Funk, Le Tonnerre, intellect

parfait (NH VI,2) (BCNH, section “Textes”, 22), Paris, 13-53.

— (2009), “Methodological Issues in the (Morpho)phonological Description of Coptic” in G.

Goldenberg  and  A.  Shisha-Halevy  (eds.),  Egyptian,  Semitic  and  General  Grammar:

Studies in Memory of H.J. Polotsky, Jerusalem, 70-91.

Gardiner, A. (1994), Egyptian Grammar: Being an Introduction to the Study of Hieroglyphs,

3rd edn., Oxford.

Ghica,  V.  (2006),  Les  Actes  de  Pierre  et  des  douze  apôtres  (NH VI,  1). Doctoral  thesis,

Université Laval, Quebec, and École Pratique des Hautes Études, Paris.

Girgis W.A. (1966), “Greek Loan Words in Coptic”, Bulletin de la Société d’archéologie 

copte 18, 71-96.

Girgis W.A. (Anba Gregorios) (2001), “Greek Loan Words in Coptic”, Bulletin de la Société 

d’archéologie copte 40, 61-88.

Grossman, E. (2009), “Grammatical Variation and Language Change: The Case of Greek Verb

Lexemes in Coptic”, paper presented to:  Beyond Free-Variation: Scribal Repertoires in

Egypt  from  the  Old  Kingdom  to  the  Early  Islamic  Period,  14th-16th September,  2009,

Oxford, 1-16.

Hebbelynck, A. and Thompson, H. (1921), “Lʼunité et lʼâge du papyrus copte biblique Or.

7594 du British Museum”, Le Muséon 34, 71-80.

Hintze, F. (1980), “Zur koptischen Phonologie”, Enchoria 10, 23-91.

Hintze,  F.  and  Schenke,  H.M.  (1970),  Die  Berliner  Handschrift  der  sahidischen

Apostelgeschichte (P.15926), (Texte und Untersuchungen,109), Berlin.

Kahle, P.E. (1954),  Balaʼizah. Coptic Texts from Deir el-Balaʼizah in Upper Egypt, vol. 1,

London.

Kasser,  R.  (1960),  Papyrus  Bodmer  VI.  Livre  des  Proverbes.  (Corpus  Scriptorum

Christianorum Orientalium. Scriptores Coptici, tomus 27), Leuven.

58



— (1961), Papyrus Bodmer XVI. Exode I - XV, 21 en sahidique, Cologne-Geneva.

— (1962a),  Papyrus Bodmer XIX. Évangile de Matthieu XIV, 28 – XXVIII, 20. Épître aux

Romains I, 1 – II, 3 en sahidique, Cologne-Geneva.

— (1962b), Papyrus Bodmer XXI. Josué VI, 16-25, VII, 6 – XI, 23, XXII, 1-2, 19 – XXIII, 7,

15 – XXIV, 23 en sahidique, Cologne-Geneva.

— (1962c), Papyrus Bodmer XVIII. Deutéronome I-X, 7 en sahidique, Cologne-Geneva.

—  (1964),  Papyrus Bodmer XXII et Mississippi Coptic Codex II. Jérémie XL, 3 - LII, 34.

Lamentations. Épître de Jérémie. Baruch I, 1 – V, 5 en sahidique, Cologne-Geneva.

— (1965), Papyrus Bodmer XXIII. Esaïe XLVII, 1 – LXVI, 24 en sahidique, Cologne-Geneva.

— (1980),  “Prolégomènes  à  un  essai  de  classification  systématique  des  dialectes  et

subdialectes coptes selon les critères de la phonétique, I, Principes et terminologie”,  Le

Muséon 93, 53-112.

— (1982),  “Syllabation  rapide  ou  lente  en  copte,  I.  Les  glides  /j/  et  /w/  avec  leurs

correspondants vocaliques ‘/i/’ et ‘/u/’ (et phonèmes appariés analogues)”, Enchoria 11, 23-

37.

— (1983), “ⲉⲓ ou ⲓ pour /i/ ou /j/ dans les dialectes coptes”, Bulletin of the American Society

of Papyrologists, 20, 123-126.

— (1988),  “Status  quaestionis  1988 sulla  presunta  origine  dei  cosiddetti  Papiri  Bodmer”,

Aegyptus 68, 191-194.

— (1991a), “Bodmer Papyri” in A.S. Atiya (ed.), The Coptic Encyclopedia, vol. 1, New York,

48-53.

— (1991b), “Paleography” in A.S. Atiya. (ed.),  The Coptic Encyclopedia, vol. 8, New York,

175-184.

— (1991c), “Vocabulary, Copto-Greek” in A.S. Atiya. (ed.), The Coptic Encyclopedia, vol. 8,

New York, 215-222.

— (1991d), “Geography, Dialectal” in A.S. Atiya (ed.), The Coptic Encyclopedia, vol. 8, New

York, 133-141.

— (1997),  “Considérations  de  phonologie  dialectale  copte:  1.  lʼalphabet  de  S  etc.”,  Le

Muséon 100, 1-32.

Keller, R. (1994), On Language Change: The Invisible Hand in Language, trans. B. Nerlich,

London.

Labov, W. (1994), Principles of Language Change, vol.1, Oxford.

59



Lass, R. (1997), On Explaining Language Change, Cambridge.

Layton, B. (1974), “The Hypostasis of the Archons”,  Harvard Theological Review 67, 351-

425.

— (1976), “The Hypostasis of the Archons”, Harvard Theological Review 69, 31-101.

— (1985), “Towards a New Coptic Palaeography”, in T. Orlandi and F. Wisse (eds.), Acts of

the  Second  International  Congress  of  Coptic  Studies.  Roma,  22–26  September  1980,

Rome, 149–58.

— (1987),  Catalogue of Literary Manuscripts in the British Library Acquired since 1906,

London.

—  (2004),  A Coptic Grammar. With Chrestomathy and Glossary. Sahidic Dialect, 2nd edn.,

Wiesbaden.

Loprieno, A. (1995), Ancient Egyptian: A Linguistic Introduction, New York.

Metzger, B.M. and Ehrman, B.D. (2005),  The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission,

Corruption, and Restoration, 4th edn., New York-Oxford.

Mink, G. (1978), “Allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft und Koptologie”, in R. McL. Wilson (ed.),

The Future of Coptic Studies, Leiden, 71-103.

Nagel, P. (1965), “Der frühkoptische Dialekt von Theben”, in  Koptologische Studien in der

DDR (Wissenschaftliche  Zeitschrift  der  Martin-Luther-Universität  Halle-Wittenberg,

Sonderheft), 30-49.

— (1969), “Grammatische Untersuchungen zu Nag Hammadi Codex II”, in Fr. Altheim and

R. Stiehl (eds.), Die Araber in der alten Welt, vol. V/2, Berlin, 393-469.

— (1994),“Aufbau und Komposition des Papyruskodex BL Or. 7594 der British Library” in

S. Giversen, M. Krause and P. Nagel (eds.) Coptology: Past, Present, and Future: Studies

in Honour of Rodolfe Kasser, Leuven, 347-355.

Orsini,  P.  (2008),  “La  maiuscola  biblica  copta”,  Segno  e  Testo: International  Journal  of

Manuscripts and Text Transmission 6, 121-150.

Peust,  C.  (1999),  Egyptian  Phonology:  An  Introduction  to  the  Phonology  of  a  Dead

Language, Göttingen.

Polotsky, H.J. (1957), “Review of W.C. Till,  Koptische Grammatik (saïdischer Dialekt) mit

Bibliographie, Lesestücken und Wörterverzeichnissen (LSOS, 1), Leipzig, O. Harrassowitz,

1955”, in Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 52, 219-234.

— (1970), “Coptic”, in Th.A. Sebeok (ed.), Current Trends in Linguistics, vol. VI (Linguistics

60



in South West Asia and North Africa), Hague-Paris, 558-570.

Quecke, H. (1972), Das Markusevangelium Saïdisch. Text der Handschrift PPalau Rib. Inv.-

Nr.182 mit den Varianten der Handschrift M 569, (Papyrologica Castroctaviana, Studia et

Textus, 4), Barcelona.

—  (1973),  “Die  Schreibung  des  ⲟⲩ in  koptischen  Handschriften”,  Archiv  für

Papyrusforschung 22, 275-284.

— (1977), Das Lukasevangelium Saïdisch. Text der Handschrift PPalau Rib. Inv.-Nr.181 mit

den Varianten der Handschrift M 569, (Papyrologica Castroctaviana, Studia et Textus, 6),

Barcelona.

— (1984a), Das Johannesevangelium Saïdisch. Text der Handschrift PPalau Rib. Inv.-Nr.183

mit den Varianten der Handschriften 813 und 814 der Chester Beatty Library und der

Handschrift M 569, (Papyrologica Castroctaviana, Studia et Textus, 11), Barcelona.

— (1984b), “Zur Schreibung von i/j in der koptischen Buchschrift”, in Fr. Junge (ed.) Studien

zu Sprache und Religion Aegyptens: Zu Ehren von Wolfhart Westendorf,  überreicht von

seinen Freunden und Schülern, vol. 1 (Sprache), Göttingen, 289-326.

Robinson, J.M. (2013), The Story of the Bodmer Papyri: From the First Monasteryʼs Library

in Upper Egypt to Geneva and Dublin, Cambridge.

Roquet, G. (1982), “Variation libre, tendance, durée. De quelques traits de langue dans les

Nag  Hammadi  Codices”,  in  Écritures  et  traditions  dans  la  littérature  copte.  Journée

d’études coptes, Strasbourg 28 mai 1982 (CBC, 1), Leuven, 28-36.

Satzinger, H. (1985), “On the Origin of the Sahidic Dialect”, in T. Orlandi and F. Wisse (eds.),

Acts of the Second International Congress of Coptic Study, Roma, 22-26 September, 1980,

Rome, 307-312.

Saussure, F. de. (1983),  Course in General Linguistics, C. Bally, and A. Sechehaye (eds.),

with cooperation of A. Riedlinger, trans. and annot. R. Harris, London.

Schmidt,  C.  (1925),  “Der  Kolophon des  Ms.  orient.  7594  des  Britischen  Museums:  eine

Untersuchung zur Elias-Apokalypse” in  Sitzungsberichte der Preussischen Akademie der

Wissenschaften, Berlin, 312-321.

Schüssler, K. (1995), Biblia Coptica = Die koptischen Bibeltexte, 1.1, Wiesbaden.

— (1996), Biblia Coptica = Die koptischen Bibeltexte, 1.2, Wiesbaden.

— (2001), Biblia Coptica = Die koptischen Bibeltexte, 1.3, Wiesbaden.

Shisha-Halevy, A. (1976), “Akhmîmoid Features in Shenouteʼs Idiolect”, Le Muséon 89, 353-

61



366.

— (1991), “Sahidic”, in A.S. Atiya. (ed.),  The Coptic Encyclopedia, vol. 8, New York, 194-

202.

Steindorff,  G.  (1904),  Koptische  Grammatik  mit  Chrestomathie,  Worterverzeichnis  und

Literatur, Berlin.

Stenroos, M. (2009), “From Scribal Repertoire to Text Community: The Challenge of Variable

Writing Systems”, paper presented to: Beyond Free-Variation: Scribal Repertoires in Egypt

from the Old Kingdom to the Early Islamic Period, 14th-16th September, 2009, Oxford,, 1-

26.

Stern, L. (1880), Koptische Grammatik, Leipzig.

Thompson, H. (1913), The New Biblical Papyrus. A Sahidic Version of Deuteronomy, Jonah, 

and Acts of the Apostles from Ms. Or. 7594 of the British Museum, London.

— (1932),  The Coptic Version of the Acts of the Apostles and the Pauline Epistles in the

Sahidic Dialect, Cambridge.

Till,  W.  (1928),  Achmîmisch-koptische  Grammatik  mit  Chrestomathie  und  Wörterbuch,

Leipzig.

—  (1955),  Koptische Grammatik  (Saïdischer Dialekt)  mit  Bibliographie,  Lesestücken und

Wörterverzeichnissen, Leipzig.

Vergote,  J.  (1973a),  Grammaire  copte,  t.  1a (Introduction,  phonétique  et  phonologie,

morphologie synthématique [structure des sémantèmes], partie synchronique), Leuven.

—  (1973b),  Grammaire Copte,  t.1b,  (Introduction, phonétique et phonologie, morphologie

synthématique [structure des sémantèmes], partie diachronique), Leuven.

Weinreich, U., Labov, W., and Herzog, M. (1968), “Empirical Foundations for a Theory of

Language Change”, in W. P. Lehmann and Y. Malkiel,  (eds.),  Directions for Historical

Linguistics: a Symposium, Austin, Texas, 95-195.

Worrell, W.H. (1934), Coptic Sounds, Michigan.

62



APPENDICES

VOWEL-GLIDE TYPOLOGIES

63



64



APPENDIX 1: CHESTER BEATTY MSS. 813 AND 814 

A. Graphemic forms of the vowel /i/ (~~ⲉ~ )

Table 8: Typology of the vowel /i/

Case Syllabic Context1 CB Ms. 814

Acts

CB Ms. 813

Epistles
Examples

A1 #ˈV  (var. ⲉ~)  (var. ⲉ~~) ⲉ~ /ˈi/ ⲣ /ˈi.rə/  /ˈi.nə/

A2 #(ˈ)VC   (var. ⲉ) ⲉⲓⲥ- /is/

A3 (ˈ)(C)CV  (var. ~ⲉ)  (var. ~ⲉ)
ϫ /ci/ ϥ /ˈfi/ ⲥ /ˈsi/ 

ⲙⲓⲥⲉ /ˈmi.sə/ ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ /ˈshi.mə/

ⲡⲓ- /pi/ (ϯ-) /ti/ ⲛⲓ- /ni/

A4 (ˈ)(C)CVC(C)  (var. )  (var. ) ⲛⲓ /ˈnim/

ϭⲓⲛ- /kʲin/

A5 ˈ(C)GV   (var. ⲉ) ⲟⲩⲉ /ˈwi/ ⲉⲓⲛⲉ /ˈwi.nə/

ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ /ˈhwi.tə/

A6 ˈ(C)GVC  (var. )  (var. ) ⲁⲩⲉⲓⲛ /a.ˈwin/ ϣ /ˈʃwit/

ϩ /ˈhjiβ/ ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ /da.ˈwid/

Key

V = vowel

G = glide

C = consonant 

(C) = possibility of one or more consonants

# = segment boundary

 ˈ = accented syllable 

. = syllable divider

Ø = no occurrences

1 Phonological reconstructions are based on Peust (1999).
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Case A1:   #ˈ  V   V =  (var. ⲉ~~)
At the beginning of lexemes, in an open syllable, the vowel /i/ is represented by the digraph

 (var.ⲉ):
~ⲉ, ⲣ~ⲉⲣ, ~ⲉ, , ⲃⲉ, ϣ.

In Copto-Greek the initial vowel /i/ is also rendered with the digraph:

, , , ⲁ, , 
~ⲉ, ~ⲉ.

 is regularly written ϯ with the definite article.

Note: ϩⲓⲕⲱⲛ (Rom. 1.23) (2 Cor. 3.18), ⲑⲓⲕⲱⲛ (Rom. 8.29) (1 Cor. 11.7, 15.49 x2) (2 Cor.

4.4) (Col. 3.10) (Heb. 10.1) = εἰκών. Cf. Case 3: /i/ following a consonant.

Use of the circumflex: The scribe of Acts always writes the verb  “to come” with a line over

the iota which, although similar to a superlinear stroke, most likely represents an abbreviated

circumflex.2 The scribe of the  Epistles also makes use this quasi circumflex, however, less

consistently and in more varied situations. Since the most frequent form in both Acts and the

Epistles is the oblique line, this is the form of the circumflex which will be used for these two

Chester Beatty codices (ⲉ).
Table 9: # vs. ⲉ

Standard:  Variant: ⲉ
ⲉ (Acts 16.13, 17.13, 18.5, 20.21, 24.1, 25.17, 25.23,

27.5)

(Epistles: 94 occurrences)

Acts: 5%      Epistles: 83%

ⲉ (Acts: 147 occurrences)

(Rom. 15.24) (1 Cor. 7.5, 10.1, 14.23, 16.10. 16.12 x2)

(2 Cor. 5.8, 7.6, 7.7, 8.17, 8.19) (Heb. 3.16) (Gal. 3.19,

3.23, 4.4) (Phil. 3.11) (1 Thess. 2.18) (1 Tim. 3.13)

Acts: 95%      Epistles: 17%

ⲣ (Acts: passim)

(Epistles: 76 occurrences)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 94%

ⲉⲣ (Acts: Ø)

(Rom. 1.9) (1 Cor. 9.23, 9.27) (2 Cor. 8.24) (Phil. 1.4) 

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 6%

 (Acts: passim)

(Epistles: 45 occurrences)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 98%

ⲉ (Acts: Ø)

(2 Cor. 3.2)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 2%

ⲉⲧ (εἴτε) (Acts: Ø)

(Epistles: 60 occurrences)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 97%

ⲉⲧ (Acts: Ø)

(2 Cor. 12.2 x2)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 3%

2 The only other instance of this scribeʼs use of the circumflex with the digraph is occasionally at the end of the

following lexemes: ⲁⲣⲭⲉ (Acts 1.22, 8.35, 10.37,18.26), ⲉⲡⲓⲕⲁⲗⲉ (Acts 7.59), ⲉⲅⲕⲁⲗⲉ (Acts 26.2), and

 (Acts 27.38). 
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Standard:  Variant: ⲉ
 (εἴδωλον) (Acts: passim)

(Rom. 2.22)  (1  Cor. 5.10,  6.9,  8.1,  8.4,  8.10,  10.7,

10.14, 10.19, 12.2) (2 Cor. 6.16) (Gal. 5.20) (Eph. 5.5)

(Col. 3.5) (1 Thess. 1.9)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 80%

ⲉ (Acts: Ø) (1 Cor. 10.19)

ⲉǀ (1 Cor. 5.11, 8.4, 8.10)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 20%

With  a  preformative  clitic:  This  rule  is  observed  even  when  preceded  by a  preformative

segment,  with the following exceptions in the  Epistles where  the epsilon is omitted when

preceded by the definite article.

Table 10: Definite article + # vs. 

Standard:  Variant: 
ⲉ (Epistles: Ø)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 0%

 (2 Cor. 8.10) “the doing”

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 100%

 (Rom. 5.14) (Heb. 1.3) (Phil. 3.21)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 60%

 (Heb. 7.15) “the likeness”

ǀ (Rom. 6.5)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 40%

 (Acts 7.41) 

Acts: 100%     Epistles: 0%

Note:  (Acts 15.20, 15.29) 

(Rom. 2.22) (1 Cor. 8.1, 8.4, 8.10, 12.2) (2 Cor. 6.16)

(1 Thess. 1.9)  

ǀ (1 Cor. 8.7)

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 100%

Biblical names/proper nouns: The exception to this rule occurs with biblical names where  is

regular: 

, , ⲓⲧⲏⲥ,  (Acts 13.22) for ⲉ.
The trema is always omitted when the singular definite article is cliticised: 

, ⲗ.

Case A2   #(ˈ)  V  C V =  (var. ⲉ)
There is only one example of the vowel in this domain, and on one occasion the digraph

carries a circumflex:

ⲉⲓⲥ-, ⲉⲥ- (Heb. 2.13).
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Case A3:   ˈ(C)C  V   and     C  V V =  (var. ~ⲉ)
When the vowel /i/ follows a consonant, in an open syllable, it is generally realised by the

grapheme . For example:

ϫ, ϥ, ⲙⲓⲥⲉ, ϩⲓⲧ, ⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ, ϫ, , ϣ, ϭ, ⲡⲓ-, (ϯ-), ⲛⲓ-.

Variation: The exception to this rule occurs with the lexeme  which is consistently written

with the digraph:

 (Rom. 15.24) (Col. 2.23);  (Acts 27.38) (Phil. 4.12) [Crum (1939), p. 316b: ,
].

Note Crumʼs entry for the following:

•  (Acts 7.43) [Crum (1939), p. 313a:  , S , Ac 7 43 S ];

•  (Acts 20.37)  (Rom. 16.16) (1 Cor. 16.20) (2 Cor. 13.12) (1 Thess. 5.26) [Crum

(1939), p. 260a:  (S),  (SAF) “kiss”];

•  (Acts 26.13) [Crum (1939), p. 267a: ,  (S); 267b: ϥ (l. -)

Mor 40, 37 (S)].

The variants ~ⲉ occur almost exclusively in the Epistles, and often appear at the end of a

line.

Table 11: C +  vs. ~ⲉ

Standard:  Variant: ~ⲉ
ϫ (Acts: 62 occurrences)

(Epistles: 129 occurrences)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 93%

ϫ (Rom. 1.27) (Gal. 3.2) (2 Cor. 1.15)

ϫǀ (Rom. 9.33) (1 Cor. 3.14, 6.7, 7.2) (Heb. 13.11)

ϫⲉǀ (1 Cor. 11.8)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 7%

ϥ (Acts: 13 occurrences)

(Epistles: 40 occurrences)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 93%

ϥ (1 Cor. 5.2)

ϥǀ (2 Tim. 2.16)

ϥⲉ (Eph. 4.14) 

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 7%

ϩ “thresh, beat” (1 Cor. 9.9, 9.10)

Acts: Ø     Epistles: 67%

ϩ (1 Tim. 5.18)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 33%

ϩ/ϩ
(Acts: 66 occurrences)

(Epistles: 244 occurrences)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 98.8%

ϩ (Gal. 3.19) – rubbing on the 
ϩǀⲙ (1 Cor. 1.10)

ϩǀ (2 Cor. 1.4)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 1.2%

ϩϩ (Acts 16.24) 

(Rom. 7.22) (1 Cor. 5.12) (2 Cor. 4.16, 7.6) 

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 80%

ϩǀϩ (Eph. 3.17)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 20%

 (Rom. 13.9, 13.10, 15.2) (1 Cor. 6.1)

(Eph. 4.25)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 83%

ǀ (Gal. 5.14)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 17%
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Standard:  Variant: ~ⲉ
ϭ
(Acts: 168 occurrences)

(Epistles: 117 occurrences)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 99.2%

ϭǀ (2 Tim. 3.17)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: .8%

1st person singular of the Temporal conjugation

- (Acts 11.15,  22.11,  22.17,  23.27,  24.20,

25.15)

(1  Cor. 2.1,  13.11)  (2  Cor. 2.12,  2.13,  11.9)  (Gal.

2.14) (Phil. 4.15)

Acts: 86%      Epistles: 100%

ⲛǀ- (Acts 22.6)

Acts: 14%      Epistles: 0%

Words of Greek origin:

a)  Greek  ι is  generally  rendered  with  Sahidic  .  Variation  occurs  in  the  Epistles in  the

following:

Table 12: Greek ι:  C +  vs. ~ⲉ

Standard: ι >  Variant: ι > ~ⲉ
ἔτι 
 (Acts 2.26, 9.1, 10.44) 

(Heb. 11.4)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 7%

 (Rom. 5.6,  5.8)  (1 Cor. 3.3,  12.31) (2 Cor.

1.10) (Heb. 7.10, 7.15, 9.8, 11.36, 12.26, 12.27)

 (1 Cor. 15.17) (Heb. 10.37)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 93%

μήτι 
 (Acts 10.47) 

(2 Cor. 12.18) 

εἰ μήτι
 (Acts 8.31, 11.19, 15.1,17.21, 24.21, 27.22)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 5%

 (2 Cor. 1.17, 3.1)

 (Rom. 7.7, 13.1, 14.14) (1 Cor. 2.11, 7.5,

12.3,  15.36) (2 Cor. 2.2,  12.5,  12.13, 13.5)  (Heb.

3.18) (Gal. 1.7, 2.16, 6.14) (Phil. 4.15) (1Tim. 5.19)

(2 Tim. 2.5)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 95%

ὅτι 
ϩ (Acts 4.16) 

(2 Cor. 11.21) 

Acts: 100 %      Epistles: 33%

ⲟⲩⲭ  (2 Cor. 1.24) (Phil. 4.17)

Acts: 0 %      Epistles: 67%

ἐπιθυμέω
 (Acts 20.33) 

(Rom. 7.7, 13.9) (1 Cor. 10.6) (1 Tim. 3.1)

 (1 Cor. 10.6) (Gal. 5.17)

Acts: 100%    Epistles: 86%

 (Heb. 6.11)

Acts: 0%    Epistles: 14%

ἄδικος
 (Acts 24.15) 

(Rom. 3.5)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 50%

 (Heb. 6.10)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 50%
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b) Greek ει is also generally rendered with Sahidic . Variation occurs in the following:

Table 13: Greek ει:  C +  vs. ~ⲉ (excluding verb endings)

Standard: ει >  Variant: ει > 
ἐπειδή
 (1 Cor. 1.22)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 20%

 (Acts 13.46, 14.12, 15.24) 

(1 Cor. 1.21, 15.21) (Heb. 2.14) (Phil. 2.26)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 80%

συνείδησις
 (Rom. 2.15, 9.1, 13.5) (1 Cor. 8.7, 8.10,

8.12, 10.25 10.27, 10.28, 10.29 x2) (2 Cor. 1.12, 4.2)

(Heb. 9.9, 9.14, 10.2, 10.22, 13.18) (1 Tim. 1.5, 3.9,

4.2) (2 Tim. 1.3) (Titus 1.15)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 100%

 (Acts 23.1, 24.16)

 (1 Tim. 1.19)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 0%

ἀντικειμενος
 (1 Cor. 16.9)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 50%

 (2 Thess. 2.4)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 50%

c) In the case of contract verb endings -έω/-έομαι (imperative -ει; infinitive -εῖν, -εῖσθαι),

there is strong optionality between the two allographs   and  ~ⲉ. Following a vowel,   is
always used (cf. Case B5).

Greek ει > Sahidic :
 (Acts 2.12, 5.24, 10.17, 25.20);  (2 Cor. 4.8 x2) ἀπορέω;

 (Acts 24.16) ἀσκέω;

 (1 Cor. 13.5) ἀσχημονέω;

 (2 Thess. 3.7) ἀτακτέω;

 (Acts 16.9, 21.28) (2 Cor. 6.2) (Heb. 2.18) βοηθέω;

 (Acts 27.35, 28.15) εὐχαριστέω;

 (Rom. 2.4) (1 Cor. 11.22) (Heb. 12.2) (1 Tim. 4.12, 5.12, 6.2) (Titus 2.15)

καταφρονέω;

 (Acts 22.30,  24.2,  24.8,  24.13,  24.19,  25.5,  25.11,  25.16,  28.19)

κατηγορέω;

 (1 Cor. 6.9, 6.10, 15.50 x2) (Heb. 1.4, 1.14, 6.12, 12.17) (Gal. 4.30, 5.21)

κληρονομέω;

 (1 Tim. 2.9, 3.2) (Titus 2.10) κοσμέω;

 (Acts 15.15) συμφονέω;

 (Acts 8.1, 22.20) συνευδοκέω;

 (Acts 22.5);  (Acts 26.11) τιμωρέω;

70



 (Rom. 13.4) (1 Cor. 15.49 x2) φορέω;

 (Gal. 3.5) χορηγέω.

Greek ει > Sahidic :
 (Heb. 2.3, 8.9) (1 Tim. 4.14) ἀμελέω;

 (1 Cor. 1.19) (Heb. 10.28) (Gal. 2.21, 3.15) (1 Thess. 4.8 x2) ἀθετέω;

 (Acts 18.25) (1 Cor. 14.19) (Gal. 6.6); (Gal. 6.6) καθηγέομαι;

 (Rom. 1.30) καταλαλέω;

 (Gal. 4.10) παρατηρέω;

But: 3 (Acts 4.21) ἀπειλέω or ἀπείλω ( (Acts 9.1) where it is a noun ἀπειλή).

Table 14: Greek ει:  C +  vs. ~ⲉ (verb endings)

Standard: ει >  Variant: ει > ~ⲉ
παρακαλέω
 (Rom. 16.17) (2 Cor. 12.18) (2 Thess. 3.12) (1

Tim. 2.1)

ἐπικαλέω

ἐγκαλέω

προκαλέω
Acts: 0%      Epistles: 9%

 (Acts 16.39) 

(Rom. 12.1,  12.8)  (1  Cor. 1.10,  4.13,  4.16,

16.12, 16.15) (2 Cor. 2.8, 6.1, 7.6 x2, 8.6, 10.1)

(Heb. 3.13, 10.25, 13.19, 13.22) (Eph. 4.1, 6.22)

(Phil. 4.2) (Col. 4.8) (1 Thess. 4.1, 4.10, 4.18,

5.11,  5.14)  (2  Thess. 2.17)  (1  Tim. 5.1,  6.2)

(Titus 2.6) (Philem 9, 10)

 (Phil. 4.2) (Titus 2.15)

ǀ⟨⟩ or ǀ⟨⟩ (Rom. 15.30)

 (Acts 9.14,  9.21,  22.16,  25.11,

25.25, 28.19) 

 (Acts 7.  59,  15.17,  25.12,  25.21,

26.32)

 (Rom. 10.12, 10.13, 10.14) (1 Cor.

1.2) (2 Cor. 1.23) (Heb. 11.16) (2 Tim. 2.22) 

 (Acts 23.28, 23.29, 26.7)

 (Acts 26.2) 

 (Gal. 5.26) 
Acts: 100%      Epistles: 91%

κοινωνέω
 (Rom. 12.13,  15.27)  (Heb. 2.14)  (Gal. 6.6)

(Eph. 5.11) (1 Tim. 5.22) 

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 86%

 (Phil. 4.14)

ǀ⟨⟩ or ǀ⟨⟩ (Phil. 4.15)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 14%

3 Girgis (1966), p.79 § 6  for .
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Standard: ει >  Variant: ει > ~ⲉ
διακονέω
 (Acts 6.2,  19.22)  (Rom. 15.25)  (2  Cor. 3.3,

8.19, 8.20, 11.8) (Heb. 6.10 x2) (1 Tim. 3.13)

Acts: 100%     Epistles: 89%

 (1 Tim. 3.10)

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 11%

ἐνηργέω
 (1 Cor. 12.6, 12.11) (2 Cor. 1.6) (Heb. 4.12) (Gal.

5.6)  (Eph. 2.2)  (Phil. 2.13)  (Col. 1.29)  (2  Thess. 2.7)

(Philem 6) 

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 50%

 (Rom. 7.5) (1 Cor. 16.9) (2 Cor. 4.12)

(Gal. 2.8  x2,  3.5)  (Eph. 1.11,  1.20,  3.20)  (1

Thess. 2.13)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 50%

λυπέω
 (2 Cor. 7.8, 7.9 x3, 7.11) (1 Thess. 4.13) 

Acts: Ø     Epistles: 37%

 (Rom. 14.15) (2 Cor. 2.2  x2, 2.3,  2.4,

2.5, 2.7, 6.10, 7.8) (Eph. 4.30)

Acts: Ø     Epistles: 63%

προσκαρτερέω
 (Acts 1.14, 2.42, 2.46, 8.13, 10.7) (Rom.

12.12) (Col. 4.2)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 67%

 (Rom. 13.6)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 33%

ὁμολογέω
ϩ (Acts 7.17, 23.8, 24.14) (Rom. 10.9) (1 Tim.

6.12) (Titus 1.6)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 50%

ϩ (Rom. 10.10) (Heb. 11.13, 13.15)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 50%

ἐξομολογέομαι
 (Acts 19.18)

Acts: 100 %      Epistles: 0%

 (Rom. 14.11) (Phil. 2.11)

Acts: 0 %      Epistles: 100%

καταργέω
 (Rom. 3.3, 3.31, 6.6) 

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 60%

 (1 Cor. 1.28) (2 Thess. 2.8)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 40%

ἐπιθυμέω
 (Acts 20.33) (Rom. 7.7, 13.9) (1 Cor. 10.6) (1

Tim. 3.1) 

 (Heb. 6.11)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 71%

 (1 Cor. 10.6) (Gal. 5.17)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 29%

βαρέω
 (2 Cor. 1.8, 5.4) 

ἐπιβαρέω
Acts: Ø      Epistles: 50%

 (2 Cor. 12.16)

 (2 Cor. 2.5)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 50%

ἐκκακέω
ϭ (2 Cor. 4.1) (2 Thess. 3.13)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 40%

ϭ (2 Cor. 4.16) (Gal. 6.9) (Eph. 3.13)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 60%

φθονέω
 (Titus 2.7) 

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 33%

 (Gal. 3.1, 5.26)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 67%

αἰτέω
 (Acts 3.14,  7.46,  9.2,  12.20,  13.21,  13.28,  25.3,

25.15) (1 Cor. 1.22) (Eph. 3.20)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 67%

 (Eph. 3.13)

Acts: 0%      Epistles 33%
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Standard: ει >  Variant: ει > ~ⲉ
παραιτέομαι
 (Acts 25.11) (Heb. 12.25) (1 Tim. 4.7, 5.11)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 43%

 (Heb. 12.19,  12.25)  (2  Tim. 2.23)

(Titus 3.10)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 57%

φυσάω (contract -άω)

 (Gal. 2.15, 4.8)

Acts: Ø     Epistles: 50%

 (Rom. 2.14) (Eph. 2.3)

Acts: Ø     Epistles: 50%

d) This type of verb ending is also applied to a number of Greek verbs of another class. For

example, -ω >-έω verbs in Sahidic may have the ending  or  instead of :4

 (Rom. 15.12) ἄρχω “to rule”;

 (Eph. 5.29) (1 Thess. 2.7) θάλπεω.

Table 15: Greek ει:  C +  vs. ~ⲉ (verbs of another class)

Standard: ει >  Variant: ει > ~ⲉ
ἄρχομαι “to begin”

 (2 Cor. 3.1, 8.6, 8.10) (Gal. 3.3) (Phil. 1.6) 

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 100%

 (Acts 1.1, 2.4, 11.4, 11.15, 24.2, 27.35)

ⲁⲣⲭⲉ (Acts 1.22, 8.35, 10.37, 18.26)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 0%

ψάλλω
 (Eph. 5.19) 

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 25%

 (Rom. 15.9) (1 Cor. 14.15)

ⲉ (1 Cor. 14.15)

Acts: Ø    Epistles: 75%

e) Impersonal verbs appear in the form of the Greek 3rd person singular present indicative:5

 (Acts 15.22, 15.25, 15.28, 15.34) δοκεῖ.

Table 16: Greek ει~ι: C +  vs.  (impersonal verbs)

Standard: ει~ι >  Variant: ει~ι > 
ἔξεστι
 (1 Cor. 10.23) 

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 25%

 (1 Cor. 6.12 x2, 10.23)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 75%

πρέπει
 (Heb. 2.10) 

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 33%

 (Heb. 7.26) (Eph. 5.3)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 67%

4 Girgis (2001), pp. 72-75 § 191-196.

5 Girgis (2001), p. 68 § 186.
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Taking into account all these verbs, the scribe of Acts uses the grapheme ⲓ 64% of the time,

and  36% (most of which are limited to -~-ⲉ and ~ⲁⲣⲭⲉ). The scribe

of the Epistles uses ⲓ 46% of cases, and  54%.

f) Greek  ε  >  Sahidic ~: Stressed  έ generally maintains its spelling in Coptic.6 But note

παραγγέλω:

ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲅⲓⲗⲉ – regular in Acts (Acts 1.4, 4.17, 4.18, 5.28, 5.40, 10.42, 15.5, 16.18,

16.23, 17.30, 23.22, 23.30);

ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲅⲉⲓⲗⲉ - regular in the  Epistles (1 Cor. 7.10, 11.17) (1 Thess. 4.11) (2 Thess.

3.6, 3.10, 3.12) (1 Tim. 1.3, 4.11, 6.13, 6.17); except ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲅⲓⲗⲉ (1 Tim. 5.7).

Case A4:   ˈ(C)C  V  C(C) and C  V  C V = ⲓ (var. ⲉⲓ)
In a closed syllable there is a strict adherence to this rule:

ⲛⲓ, , ϭⲓⲛ-,  (πόλις).

But note the following biblical name:

 (Βενιαμίν) (Acts 13.21) (Rom. 11.1) (Phil. 3.5).

Case A5:   ˈ(C)G  V G = /w/ V = ⲉⲓ (var. ⲉ)
In contrast to the previous rule, when the vowel  /i/ follows a glide in an open syllable the

digraph is employed:

ⲉⲓⲛⲉ, ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ, ⲗⲉⲩⲉⲓⲧⲏⲥ (Λευίτας).

Variation: The digraph generally carries a circumflex at the end of a lexeme:

 (“ one” fem.) (1Cor 7.2 x2) (Gal. 4.24) – always with circumflex;

ⲗⲉⲩⲉ (Heb.7.9) vs. ⲗⲉⲩⲉⲓ (Heb. 7.5, 7.9) Λευϊ.

6 Girgis (1966), p. 87 § 12.
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Case A6:   ˈ(C)G  V  C G = /w/ or /j/ V = ⲉⲓ (var. )
In a closed syllable the digraph realises the vowel when preceded by a glide. In this case the

second vowel-glide element, , is interpreted as vocalic, the first, consonantal.7 The variant

occurs at the end of a line only:

ϣ~ϣ, ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ~ⲇⲁⲩⲇ (Δαυίδ), ϩ, .

Table 17: G +  vs. 

Standard:  Variant: 
ϣ (Acts 4.25, 14.15) 

(Rom. 1.21,  4.14,  8.20) (1 Cor. 1.17,  3.20,  9.15,  15.10,

15.14 x2, 15.17, 15.58) (Gal. 2.2) (Col. 2.8) (1 Thess. 2.1)

(1 Tim. 1.6, 6.20) (2 Tim. 2.16) (Titus 3.9)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 90%

ϣǀ (Eph. 4.17, 5.6)

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 10%

ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ (Δαυίδ) (Acts 2.25,  2.29,  2.34,  4.25,  7.45,

13.22 x2, 13.34, 13.36, 15.16) (Rom. 1.3, 4.6, 11.9) (Heb.

4.7, 11.32) (2 Tim. 2.8)

Acts: 91%      Epistles:100%

ⲇⲁⲩⲇǀ (Acts 1.16)

Acts: 9%      Epistles: 0%

7 In cases like this, where two vowel-glides are adjacent, it is sometimes difficult to decide which is the vowel

and which is the glide. Most of the time the etymology is consistent with GV, but it is not out of the question

that apophonic transformations may occur over time. In the case of ϩ the long form of the definite article,

which is used with this word (ⲧⲉϩ), indicates that the word begins with a consonant cluster, therefore,

the GV sequence is appropriate here. The same also applies to ϩ (ⲛⲉϩ). Cf. Peust (1999), p. 260,

214 n. 242.
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B. Graphemic forms of the glide /j/ (~~~ⲉ)

Table 18: Typology of the glide /j/

Case Syllabic Context
CB Ms. 814

Acts

CB Ms. 813

Epistles
Examples

B1 #ˈGV  (var. ~)  (var. )  /ˈjo/ ⲟⲉ /ˈjɔ.tə/ 

B2 #ˈGVC(C)  (var. )  (var. )  /ˈjot/

B3 ˈ(C)CGV   ϩ /ˈhje/  /ˈtsjɔ/ 

ϩ /ˈhjɔ.mə/

B4
ˈ(C)CGVC   ϥ /ˈtsjɔf/ ϩ /ˈhjiβ/ 

ⲉⲃⲓⲏⲛ /ə.ˈβjen/

B5

ˈ(C)VG#

V =    (var. ~) ⲏ /ˈej/

V =   (var. )  (var. ~) ⲙⲟ /mn .ˈmɔj/  /ˈwɔj/

V =    ⲉϫⲱ / ə.coj/

V =     /ˈkuj/ 

V =    (var. ) ϣ /a.ˈʃaj/

(C)VG# 
V =    (var. ) ⲁ- /aj/ 

V =    (var. ~) - /pəj/

B6 ˈ(C)VG.CV(C)

V = 
 (var. )

V = , 
 (var. )

 ϩⲛ /ˈhɔj.nə/

 /a.ˈmej.tnn /

V = , 


V = 
 ϩ /ˈhaj.βəs/

B7 ˈ(C)VGC#  (var. )  (var. )
ⲙⲁⲉⲓⲛ /ˈmajn/ ⲥϩⲁⲉⲓϥ /ˈshajf/

ϫⲟⲉⲓⲧ /ˈcɔjt/  /ˈɔjk/ 
ϣ /ˈwɔjʃ/ ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ /ˈcɔjs/

B8 CVC.ˈGV   ⲣⲉⲓⲏ /rmn ˈje/

B9
ˈ(C)V.GV(C)

(C)V.ˈGV(C)
 (var. ~)  (var. ~)

ϫ~ϫ /ˈca.jə/

~~ⲧⲁⲟ /ta.ˈjɔ/ 

 /tu.ˈjɔ/
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Case B1:     #ˈ  G  V G =  (var. ~)
At the beginning of lexemes, in open syllables, the glide /j/ is represented by the digraph :

ⲁ, ⲁⲗ, , , ⲱ, ⲣ, , ⲣ, ϩ, ϩⲉ,

ⲱⲩ.

With a preformative clitic:  On one occasion the epsilon is  omitted when preceded by the

definite article:

ǀ (Acts 16.13) [Crum (1939), p. 82a: , ].

Coalescence of two adjacent glides: 

 (Acts 19.25) “this trade” (⟨⟩) [Crum (1939), p. 81a: , ].

Biblical names/proper nouns:

ⲁⲥⲱⲛ/ⲁⲥⲥⲱⲛ, ϩ, , , /, ⲱⲥⲏⲥ,

ⲱⲥⲏⲫ, , , ⲗⲓⲟⲥ, ⲧⲟⲥ, , , ;
ϯ (regular with the definite article).

The initial glide regularly loses the trema when followed by the singular definite article:

ⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟⲩⲥⲁⲗⲏⲙ (Epistles), ⲑⲓⲗ (Acts), .
On one occasion the plural  definite  article is  employed without  the superlinear stroke,  in

which case syntagmatic resyllabification has taken place:

 /nju.ˈdaj/ (Rom. 3.9).

This is in contrast to the usual plural definite article , where the trema is retained:

 /nn .ju.ˈdaj/ (Acts: 61 occurrences) (Epistles: 12 occurrences).

Case B2:     #ˈ  G  VC(C) G =  (var. ~)
At the beginning of a lexeme, in a closed syllable, the glide is also realised with the digraph:

, .

With a preformative clitic: As in the previous Case A1, the digraph is sometimes reduced to a

simple  iota  when preceded by the definite  article,  or  other  preformative.  In  one case the

digraph is replaced by   where it follows the preformative segment  ϩ-.  Cf. Case B5, the

domain where the grapheme  follows the vowel  within a segment.
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Table 19: Clitic + # vs. ~

Standard:  Variant: ~
 (Acts 1.4, 1.7, 2.33, 28.8) 

(Eph. 5.20) (Rom. 8.15) (1 Cor. 8.6, 15.24) (2 Cor. 1.3 x2,

11.31) (Heb. 12.9) (Gal. 1.1, 1.3, 4.2, 4.6) (Eph. 1.3, 1.17,

2.18, 3.14, 4.6)  (Phil. 2.11) (Col. 1.3,  1.12, 3.17) (Titus

1.4) 

ǀ (Rom. 6.4)  This  is  a  case  of  dittography.

Perhaps the scribe intended to write ǀ, but resumed

the usual  spelling in  the next  line.  There are  two other

examples of dittography in this same verse.

Acts: 100%     Epistles: 88%

ǀ (Rom. 15.6) 

 (Eph. 6.23) 

ǀ (2 Tim. 1.2) 

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 12%

Crum (1939), p. 76a: , , 

Acts: Ø       Epistles: 0%

 (1 Cor. 15.56), 

 (1 Cor. 15.55)

Acts: Ø       Epistles: 100%

Crum (1939), p. 73a: ,  (S),  (B)

ϩ- (Rom. 1.13) (2 Cor. 1.9)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 100%

Note:  (Heb. 11.38); - (Eph. 6.6) (Col. 3.22);

- (Heb. 11.7);  -ⲉ (Rom.

11.34); - (Acts 8.31, 10.22) (1 Cor. 2.16).

ϩ- (Acts 26.9)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 0%

Case B3:     ˈ(C)C  G  V G = 
The glide following a consonant, in an open syllable, is always rendered with a iota:

ϩ, , ϩ, ϭⲓ, ϩ.

Case B4:     ˈ(C)C  G  VC G =
The glide following a consonant, in a closed syllable, is also always rendered with a iota:

ϥ, ϫ (< ⲉ), ⲉⲃⲓⲏⲛ, ϩ.

Case B5:     ˈ(C)V  G#   and     (C)V  G#

a) Accented syllables ˈ(C)VG#

V = ⲏ Acts: G =  Epistles: G =  (var. ~)
V = ⲟ Acts: G =  (var. ) Epistles: G =  (var. ~)
V = ⲱ Acts: G =  Epistles: G = 
V = ⲟⲩ Acts: G =  Epistles: G = 
V = ⲁ Acts: G =  Epistles: G =  (var. )
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The final glide /j/ following a vowel, in accented syllables, is represented by the allograph ,
with a number instances where the variants  ~, ( (53%) and  (47%)) are employed,

mostly by the scribe of the Epistles. There is only one example of the scribe of Acts using the

variant ( (Acts 18.2)).

Lexical forms: 

ϫ, ⲙⲁⲧ, ϭⲃ, ⲥⲧ, ϩⲁⲙⲟ, ,  (νοέω),  (μετανοέω);

, ⲙ;
ⲥ, ϣ, ⲁϩ, ϩ, ϣϩ, ϩ, ϩ, , ⲟⲩϫ, ϭⲙ, ϩ, ,
, .

Table 20: VG#    G =  vs. ~

Standard:  Variant: ~
 (Acts 2.2, 2.36, 2.46, 4.34, 5.42, 7.10, 7.20, 7.42, 7.47,

7.49,  8.3,  9.11,  9.17,  10.2,  10.6,  10.17,  10.22,  10.30,

10.32, 11.11, 11.12, 11.13, 11.14, 12.7,  12.12, 16.15  x2,

16.31, 16.32, 16.34 x2, 17.5, 18.7  x2, 18.8, 19.16, 20.20,

21.6, 21.8) 

(Rom. 16.11) (1 Cor. 14.35) (2 Cor. 5.1) (Heb. 3.3,  8.8,

11.7) (Col. 4.15) (1 Tim. 3.4) (Philem 2) 

⟨⟩ or ⟨⟩ (2 Tim. 2.20)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 23%

 (Rom. 16.10) (1 Cor. 16.15, 16.19) (2 Cor.

5.1)  (Heb. 3.2,  3.5,  3.6  x2)  (Gal. 6.10)  (Eph.

2.19) (Phil. 4.22) (1 Tim. 3.15, 5.8, 5.13, 5.14)

(2 Tim. 1.16) (Titus 1.11)

 (Rom. 16.5)  (1  Cor. 1.16,  11.22,  11.34)

(Heb. 3.4,  8.8,  8.10, 10.21) (1 Tim. 3.5,  3.12,

5.4) (2 Tim. 3.6, 4.19) 

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 77%

 (Acts 7.31, 7.57, 8.29, 8.30, 9.1, 10.28, 14.5,19.29,

21.33, 22.26, 22.27, 23.14, 28.9) 

(Heb. 4.16, 7.25, 10.1, 10.22, 11.6, 12.22) (1 Tim. 6.3)

Acts: 93%      Epistles: 87%

 (Acts 18.2)

(Heb. 12.18)

Acts: 7%      Epistles: 13%

 (Eph. 4.16) (Col. 2.19)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 50%

 (Phil. 1.20) (2 Cor. 10.15)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 50%

1st person singular suffix pronouns:

, ϩⲁⲧ;
ⲉⲣⲟ, ⲕⲧⲟ, ϩⲁⲣⲟ, ⲧⲥⲁⲃⲟ, ϣⲁⲣⲟ, ⲧⲁⲙⲟ, ⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ, ϫⲡⲟ, ⲑⲡⲟ,
ⲧⲁϩⲟ, ⲑⲃⲓⲟ;
ⲉⲣⲱ, ⲉϫⲱ, ϩⲓϫⲱ, ⲙⲱ, ⲱ, ⲱ, ⲱ;
ⲛ;
ⲛⲁ, ϩ, ⲁ;
 /, ⲙ.
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Table 21: Variation with the 1st person singular suffix pronouns in accented syllables

Standard:  Variant: 
ϩ (Rom. 19.5  x2)  (2  Cor. 2.3,  7.8) (Phil. 3.4)

(Philem 21)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 86%

ϩ (2 Cor. 7.8)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 14%

 (Acts: 21 occurrences) (Epistles: 33 occurrences)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 97%

ǀ (Gal. 5.11)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 3%

b) Unaccented preformatives (C)VG#

V = ⲁ Acts G =  Epistles G =  (var. )
V =  Acts G =  Epistles G =  (var. ~)

The glide /j/ functioning as the 1st person singular pronominal subject of verbal conjugations

preceded by the vowel  is realised  with only one exception, in the Epistles. The construct

participles,  ϥ-  and ⲙ-, are  also  regular. Following  the  vowel   in  the  verbal

conjugations and the demonstrative articles, the scribe of Acts is also consistent with the use

of . On the other hand, the Epistles display considerable optionality between the allographs 
and the digraph (- 59% ~ - 41%) following the vowel .

Table 22: 1st person singular pronominal subject of verbal conjugations:  +  vs. 

Conjugation Standard:  +  Variant:  + 
Perfect I - passim 

Perfect I Relative /

Perfect II

- (Acts 13.2, 20.18  x2, 20.24, 22.5, 22.10, 24.11,

24.21, 26.12, 28.17) 

(1 Cor. 2.1, 2.3, 4.6, 5.11, 9.15, 13.1, 15.32) (2 Cor. 2.9,

2.10, 7.12) (Heb. 11.6) (Gal. 1.12, 2.2  x2) (Phil. 2.16,

3.12) (1 Tim. 1.13) (Titus 3.12) 

⟨⟩ ϣⲁⲱⲧ (1 Cor. 2.3)

(-)ⲉⲛ- (Acts 10.20, 20.25, 25.11)

(Rom. 11.3) (1 Cor. 11.1, 11.2, 11.23, 15.1, 15.2, 15.3,

16.1, 16.21) (2 Cor. 2.3 2.10, 7.14, 11.7,  12.17) (Heb.

3.11, 4.3, 8.9 x2) (Gal. 2.10, 2.18, 5.21) (Eph. 3.3, 3.7,

6.22) (Phil. 3.8)  (Col. 1.23,  1.25,  4.8,  4.18) (2 Thess.

3.17) (1 Tim. 1.3, 1.20) (2 Tim. 1.12, 3.11, 4.13) (Titus

1.5) (Philem 10)

Acts: 100%     Epistles: 98%

ǀ- (Phil. 2.16) 

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 2%
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Table 23: 1st person singular pronominal subject of verbal conjugations:  +  vs. ~

Conjugation Standard:  +  Variant:  + ~
Present

Circumstantial /

Present II

-  (Acts 11.5,  14.10,  17.23  x2,  20.19, 20.21,  20.25,

20.31, 20.35, 22.3, 22.4  x2, 22.6, 22.11, 22.17, 22.20

x2,  23.28,  23.30,  24.10,  24.12  x2,  24.14  x2,  24.17,

24.18,  24.21,  25.10,  25.18,  25.20,  26.6,  26.11  x2,

26.17, 26.22 x2, 26.26, 28.17, 28.20) 

(Rom. 1.9,  1.10,  3.5,  6.19,  7.1,  7.14,  15.15,  15.16,

15.24 x2, 15.29) (1 Cor. 2.1, 4.14, 5.3 x3, 5.10, 6.5, 7.6,

7.29, 7.35, 9.8,  9.17, 9.18, 9.19, 9.20, 9.26  x2, 9.27,

10.15, 10.19, 13.11, 13.12, 14.6, 15.10, 15.34  x2) (2

Cor. 1.23, 2.3, 7.3, 8.8, 10.1, 10.2, 10.9, 11.21, 12.16)

(Heb. 2.13,  6.14)  (Gal. 1.13,  1.14,  2.2,  3.17)  (Eph.

1.16, 4.17, 5.32, 6.21) (Phil. 1.4, 1.6, 1.9, 1.16, 1.25,

3.6, 3.10, 3.12, 3.13 x2, 3.14, 3.18, 4.17 x2) (Col. 1.24,

2.4) (1 Tim. 3.14) (2 Tim. 1.4, 1.5) (Philem 4, 5, 9 x3,

21 x2)

 (Gal. 4.11)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 70%

- (Rom. 15.20,  15.29)  (1

Cor. 9.23, 9.26, 16.7) (2 Cor.

1.17,  7.3,  7.8,  10.1,  11.9,

11.21, 11.23, 13.2) (Heb. 6.14,

11.32) (Gal. 1.10, 1.14, 1.15,

2.20,  3.15,  4.18,  5.11)  (Eph.

4.17)  (Phil. 2.12)  (Col. 1.29,

2.5) (1 Tim. 1.13) (2 Tim. 1.4,

1.12)

-  (1  Cor. 4.14) (2  Cor.

11.8, 13.2) (Eph. 1.16) (Phil.

3.12)  (Col. 2.5)  (2  Thess.

3.17)

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 30%

Imperfect - (Acts 2.25, 10.30 x2, 11.5,  11.11, 18.14, 22.19,

22.20, 23.5, 25.11, 25.22, 26.11 x2) 

(Rom. 7.7, 9.3) (1 Cor. 4.4, 13.11 x2) (2 Cor.1.15, 7.8,

8.8, 9.3, 11.17, 12.14) (Gal. 4.20) (Phil. 4.11) (2 Thess.

2.5) (Philem 13)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 60%

ⲛ- (Rom. 15.18, 15.22) (1

Cor. 13.11) (Gal. 1.13) (Phil.

3.18)

ⲛ- (Rom. 7.9)  (1  Cor.

4.14 (2 Cor. 7.3)  (Gal. 1.10,

1.13) 

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 40%

Adhortative

(Future III)

- (Phil. 1.20)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 50%

ⲛ- (1 Cor. 8.13) 

Acts : Ø     Epistles: 50%

Conditional ϣ- (Acts 24.25) 

(Rom. 11.27, 15.24, 15.28) (1 Cor. 9.16 x2, 13.1, 13.3,

14.6,  14.11,  14.14)  (2  Cor. 12.6,  12.10)  (Phil. 1.27,

2.23) (Titus 3.12)

Acts: 100%        Epistles: 71%

ϣ-  (2  Cor. 10.8)  (1

Tim. 3.15)

ϣ-  (Rom. 15.32)  (1

Cor. 16.2, 16.3, 16.5)

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 29%

Aorist Negative

Circumstantial Acts: Ø        Epistles: 0%

- (2 Cor. 11.29)

Acts: Ø     Epistles: 100%

Future I

Circumstantial/

Future II

- (Acts 18.6, 20.22, 22.21, 26.2, 26.12, 28.19) 

(Rom. 15.24, 15.25) (1 Cor. 14.6) (2 Cor. 12.5) (Heb.

11.32)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 71%

- (2 Cor. 11.30) (1 Tim.

1.3)

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 29%

Summary Acts: 100%     Epistles: 68% Acts: 0%     Epistles: 32%
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Table 24: Variation with demonstrative articles

Standard:  +  Variant:  + ~
- (Acts 1.6, 1.19, 1.21, 1.24, 2.12, 2.33, 2.38, 3.16,

4.17, 4.22, 5.4, 5.20, 5.28, 5.38 x2, 6.5, 6.13 x2, 6.14,

7.4,  7.7,  7.29,  7.60,  8.21,  8.29,  9.13,  9.14,  9.21 x2,

10.17,  10.18,  11.12,  13.26,  15.6,  16.28,  17.6,  17.18,

19.27,  19.37,  19.40,  20.18,  21.11,  21.28  x2,  22.22,

22.26, 23.9, 23.13, 23.17, 23.18, 23.25, 23.27, 23.30,

24.2, 24.5, 24.10, 24.19, 25.5, 25.17, 25.22, 25.24 x3,

26.26, 26.31 x2, 28.4, 28.28) 

(Rom. 4.9,  7.24, 8.18, 9.9, 11.5, 12.2, 15.28) (1 Cor.

1.20,  2.6  x2,  2.8,  3.18,  3.19,  4.2,  5.10,  7.31, 11.25,

11.26, 14.21, 15.19) (2 Cor. 1.10, 4.7, 8.19, 9.4, 9.12,

11.10, 12.3, 12.13) (Heb. 6.3, 9.9, 10.10, 10.33) (Gal.

1.4, 5.8) (Eph. 1.21, 5.32) (Phil. 1.29) (Col. 1.27, 4.8)

(1 Thess. 3.3) (1 Tim. 4.8, 6.17) (2 Tim. 4.10) (Titus

2.12)

Acts: 100%     Epistles: 61%

- (Rom. 3.26, 5.2, 6.2) (1 Cor. 5.3, 7.31, 11.5) (2

Cor. 8.20) (Heb. 7.8, 9.11) (Eph. 2.2, 2.8)

-  (Rom. 11.25,  13.6,  13.9)  (1  Cor. 2.12,  5.2,

13.13)  (2 Cor. 1.15,  3.10,  4.4,  8.14,  9.3)  (Heb. 7.1,

12.1, 13.14) (Gal. 6.16) (Eph. 6.12, 6.22)

⟨⟩ (2 Cor. 7.11)

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 39%

- (Acts 1.16, 1.17, 1.25, 2.6, 2.40, 4.27, 6.3, 8.19,

8.35,  10.30,  16.12,  16.20,  17.19,  18.10,  19.25

⟨⟩,  22.3,  22.4,  22.28,  24.21,  26.7,  27.23,

28.20 x2, 28.22) 

(Rom. 16.22) (1 Cor. 3.12, 4.13, 8.9, 11.5) (2 Cor. 2.6,

8.6, 8.7) (Heb. 7.22) (Gal. 4.25) (Col. 3.13) (1 Thess.

5.27) (1 Tim. 1.18) (2 Tim. 2.19) (Titus 1.13)

 (Acts 16.24, 18.15, 22.22)

(Rom. 16.18) (1 Cor. 7.15,  11.16) (2 Cor. 3.4,  3.12,

12.3, 12.5) (Heb. 8.1, 12.3, 13.16) (Gal. 5.23) (Philem

9)

ϩ (Acts 3.18,  7.1,  13.34,  14.1,  15.15,  15.23,

17.11, 20.11, 21.11, 22.24, 23.11, 24.9, 24.14) 

(Rom. 6.4,  9.20)  (1 Cor. 3.15,  5.3,  7.7,  7.11,  11.25,

7.26, 9.24, 9.26 x2) (Eph. 4.20) (Gal. 5.21) (1 Tim. 3.8,

3.11, 5.25) 

Acts: 100%     Epistles: 41%

-  (1 Cor. 4.11,  14.21)  (2 Cor. 1.10,  3.12,  4.1)

(Heb. 2.3) (Phil. 2.2)

-  (1 Cor. 9.12, 11.14) (2 Cor. 9.13) (Heb. 4.7)

(Gal. 6.11) (Eph. 3.8) (Col. 4.16)

 (Rom. 2.2) (1 Cor. 5.1, 7.28) (Heb. 7.26)

(Gal. 6.1) (Phil. 2.29) (2 Thess. 3.12) (Titus 3.11)

ϩ (2 Cor. 10.11) 

 (1 Cor. 5.5, 5.11, 16.16, 16.18) (2 Cor.

2.7, 12.2, 11.13) 

ϩ (Rom. 2.3, 5.21, 6.11, 10.6, 15.20) (1 Cor.

7.40)  (2 Cor. 9.5)  (Heb. 2.14,  5.3,  6.9,  6.15,  10.25,

11.14) (Gal. 6.2) (Eph. 5.28) (Phil.4.1) (2 Thess. 3.17)

(Titus 2.3)

ϩ (1 Cor. 9.15, 14.25) (2 Cor. 8.6) (Heb. 4.4,

9.6, 9.21) (Gal. 1.6) (Eph. 5.27, 6.9) (Phil. 3.17) (1

Thess. 4.17) (1 Tim. 2.9) (Titus 2.6)

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 59%

- (Acts 1.15, 3.24, 4.16, 5.5, 5.8, 5.24, 5.32, 5.35,

5.36,  5.38, 10.44,  13.42, 14.15,  16.17, 16.20,  16.35,

16.36, 16.38, 19.37, 20.34, 21.5, 21.15, 21.38, 25.20,

26.29)

(Rom. 15.23) (Heb. 1.2, 13.16) (2 Cor. 7.1) (1 Thess.

3.3, 4.18) (2 Tim. 3.5, 3.8)

Acts: 100%     Epistles: 73%

- (1 Cor. 6.13)

- (1 Cor. 7.15) (2 Tim. 1.12)

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 27%
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Standard:  +  Variant:  + ~

Summary

Acts: 100%     Epistles: 52%

Summary

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 48%

Case B6:     ˈ(C)V  G  .CV(C) G =  (var. )
V = ⲟ Acts: G =  (var. ⲓ) Epistles: G =  (var. ⲓ)
V = ⲏ Acts: G =  Epistles: G =  (var. ⲓ)
V = ⲁ Acts: G =  Epistles: G = 

When the  glide  closes  a  syllable  within a  lexeme,  takes  precedence,  but  with variation

following the vowels  and . Following the vowel , the iota with a trema is stable.

ϭ, ϭ~ⲉⲓϭ, ϩⲛ~ϩ, ~ⲁⲙⲏⲉⲓⲧ;

ϩ, ϩ.

Table 25: Variation in the glide at a syllable boundary

Standard:   Variant: 
 (Acts 16.15, 16.36)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 0 %

 (2 Cor. 6.17)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 100 %

ϭ (Acts 10.29, 13.28, 22.24 ǁϭ, 23.28, 27.30) 

ǁϭ (Acts 10.21)

(1 Thess. 2.5) 

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 50 %

ϭ (Phil. 1.18)

Acts: 0%      Epistles:50 %

ϩ (Acts 6.9, 12.1, 14.4, 15.1, 15.5. 15.24, 17.4, 17.6,

17.18 x2, 17.28, 17.32, 19.9, 19.13, 19.31 ϩǀ, 21.16,

23.9, 23.12, 27.44, 28.24) 

(Rom. 3.3, 3.8, 11.14, 11.17, 11.24, 11.25 ϩǀ) (1 Cor.

4.18, 8.5, 8.7, 9.22, 10.7, 10.8, 10.9, 10.10, 12.28, 15.6,

15.12,  15.34)  (2 Cor. 2.16  x2,  8.13,  10.2,  10.12)  (Heb.

3.16, 4.6, 10.25, 13.2) (Gal. 1.7, 2.12 ϩǀ) (Eph. 4.11

x2) (Phil. 1.15, 1.16) (2 Thess. 3.11) (1 Tim. 1.3, 1.6, 1.19,

4.1,  5.15,  5.24,  6.10,  6.21)  (2  Tim. 2.18  ϩǀ,  2.20

ϩǀ)

Acts: 91%      Epistles: 100%

ϩǀ (Acts 10.23, 11.20)

Acts: 9%      Epistles: 0%

ϩ (Acts 7.58, 9.39, 16.22, 18.6, 20.33, 22.20 ϩǀ,

22.23 ϩǀ) 

(Heb. 1.11) (1 Tim. 2.9 ϩǀ)

Acts: 78%      Epistles: 100%

ϩ (Acts 11.15)

ϩǀ (Acts 14.14)

Acts: 22%      Epistles: 0%
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Case B7:     ˈ(C)V  G  C# G = ⲉⲓ (var. )
In the ‘covered’ position, the variant form is mostly used at the end of a line, rarely elsewhere:

ϫⲟⲉⲓⲧ,  ,  ,  , ϣ,  ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ, , ϣϣ, ϣϫ,

, , ϩ,  (ⲧ+ϩ), ϫ, , ϩϥ.

Table 26: Variation in the glide in the ‘covered’ position

Standard:  Variant: 
ϣ/-ϣ (Acts: 23 occurrences) 

(Epistles: 109 occurrences)

⟨⟩ϣ (1 Cor. 15.58) 

⟨⟩ϣ (Phil. 1.4) 
Acts 85%      Epistles: 96%

ϣǀ/-ϣǀ (Acts 1.7, 8.11, 14.17)

-ϣⲉǀⲧⲙⲁⲩ (Acts 7.20)

ϣǀ (Rom. 3.26,  5.6)  (Heb.  4.7,  9.9)

(Philem 4)

Acts: 15%      Epistles: 4%

ϣϣ (Acts 1.2, 3.24, 4.29, 4.31, 5.20, 8.4, 8.40,

11.20, 13.5, 13.38, 14.15, 15.36, 16.10, 16.17, 17.3, 17.13,

17.23, 21.8)

(Rom. 2.21,  10.8,  10.15,  16.25)  (1 Cor. 1.21,  2.4,  9.14,

9.27, 11.26, 15.11, 15.12, 15.14) (2 Cor. 1.19, 4.5, 11.4 x2)

(Gal. 1.8,  1.9,  1.11,  1.16,  1.23,  2.2,  5.11)  (Eph. 4.11)

(Phil. 1.17, 1.18) (Col. 1.23, 1.28) (1 Thess 2.9) (1 Tim.

3.16) (2 Tim. 4.2, 4.5, 4.17) (Titus 1.3)

Acts: 75%      Epistles: 87%

ϣϣǀ (Acts 4.2,  7.52,  14.21,  16.21,

17.18) 

ϣϣǀ (Acts 5.42)

ϣϣǀ (Rom. 10.14) (1 Cor. 1.23) (Gal.

1.8) (Phil. 1.15, 4.15)

Acts: 25%      Epistles: 13%

ϫ (Acts: 110 occurrences) 

ϫ (Acts 9.20)

(Epistles: 280 occurrences)

Acts: 97%      Epistles: 94%

ϫǀ (Acts 4.26, 4.29, 9.17) 

(Rom. 5.1, 5.11) (2 Cor. 1.2, 1.14) (Heb. 1.10,

8.8) (Eph. 1.21) (Phil. 3.1, 4.23) (Col. 1.3, 3.24)

(2 Thess. 3.16) (2 Tim. 1.18  x2, 2.24) (Philem

20, 25)

ϫ (Phil. 4.23)

Acts: 3%      Epistles: 6%

 (Acts 20.31) 

(1 Cor. 16.13)  (2 Cor. 11.27)  (Heb. 13.17)  (Eph. 6.18)

(Col. 4.2) (1 Thess. 5.6, 5.10)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 87%

ǀ (2 Cor. 6.5)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 13%

 (Acts 2.42, 2.46, 7.11, 20.11, 27.35 ǀ)

(1 Cor. 10.16, 1.17 x2, 11.23, 11.26, 11.27, 11.28) (2 Cor.

9.10) (Heb. 9.2) (2 Thess. 3.8, 3.12)

Acts: 83%      Epistles: 100%

ǀ (Acts 20.7)

Acts: 17%      Epistles: 0%

 (Rom. 2.22 x2, 7.3 x2, 13.9) (1 Cor. 6.9)

Acts: Ø     Epistles: 86%

ǀ (Heb. 13.4)

Acts: Ø     Epistles: 14%

ǀ (Acts 16.26)

Acts: 50%      Epistles: Ø 

 (Acts 21.30)

Acts: 50%      Epistles: Ø 

Possessive predicate

ϥ (1 Cor. 15.31) 

 (2 Cor. 2.4)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 100%

ϥ (Acts 3.6)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 0%
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Case B8:   CVC.ˈ  G  V G = 
At the beginning of a syllable,  following a closed syllable,  the digraph renders the glide,

possibly an extension to the domain of Case B1:

ⲣⲉⲓⲏ, ⲣⲉⲓⲟⲟⲩⲉ.

Case B9:     ˈ(C)  V.  G  V(C) and   (C)  V.   ̍ G  V(C)

Acts: G =  (var. ~) Epistles: G =  (var. ~)
The  distribution  of  the  allographs  differs  between  the  two  scribes  in  the  case  of  the

intervocalic glide that begins a syllable preceded by an open syllable. The digraph is preferred

in the Epistles, and the iota with the trema in Acts.

Acts: , ϫ, ⲧⲁⲟⲩ, ⲉⲉ, ⲉⲉ- (Adhortative base), ;

~~.

Epistles: , , ~ⲧⲁⲟ~, , ϫ~ϫ;

ⲉⲉ, ⲉⲉ- (ⲉⲉ- Gal. 1.16).

Table 27: Variation in the intervocalic glide

 ~
() (Acts 2.33, 20.24, 24.3 ǀ, 28.10) 

(Eph. 4.8) (Phil. 4.8) (1 Tim. 1.15)

- (Eph. 6.2) (1 Tim. 5.3, 6.1)

 (Acts 5.34) 

(2 Cor. 3.10) (Heb. 13.4) (Eph.5.27) (Phil. 2.29)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 24%

() (Rom. 2.10, 2.29, 9.21, 12.10, 13.3,  13.7

x2, 15.11) (1 Cor. 4.5) (2 Cor. 8.18) (Heb. 2.7, 2.9,

3.3, 5.4) (Eph. 1.6, 1.12, 1.14, 2.8, 2.11) (Phil. 1.11)

(1 Tim. 1.17, 4.9, 5.17 x2, 6.1, 6.16) (2 Tim. 2.20)

 (Rom. 2.7)

 (1 Cor. 4.10)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 76%

() (Acts 13.39 x2 ǀ)

(Rom. 3.4, 5.16, 5.18) (1 Tim. 3.16)

- (Rom. 3.30, 4.2) (Gal. 3.8)

 (1 Cor. 4.4)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 22%

()  (Rom. 2.13,  3.26,  3.28,  4.5,  4.25,  5.1,

5.9, 5.16, 5.18, 6.7, 8.4, 8.30  x2, 8.33) (1 Cor. 6.11)

(Gal. 2.16 x3, 2.17, 3.11, 3.24, 5.4) (Titus 3.7)

 (Rom. 3.20, 3.24)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 78%

ϭ- (Rom. 8.3)

ϭ (Rom. 8.34) 

ϭ (Rom. 2.1) 

Acts: Ø     Epistles: 25%

ϭ-  (Heb. 11.7)

ϭ() (Rom. 5.16, 5.18, 8.1) (1 Cor. 11.32) (2

Cor. 3.9, 7.3)

ϭ (Rom. 14.23) (Titus 3.11)

Acts: Ø     Epistles: 75%

ϫ (2 Cor. 2.14)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 50%

ϫ (Col. 2.15)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 50%

ϫ (Acts 1.20, 7.36, 7.44, 12.17) 

(1 Cor. 10.5) (Heb. 3.17, 11.38)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 75%

ϫ (2 Cor. 11.26)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 25%
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 ~
 (Acts 6.1, 16.1, 21.37) 

(Rom. 1.16, 2.9, 2.10, 3.9, 10.12) (1 Cor. 12.13)

Acts: 33%      Epistles: 100%

 (Acts 9.29, 11.20, 16.3, 19.10, 20.24)

 (Acts 21.28)

Acts: 67%      Epistles: 0%
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C. Graphemic forms of the vowel /u/ (~)

Table 28: Typology of the vowel /u/

Case Syllabic Context
CB Ms. 814

Acts

CB Ms. 813

Epistles
Examples

C1 #(ˈ)V  (var. )  (var. )
 /ˈu/8 ⲃ /ˈu.βə/ ⲛⲁⲙ /ˈu.nam/9

- /u/ ϫⲁ /u.ˈcaj/10 ϣⲏ /u.ˈʃe/11

C2 (ˈ)(C)CV    /ˈmu/ ⲥⲓⲟⲩ /ˈsju/  /ˈmu.tə/

ⲧⲁⲟⲩ /ˈta.ju/  /tu.ˈjɔ/

C3 ˈ(C)CVC(C)   ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ /ˈmuwt/12  /ˈkuj/

 (/nuw/) ⲉϩⲛ /ə.ˈhun/

Case C1:     #(ˈ)  V V =  (var. )

At the beginning of a segment the vowel /u/ is realised :

, ⲃ, ⲛⲁⲙ, , -, ϫⲁ, ϣⲏ.

With a preformative clitic: This rule stands (with certain exceptions listed below) even when

the initial  is preceded by a clitic segment. For example: prepositions (eg. , , ϣ,

ⲥⲁ);  proclitic  pronouns  (eg.  ),  future  auxiliary  (-),  conjugation  bases  (eg.  -,

-), adjectives (eg. ) or conjunctions (eg. ϫ). For example:

ⲉⲧⲃⲉⲟⲩ (Acts 3.12), ⲥⲁⲟⲩⲛⲁⲙ (Acts 2.34) ϣⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ (Acts 21.16).

But:  (Rom. 11.25) “that a hardness has...” (Perfect II).13

In the following cases variation occurs under the influence of certain clitics:

• The indefinite article  - is regularly reduced to  -- when it is preceded by the

preposition  and the Perfect I conjugation nominal base . For example:

ⲉⲩⲗⲁⲟⲥ (Rom. 10.21) “to a people” ⲁⲩⲙⲁⲉⲓⲛ (Acts 4.16) “a sign has...”. 

8 Peust (1999), p. 264:  “what?”, “seems to be a syllabic variety of w rather than an original vowel /u/...”.

9 Depuydt (1993), p. 375: ⲛⲁⲙ from demotic wnm.

10 Peust (1999), p. 145: /u.ˈcaj/, although p. 124 /ˈwcaj/; ϫⲁ < wDA.
11 Depuydt (1993), p. 375: ϣⲏ < wx.
12 Peust (1999),  p. 214 n. 242: “ⲟⲩⲟⲩ in  ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ is to be interpreted as /uw/, as evident both from the

etymology (mwt) and from the status pronominalis of the verb (ⲙⲟⲟⲩ - /ˈmɔwt/)”; n. 241: “(ⲉ)ⲓ(ⲉ)ⲓ in

dialects other than Akhmimic do not denote a long vowel eg. ϩⲧ “pit” < demotic hyt is probably /ˈhjit/;

but p. 154: ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ /mu:t/ where Peust interprets double vowels as a means of lengthening the vowel.
13 Cf. Thompson (1932), p. 110, who notes this “unusual crasis”.
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• A few lexemes beginning with  , two of which denote time,  are preceded by the

long form of the definite article (ϣ, , ϩ) and in these cases  is

regularly used (ϣ, ϣ, , , ϩ).14 

• Fluctuation between the short and long form of the article occurs with the lexeme

ϫ: ϫ~ϫ. In the case where the long form is used the omicron is

omitted provoking resyllabification: /pu.ˈcaj/ vs. /pəw.ˈcaj/.15

Table 29: Forms of ϫ with the definite article

Short form of the definite article:  +  Long form of the definite article:  + 
ϫ
(Acts 4.9, 16.17)

(Eph. 6.17) (1 Thess. 5.8) (2 Thess. 2.14) (2 Tim.3.15)

(Heb. 2.10)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 50%

ϫ
(Rom. 11.11) (2 Cor. 6.2) (Heb. 5.9, 6.9, 11.7)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 50%

Case C2:   (  ˈ)(C)C  V V = 
The vowel is always rendered  following a consonant in an open syllable:

, , , ⲧⲉⲛ;

ⲡ-, ⲧⲉⲣ-, ⲙⲁⲣ-, ϣ-, ⲙⲡⲁⲧ-, ⲉⲧ-;

ⲧⲏⲣ.

Case C3:     ˈ(C)C  V  C(C) V = 
The vowel is also always rendered  following a consonant in a closed syllable:

ϩⲛ, ⲉϩⲛ, ϩⲓϩⲛ, ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ, , ,  ,  ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩ,

ⲁⲩϫⲛⲟⲩ.

14 Cf. Depuydt (1993), pp. 369-375 for a discussion on long articles preceding nouns denoting time divisions,

and the phonemic value of the initial digraph.

15 Cf. Peust (1999), p. 260; Depuydt (1993), p. 375.
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D. Graphemic forms of the glide /w/ (~)

Table 30: Typology of the glide /w/

Case Syllabic Context
CB Ms. 814

Acts

CB Ms. 813

Epistles
Examples

D1
#(ˈ)GV  

 /ˈwa/ ⲟⲩⲉ /ˈwi/

 /ˈwi.nə/

 /wə.ˈre.tə/

D2
#(ˈ)GVC(C)  (var. )  (var. )

ⲱⲙ /ˈwom/ - /wnn /

ϣ /ˈwɔjʃ/

D3
ˈ(C)CGV   ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ /ˈhwi.tə/

D4
ˈ(C)CGVC   ϣ /ˈʃwit/ 

D5 (ˈ)(C)VG(C)

V =    ϩⲟ “to be bad” /ˈhɔw/ 

V = ⲱ   ⲧⲱⲛ /ˈtow.nn /

V =     /ˈna.nuw/

V = ⲏ   ⲧⲏⲩⲧ /ˈtew.tnn /

V = ⲁ    /ˈnaw/ - /aw/

V = ⲉ   - /pəw/

V = ⲟ   ϩⲟ “day” /ˈhɔ:w/16 

D6

(C)V.ˈGV(C)

ˈ(C)V.GV(C)

V =    ⲕⲟⲉ /ˈkɔ.wə/

V = ⲓ   ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ /ˈci.wə/

V = ⲏ   (var. ) ⲡⲏⲩⲉ /ˈpe.wə/

V = ⲁ  (var. )   /aˈwo/ ⲁⲩⲉⲓⲛ /a.ˈwin/

V = ⲉ   ⲙⲉⲉ /ˈmɛ:.wə/

Case D1:   #(ˈ)  G  V G = 
At the beginning of a segment, in an open syllable, the glide is always realised :

, ⲟⲩⲉⲓ, , ;

With a preformative clitic: For example:

ⲡⲁⲟⲩⲱ (Eph. 6. 21), ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ (Acts. 1.20).

16 Peust (1999), p. 235: The distinction between  ϩⲟ “to be bad” /ˈhɔw/ and  ϩⲟ “day” /ˈhɔ:w/ can be

determined by taking into consideration the forms from other dialects. “ϩⲟ “bad” must be /ˈhɔw/ because

the Akhmimic form is ϩⲁ, but ϩⲟ “day” must be /ˈhɔ:w/ because the Akhmimic form is ϩⲟⲉ.
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Case D2:   #(ˈ)  G  VC(C) G =  (var. )

As  in  case  D1,  the  glide  is  represented  by the  digraph beginning a  segment  in  a  closed

syllable:

ⲱⲙ, ϣ, -, -/;

With a preformative clitic: For example:

ϣϣ (Acts. 13.11), ⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱϩ (Acts. 2.26), ϫⲟⲩⲟⲛ (Rom. 6.3).

In the following cases variation occurs under the influence of certain clitics:

• Converted existential: //- + - (var. -)

Table 31: Variation with the converted existential

Conjugation Standard: //- + - Variant: //- + - 
Circumstantial -

(Acts 1.15, 16.14, 18.24, 19.40, 24.11, 27.39)

(Rom. 15.14) (Heb. 5.2)  (Gal. 3.21) (2 Tim.

3.15, 5.24)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 83%

-
(1 Thess. 2.7)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 17%

Imperfect -
(Acts 3.2,  4.33,  8.9,  9.10,  9.36,  10.1,  11.20,

12.5,  12.18,  14.8,  14.12,  16.1,  19.14,  20.8,

20.9, 28.7) 

⟨⟩ (Acts 11.24)

Acts: 94%      Epistles: 0%

-
(Acts 26.32)

(Heb. 7.11) (Gal. 4.15)

Acts: 6%      Epistles: 100%

• Converted predication of possession:

//- + -/ (var. -/)

Table 32: Variation with the converted predication of possession

Conjugation Standard: //- + -/ Variant: //- + -/
Circumstantia

l

-/
(Acts 2.47, 4.37, 18.24, 19.14, 21.23, 23.18)

(Rom. 1.14, 2.20, 12.6, 15.23) (1 Cor. 7.12,

7.13, 13.2) (2 Cor. 3.12, 4.1, 4.13, 7.1, 9.8,

10.15)  (Heb. 4.14,  5.14,  10.1,  10.19,  12.1)

(Eph. 4.28) (Phil. 1.23, 1.30, 2.2, 3.4) (Col.

2.23)  (1  Tim. 1.19,  3.4,  3.7,  3.9,  4.8,  5.4,

5.12,  6.8)  (2  Tim. 2.19,  3.5)  (Titus 1.6)

(Philem 8)

Acts: 86%      Epistles: 88%

-/
(1 Cor. 6.1, 12.12) (Col. 3.13) (1 Tim. 5.16)

- / 
(Acts 24.15) 

(Gal. 6.10)

Acts: 14%      Epistles: 12%
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Conjugation Standard: //- + -/ Variant: //- + -/
Imperfect --/

(Acts 13.5, 18.18, 21.9)

(Heb. 12.9)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 33%

--/
(Rom. 6.21) (Heb. 9.1)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 67%

Relative --/
(Acts 25.19) 

(Rom. 12.4) (1 Cor. 7.29, 15.31) (2 Cor. 2.4)

(Heb. 7.6, 11.10) (Gal. 2.4, 4.27) (Eph. 3.12)

(1 Tim. 6.16) (Philem 5)

Acts: 20%      Epistles: 55%

--/
(Rom. 12.4)  (1 Cor. 8.10)  (Heb. 2.14,  3.3,

4.15, 10.35) (1 Tim. 6.2) 

--/
(Acts 3.6,  4.34,  11.29  23.19) (2 Cor. 8.11,

8.12)

Acts: 80%      Epistles: 45%

• Long and short form of the article with lexeme-initial : As with the case of ϫ
(Case C1), fluctuation between the long and short  form of the definite article also

occurs with the lexeme  ϣ.17 In addition, with this particular word, there is

variation between the use of  and  with the long form of the article. 

Table 33: Forms of ϣ with the definite article

Short form of the definite

article  + 
Long form of the definite article

/ + 
Long form of the definite article

/ + 

ϣ  (1  Cor. 16.12)

(Heb. 11.11)  (Phil. 4.10)  (1

Thess. 2.17) (2 Tim. 4.2 x2)

Acts: 0%     Epistles: 18%

ϣ  (Acts 7.17,  12.1,

17.30) 

(Heb. 11.32) (Gal. 4.3) (2 Tim. 4.6)

ϣ (Acts 3.19, 3.21) 

(Titus 1.2)

Acts: 63%     Epistles: 12%

ϣ (Acts 19.23, 24.25) 

(Rom. 6.20,  13.11)  (1  Cor. 4.5,

7.29,  7.39,  13.11)  (2  Cor. 6.2)

(Heb. 2.15,  5.12,  9.10)  (Gal. 4.1,

4.4, 6.10) (Eph. 2.12, 5.16)

ϣ (Acts 7.20) 

(Col. 4.5)

ϣ (Rom. 16.25)  (Heb.

9.26) (Eph. 1.10, 2.7) (1 Thess. 5.1)

(1 Tim. 4.1) (2 Tim. 1.9) (Titus 1.2)

ϣ (Acts 1.7)

Acts: 37%     Epistles: 70%

• Coalescence of -: The sequence - (initial  lexeme preceded by the

indefinite  article)  sometimes  coalesces  to  (19%).  Elsewhere   is

maintained (22 occurrences – 81%).

17 Cf. Depuydt (1993), pp. 369-375.
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Table 34: Objects of coalescence

Standard: - Variant: ⟨⟩
ϣ (Heb. 11.25)

Acts: Ø      Epistles: 33%

ϣ (1 Cor. 7.5)  (2 Cor. 4.18)  “for  a

time” 
Acts: Ø      Epistles: 67%

ϣ (Rom. 7.9)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 100%

ϣ (Acts 19.22) “for a time”

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 0%

ϣϣ (Acts 13.11) “for a time”

Acts: 100%      Epistles: Ø 

 (Acts 13.47) “as a light”

Acts: 100%      Epistles Ø 

 (Acts 16.1);  (Acts 16.3) “a

Greek”

Acts: 100%      Epistles: Ø 

Case D3:   ˈ(C)C  G  V G = 
There is only one example of the glide  following a consonant in an open syllable:

ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ.

Case D4:   ˈ(C)C  G  VC   G = 
In a closed syllable there is only one instance of the glide  following a consonant:

ϣ.

Case D5:   (ˈ)(C)  VG  (C)

V = , ⲱ,  Acts: G =  Epistles: G = 
V = ⲁ, ⲉ, ⲏ, ⲟ Acts: G =  Epistles: G = 

Following ,  ⲱ, and vocalic , the glide is realised . Following ⲁ,  ⲉ,  ⲏ, and ⲟ, the

glide is realised .

a) V = , ⲱ,  G = 
Lexical forms:

ⲙⲟ, ϩⲟ†, ⲉⲟ, ⲧⲟ,  ϩⲟⲧ,  ⲧⲱⲛ, ⲥⲱϩ, ⲣⲱ, , 

.

3rd person pronominal suffixes:

ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ, ⲙⲟⲟⲩ, ⲉϫⲱ, ⲥⲱ, ϩⲓϫⲱ, ϩⲱ, .
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b) V = ⲁ, ⲉ, ⲏ, ⲟ G = 
Lexical forms:

, , ⲧⲏⲩⲧ, , ⲕⲱⲕⲁϩ, ⲧⲏⲩ, ϩ, , 

ϩⲟ “day” ϫⲟⲟⲩ.

Statives:

, ⲟⲩ, ⲧⲁ, , , , ϫ.

3rd person plural suffix pronouns:

, , ϫ, ϩ, ⲟⲩⲃ.

3rd person plural pronominal subjects:

-, -, ϣ-.

-, -, -, ⲉ-, ⲉⲛ-, ⲙ-.

Possessive articles:

-, -, -.

Case D6:   (C)  V  .ˈ  G  V(C) and ˈ(C)  V  .  G  V(C)

V = ,  Acts: G =  Epistles: G = 
V = ⲏ Acts: G =  Epistles: G =  (var. )

The  intervocalic  glide,  following   and , is  rendered  by  .  The  intervocalic  glide,

following ⲏ, is always realised  in Acts, but variation is displayed in the Epistles.

a) V = ,  G = 
ⲕⲟⲉ, ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ, ϩⲓⲟⲉ.

b) V = ⲏ Acts: G =  Epistles: G =  (var. )

Acts: ϩ, ⲡⲏⲩⲉ.

Epistles: ϩ~ϩ, ⲡⲏⲩⲉ~ⲡ.
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Table 35: ⲏ + ⲩ vs. 

Standard:  Variant: 
ϩ (Acts 7.22, 7.41, 19.18, 21.19, 26.20)

(Rom. 2.6, 3.20, 3.27, 3.28, 4.2, 4.6, 8.13,9.12, 11.6, 13.12)

(1 Cor. 16.14 (2 Cor. 11.15) (Heb. 1.10, 2.7, 3.9, 4.3, 4.4,

4.10, 6.1, 9.14, 10.1, 10.24, 11.1) (Gal. 1.13, 2.16 x3, 3.2,

3.5, 3.10, 5.19) (Eph. 2.10, 4.22, 5.11) (Col. 1.21, 3.9) (1

Tim. 2.10, 4.12, 5.10, 5.25, 6.18) (2 Tim. 1.9,  2.4,  4.14)

(Titus 1.16, 2.7, 2.14, 3.8, 3.14)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 94%

ϩ (Rom. 9.32) (1 Tim. 6.5) (Titus 3.5)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 6%

 (Acts 2.34, 7.56) 

(Rom. 2.22)  (Heb. 1.10,  4.14,  7.26,  8.1,  9.23  x2,  12.23,

12.25)  (Eph. 1.3,  1.10,  2.6,  3.10,  3.15,  4.10,  6.9,  6.12)

(Phil. 2.10, 3.20) (Col. 1.5, 1.16, 1.20) (1 Thess. 1.10)

Acts: 100%      Epistles: 92%

 (2 Cor. 5.1) (Eph. 1.20)

Acts: 0%      Epistles: 8%

c) V = ⲁ, ⲉ Acts: G =  (var. ) Epistles: G = 
The intervocalic glide, following ⲁ and ⲉ, is realised , with one exception in Acts:

, ⲙⲉⲉ.

Table 36:  + ⲩ vs. 

Standard:  Variant: 
() (Acts 2.11, 8.33, 15.12, 15.25, 16.36, 19.18,

19.31, 21.26, 23.30, 24.25, 26.24) 

(2 Cor. 4.9) (Heb. 6.8, 9.5) (Eph. 1.21) (2 Tim. 2.19) 

- (Acts 11.4, 19.13, 21.19) (Rom. 15.20) (Heb.

7.6) (Eph. 3.15, 5.3) 

Acts: 93%      Epistles:100%

ǀ (Acts 15.33)

Acts: 7%      Epistles: 0%
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APPENDIX 2: BRITISH LIBRARY OR. 7594

A. Graphemic forms of the vowel /i/ (~~~~)

Table 37: Typology of the vowel /i/

Case
Syllabic Context

*Examples
BL Deuteronomy BL Jonah BL Acts Examples

A1
#ˈV

  (var. ~)  (var. )  (var. ~~) ~~ ⲣ~ⲣ

A2
#(ˈ)VC

ⲉⲓⲥ-  Ø  ⲉⲓⲥ-

A3
(ˈ)(C)CV

ϫ  (var. ~)  (var. )  (var. ~) ϥ ϫ ⲥ~ⲥ

A4
(ˈ)(C)CVC(C)

ⲛⲓ  (var. ~)  (var. )  (var. ) ⲛⲓ

A5
ˈ(C)GV 

ⲉⲓ  (var. ) Ø  ⲟⲩ ⲉⲓⲛⲉ

A6
ˈ(C)GVC

ϣ    ϣ

*Examples from classical Sahidic (Chester Beatty – Acts)

Case A1: #ˈV V =  (var. ~~~)
At the beginning of a lexeme, in an open syllable, the vowel /i/ is rendered by the digraph ,
and, in the case of Deuteronomy and Jonah, often carrying a circumflex ():18

Deut.: , ⲣ~ⲣ, ~, ⲃⲉ~ⲃⲉ, ~.

Jon.: , ⲣ~ⲣ, , .

Acts: ~, , , .

The initial vowel /i/, in Copto-Greek lexemes, is also rendered with the digraph:

, , , ⲉⲓⲙⲏⲧⲓ.

Note: ⲉⲓⲡⲓⲇⲏ (Acts 15.24), ⲉⲡⲓⲇⲏ (Acts 14.12), ⲉⲡⲓⲇⲉ (Acts 13.46) ἐπειδή.

18 In the edition of Budge (1912) the circumflex is placed over the iota ().

95



With a preformative clitic: When preceded by the definite article, or other preformative clitic,

this rule applies, with the following exceptions:

ⲁⲥⲓ “she came” (Acts 5.7);

ⲡ “the idol”, ⲛ “to idols” (Acts 21.25).

Use of the circumflex: The circumflex occurs regularly over the digraph of the verb “to come”

in Deuteronomy and Jonah, and at times with other words. It does not appear in Acts in the

lexeme-initial position, but the trema is found twice surmounting the iota of the digraph ().19

The trema could be functioning like a circumflex in this  case,  or it  is  possibly a  variant

writing.

Table 38: # vs.  vs. 

  
 (Deut. 28.19)

(Jon.: Ø)

(Acts: 110, [5] occurrences)

Deut.: 2%     Jon.: 0%   Acts: 98% 

 (Deut. 1.44, 2.14 x2, 6.4, 9.15, 10.1, 10.5,

10.7,  10.22,  11.5,  11.10,  12.9,  12.26,  13.2,

13.13,  14.28,  16.1,  [16.3  x2],  16.6,  16.8,

18.6,  22.6,  23.4,  24.20,  25.1,  26.3,  26.5,

28.22,  28.25,  [28.45],  28.57,  28.60,  29.7,

29.20,  29.22,  30.1,  31.2,  32.2,  32.17,  33.2,

33.16, 33.18)

(Jon. 1.2, 1.7, 1.8, 2.4, 2.6, 2.8)

Deut.: 98%     Jon.: 100%    Acts: 0%

 (Acts 1.8, 7.34)

Deut.: 0%

Jon.: 0%

Acts: 2 % 

 (Deut. 5.10,  5.13,  5.16,  5.32,  5.33,

6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.18, 6.24, 9.18, 10.18, 11.2,

11.9,  12.8  x2,  12.14,  12.25,  12.28  x2,

12.30,  12.31, 13.11,  [15.15],  16.1,  16.13,

17.10, 17.12, 19.3, 19.9, 22.5, 22.7, 22.21,

24.8 x2, 24.18, 24.22, 25.16 x2, 28.1, 31.4,

31.9,  32.27,  [30.8],  [30.13],  [31.12],

[31.21], 32.47, 33.21)

[] (Deut. 16.10)

(Jon 1.13, 4.2)

(Acts 4.28, 6.8, 7.24, 7.36, 8.2, 8.6, 8.13,

9.36, 12.8, 12.9, 13.22, 14.15, 15.3, 16.18,

19.11, 19.14, 19.19 x2, 20.31, 27.37)

ⲛ (Acts 19.37) dittography

Deut.: 63%      Jon.: 100%      Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 6.25, 11.32,  12.4,  12.30,  15.1,

15.5, 15.17, 16.12, 16.13, 17.2, 17.10, 18.9,

19.20,  22.21,  24.20,  25.15,  28.15,  28.58,

28.63, 29.9, 29.24, 30.5, 30.10, 31.5, 32.46,

34.9)

Deut.: 37%      Jon.: 0%      Acts: 0% 

19 Budge (1912) places the trema over the iota in Acts where it is not apparent in the photographs (Acts 10.21,

10.38, 11.20, 14.2, 16.27, 19.37, 20.31, 21.5, 21.10, 22.12).
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  
 (Deut. 7.19,  14.22,  17.5,  17.14,

26.10)

(Jon.: passim)

(Acts: passim)

Deut.: 50%      Jon.: 100%      Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 14.27,  28.28,  28.35,  28.49,

29.27)

Deut.: 50%      Jon.: 0%      Acts: 0% 

 (Deut. 7.9, 11.2, 29.6, 29.9)

(Jon.: passim)

(Acts: passim)

Deut.: 80%      Jon.: 100%      Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 11.2)

Deut.: 20%      Jon.: 0%      Acts: 0% 

 (Deut. 28.48)

Deut.: 50%      Jon.: 100%      Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 32.10)

Deut.: 50%      Jon.: 0%      Acts: 0% 

Biblical names/proper nouns: The exception to this rule occurs with biblical names where  is

regular: 

Deut.: , ,  (with a preformative:  “an 

Edomite”).

But [] (Ἰσσαχὰρ) (Deut. 33.18).

Jon.: Ø

Acts: ,  (7.8 x2 – trema with one point).

The initial glide regularly loses the trema when followed by the singular definite article: 

,  (ⲡⲓ/ ⲡⲓⲏ).

Note: ⲧϩⲓⲧⲁⲗⲓⲕⲏ (Acts 10.1) Ἰταλικῆς.

Case A2   #  (ˈ)  V  C V = 
There is only one example in this domain:

- .

Case A3:   ˈ(C)C  V   and     C  V V =  (var. ~~)
When the vowel /i/ follows a consonant, in an open syllable, it is generally rendered by the

grapheme . For example:

ϣ, ϣ, ϣ, ϣ, ϥ, ϩ, ϩ, ϫ, ϫ, ϫ, ϭ;

ϫ-, -, ϭ-, -, -, -.

Variation:  The  exception  to  this  rule  concerns  the  lexeme  ⲥ~ⲥ~ⲥ,  which  in
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Deuteronomy is always written with the digraph, sometimes with a circumflex towards the

end  of  the  manuscript.20 In  Deuteronomy there  is  also  one  occurrence  each  of  
“fullness” (Deut. 33.23)21 and  “pass through” (Deut. 23.14). In  Acts it is written  
(Acts 27.38). 

Table 39:  vs. 

 
 (Deut. 6.11, 11.16, 14.28, 23.25, 31.20)

 (Deut. 23.14)

Deut: 67%

 (Deut. 32.15, 33.23)

 (Deut. 33.23)

Deut: 33%

Other variants (or particular spellings):

• ⲛϭ (Acts 19.33, 22.30). Note also: ⲛϭⲓ (Acts 2.5, 8.30, 9.36); ϭⲓ (Acts 22.26) and

ⲛϭⲟ (Acts 23.12); ϭ (passim);

• ⲡ- (Acts 20.27, 20.33) vs. ⲡⲓ- (Acts 10.14, 20.20, [20.31], 24.11);

• ϫⲁⲟⲩⲁ (Acts 19.37) vs. ϫⲓⲟⲩⲁ (Acts 18.5) – possible variant spelling, or perhaps

a scribal error. [Crum (1939), p. 468b: ϫⲓ, ϫⲉ ⲟⲩⲁ “speak blasphemy”] The trema

on the iota could be triggered by the preceding vowel ⲁ (cf. Case B5).

Apart  from the  exceptions  mentioned above,  there  are  two other  examples  of  fluctuation

between the two allographs.

Table 40: C +  vs. 

 
 “the wife” (Deut. 22.24, 22.30, 25.7, 25.9, 

25.11)

ϩ (Deut. 22.29)

Deut.: 83%

 (Deut. 5.21)

Deut.: 17%

 “boil” (Deut. 14.20)

Deut.: 50%

 (Deut.. 16.7)

Deut.: 50%

20 Budge (1912),  p.  xiv;  Thompson (1913),  p.  9:  The scribe frequently places  the circumflex over various

vowels towards the end of the manuscript, in the Song of Moses in particular (Deut. 32-34). Most of these,

and other diacritical marks, were added later probably for singing purposes.

21 Where Budge (1912) has   (Deut. 33.23) Thompson (1913), p. 28 has emended it to , with

the comment, “- is written over an erasure, the  over  prob”.
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Words of Greek origin: 

a) Greek ι is generally rendered with Sahidic . The scribe of Acts almost exclusively uses the

simple iota, whereas Jonah and Deuteronomy exhibit more variation. For example: 

, , ⲉⲧⲓ, , , ϩ.
But note: ⲧⲏ[ⲥ] (Acts 21.39) (πολίτης), ⲁⲙⲁⲑⲉⲓ (Jon. 1.1) (Ἀμαθί).

Table 41: Greek ι: C +  vs. 

ι >  ι > 
ἐπιθυμέω
 (Acts 20.33)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø      Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 5.21, 7.25, 12.20, 14.25)

 (Deut. 5.21, 14.25)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø      Acts: 0%

ἐπιθυμία
 (Deut. 12.20)

Deut.: 33%      Jon.: Ø      Acts: Ø

 (Deut. 12.21)

 (Deut. 9.22)

Deut.: 67%      Jon.: Ø      Acts: Ø

ἐπικαλέω
 (Deut. 12.26) 

(Acts 7.59, 7.60, 9.14, 9.21, 22.16, 26.32, 28.19)

 (Deut. 17.8)

Deut.: 20%      Jon.: 0%      Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 14.22, 33.19)

 (Deut. 12.5, 26.2) (Jon. 1.6)

[] (Acts 17.17)

Deut.: 80%      Jon.: 100%      Acts: 0%

b) Greek ει is generally rendered ⲓ in Acts and ~ⲓ in Deuteronomy and Jonah:

 (Acts 13.46, 14.12), ⲓ (Acts 15.24) ἐπειδή;

[] (Acts 23.1) συνείδησις;

 (Deut. 11.6) Ἀβειρών;

ⲉ (Acts 4.21) ἀπειλέω, or ἀπείλω,  (Acts 9.1) ἀπειλή. 

It is interesting to note that the following are regular throughout the manuscripts:

 (νηστεία),   (πορνεία),   (πλατύς,  εῖα,  ύ)  
(πολιτεία).
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Table 42: Greek ει:  C +  vs.  (excluding verb endings)

ει >  ει > 
ἐπεί ⲉⲡⲉⲓ (Jon. 1.10)

Deut.: Ø     Jon.: 100%    A cts: Ø

πειρασμός
 (Deut. 6.16) (Acts 20.19)

Deut.: 25%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 7.19, 9.22, 29.3) 
Deut.: 75%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

πειράζω
ⲍⲉ (Acts 5.9, 15.10, [16.7], [24.6])

Deut.: 0%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 6.16, 33.8 x2)

Deut.: 100%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

χειμάρρος 
 (Deut. 10.7)

Deut.: 50%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

 (Deut. 9.21) 
Deut.: 50%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

πείθω
 (Acts: passim)

Deut.: 0%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 13.7)

Deut.: 100%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

c)  In the case of the  -έω/-έομαι contract verb endings, the scribe of  Acts prefers   and the

scribe of  Deuteronomy and Jonah favours the digraph. Following a vowel,   is always used

(cf. Case B5).

Greek ει > Sahidic :
 (Acts 3.14, 7.46, 9.2, 12.20, 13.21, 13.28 ) αἰτέω;

 (Acts 2.12, 5.24, 10.17) ἀπορέω;

 (Acts 24.16) ἀσκέω;

 (Acts 6.2, 19.22) διακονέω;

 (Acts 28.15) εὐχαριστέω;

 (Acts 24.8,  28.19),  ⲛⲁⲧⲏⲣⲓ (Acts 22.30),  ⲅ (Acts 24.2);

⟨⟩ (Acts 24.13) κατηγορέω;

 (Acts 1.14, 2.42, 2.46, 8.13, 10.7) προσκαρτερέω;

 (Acts 15.15) συμφονέω;

ϭ (Acts 8.1, 22.20) συνευδοκέω;

[] (Acts 22.5) τιμωρέω;

ϩ (Acts 7.17, 24.14 ϩ⟨⟩) ὁμολογέω;

ⲟ (Acts 19.18) ἐξομολογέομαι;

ⲅⲣⲁⲯⲏⲧⲓ (Deut. subscriptio) γραψέω;

Note: ⲉ (Acts 4.21) ἀπειλέω or ἀπείλω.
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Greek ει > Sahidic :
 (Deut. 24.3) ἀσχημονέω;

 (Deut. 15.10) (Jon. 4.1 x2) λυπέω;

 (Deut. 22.6) θάλπεω.

Table 43:  Greek ει:  C +  vs.  (verb endings)

ει >  ει > 
ἀνομέω
 (Deut. 9.12)

Deut.: 50%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

 (Deut. 31.29)

Deut.: 50%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

ἄρχομαι “to begin”

 (Acts 1.1, 1.22, 2.4, 10.37, 11.4, 18.26, 24.2)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 87%

ⲉ (Acts 11.15)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 13%

βοηθέω
 (Deut. 28.29, 28.31) (Acts 16.9)

ⲧ (Acts 21.28)

Deut.: 50%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 22.27, 32.38)

Deut.: 50%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

ἐπιθυμέω
 (Deut. 5.21, 7.25, 12.20, 14.25)

 (Acts 20.33)

Deut.: 67%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 5.21, 14.25)

Deut.: 33%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

ἐπικαλέω
 (Deut. 14.22, 33.19)

 (Deut. 12.26) (Acts 7.59, 7.60, 9.14, 9.21, 22.16,

28.19)

[] (Acts 15.17)

[] (Acts 26.32)

παρακαλέω
 (Acts 16.39)

ἐγκαλέω
ⲛ (Acts 23.28, 23.29)

Deut.: 50%     Jon.: 0%     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 12.5, 26.2) (Jon. 1.6)

 (Deut. 17.8)

Deut.: 50%     Jon.: 100%     Acts: 0%

κληρονομέω
 (Deut. 1.39, 5.33, 6.1, 6.18, 7.1, 8.1, 9.23,

10.11,  11.8  x2,  11.10,  11.11,  11.23,  11.29,  11.31,  12.1,

12.29,  15.4,  16.20,  17.14,  23.20,  25.19,  26.1,  [28.21],

28.63,  30.5  x2,  30.16,  30.18,  31.3,  31.13,  31.16,  32.47,

32.49)

Deut.: 94%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

 (Deut. 2.9, 33.23) 

Deut.: 6%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

d) Impersonal verbs appear in the form of the Greek 3rd person singular present indicative:

ϭ (Acts 15.22, 15.25, 15.28, 15.34) δοκεῖ.
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e) Greek ε > Sahidic ~: Stressed έ generally maintains its spelling in Coptic. But note the

following renderings of παραγγέλω:

ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲅⲉⲓⲗⲉ (Acts 1.4, 4.17, 4.18, 5.28, 5.40, 10.42, 16.23, 17.30, [23.22]);

ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲗⲉⲓⲗⲉ (Acts 23.30); 

ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲉⲓ (Acts 16.18);

ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲅⲉⲓⲗⲓⲁ (Acts 5.28, 16.24) παραγγελία.

Case A4:   ˈ(C)C  V  C(C) and C  V  C V = ⲓ (var. ~)
In a  closed  syllable  there  is  strict  adherence  to  this  rule  in  Acts,  but  variation  occurs  in

Deuteronomy and Jonah:

ⲛⲓ, , , ϫⲓⲛ, ϭⲓⲛ-.

Variation: The circumflex also appears over the grapheme  on one occasion towards the end

of the book of Deuteronomy, where it appears frequently over various vowels:22

 (Deut. 33.5)  vs.  (Deut. 7.13,  15.16  33.12,  13.8,  23.5,  32.15,  33.12,

33.26)

Note: ϫ (Acts 3.2); ϫⲓⲛ (passim).23

Words of Greek origin and biblical names/proper nouns:

 (Deut. 32.49) Ἀβαρείν,

ⲇⲁⲙⲁⲣⲓⲥ (Acts 17.34) Δάμαρις.

But note the use of the digraph in the following: 

 (Deut. 26.7, 28.53, 28.57, 31.17) (Jon. 2.3) θλῖψις;

ⲑⲁⲣⲥ (Jon. 1.3 x3, 4.2) θαρσις;

 (Deut. 11.29) Γαριζιν;

 (Deut. 10.6) Ἰακιμ.

Note: ⲉⲝⲟⲙⲟⲗⲟⲅⲏⲥⲉⲓⲥ (Jon. 2.10) ἐξομολήσεως.

22 For example: ⲥⲟⲩ (Deut. 33.28), ⲇ (Deut. 34.2, 33.7), ⲛⲁⲩ (Deut. 31.23, 32.44, 34.9).

23 Cf. Kahle (1954), p. 57.
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Table 44: Greek ι:  C +  + C vs. C +  + C

 
πόλις 
 (Deut. 6.10, 12.14, 12.15, 12.17, 12.18, 12.21,

13.12, 13.13, 13.16, 14.20, 14.26, 14.27, 14.28, 15.7,

15.22, 16.5, 16.11, 16.14, 17.2, 17.8, 18.6, 19.5, 19.7,

19.9,  [22.17],  22.18,  22.21,  22.23,  [22.24],  22.24,

24.14,  25.8,  28.3,  28.16,  28.52  x3,  28.55,  [28.58],

[31.12])

(Acts: passim)

Deut.: 84%    Jon.: 0%   Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 13.15, 19.1, 19.2, 19.9, 19.11, 19.12,

34.3)

(Jon. 1.2, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 4.5 x3, 4.11)

Deut.: 16%      Jon.: 100%   Acts: 0%

πρᾶξις
ⲡⲣⲁⲝⲓⲥ (Acts subscriptio)

Deut.: Ø    Jon.: Ø    Acts: 50%

ⲡⲣⲁⲝⲉⲓⲥ (Acts superscriptio)

Deut.: Ø    Jon.: Ø    Acts: 50%

Βενιαμίν
 (Acts 13.21)

Deut.: 0%    Jon.: Ø    Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 33.12)

Deut.: 100%    Jon.: Ø    Acts: 0%

Case A5:   ˈ(C)  G  V G = /w/ V =  (var. )

In contrast to the previous rule, when the vowel  /i/ follows a glide in an open syllable the

digraph is always employed:

ⲉⲓⲛⲉ, ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ, .

Variation: In Deuteronomy the digraph carries a circumflex at the end of lexemes:

•  “one” f. (Deut. 12.5, 12.14, 13.12, 15.7, 16.5, 17.2, 18.6).

But:  “to one”: (Deut. 19.5), ⲉⲓ (Deut. 19.11).

•  (Deut. 10.8).

Note: ⲉⲓ (Acts 18.24 - for ⲟⲩ).

Case A6:   ˈ(C)  G  V  C G = /w/ or /j/ V = ⲉⲓ
In a closed syllable the digraph realises the vowel when preceded by a glide. In this case the

second vowel-glide element, , is interpreted as vocalic, the first, consonantal:

ϣ, ⲁⲛ, ⲇⲁⲩⲉⲓⲇ (Δαυίδ);

ϩ (Deut. 14.20) (Acts 8.32), ϩ (Deut. 32.14).
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B. Graphemic forms of the glide /j/ (~~~)

Table 45: Typology of the glide /j/

Case Syllabic Context BL Deuteronomy BL Jonah BL Acts Examples

B1
#ˈGV

  (var. )  (var. )  (var. ~)  

B2
#ˈGVC(C)

  (var. ~) Ø  (var. ) 

B3
ˈ(C)CGV

ϩ  (var. ~)   ϩ  ϩ

B4
ˈ(C)CGVC

ϩ  (var. )   ϥ ϩ~ϩ

B5

ˈ(C)VG#

ⲏ
ϫ
ⲉϫⲱ

ϣ

V =   (var. ) Ø  (var. ~) ⲏⲉⲓ~ⲏ
V =   (var. )  (var. )  (var. ~) ϫⲉⲓ~ϫ
V =     (var. ) ϩϫ~ϩϫ
V =   (var. )   (var. ) ~ 
V =   (var. )   (var. ~) ⲁϣⲁ~ⲁϣⲁ

(C)VG#

- 
- 

V =     (var. ~) - ϥ-~ϥ-

V =   (var. )   (var. ) - -

B6

ˈ(C)VG.CV(C)

ϩⲛ~ϩ

ϩ

V = 


V = , ⲏ


V = , ⲏ
 (var. ~) ϩ~ϩⲛ

ⲁⲙⲏⲉⲓⲧ~ⲓ
ϩⲉⲓ~ϩV = 

 (var. )
V = 

 
V = 


B7
ˈ(C)VGC#

ϫ~ϫ  (var. )   ϫ~ϫ

B8
CVC.ˈGV

ⲣⲉⲓⲟⲟⲩⲉ Ø Ø  ⲣⲉⲓⲟⲟⲩⲉ

B9

ˈ(C)V.GV(C)

(C)V.ˈGV(C)

ϫ

V = , ⲉ


Ø  (var. ~)
~ 
ϫ~ϫ

ⲙⲟⲩⲉⲓⲟⲟⲩⲉ ⲧⲟⲩⲉⲓV = ⲟⲩ
ⲉⲓ
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Case B1:     #ˈ  G  V G =  (var. ~)
At the beginning of a lexeme, in an open syllable, the glide /j/ is represented by the digraph

:
, ,  , , , ,  ϩ, ⲱⲟⲩ,  ϩ, ⲣ,

ⲣ, ⲣ, ⲟⲣϩ, ⲡⲉ.

With a preformative clitic: This rule applies when it is preceded by the definite article or other

preformative morpheme, with only a few exceptions.

Table 46: Clitic + # vs.  vs. 

  
ⲉ (Deut. 11.24)  (Acts 16.13)24

ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩϩ (Acts 27.39) []ϩ (Deut. 28.68) “to see it”

ⲉⲩⲟⲣ (Acts 1.10) ⲉⲩⲟⲣ (Acts 28.6)  slightly raised

Coalescence of two adjacent glides:  (Acts 19.25) (⟨⟩). This also occurs in

the same place in the Chester Beatty codex.

Biblical names/proper nouns:

, , , , , ⲱⲛⲁⲥ, ⲱⲛⲁ, ⲡⲏ, ⲱⲏⲗ.

But note the loss of the trema in the following:

ⲓⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ (Acts 1.13) vs. ⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ (x16);

ⲓ (Acts 7.8) vs.  (x5).

The initial glide regularly loses the trema when preceded by the singular definite article:

;

; 

ⲑⲓⲉⲣⲟⲩⲥⲁⲗⲏⲙ/ⲧϩⲓⲉⲣⲟⲩⲥⲁⲗⲏⲙ;

ϯⲓ (x3); ϯ (Acts 21.10); ϯⲓ (Acts 2.9).

But: ⲓ (Acts 19.17), in contrast to  (passim).

Note also: ⲛⲉⲩⲟⲩⲛ (Acts 19.14) (CB: ⲛⲉⲩ);
ⲉⲓ (Acts 18.24 for ⲟⲩ), ⲉⲩ (Acts 18.1).

24 Cf. also CB:  (Acts 16.13); and P.Bodm. 23:  (Isa. 48.18).
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Case B2:     #ˈ  G  VC(C) G =  (var. ~~)
At the beginning of a lexeme, in a closed syllable, the glide is realised with the digraph:

, ϩ, ϩϣ, -ⲁⲧ.

Note the following: 

•  “a linen” (Deut. 22.11) – [Crum (1939) 88a:  : Crum cites  Deut.

22.11  for .];

• ⲁⲩⲟⲧ (Acts 10.22). Cf. CB: ⲉⲁⲩ-.

With a preformative clitic:  As in Case B1, this rule applies when the glide is preceded by a

preformative segment, with a few exceptions.

Table 47: Clitic + # vs.  vs. 

  
 (Acts Ø)

 (Deut.: passim)

Deut.: 100%   Acts: 0%

 (Acts 1.4, 1.7, 28.8)

Deut.: 0%   Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 26.5) “my father”

Deut.: 100%

On two occasions in Deuteronomy the circumflex is used with the digraph:

ⲥⲛⲁⲣⲉ (Deut. 28.56); ⲣⲉϥⲉϣⲉ (Deut. 18.10).

But: ϥⲛⲁⲣⲉ (Deut. 28.54).

Case B3:     ˈ(C)C  G  V G =  (var. ~)
The glide following a consonant, in an open syllable, is rendered with a iota:

ϩ, , ϩ, ϩ, ϩ, ϩ, ,

, -,, -, .

Variation: 

ϭ “goat” (Deut. 32.14).

Variation also occurs in Deuteronomy in the following cases.
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Table 48: C +  vs.

 
 (Deut. 26.6, 26.7)

(Acts: passim)

Deut.: 67%     Jon.: Ø      Acts: 100%

ⲟ (Deut. 22.29)

Deut.: 33%     Jon.: Ø      Acts: 0%

 (Deut. 9.12, 9.16, 10.1, 10.3, 16.21)

ⲟ (10.5, 32.15)

(Jon.: passim)

(Acts: passim)

Deut.: 7%    Jon.: 100%     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 32.6)

Deut.: 13%     Jon.: 0%     Acts: 0%

Case B4:     ˈ(C)C  G  VC G =  (var. )

The glide following a consonant, in a closed syllable, is also rendered with a iota:

ϥ, ϫ.

Variation: One exception appears in Deuteronomy:

ϩ (Deut. 32.14) vs. ϩ (Deut. 14.20) (Acts 8.32)

Case B5:     ˈ(C)V  G#   and     (C)V  G#

a) Accented syllables ˈ(C)VG#

V = ⲏ Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ) Acts: G =  (var. ~)
V = ⲟ Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ) Acts: G =  (var. ~)
V = ⲱ Deut./Jon.: G =  Acts: G =  (var. )
V = ⲟⲩ Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ) Acts: G =  (var. )
V = ⲁ Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ) Acts: G =  (var. ~)

After the vowels  , , , and , the final glide /j/, in an accented syllable, is expressed

graphically by  in Deuteronomy and Jonah, with only a few variations. The scribe of Acts

prefers ,  but  occasionally  omits  the  trema.  Following  the  vowel  , the  allograph   is

favoured by both scribes.
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i) V =  Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ) Acts: G =  (var. ~)
Table 49: V =    G =  vs. ~

 ~
ϣ (Deut. 6.11)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

ϩ (Deut. 32.34)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

ⲟⲩⲃ (Acts 28.19)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 30 occurrences) 

(Acts 4.34, 5.42, 10.2, 10.22, 11.13, 16.15, 16.31, 16.32,

16.34, 20.20 [], 21.6)

Deut.: 97%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 32%

 (Deut. 5.21) 

(Acts 2.2, 2.46, 2.36, 7.10, 7.42, 7.47, 7.49, 8.3,

9.11,  9.17,  10.6,  10.17,  10.30,  10.32,  11.11,

11.12, 11.14, 12.7, 12.12, 16.15, 16.34,  [17.5],

18.7,18.8, 19.16, 21.8) 

 (Acts 7.20) 

Deut.: 3%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 68%

ii) V =  Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ) Acts: G =  (var. ~)
Table 50: V =    G =  vs. ~

 ~
ϩ (Deut. 29.10) 

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

 (Deut. 5.23,  5.27, 12.5,  20.2,  25.9,  25.11,  26.3,

28.49, 33.2 , 28.49)

(Jon. 1.6) 

(Acts 7.31, 8.29, 8.30, 9.1, 10.28  [], 21.33, 22.26,

22.27, 28.9)

ⲡⲁⲩⲟⲉⲓ (Deut. 22.14)

ⲡⲉ (Acts 14.5, 19.29) ⲡⲉ⟨⟩ (Acts 23.14)

ⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ mistake for ⲡⲉ (Acts 7.57)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: 100%     Acts: 100%

ⲧⲁϩⲟⲉⲓ (Deut. 31.17)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

ⲙⲁⲧ (Acts  12.6,  12.18,  21.32  x2,  21.35,

23.23, [23.31], 27.42, 28.16)

ⲙⲁⲧⲓ (Acts 10.7, 12.4, 27.31, 27.32)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

ⲥⲁⲃ (Acts 10.28)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 32.51)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

ϫⲡ (Acts 22.3, 22.28)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%
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 ~
 (νοέω) (Acts 8.30, 9.7, 28.26)

 (μετανοέω) (Acts 8.30, 9.7, 28.26)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

ϫ (Jon. 1.3, 1.4, 1.5 x2) 

(Acts 21.6, 27.15)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: 80%     Acts: 11%

ϫ (Jon. 1.5) 

(Acts [20.13],  20.38,  21.2,  [21.3],  27.2,  27.6,

27.10, 27.31, [27.38], 27.39, 28.11)

ϫ (Acts 27.22)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: 20%     Acts: 89%

ϭ (Deut. 5.15, 6.21, 7.8, 7.19, 9.26, 9.29, 11.2, 26.8,

33.20) 

Note: ϭ (Deut. 33.27)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

ϭⲃⲟⲓ (Acts 13.17)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

ϩ (Acts 2.10)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 50%

ϩ (Acts 8.24)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 50%

 (Deut. 5.9, 5.10, 32.41) 

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

 (Acts: passim) 

 (Acts 23.6)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 5.23, 7.17, 9.19, 10.10) 

(Jon. 2.6, 2.3, 2.4) 

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: 100%     Acts: 0%

 (Acts: passim) 

ⲉⲣⲟⲓ (Acts 8.34)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: 0%     Acts: 100%

ϣ (Deut. 10.1) 

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

ϣ (Acts: passim)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 9.15, 10.5) 

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

 (Acts 18.21, 22.17)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

ⲧⲁⲙⲟⲉⲓ (Acts 23.30)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 50%

[ⲧ]ⲁⲙⲟⲓ (Acts 23.22)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 50%

iii) V = ⲱ Deut./Jon.: G =  Acts: G =  (var. )
Table 51: V = ⲱ   G =  vs. 

 
ⲉϫ (Jon. 2.4) (Acts 8.24)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: 100%     Acts: 100%

ⲣ (Acts 11.8)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

ⲙⲛⲥⲱ (Acts 13.25)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

ϩϫ (Deut. 17.14) 

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

ϩϫ (Acts 22.12)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 31.17)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

 (Acts 9.4,  10.21 (for  ϥ),  10.29, 12.8,

[22.7])

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%
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iv) V =  Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ) Acts: G =  (var. )
Table 52: V =    G =  vs. 

 
 (Deut. 25.6, 25.13, 25.14, 26.5, 28.62)

(Jon. 3.5)

Deut.: 83%      Jon.: 100%     Acts: 0%

 (Deut.28.38) 

(Acts 5.34, 5.36, 8.10, 27.14)

Deut.: 17%      Jon.: 0%     Acts: 100%

 (Acts 4.32) “mine”

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

v) V =  Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ) Acts: G =  (var. ~)
Lexical forms: 

, , , ϩ, ⲁⲥⲁ, ⲟⲩϫⲁ, ϩ, (-)ϩ.
But without the trema in:  (Acts 10.16, 14.3),  (Acts 15.8, 15.27, 20.36), ⲟⲩϫⲁⲓ 
(Acts 2.21), (-)ϩⲓ (Acts 15.4, 16.8), ϩⲓ (Acts 15.23).

Suffix pronouns:

, ϩ, , , , ⲡⲉϫ, ⲉⲩⲧ.

Table 53: V =     G =  vs. 

 
ϩ (Deut. 32.15 x2)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

ⲁϣⲁ (Deut. 8.1, 11.8, 11.21, 28.47, 30.16) 

ⲁϣⲁ (Deut. (6.3)

(Acts 6.7, 9.31, 12.24)

Deut.: 87%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 75%

[]ϣ (Deut. 7.22)

ⲁϣⲁⲉⲓ (Acts 6.1)

Deut.: 13%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 25%

b) Unaccented preformatives (C)VG#

V =  Deut./Jon.: G =  Acts: G =  (var. ~)
V =  Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ) Acts: G =  (var. )

i)  The  glide  /j/  functioning  as  the  first  person  singular  pronominal  subject  of  verbal

conjugations preceded by vowels, namely  and , is consistently, without variation, realised

in Deuteronomy, Jonah and Acts by the allograph . Occasionally the trema is missing in Acts,

and in one case a circumflex replaces the trema. The trema is omitted once in Deuteronomy.
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• Present Circumstantial / Present II: - (passim) (- Acts 14.10, 20.35, 24.14)

But: ⲉⲉ- (Acts 24.12).

• Imperfect: - (passim) (ⲛⲉⲓ- Acts 2.25, 22.20).

But: ⲡⲉⲉⲱⲧ (Acts 22.19) for ⲱⲧ “I was imprisoned”.

• Future I Circumstantial/ Future II: - (passim) (ⲉⲓⲛⲁ- Acts 22.21).

• Perfect I: - (passim).
But: ⲁⲉⲓⲙⲉ for ⲁⲉⲓⲙⲉ (Acts 12.11) and ⲁⲉⲓ for ⲁⲉⲓ (Acts 23.27); ⲁⲉ for ⲁⲉⲓ 
(7.34); ⲁ (Acts 1.1).

• Perfect I Relative/ Perfect II: -, (-)ⲉⲛ- (passim).

• Habitual: ϣ- (passim).

ii)  Following the  vowel   in  the  demonstrative  article,  the  glide  /j/  is  always  written  in

Deuteronomy and Jonah with the allograph : -, -, - (- Deut. 30.7). 

The scribe of Acts, on the other hand, displays a few variants. A peculiar characteristic of this

scribe is the substitution of ⲁ for ⲉ.25 In the two cases where the variant form (ⲉⲓ rather than )
occurs in the demonstrative article, it follows this replacement ⲁ vowel.

Table 54: Variation with demonstrative articles

 + ~ ⲁ +  ⲁ + 
- (Deut.: passim) (Jon.: passim)

(Acts 1.6, 1.19, 1.21, 1.24, 2.12, 2.33, 3.16, 4.17, 4.22,

5.4, 5.20, 5.38  x2, 6.5, 6.13  x2, 7.4, 7.29, 7.60, 8.21,

8.29, 9.21 x2, 10.17, 10.18, 11.12, 13.26, 16.28, 17.6,

17.18,  19.37,  19.40,  21.11,  22.22, 23.9,  23.13,  23.17,

23.18, 23.25, 23.27, 23.30, 24.2,  24.5,  24.10,  [26.31],

28.4) 

ⲓ- (Acts 2.38, 5.28, 22.26)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: 100%     Acts: 90%

ⲁ- 

ⲁⲣⲱⲙⲉ (Acts 9.13)

ⲁϣⲁϫⲉ (Acts 15.6)

Deut.:  0%    Jon.:  0%

Acts: 4%

ⲁ-
ⲁⲙⲁ (Acts 6.14,

7.7, 9.14)

Deut.: 0% 

Jon.: 0% 

Acts: 6%

- (Deut.: passim) (Jon.: passim)

(Acts 1.25, 2.6, 2.40, 3.18, 4.27, 6.3, 8.19, 13.34, 14.1,

15.15, 16.12, 16.20, 16.24, 17.19, 18.10, 18.15, 21.11,

22.3, 22.4, 22.22,  [22.24],  22.28,  23.11,  24.9,  24.14,

27.23, 28.20 x2) 

⟨⟩ (19.25)

ⲓ– (Acts 15.23, 20.11)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: 100%     Acts: 91%

ⲁ-
ⲁϩⲉ (Acts 7.1, 17.11)

Deut.:  0%    Jon.:  0%

Acts: 6%

ⲁ-
ⲁⲇⲓⲁⲕⲟⲛⲓⲁ
(Acts 1.17)

Deut.: 0%

Jon.: 0% 

Acts: 3%

25 Thompson (1913), p. 13.
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 + ~ ⲁ +  ⲁ + 
- (Deut.: passim) (Jon.: Ø)

(Acts 1.15,  5.8,  5.24,  5.36, 5.38, 14.15,  16.17, 16.20,

16.35, 16.36, 16.38, 19.37, 20.34, 21.15)

ⲓ- (Acts 5.35)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 79%

ⲁ-
ⲁϣⲁϫⲉ (Acts 5.5,  5.32,

10.44, 13.42) 

Deut.: 0%    Jon.: Ø  

 Acts: 21%

Deut.:  0%

Jon.: Ø

Acts: 0%

iii)  This  rule  is  consistently  observed  in  Deuteronomy with  the  construct  participle  ϥ-
(Deut. 5.14,  [5.21]).  On  the  other  hand,  the  scribe  of  Acts alternates  between  the  two

allographs. Here again, it is the  vowel which prompts the variant form:

Table 55: Variation with construct participles

 +   + 
ϥ- (Deut. 5.14, [5.21])

(Acts 16.35)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

ϥ- (Acts 23.23)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 50%

ⲙ- (Acts 28.7)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 50%

ⲙ- (Acts 28.2)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 50%

iv) Note also the spelling of the interrogative particle in  Acts,  ⲉⲉⲓ- (Acts 21.38,  23.9) in

contrast to ⲉⲉ- in the Chester Beatty codices.

Case B6:   ˈ(C)  VG  .CV(C)

V = ⲟ Deut./Jon: G =  Acts: G =  (var. )
V = ⲏ Deut./Jon: G =  Acts: G =  (var. )
V = ⲁ Deut./Jon: G =  (var. ) Acts: G = 

When the  glide  closes  a  syllable  within a  lexeme,  the digraph is  preferred  following the

vowels  and  by both scribes, with variation in Acts. When preceded by the vowel , the

digraph is employed in  Acts, but the scribe of  Deuteronomy and  Jonah favours  , with one

exception.

a) V = ,  Deut./Jon: G =  Acts: G =  (var. ~)
Deut.: ϭ, ϩ, ϭ, , .

Jon.: ⲁⲙⲏⲉⲓⲧ.

Acts: ϭ, ϭ, ϩ~ϩ, ϩ~ϩ, ~[]ⲓ.

112



Table 56: V = ,     G =  vs. ~

 ~
 (Acts 16.15) (Jon. 1.7)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: 100%     Acts: 50%

[]ⲓ (Acts 16.36)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: 0%     Acts: 50%

ϩ (Acts 6.9, 10.23, 12.1, 14.4, 15.1, 15.5, 15.24,

17.4, 17.6, 17.18  x2, 19.13, 19.31, 23.9, 23.12, 27.44

ϩ[], 28.24)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 94%

ϩ (Acts 19.9)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 6%

ϩ (Acts 7.58, 9.39, 11.15,  14.14, 16.22, 18.6,

20.33, 22.20)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 89%

ϩ (Acts 23.23)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 11%

b) V =  Deut./Jon: G =  (var. ) Acts: G = 
Deut.: , ϩ, ϩ,  (Deut. 32.14).

Jon.: ϩ (Deut. 33.12) (Jon. 4.5, 4.6).

Acts: ϩⲉⲓ (Acts 5.15).

c) Words of Greek origin: The scribe of Acts occasionally places a trema over the iota of the

Greek diphthong:

ⲡⲁⲇⲉⲩⲉ (Acts 22.3) παιδεύω;

ⲁ (Acts 28.18),  (Acts 28.20) αἰτία.

Note: ⲕⲁǀⲫⲁⲥ (Acts 4.6) Καϊάφας. (CB: ⲕⲁⲫⲁⲥ);

ⲥⲧⲟⲕⲟⲥ (Acts 17.18) Στοϊκός (CB: ⲥⲧⲟⲕⲟⲥ).

Case B7:     ˈ(C)V  G  C# G = ⲉⲓ (var. )
In the ‘covered’ position the digraph is regular:

Deut.:  ,  ϫ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ϫ,  ϣϣ,

ϣ/ϣ, ϣϣ;

, [ϫ] (Deut. 20.5), [ϫϥ]ⲕ (Deut. 20.5).

Jon.: ϣ, ϫ, ϩⲟⲉⲓⲙ.

Acts:  ϫ,  ϫ, , , , , , ⲛ,

ϣ/ϣ/ϣ, ϣϣ, ϣϣ, , ⲑⲧ
(ⲧϩⲧ), ϩⲕⲧ, ⲡⲛϥ.

But note:  for  (Acts 16.26)
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Variation: The one exception is  ϫǀ (Deut. 6.4, 29.27, 32.4), the variant occurring at the

end of a line only, as in the Chester Beatty codices.

Case B8:   CVCˈ  G  V G = 
At the beginning of a syllable, following a closed syllable, the digraph renders the glide.

ⲣⲉⲓⲟⲟⲩⲉ (Acts 20.19, 20.31)

Case B9:     ˈ(C)  V.  G  V(C) and   (C)  V.   ̍ G  V(C)

V = ,  Deut.: G =  Acts: G = ⲉⲓ (var. ~)
V = ⲟⲩ Deut.: G = ⲉⲓ  Acts: G = Ø

In Deuteronomy the intervocalic glide, beginning a syllable preceded by an open syllable, is

realised  following the vowels  and , as it is in Cases B5 and B6. On the other hand, the

glide  is  rendered  ⲉⲓ (var.  )  in  Acts. Following  vocalic  ⲟⲩ,  the  scribe  of  Deuteronomy

employs the digraph, as in Case B5.

a) V = ,  Deut.: G =  Acts: G = ⲉⲓ (var. ~)
Deut.: ⲉⲉ-, ;

, (-), ϫ (ϫ), , , , ϭ, ;

Acts: ⲉⲉⲓⲉ-, ~;

ϫ, (), ⲩ, ~.

Note: ⲉⲉⲓ- (Acts 23.9, 21.38) interrogative particle (CB: ⲉⲉ) (cf. Case B5).

Table 57: Variation in the intervocalic glide

 ~
Adhortative (Future III)

ⲉⲉⲓⲉ- (Acts 16.30, 23.35)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

ⲉⲉ- (Deut. 5.31,10.2, 31.28)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

 (Acts 6.1, 9.29, 11.20, 16.1, 16.3) 

[] (Acts 20.24)

[] (Acts 19.10) 

[] (Acts 21.37)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 86%

[] (Acts 21.28)

Deut.: Ø      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 14%

ϫ (Acts 1.20, 7.36, 7.44)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 75%

ϫ (Deut. 9.28, 11.24)

(Acts 12.17)

ϫ (Deut. 7.22)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 25%
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 ~
 (Acts 2.33, 24.3, 28.10)

[ϯⲁ] (Acts 20.24) (Budge: [ϯⲙⲁ];CB: ϯ)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 80%

 (Deut. 10.17)

 (Deut. 5.16)

 (Deut. 7.6, 28.58)

 (Acts 5.34)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 20%

() (Acts 13.39 x2)

Deut.: 0%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

(-) (Deut. 25.1)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

 (Deut. 22.29)

ⲩ (Acts 13.20)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

ϭ (Deut. 25.1)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

 (Deut. 33.29)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

 (Deut. 12.15, 12.22, 15.22)

Deut.: 100%      Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

Note the following biblical names/proper nouns in Acts:

• ⲏⲥⲁⲁⲥ (Acts 8.28, 8.30), vs. ⲏⲥⲁⲁⲥ (Acts 28.25) (CB: ⲏⲥⲁⲁⲥ) Ἡσαΐας

• [ⲅⲁ]ⲟⲥ (Acts 20.4) (CB: ⲕⲁⲟⲥ), vs. ⲅⲁⲟⲥ (Acts 19.29) (CB: ⲅⲁⲟⲥ) Γάϊος 

• ⲧⲁⲭⲁⲁ (Acts 18.12, 18.27, 19.21) (CB: ⲧⲁⲭⲁⲁ) Ἀχαΐα

• ⲃⲉⲣⲟⲓⲁ (Acts 17.10, 17.13, 20.4) (CB: ⲃⲉⲣⲟⲓⲁ) Βέροια 

• ϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ (Acts 6.1), ⲙⲧϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ (Acts 21.40, 22.2) (CB: ϩⲉⲃⲣⲁⲓⲟⲥ) Ἡβραίος

• ⲁⲓⲛⲁⲓⲁⲥ (Acts 9.33), ⲁⲛⲁⲛⲓⲁⲥ (Acts 22.12) (CB ⲉⲛⲛⲁⲓⲁⲥ) Ἀνανίας

• ϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁ (Acts 1.8,  10.37,  10.39,  11.1,  11.29,  12.19,  15.1),  [ϯ]ⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁ (Acts

21.20),  ϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲁ (Acts 21.10),  ϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲁ (Acts 8.1),  ϯⲟⲩⲇⲁ (Acts 9.31),

ϯⲟⲩⲇⲁ (Acts 2.9) (CB: ϯⲟⲩⲇⲁⲓⲁ) Ἰουδαία

b) V = ⲟⲩ Deut.: G = ⲉⲓ  Acts: G = Ø

ⲙⲟⲩⲉⲓⲟⲟⲩⲉ (Deut. 5.8), ⲧⲟⲩⲉⲓ (Deut.12.2, 32.22, 33.15).
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C. Graphemic forms of the vowel /u/ (~~)

Table 58: Typology of the vowel /u/

Case Syllabic Context BL Deuteronomy BL Jonah BL Acts Examples

C1
#(ˈ)V

ⲛⲁⲙ  (var. ~)  (var. )  (var. )
 ⲛⲁⲙ

ϫⲁ ϣⲏ

C2
(ˈ)(C)CV

  (var. )   ~ 
ⲧⲁⲟⲩ 

C3
ˈ(C)CVC(C)

ϩⲛ  (var. )   ⲉϩⲛ ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ
~

Case C1:     #(ˈ)  V V =  (var. ~)

At the beginning of a segment the vowel /u/ is realised , on one occasion in Deuteronomy

with a circumflex:

 ( Deut. 32.20), -, ⲛⲁⲙ, ϫⲁ, ϣⲏ. 

With a preformative clitic:  In the following cases  variation occurs  under the influence of

certain clitics:

• The indefinite article  - is regularly reduced to  -- when it is preceded by the

preposition  and the Perfect I conjugation nominal base . For example:

ⲉⲩⲙⲁⲉⲓⲛ (Deut. 6.8), ⲉⲩⲙⲁ (Deut. 19.5), ⲉⲩⲛⲟϭ (Deut. 7.21), ⲉⲁⲩⲕⲁⲕⲉ (Deut.

5.22).

Note also: ⲛⲉⲩⲟϭ (Jon. 3.3) - Imperfect ⲛⲉ + indefinite article.

• A few of the lexemes denoting time beginning with  are preceded by the long form

of  the  definite  article  (ϣ, ),  and  in  these  cases   is  regularly used

(ϣ, , ).

• Note:  ϫ is  regularly  written  with  the  short  form  of  the  definite  article

(ϫ).

Case C2:   (  ˈ)(C)C  V V =  (var. )

The vowel is rendered  following a consonant in an open syllable:

, , , ⲧⲉⲛ, ⲥⲓⲟⲩ;

ⲡ-, ⲡ-, ⲧⲉⲣ-, ⲙⲁⲣ-, ⲁⲣ-;

ⲧⲏⲣ.

116



Variation:  One  can  observe  in  Deuteronomy,  particularly  towards  the  latter  part  of  the

manuscript, as previously mentioned, the frequent use of the circumflex over the digraph. The

same phenomenon also occurs with vowel and glide combinations (~ⲁ; ~ⲏ).

Table 59: C +  vs. 

 
 (Deut. 17.5, 17.6, 17.12, 19.5, 19.6 x3, 19.11,

[20.5],  22.8,  22.26,  24.3 24.7,  24.16 x3,  25.5,  25.6,

28.21)

but  (Deut. 5.25) – reduplication of 26 

Deut.: 66%

 (Deut. 30.19,  31.14,  31.27,  31.29,  32.50  x2,

33.1, 33.6, 34.5, 34.7)

Deut.: 34%

 (Deut.: 28 and [2] occurrences)

Deut.: 90%

 (Deut. 30.19, 33.13, 33.23)

Deut.: 10%

ϣⲟⲩϣⲟⲩ (Deut. 10.21)

Deut.: 50%

ϣϣ (Deut. 33.29)

Deut.: 50%

 (Deut.: 302 and [16] occurrences)

Deut.: 99.7%

ⲛⲧⲉ (Deut. 32.37)

Deut.: 0.3%

ⲉⲓ (Deut. 33.20, 33.22)

Deut.: 100%

ⲛⲛⲉ (Deut. 29.18)

Deut.: 100%

ϩ (Deut. 29.23)

Deut.: 100%

Case C3:     ˈ(C)C  V  C(C) V =  (var. )

The vowel is also rendered  following a consonant in a closed syllable:

ⲉϩⲛ, ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ, ~, , ⲛⲛ (Deut. 33.13).

26 Cf. Kahle (1954), p. 87.
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D. Graphemic forms of the glide /w/ (~~~)

Table 60: Typology of the glide /w/

Case Syllabic Context BL Deuteronomy BL Jonah BL Acts Examples

D1
#(ˈ)GV

  (var. )   (var. )  

D2
#(ˈ)GVC(C)

ⲱⲙ  (var. )   (var. )
ⲱⲙ

ⲛ-~-

D3
ˈ(C)CGV

ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ  Ø  ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ

D4
ˈ(C)CGVC

ϣ    ϣ

D5

(ˈ)(C)VG(C)

ⲙⲟ
ⲧⲱⲛ


ⲧⲏⲩⲧ

-
ϫⲟⲟⲩ

V =   (var. )   (var. ) ⲙⲟ
V = ⲱ    ⲧⲱⲛ
V =   Ø  ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ

V = ⲏ  (var. ~)

ⲏ ()
 (var. )  (var. ) ⲧⲏⲧ~ⲧⲏⲩⲧ

V = ⲁ  (var. ) 

ⲁⲩ (~)
  ~

V = ⲉ  (var. ~)   - ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩ
V = ⲟ    ϩⲟ “day”

D6

(C)V.ˈGV(C)

ˈ(C)V.GV(C)

ⲕⲟⲉ
ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ
ϩ

ⲙⲉⲉ

V =     ⲕⲟⲉ 
V = ⲓ    ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ
V = ⲏ  (var. )   ϩ~ϩ

V = ⲁ 
ⲁⲩ ()

  (var. )


~

V = ⲉ  (var. ) Ø  ⲙⲉⲉ
ⲉⲩ~ⲉⲩ
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Case D1:     #(ˈ)  G  V G =  (var. )

At the beginning of a segment, in an open syllable, the glide is realised :

, , .

With a preformative clitic: Note the following variations with clitics.

Preposition ⲉ: 

ⲉⲩⲉⲓ “to one” (Deut. 19.5, 19.11), ⲉⲩⲁ (Acts 7.24), ⲉⲟⲩⲁ (Acts 23.17, 21.8).

Perfect I conjugation base ⲁ:

ⲁⲩⲁ (Acts 5.25), ⲁ[ⲟⲩⲁ] (Acts 11.28).

Adjective :

ⲕⲉⲩⲁ “another one” (Deut. 28.30) (Acts 1.20, 4.12, 23.6) vs. ⲕⲉⲟⲩⲁ (Acts 8.34)

Case D2:   #(ˈ)  G  VC(C) G =  (var. )

At the beginning of a segment, in a closed syllable, the glide is realised :

ⲱⲙ, ϣ, ⲱϣ, ⲱϩ,

 ⲛ-~-, ⲛ-/~-/

With a preformative clitic: Note the following variations:

• ⲉⲩⲱⲙ “to eat” (Deut. 2.6);

• ⲡⲁⲩⲟⲉⲓ (Deut. 22.14);

• -ⲛⲁⲩⲟⲙⲟⲩ (Deut. 28.55);

• ϫⲉ - (Acts 24.2) vs. ϫⲉ ⲛ- (Acts 7.12, 17.7, 18.10, 20.23);

• ⲛⲁⲟⲩⲛϣⲉ (Acts 5.23) (CB: ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲣϣⲉ “the guards”) - metathesis;

• ⲛⲁⲩϣⲉ (Acts 12.7, 12.19) (CB: [ⲛ]ⲁⲛⲟⲩϣⲉ Acts 12.19);

• ⲛⲉⲩⲉϣ (Acts 10.29) (CB: ⲟⲩⲉϣ “without” from ⲟⲩⲱϣ “pause”);

• Error - ⲉⲩⲡⲕⲱⲧⲉ for ⲉⲧⲡⲕⲱⲧⲉ (Acts 5.16).

In the following cases variation occurs under the influence of certain clitics:

• Converted existential: //- + ⲛ/- (var. ⲛ-)
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Table 61: Variation with the converted existential

Conjugation //- + ⲛ/- //- + ⲛ- 

Circumstantial ⲛ- (Acts 18.24, 24.11, 27.39)

Deut.: 0%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 60%

ⲛ- (Deut. 24.10) (Acts 19.40)

ǀ (Acts 1.15)

Deut.: 100%   Jon.: Ø    Acts: 40%

Imperfect - (Acts 9.36, 12.5)

ⲛⲛ- (Acts 3.2,  8.9,  9.10,  10.1,  11.24,

12.18, 14.8, 14.12, 16.14)

Deut.: Ø     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 85%

Note:  ⲛⲛⲇⲁ (Acts 19.14)

(CB: ⲇⲁ)
[ⲛ]ⲛϩⲉⲛ- (Acts 20.8)

(CB: ϩⲉⲛ-)

ⲛⲛ (Acts 16.1)

[ⲛ]ⲛ (Acts 20.9)

Deut.:  Ø     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 15%

• Converted predication of possession: 

//- + -/ (var. -/)

Table 62: Variation with the converted predication of possession

Conjugation //- + -/ //- + -/
Circumstantial -/

(Acts 24.15) 

-/
(Acts 2.47, 4.37, 18.24, 19.14, 23.18)

Deut.: 0%    Jon.: Ø    Acts: 100%

ⲛ (Deut. 24.10)

Deut.: 100%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

Imperfect -/
(Acts 13.5, 18.18, 21.9)

-/
(Acts 21.9)

Deut.: Ø    Jon.: Ø    Acts: 80%

-/
(Acts 21.23) 

Deut.: Ø    Jon.: Ø    Acts: 20%

Relative --/
(Acts 4.34)

--/
(Deut. 15.2, [15.3] x2, 24.10, 24.11)

(Acts 3.6, 11.29 23.19) 

Deut.: 100%    Jon.: Ø    Acts: 100%

• Long and short form of the article with lexeme-initial : In Acts fluctuation between

the long and short form of the definite article occurs with the lexeme  ϣ. In

addition, there is a hesitation between the use of  and  with the long form of the

article. The scribe of Deuteronomy is consistent in writing ϣ.
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Table 63: Forms of ϣ with the definite article

Short form of the definite article

/ + 
Long form of the definite article

/ + 
Long form of the definite article

/ + 
ϣ (Acts 1.7)

Deut.: 0%     Acts: 11%

ϣ (Acts 12.1) 

Deut.: 0%     Acts: 11%

ϣ (Acts 7.17, 7.20, 19.23, 

20.18)

ϣ (Acts 3.19, 3.21, 17.30) 

(Deut.: passim)

Deut.: 100%     Acts: 78%

• Coalescence of  -:  The sequence  - (initial   lexeme preceded by a

clitic) sometimes coalesces to :

 (Acts 16.1, 16.3) “a Greek” (CB: , );

ϣϣ (Acts 13.11) “for a time” (CB: ϣϣ);

ⲛ (Acts 13.47) (CB:  “as a light”);

ⲉϣⲁⲩⲁϩⲙⲉϩ (Acts 4.36) (CB: ⲉϣⲁⲩⲟⲩⲁϩⲙⲉϥ); 

ⲉⲩⲏⲛ (Acts 7.56); ⲉⲟⲩⲏⲛ (Acts 16.27) (CB: ⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏⲛ);

ⲡⲉ (Acts 14.5, 19.29) ⲡⲉ⟨⟩ (Acts 23.14) vs. ⲡⲉǀ (Acts 28.9) (CB: 

ⲡⲉ).

Case D3:   ˈ(C)C  G  V G = 
There is only one example of the glide  following a consonant in an open syllable:

ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ.

Case D4:   ˈ(C)C  G  VC   G = 
In a closed syllable there is only one example of the glide  following a consonant:

ϣ.

Case D5:   (ˈ)(C)  VG  (C)

V = , ⲱ,    Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ~) Acts: G =  (var. )

V = ⲏ    Deut./Jon: G =  (var. ~)  Acts: G =  (var. ⲟ)

V = ⲁ, ⲉ, ⲟ    Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ~~)  Acts: G = 
Following the vowels , ⲱ, and , the glide is generally realised . When preceded by

the vowels ⲁ, ⲉ, and ⲟ, the allograph  is employed. The strongest optionality occurs when

preceded by the vowel  ⲏ, in which case the scribe of  Deuteronomy and  Jonah prefers the
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digraph, whereas the scribe of Acts favours the single upsilon.

a) V = , ⲱ,     Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ~) Acts: G =  (var. )

Lexical forms: 

ⲉⲟ, ⲙⲟ (ⲙⲟⲉ Deut. 23.4), ⲧⲟ, ϩⲟ, ϩⲟⲧ,  ϩⲟ (Deut. 34.8),

ⲧⲁⲧⲁⲙ (Deut. 32.20), ⲙⲟ (Deut. 33.8);

ⲣⲱ, ⲥⲱϩ, ⲧⲱⲛ, , ;

ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ.

But: ϥⲧⲟⲩ (Acts 11.5)

3rd person pronominal suffixes:

ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ, ⲙⲟⲟⲩ, ⲧⲥⲁⲃⲟⲟⲩ, ⲧⲁⲕⲟⲟⲩ, ⲧⲁϩⲟⲟⲩ;

ⲉⲣⲱ, ⲉϫⲱ, ⲕⲣⲱ, ⲥⲱ, ϩⲓϫⲱ, ϩⲱ.

But: ⲧⲃⲟⲩ (Acts 11.9).

b) V = ⲏ Deut./Jon: G =  (var. ~)  Acts: G =  (var. ⲟ)

Lexical forms: 

Deut.: ⲟ, -ⲕⲁϩⲟ, ⲟⲟ, ϩⲁⲧⲟ,  ⲟ, (ⲟ Deut. 33.24),

ⲉϫⲟ, ⲧⲏⲟⲩⲧ~ⲧⲏⲩⲧ.

Jon.: -ⲕⲁϩⲟ, ⲧⲟ~ⲧ.

Acts: ⲧⲏⲩⲧ, , ⲧⲏⲩ, ⲉϯϩ, -ⲕⲁϩ, , ϩⲓ.
Statives: 

Deut.:ⲧⲁⲟ, ⲑ[ⲕ]ⲟ, ~, ⲧⲃ~ⲧⲃ, 

ⲧⲁϫⲣ~ⲧⲁϫⲣ.

Acts: ⲧⲁ, .

But: ⲟⲟ (Acts 1.12, 22.21) – never ⲟ.

3rd person plural suffix pronouns:

Deut.: Ø.

Jon.: Ø.

Acts: ϩⲧ, ϩⲁⲧ, ⲟⲃ[] (Acts 13.8).
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Table 64:  + ⲟ vs. ~

ⲟⲩ ⲩ~
(-)ⲧⲏⲟⲩⲧ (Deut.: 64 occurrences)

Deut.: 93%     Jon.: Ø    Acts: 0%

(-)ⲧⲏⲩⲧ (Deut. 11.27,  11.28,  12.7,  23.16,

28.14)

(Acts: passim)

Deut.: 7%     Jon.: Ø    Acts: 100%

 (Deut. 9.21, 23.4, 23.23, 24.9, 25.17, 28.34, 28.67,

32.29)

Deut.: 89%     Jon.: Ø    Acts: 0%

 (Deut. 13.6)

(Acts: passim)

Deut.: 11%     Jon.: Ø    Acts: 100%

ⲧⲃ (Deut. 12.15, 15.22)

Deut.: 50%     Jon.: Ø    Acts: Ø

ⲧⲃ (Deut. 12.22)

ⲧⲃ (Deut. 23.10)

Deut.: 50%     Jon.: Ø    Acts: Ø

ⲧⲁϫⲣ (Deut. 6.8, 7.19, 7.21, 10.17,11.2, 11.18)

Deut.: 86%     Jon.: Ø    Acts: Ø

ⲧⲁϫⲣ (Deut. 33.28)

Deut.: 14%     Jon.: Ø    Acts: Ø

ⲧⲟ (Jon. 1.4)

Deut.: Ø     Jon.: 50%    Acts: Ø

ⲧ (Jon. 4.8)

Deut.: Ø     Jon.: 50%    Acts: Ø

c) V = ⲁ, ⲉ, ⲟ Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ~~)  Acts: G = 
Lexical forms: 

, ⲕⲙⲁ, ⲁⲁⲩ, ⲙⲁⲁⲩ, ⲛⲁⲩ, ⲉⲓⲁⲁⲩ, ⲥⲛⲁⲩ, ⲧⲁⲩ, ϩⲛⲁⲁⲩ, 
ⲯⲩⲭⲏⲁⲁⲩ;

ⲥⲁⲃ, ϫⲉⲩ-.

3rd person plural suffix pronouns:

, , ϫ, ϫⲟⲟⲩ.

3rd person plural pronominal subjects:

-, -, ϣ-;

-, -, -, ⲉⲧⲣ-.

Possessive articles: 

-, -, -.

Variation: An exception to this rule is the lexeme ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩ (plural of ϫⲁϫⲉ)27 (Deut. 1.42,

6.19, 7.15, 12.10, 20.1,28 20.3, 20.4, 23.9, 25.19, 28.25, 28.31, 28.48, 28.68, 30.7, 32.27 x2,

32.31, 32.41, 32.43, 33.29), ϫⲓϫⲉ (Deut. 33.7), ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩⲉ (Deut. 33.11).29

27 Crum (1939), p. 799b: ϫⲓϫⲉⲉⲩ, ϫⲓϫⲉⲉⲩⲉ, ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩ (old MSS), ϫⲓⲛϫⲉⲉⲩ, ϫⲓⲛϫⲉⲉⲩⲉ, 
ϫⲓⲛϫⲉⲩⲉ S).

28 Note  that  Thompson  (1913),  p.  22  emends  Budgeʼs  reading ⲛⲉⲕϫⲓϫⲉ[ⲟⲩⲉ] (Deut.  20.1) to

ⲛⲉⲕϫⲓϫⲉ[ⲉⲩ] or –[ⲉⲟⲩ] if there are three letters.

29  Kahle (1954), p. 67 “perhaps due to Subakhmimic or Middle Egyptian”.
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An unusual feature of  Deuteronomy is the writing of  ϩⲉⲛⲕⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ for  ϩⲉⲛⲕⲉⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ
“other  gods”  (Deut. 13.13,  17.3,  28.14,  28.36,  28.64,  29.26,  30.17).30 But  note  ϩⲉⲛ ⲕⲉ
ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ (Deut. 5.7,  11.16,  11.28,  13.1,  13.6),  [ϩ] ⲕⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ (Deut. 7.4)  and  ⲙ ⲕⲉ
ⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ (Deut. 32.39)

The scribe of Deuteronomy occasionally uses the circumflex over ⲁⲩ or ⲩ (~) especially

towards the end of the manuscript, as has been mentioned earlier:

• ⲁ (Deut. 34.6) vs. ⲁⲁⲩ (Deut. 5.8, 5.14, 7.24, 11.25, 13.17, 15.21, 16.8, 22.26,

23.6, 23.18, 24.5, 28.26, 28.32, 28.51, 28.56, 28.68, 29.18 x2, 29.23);

• ⲕⲙⲁ (Deut. 32.10);

• ⲛ “see” (Deut. 26.7, 32.49, 32.52) vs. ⲛⲁⲩ (Deut. 24 and [1] occurrences);

• ⲛ “to/for them” (Deut. 31.2, 31.4, 31.5, 31.28, 32.21, 32.35, 32.41, 34.4) vs. ⲛⲁⲩ
(Deut. 34 and [2] occurrences);

•  (Deut. 29.25, 31.16)  vs. ⲁⲩ (Deut. 7.2, 29.1, 32.12);  ⲉⲁⲩ (Deut.

1.41, 1.42, 2.5, 2.9, 2.19, 20.3 x2, 23.9);

• ⲥⲛ (Deut. 31.4) vs. ⲥⲛⲁⲩ (Deut.: 11 occurrences);

• ⲁⲃ “Nabau” (Deut. 34.1).

Table 65: ⲁ + ⲩ vs. ⲩ

ⲩ ⲩ
ⲛⲁⲩ “to/for them” (Deut. 1.42, 2.9, 2.12, 2.14, 5.1, 5.9,

5.30,  5.31,  7.2,  7.5,  9.12,  9.27,  9.28,  10.9,  10.11,  11.9,

11.16,  13.13,  17.3,  20.3,  23.6,  23.8,  26.6,  28.14,  29.2,

29.17, 29.26 x2, [30.17], 31.7, [31.20], 31.23, 32.21, 32.33,

32.43, 32.46)

ⲛ (Deut. 31.2, 31.4, 31.5, 31.28, 32.21, 32.35, 32.41,

34.4)

Deut.: 95%

ⲛⲁⲟⲩ “to/for them” (Deut. 1.39, 5.9)

Deut.: 5% 

30 Thompson (1913) p. 13.
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ⲩ ⲩ
(ⲉⲧ)ⲙⲁⲩ (Deut. 1.44, 6.21, 6.23, 7.1, 7.24, 9.19, 9.20,

10.1,  10.6  x2,  10.7,  [10.8],  12.3,  12.5  x2,  12.7,  12.11,

12.14,  x2,  12.21,  12.26,  13.3,  13.5,  13.12,  13.15,  14.22,

14.23  x2,  14.25,  14.27,  15.15,  16.2,  16.3,  16.6,  16.11,

16.19,  17.5  x2,  17.8,  17.9,  17.12  x2,  18.7,  18.9,  19.4,

19.12,  19.17,  [22.18],  22.18,  [23.12],  24.7,  24.18,  25.8,

26.2, 26.3, 26.4 x2, 28.29, 28.36, 28.37, 48.48,28.64, 28.65

x3, 29.3, 29.20 x2, 29.22, 29.23, 29.27, 30.4, 31.17, 31.22,

[31.26], 32.44, 32.48, 34.5)

(ⲉⲧ)ⲙ (Deut. 10.10, 31.17, 31.18, 33.19, 33.21)

ⲉⲙⲁⲩ “to there” (Deut. 12.6)

Deut.: 96% 

ⲙⲁⲟⲩ (Deut. 1.46, 5.5, 5.15)

Deut.: 4% 

Biblical name

ⲏⲥⲁⲩ (Deut. 2.4, 2.5, 2.12)

Deut.: 75% 

ⲏⲥⲁⲟⲩ (Deut. 2.8)

Deut.: 25% 

Coalescence:

• ⲉϣⲁⲩⲁϩⲙⲉϩ (Acts 4.36) = ⲉϣⲁⲩⲟⲩⲁϩⲙⲉϥ 

• ⲉⲩⲏⲛ (Acts 7.56) = ⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏⲛ; ⲉⲟⲩⲏⲛ (Acts 16.27) = ⲉⲩⲟⲩⲏⲛ.

Case D6:   ˈ(C)  V  .  G  V and (C)  V  .ˈ  G  V(C)

V = ,  Deut./Jon.: G =  Acts.: G = 
V = ⲏ Deut./Jon.: G = ⲟ (var. ) Acts.: G = 
V = ⲁ, ⲉ Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ) Acts: G =  (var. )

Concerning the intervocalic glide, as in the previous case, the digraph is employed following

 and  , and the upsilon alone follows  ⲁ and  ⲉ. Again, variation is greatest following the

vowel  ⲏ. In this case also, the digraph is predominant in  Deuteronomy and  Jonah, and the

single upsilon is favoured in Acts.

a) V = ,  Deut./Jon.: G =  Acts.: G = 
ⲕⲟⲉ, ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ, ϩⲓⲉ, ϩⲓⲟⲉ, ⲙⲉⲓⲟⲉ, ⲧⲛⲟⲉ, ϩⲓⲟⲉ, 

ϩⲧⲟⲉ.

Note: ⲉⲥⲟⲉ (Deut. 28.31) for ⲉⲥⲟ; ⲙⲟⲉ (Deut. 23.4) for ⲙⲟ.
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b) V = ⲏ Deut./Jon.: G = ⲟ (var. ) Acts.: G = 
Deut.: ϩ~ϩ, ⲡⲏⲉ, ϣ.

Jon.: ϩ.

Acts: , ϣ, ϩ.

Table 66: ⲏ + ⲩ vs. ⲩ

 
ϩ (Deut. 2.7, 5.13, 11.2  x2, 11.4, 11.5, 11.6, 11.7,

12.7, 14.28, 15.10, 16.8, 23.20, 23.21, 26.6, [28.12], 28.20,

[29.2], [30.9], 31.29, 32.4 x2, [33.11])

(Jon. 3.10)

Deut.: 95%     Jon.: 100%    Acts: 0%

ϩ (Deut. 29.9)

ϩ (Acts 7.22, 7.41, 19.18, 21.19)

Deut.: 5%     Jon.: 0%    Acts: 100%

ⲡⲏⲉ (Deut. 32.43)

Deut.: 100%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

 (Acts 2.34, 7.56)

Deut.: 0%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

ϣ (Deut. 7.5, 12.3)

Deut.: 100%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 0%

ϣ (Acts 17.23)

Deut.: 0%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 100%

c) V = ⲁ, ⲉ Deut./Jon.: G =  (var. ) Acts: G =  (var. )

, ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁ (ⲙⲩⲁⲁ (Deut. 33.28), ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲧ (Deut.29.14)), ⲧⲁⲩⲟ, ⲧⲁⲩⲉ-;

ⲙⲉⲉ, ⲉ-.

Note the following:

ⲁⲩ (Deut. 32.34, 33.7), ⲱ (Deut. 32.40, 33.3)

Table 67: ⲁ, ⲉ + ⲩ vs. ⲩ

 
ⲉⲩ “pledge” (Deut. 24.6, 24.10, 24.12, 24.17)

Deut.: 80%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

ⲉⲩ (Deut. 24.11)

Deut.: 20%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

ⲁⲛⲁⲩϣ “oaths” ⲁⲛⲟⲩϣ (Deut. 29.12)

ⲁⲛⲁⲟⲩϣ (Deut. 29.14)

Deut.: 100%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: Ø

()  (Acts 2.11,  8.33,  15.12,  15.25, [16.36],

19.18, 19.31, 21.26) 

(Deut.: passim)

Deut.: 100%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 87%

ϥ (Acts 23.30)

(CB:  (Acts 15.33))

Deut.: 100%     Jon.: Ø     Acts: 13%
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APPENDIX 3: PAPYRUS BODMER XVIII

A. Graphemic forms of the vowel /i/ (~~~)

Table 68: Typology of the vowel /i/

Case
Syllabic Context

Examples*

P.Bodm. 18 

Deuteronomy 1-10.7
Examples

A1
#ˈV

  (var. ~) ~  ⲣ

A2
#(ˈ)VC

ⲉⲓⲥ-  ⲉⲓⲥ-

A3
(ˈ)(C)CV

ϫ  (var. ) ϫ ϣ ~ ϩ

A4
(ˈ)(C)CVC(C)

ⲛⲓ  (var. ) ⲛⲓ ϫ ϫϫ

A5
ˈ(C)GV 

ⲟⲩⲉⲓ  ⲟⲩⲉⲓ ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ

A6
ˈ(C)GVC

ϣ  ϣ

*Examples from classical Sahidic (Chester Beatty – Acts)

Case A1:   #ˈ  V   V =  (var. ~)
At  the  beginning of  a  lexeme in  an  open syllable,  including words  of  Greek  origin,  the

vowel /i/ is represented by the digraph:

~, , , , , .

Note: ϩ (Deut. 4.16) (εἰκών) (cf. Case A3).

Variation: On one occasion only, with the word “to come”, the circumflex is placed over the

digraph:31

 (Deut. 1.20) vs.  (Deut. 1.19, 1.24, 1.31, 1.44, 2.14 x2, 2.23, 2.32, 3.1, 4.45, 4.46,

6.4, 9.7 x2, 9.15, [10.1, 10.5, 10.7])

Biblical names/proper nouns: The exception to this rule occurs with biblical names where  is
regular: .

31 Kasser (1962c) places the circumflex over the iota in his edition.
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The trema is always omitted when prefixed with the singular definite article: .

Case A2   #(   ̍ )  V  C V = 
There is only one example of the vowel /i/ in this environment:

-
Note the vowel beginning a syllable (not a lexeme) which occurs in the following proper

nouns:

ϩⲉⲇⲣⲁⲉⲓⲛ (Ἐδάειν), ⲁⲉⲓⲣ (Ἰαείρ), ϩⲣⲁⲫⲁⲉⲓⲛ (Ῥαφαείν).

Case A3:   ˈ(C)C  V   and     C  V V =  (var. )
When the vowel /i/ follows a consonant, in an open syllable, it is rendered by the grapeme :

, []ϫ, -,  “the  wife”, , ϣ, -, -, ϭ-,

, -,  , , ϩ, ϣ,  ϣ, ϣ, ϥ(-), ϩ(-), ϩ, ϩ,

ϩ, ϩϫ/, ϩϫ, ϫ(-), ϫ, ϫ, ϫϫ, (ϫϫ Deut.

6.19), ϫϫ.

Variation: The exception to this rule concerns the lexeme ~:
 (Deut. 8.10, 8.12) vs.  (Deut. 6.11).

In Deut. 8.12 it appears that the scribe initially wrote , and then corrected himself, writing

the  over the original .

Words of Greek origin:

a) There is some variation in the realisation of the vowel in words of Greek origin. Greek ι is

consistently rendered with Sahidic , whereas Greek ει is generally transcribed with either 
or :

•  (Deut. 2.37) ὀρεινή;

•  (Deut. 2.20) Άμμανείτης;

•  (Deut. 3.10) Мεισώρ.
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Table 69: Greek ει: C +  vs. 

ει >  ει > 
χειμάρρος
 (Deut.  2.36,  2.37,  3.8,  3.16  x3,  4.48,

9.21, [10.7])

89%

ǀ (Deut. 3.12)

11%

Мωαβείτης
 (Deut. 2.9)

33%

 (Deut. 2.11, 2.29) 

67%

b) In the case of the -έω/-έομαι contract verb endings the digraph is maintained:

, , , , .

Case A4:   ˈ(C)C  V  C(C) and C  V  C V = ⲓ (var. )
In a closed syllable this rule is strictly followed:

, ϩ, , ϩ, , ϥ, ϫ, ϫ, ϫϫ, ϭϫ.

Words of Greek origin: As in the previous case, the scribe observes the Greek orthography, ι

transcribed as , and ει rendered as . The only exception occurs with the lexeme πόλις, in

which case the scribe fluctuates between  and .

Table 70:  vs. 

ι >  ι > 
πόλις
 (Deut. 1.22, 1.28, 2.36 x2, 3.4, 3.5, 3.10, 3.19,

4.41, 4.42, 6.10, 9.1)

50%

 (Deut. 2.34 x2, 2.35, 2.36, 2.37, 3.4 x2, 3.5,

3.6, 3.7, 3.10, 3.12) 

50%

Case A5:   ˈ(C)  G  V G = /w/ V = 
When the vowel /i/ follows a glide, in an open syllable, the digraph is always employed:

ⲟⲩⲉⲓ, ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ.

Case A6:   ˈ(C)  G  V  C G = /w/ V = ⲉⲓ
In a closed syllable the digraph also realises the vowel following a glide:

ϣ.
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B. Graphemic forms of the glide /j/ (~~~)

Table 71: Typology of the glide /j/

Case Syllabic Context
P.Bodm. 18 

Deuteronomy 1-10.7
Examples

B1
#ˈGV

  (var. ~) ⲁ ⲟⲉ

B2
#ˈGVC(C)

  (var. ) 

B3
ˈ(C)CGV

ϩ  (var. ) ϩ ϩ 
~

B4
ˈ(C)CGVC

ϩ  ϫ

B5

ˈ(C)VG#

ⲏ
ϫ
ⲉϫⲱ

ϣ

V =   ⲏⲉⲓ
V =    
V =  Ø Ø

V =   []
V =   (var. ~~) ⲡⲁ ⲁϣⲁ~ⲁϣⲁ ⲛⲁ

(C)VG#

- 
- 

V =   (var. ~) ⲁ- ϥ-~ϥ-

V =   (var. ~) -~- - -

B6
ˈ(C)VG.CV(C)

ϩⲛ

V = ⲟ
 ϩ

V = 
 ϩ

B7
ˈ(C)VGC#

  ⲙⲁⲉⲓⲛ ϫⲟⲉⲓⲧ ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ

B8
CVC.ˈGV

ⲣⲉⲓⲏ Ø Ø

B9

ˈ(C)V.GV(C)

(C)V.ˈGV(C)

ϫ
   ϫ

  ⲉⲉⲓⲉ-
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Case B1:   #ˈ  G  V G =  (var. ~)
At the beginning of a lexeme, in an open syllable, the glide is realised :

, ϩϣ, , , .

Biblical names/proper nouns: The iota with a trema is regular beginning biblical names:

, , .

The initial glide loses the trema when preceded by the definite article:

,  “the Jebusite”.

When preceded by the demonstrative article the iota with the trema remains:

 (Deut. 3.27, 4.21, 4.22)

But note the following:

• ⲁⲩⲱⲑ  (Deut. 3.14) vs.  (Deut. 3.14) “Auoth Jair” Ἰαείρ;

• ϩ (Deut. 2.32) “in Jasa” Ἰασσά;

•  (Deut. 1.36) “of Jephone” Ἰεφοννή.

Case B2:   #ˈ  G  VC(C) G =  (var. )
At the beginning of a lexeme, in a closed syllable, the glide is expressed with the digraph:

.

With a preformative clitic: Note the following exception:  ϥ (Deut.  3.27, 4.19) for  ϥ-
.  Here  we  find  the  coalescence of  the  vowel  +  glide,  resulting  in  syntagmatic

resyllabification: /fi.ˈjat/ > /ˈfjat/.

Case B3:  ˈ(C)C  G  V G =  (var. )
The glide following a consonant, in an open syllable, is rendered by the iota:

, ϩ, ϩ, ϩ, ϩ, ,  (-).

Variation: The one exception occurs with the following lexeme:

 (Deut. 4.23, 4.25, 9.12) vs.  (Deut. 9.16, 10.1 [ⲧ][ⲟ]).
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Case B4:   ˈ(C)C  G  VC G = 
The glide following a consonant, in a closed syllable, is also rendered by the iota:

ϫ.

Case B5   ˈ(C)V  G  #     and (C)V  G  #

a) Accented syllables ˈ(C)VG#

V= ,  G = 
V =  G = 
V =  G =  (var. ~~)
V =  G = Ø

Following the vowels   and   the final  glide /j/,  in  an accented syllable,  is  consistently

rendered . There is only one example of the glide following vocalic , and here the scribe

employs  . Variation occurs when the vowel   precedes the glide, in which case the scribe

favours  .  Occasionally the scribe uses a sort of a circumflex (slightly curved line) where a

trema would be expected. This could be a graphic malformation of the trema caused by the

scribe writing quickly without lifting the calamus from the papyrus. It is rare at the beginning

of the manuscript, but becomes more frequent towards the end.32

i) V = ,  G = 
Lexical forms:

ϣ, , ϩ, , .
1st person singular suffix pronouns: 

, , [ϣ] (10.1), .

ii) V =  G = 
[] (Deut. 1.17)

32 Kasser (1962c), p. 13.
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iii) V =  G =  (var. ~~)
Lexical forms:

ϩ (passim); ϩ (Deut. 9.7).

ϩ (Deut.10.4, [10.2]; ϩ (Deut.5.22, 6.8, 6.9); ⟨⟩ϩ (Deut.4.13).

ϩ (passim).

ϣ (Deut.4.1, 6.3, 7.22, 8.1, 8.13 x2); ϣ (Deut.1.11, 8.13).

 (passim);  (Deut.7.16, 8.10, 9.3);  (Deut.4.42, 9.29).

 (passim);  (Deut.4.6, 9.5).

 (passim);  (Deut.5.1).

But one exception: ϣ (Deut.3.11).

Suffix pronouns:

, ,  .

b) Unaccented preformatives (C)VG# 

V =  G =  (var. ~)
V =  G =  (var. ~)

When the glide functions as the 1st person singular in the conjugation bases, following the

vowels   and  ,  there is considerable variation. Variation also occurs with the glide in the

demonstrative  articles  and  the  construct  participle  ϥ-~  ϥ-. This  scribe  prefers  the

allograph  ~ following the vowel  , with only a few exceptions. Following the vowel  ,

however, the optionality is stronger with a preference for the digraph.

Table 72: 1st person singular pronominal subject of verbal conjugations:  + ~ vs. 

Conjugation  + ~  + 
Perfect I -  (Deut.  1.8,  [1.9],  1.15,  [1.15],  [1.16],

[1.18], 1.23, 1.29, 1.43, 2.9, 2.24, 2.26, 2.31,

3.12, 3.13, 3.15, 3.16, 3.18, 3.21, 3.23, 5.6,

5.28, 9.9, 9.13 x2, 9.15, 9.17 x3, 9.18, 9.21

x5, 9.25 x2, 9.26, 10.3, [10.3 x2], [10.4])

- (Deut.4.5)

94%

- (Deut. 1.20, 3.2)

6%

Perfect I Relative /

Perfect II

ⲉⲛ- (Deut. 3.19, 3.20)

- (Deut. [1.8], 2.5, 2.19)

80%

- (Deut. 1.35) 

ⲉⲓⲱⲣǀ extending beyond 

the right hand margin.

20%

Habitual ϣ- (Deut. 5.9, 5.10)

100% 0%
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Table 73: 1st person singular pronominal subject of verbal conjugations:  + ~ vs. 

Conjugation  + ~  + 
Present Circumstantial /

Present II

- (Deut. 3.21, 3.23, 9.13, 9.25, 9.26)

- (Deut. 9.18)

67%

- (Deut. [1.9], 1.16, 2.26, 3.18)

33%

Imperfect - 

0%

- (Deut. 5.5)

100%

Future I Circumstantial/

Future II

- (Deut. [1.12], 7.17)

20% 

- (Deut. 2.27 x2, 2.28 x2)

80%

Future Imperfect ()- (Deut. 9.9)

100% 0%

Table 74: Variation with demonstrative articles

 + ~  + 
- (Deut. [1.5], 3.25, 3.26, [9.27], [9.28])

7%

- (Deut.  [1.6],  1.31  x2,  1.32,  1.35,  2.3,2.14

⟦⟧-,  3.18, 3.21, 3.25, 3.27, 3.28, 4.6, 4.8, 4.21,

4.22 x2, 4.32, 5.3, 5.28, 5.31, 6.23, 7.17, 9.4, 9.6, 9.7,

9.12, 9.13)

93%

- 

0%

- (Deut. 2.7, 4.32, 5.3, 5.25, 8.17)

100%

- (Deut.  4.6, 4.42, 6.6, 6.20 x2, 6.24, 6.25, 7.11

x2, 7.19 x2, 7.22, 9.5)

- (Deut. 7.11)

60%

- (Deut. 1.35, 4.30, 6.20, 7.12, 9.4 x2)

30%

Table 75: Variation with the construct participle

 + -  + -
ϥ- (Deut. 2.26 ϥϣ, 5.14 ϥϩ)

67%

ϥ- (Deut. 5.21 ϥǀϩ)

33%

Case B6:   ˈ(C)  VG  .CV(C)

V =  G = 
V =  G = 

When the glide closes a syllable within a lexeme, the previous rule (Case 5B) is observed, the

digraph following , and  used after the vowel .

ϭⲟ[] (Deut.1.16), ϩ (Deut.8.4)

ϩ (passim)
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Case B7:   ˈ(C)V  G  C#   G = ⲉⲓ
In the ‘covered’ position the digraph is consistently used, even following the vowel , where

it is otherwise rendered  (cf. Case 5B).

ϫ, , , ϣ, ϣϣ, , ϫ.

Case B8:     CVCˈ  G  V

Ø

Case B9:   ˈ(C)  V.  G  V(C) and   (C)  V.   ̍ G  V(C) G = 
The use of the digraph here contrasts  to  Case B5, where the glide is  generally realised  
following the vowels   and  . In this environment, however, the use of   could be an

extension of Case B1, in this case, beginning a syllable, not a segment.

, , ϫ, , , ⲉⲉⲓⲉ- (Adhortative base).
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C. Graphemic forms of the vowel /u/ (~)

Table 76: Typology of the vowel /u/

Case Syllabic Context
P.Bodm. 18

Deuteronomy 1-10.7
Examples

C1
#(ˈ)V

ⲛⲁⲙ  (var. )  ⲛⲁⲙ - ϣⲏ

C2
(ˈ)(C)CV

  
ⲡ- ⲧⲏⲣ

C3
ˈ(C)CVC(C)

ϩⲛ  ⲉϩⲛ ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ []

Case C1:     #(ˈ)  V V =  (var. )

At the beginning of a segment the vowel /u/ is realised .

, -, ⲃⲉ, ⲛⲁⲙ, ϣⲏ.

In the following cases variation occurs under the influence of certain clitics:

• The indefinite article  - is regularly reduced to  -- when it is preceded by the

preposition , and the Perfect I conjugation nominal base . For example: ⲉⲩⲙⲁⲉⲓⲛ
(Deut. 6.8), ⲉⲩⲛⲟϭ (Deut. 1.28, 7.21, 9.14), ⲉⲁⲩⲕⲁⲕⲉ (Deut. 5.22).

• A few of the lexemes beginning with  are preceded by the long form of the definite

article  (ϣ, ),  and  in  these  cases   is  regularly  used  (ϣ,

).

Case C2:   (  ˈ)(C)C  V V = 
The vowel is rendered  following a consonant in an open syllable:

, , ⲧⲉⲛ, ⲥⲓⲟⲩ;

ⲡ-, ⲧⲉⲣ-, ⲙⲁⲣ-;

ⲧⲏⲣ.

Case C3:     ˈ(C)C  V  C(C) V = 
The vowel /u/ is also rendered  following a consonant in a closed syllable.

ⲉϩⲛ, ⲙⲟⲩⲟⲩ, [].
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D. Graphemic forms of the glide /w/ (~)

Table 77: Typology of the glide /w/

Case Syllabic Context
P.Bodm. 18 

Deuteronomy 1-10.7
Examples

D1
#(ˈ)GV

   ⲟⲩⲉⲓ 

D2
#(ˈ)GVC(C)

ⲱⲙ  ⲱⲙ ϣ
-~-

D3
ˈ(C)CGV

ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ  ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ

D4
ˈ(C)CGVC

ϣ  ϣ

D5

(ˈ)(C)VG(C)

ⲙⲟ
ⲧⲱⲛ


ⲧⲏⲩⲧ

-
ϫⲟⲟⲩ

V =   ⲙⲟ
V = ⲱ  ⲧⲱⲛ ⲥⲱϩ
V =  Ø Ø

V = ⲏ  ⲧⲏⲩⲧ ⲥⲛⲏⲩ ⲛⲏⲩ
V = ⲁ  

V = ⲉ  (var. )
- - -
ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩ~ϫⲓϫⲉⲉⲩ

V = ⲟ  ϫⲟⲟⲩ

D6

(C)V.ˈGV(C)

ˈ(C)V.GV(C)

ⲕⲟⲉ
ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ
ϩ

ⲙⲉⲉ

V =   ⲙⲉⲓⲟⲉ ⲣⲥⲟⲉ
ⲧⲛⲟⲉ ϩⲓⲟⲉ

V = ⲓ  ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ
V = ⲏ  (var. ) ϩ ϣ
V = ⲁ  
V = ⲉ  ⲙⲉⲉ

Case D1:     #(ˈ)  G  V G = 
At the beginning of a segment, in an open syllable, the glide /w/ is realised .

ⲁ,  ⲁⲁ,  ⲉ ,  ⲓ ⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ, ⲟϩⲉ, ⲱ /  ⲱϩ, ⲱⲛ, ⲱϣ,

ⲱϣ, ⲱϣ, ⲱϣ.

Note the following haplography: ⲡⲉⲕ⟨ⲟⲩ⟩ⲟⲉⲓ (Deut. 5.27)
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Case D2:   #(ˈ)  G  VC(C) G = 
At the beginning of a segment, in a closed syllable, the glide is realised :

ⲁⲁⲃ,  ⲟⲩⲁϩⲥⲁϩⲛⲉ (Deut.  6.17,  6.25),  ⲟⲩⲉϩⲥⲁϩⲛⲉ (Deut.  5.10,  7.9), ⲛ-,

ⲛⲧ, ⲟⲉⲓ, ⲟⲉⲓϣ, ⲟⲛ, ⲟϭⲡ, ⲱⲙ, ⲉⲙ- (- Deut.

9.18), ⲟⲙ, ⲟⲛϩ, ⲉϣ-, ⲁϣ, ⲟϣϥ, ⲱϩ, ⲁϩ, ⲏϩ;

ⲛ-~-, ⲛ-/~-/.

With a preformative clitic: The digraph is maintained in the following cases:

• Converted existential: ⲛⲉⲟⲩⲛ (Deut. 1.35)

• Converted predication of possession: ⲛ (Deut. 4.7), ⲁϥ (Deut. 

4.8), ⲁⲕ (Deut. 4.38). 

• The lexeme  ϣ is always preceded by the long form of the definite article:

ⲡⲉⲟϣ (passim).

Coalescence: The sequence - coalesces to  in the following:33

ⲙⲁⲣⲟⲩ⟨ⲟⲩ⟩ⲱϩ (Deut. 3.19); ⲉⲟⲩ⟨ⲟⲩ⟩ⲱⲙ (Deut. 2.6).

Note also: ⲁⲗⲗⲁⲩ (Deut. 4.2) for ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲟⲩ- “but a ...”

Case D3:   ˈ(C)C  G  V G = 
There is only one example of the glide /w/ following a consonant in an open syllable:

ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ.

Case D4:   ˈ(C)C  G  VC   G = 
In a closed syllable there is only one example of the glide /w/ following a consonant:

ϣ.

Case D5:   (ˈ)(C)  VG  (C)

V = , ⲱ G = 
V = ⲏ G = 
V = ⲁ, ⲉ, ⲟ  G =  (var. )

33  According to Kasser (1962c) these could be haplographies p. 16.
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a) V = , ⲱ G = 
Lexical forms:

ⲉⲟ, ⲉⲥⲟ, ⲉϩⲟ,  ⲙⲧⲥⲛⲟⲟⲩⲥ ⲙⲟ, ⲙⲟⲧ,  ⲧⲟ, ⲡⲟ, 

ⲥⲟ, ⲥⲟⲛ, ⲧⲟ,  ϥⲧⲟⲟⲩ, ϩⲟ, ϩⲟⲧ, ϩⲣⲟ, ϫⲟ,  

ⲙⲉⲣⲱ, ⲣⲱ, ⲥⲱϩ, ⲧⲱⲛ.

3rd person pronominal suffixes:

ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ, ⲕⲧⲟⲟⲩ, ⲙⲟⲟⲩ, ⲧⲁⲕⲟⲟⲩ, ⲧⲁϩⲟⲟⲩ, ⲧⲥⲁⲃⲟⲟⲩ;

ⲉϫⲱ, ⲙⲥⲱ, ⲛⲁϣⲱ,  ⲛⲉⲥⲱ, ⲥⲱ, ϩⲓϫⲱ, 

ϩⲱ.

b) V = ⲏ G = 
Lexical forms:

ⲧⲏⲩⲧ, ϩⲁⲧⲏⲩ, ⲥⲛⲏⲩ.

Statives:

ⲕⲧⲏⲩ, ⲛⲏⲩ, ⲧⲁⲉⲓⲏⲩ, ⲧⲁϫⲣⲏⲩ.

c) V = ⲁ, ⲉ, ⲟ  G =  (var. )

Lexical forms:

ⲁⲁⲩ, ⲙⲁⲁⲩ, (ⲉⲧ)ⲙⲁⲩ, ⲛⲁⲩ (“see”), ⲥⲛⲁⲩ, ϩⲛⲁⲁⲩ, ϫⲉⲩ-.

3rd person plural suffix pronouns:

, , ϫⲟⲟ ⲩ.

3rd person plural pronominal subjects:

-, -;

-, ⲛⲁ-, ϣⲁⲛ-, -, -, (ⲉ)ⲧⲣ-.

Possessive articles:

-, -, -
Biblical names:

ⲏⲥⲁⲩ (Deut. 2.4, 2.5, 2.12)

Variation: The only exception occurs with the following lexeme:

ϫⲓϫⲉⲟⲩ (Deut. 1.42, 7.5) vs. ϫⲓϫⲉⲉⲩ (Deut. 6.19).
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Case D6:   ˈ(C)  V  .  G  V and (C)  V  .ˈ  G  V(C)

V = ,  G = 
V = ⲏ G =  (var. ⲟ)

V = ⲁ, ⲉ G = 

a) V = ,  G = 
ⲙⲉⲓⲟⲉ, ⲣⲥⲟⲉ, ⲧⲛⲟⲉ, ϩⲓⲟⲉ, ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ.

b) V = ⲏ G =  (var. ⲟ)

ϩ (Deut.1.30, 2.7, 5.13, 9.7).

ϣ (Deut. 7.5).

c) V = ⲁ, ⲉ G = 
ⲁⲩⲱ, ⲧⲁⲩⲟ, ⲧⲁⲩⲉ-.

ⲙⲉⲉ, ⲉ-.
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APPENDIX 4: PAPYRUS BODMER XXIII

A. Graphemic forms of the vowel /i/ (~~)

Table 78: Typology of the vowel /i/

Case
Syllabic Context

Examples*

P.Bodm. 23 

Isaiah 47.1-66.24
Examples

A1
#ˈV

  (var. ~) ~  ⲣ

A2
#(ˈ)VC

ⲉⲓⲥ-  ⲉⲓⲥ-

A3
(ˈ)(C)CV

ϫ  (var. ~)

ϥ ϫ ⲙⲓⲥⲉ
ⲥ 
ⲛⲓ- -

A4
(ˈ)(C)CVC(C)

ⲛⲓ  (var. ) ⲛⲓ

A5
ˈ(C)GV 

ⲟⲩⲉⲓ  (var. )  

A6
ˈ(C)GVC

ϣ  ϣ ϩ ϩ


*Examples from classical Sahidic (Chester Beatty – Acts)

Case A1:   #ˈ  V V =  (var. ~)
At the beginning of a lexeme, in an open syllable, the vowel /i/ is represented by the digraph

.
~, , , , , , .

Variation: In the case of the verb “to come” this scribe generally places a circumflex over the

digraph ().34

Table 79: # vs. 

 
 (Isa. 50.2, 60.7, 63.4, 63.14, [66.7], [66.23])

27%

 (Isa. 48.1, 48.3, 48.5, 49.18, 56.1, 59.14, 60.1, 60.4,

62.1, 63.4, 66.5)

73%

34 In the edition of Kasser (1965) the circumflex is placed over the iota only.
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With a preformative clitic:  On one occasion the epsilon is dropped when preceded by the

definite article:

 “the thirst” (Isa. 50.2).

Biblical names/proper noun: “Israel” always occurs with the definite article:

, .

Case A2   #  (ˈ)  V  C V = 
There is only one example of the vowel /i/ in this environment:

-.

Case A3:   ˈ(C)C  V   and     C  V V =  (var. ~)

When the vowel /i/ follows a consonant, in an open syllable, it is generally realised :
, , , , ϣ, , , , ϩ, ϣ, ϣ, ϥ,
ϩ, ϩ, ϩϣ, ϫ, ϫ, -, ϭ-, -, -.

Variation: The exception to this rule concerns the lexeme , which is always written with

the digraph carrying a circumflex:

 (Isa. 55.2, 56.11, 58.11, [66.11]);  (Isa. 65.15).

Another exception is  “light/shining” and its alternative unusual spelling:

 (Isa. 60.19) vs.  (Isa. 60.3).35

Words of Greek origin: The Greek orthography is generally respected.

a) Greek ι > Sahidic . For example:

, , , , , , ,
, , , , , ,  ,
, , , , , , [],
, , , , , , ,

, , , ϩ,   [][], ,
ϩ, .

35 Crum (1939), p. 267a: , . S, also  S,  A, ,  A².
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b) Greek ει > Sahidic :
, , , .

But note the exception:  (passim) Σείων.

In the following domain the iota renders Greek ει:

 (Isa. 47.15) βοήθεια,  (Isa. [58.3], 58.5 x2, 58.6) νηστεία, 
(Isa. 57.9) πορνεία; Note:  (Isa. 50.9) for .

c) In the case of the έω/έομαι contract verb endings the digraph is maintained except in two

instances:

, ,  (ϫ Isa. 63.19),  ,  ,  ,
, [], , .

Table 80: Greek ει:  C +  vs.  (verb endings)

ει >  ει > 
κληρονομέω
 (Isa. 49.8, 53.12, 54.3, 58.11, 60.21,

61.7, 65.9 x2)

[]ⲟⲛⲟⲙⲉ⟦⟧  (Isa. 63.18) -  placed over the  
90%

 (Isa. 57.13)

10%

καταπατέω  (Isa. 63.6)

100%

d) Greek ε > Sahidic :
ϩ (Isa. 59.9, 60.9, 64.3  placed over the ) ὑπομένεω.

Case A4:   ˈ(C)C  V  C(C) and C  V  C V = ⲓ (var. )
In a closed syllable the vowel is rendered ⲓ.

, , ϩ, , , , , [], ϣ, ϣϣ, ϥ, ϫ,

ϫ, ϫϫ, ϭϫ.

Words of Greek origin: As in Case A3, the Greek orthography is generally observed, with the

following exception:

 (Isa. 57.13, 65.16) vs.  (Isa. 63.9) θλῖψις.
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Case A5:   ˈ(C)G  V G = /w/  V =  (var. )

When the vowel /i/ follows a glide the digraph is employed, carrying a circumflex on two

occasions:

, [] (Isa. 66.21) Λευίτας;

 (Isa. 47.10);  (Isa. 47.8); ⲕ[]ⲉ⟨ⲓ⟩ (Isa. 47.10).

Case A6:   ˈ(C)  G  V  C G = /w/ or /j/ V = ⲉⲓ
In a closed syllable, as in the previous case, the digraph realises the vowel.

ϣ, ϩ, ϩ,  (Δαυίδ).
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B. Graphemic forms of the glide /j/ (~~~)

Table 81: Typology of the glide /j/

Case Syllabic Context
P.Bodm. 23 

Isaiah 47.1-66.24
Examples

B1
#ˈGV

  (var. ~) ⲁ ⲟⲉ

B2
#ˈGVC(C)

  (var. ) 

B3
ˈ(C)CGV

ϩ  ϩ ⲧⲥⲓⲉ-


B4
ˈ(C)CGVC

ϩ  ϫ ϩ ϩ 

B5

ˈ(C)VG#

ⲏ
ϫ
ⲉϫⲱ

ϣ

V =   (var. ) ⲏⲉⲓ~ ϣ ϩ
V =   (var. ~) ϭ~ϭ

V =   ⲉϫ 
V =   (var. )  
V =   (var. ~) ϫ~ϫ ~

(C)VG#

-
- 

V =   (var. ~) -~ⲁ- ϥ-

V =   (var. ~) - -~-

B6
ˈ(C)VG.CV(C)

ϩⲛ  (var. ) ϩ ϩ~

B7
ˈ(C)VGC#

  ⲙⲁⲉⲓⲛ  ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ

B8
CVC.ˈGV

ⲣⲉⲓⲏ Ø Ø

B9

ˈ(C)V.GV(C)

(C)V.ˈGV(C)

ϫ
 (var. )

  ϫ
  ⟨⟩-


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Case B1:   #ˈ  G  V G =  (var. ~)
At the beginning of a lexeme, in an open syllable, the glide /j/ is realised .

, , ⲉ, .

With  a  preformative  clitic:  The  iota  replaces  the  digraph  in  the  following  lexeme  when

preceded by the definite article (cf. also CB and BL Acts 16.13).

 “the river”(Isa. 48.18) vs.  “the rivers” (Isa. 50.2)

Biblical names/proper nouns: The iota with a trema is regular beginning biblical names:

 (Isa. 48.1, 48.20, 49.5, 49.6, 49.26, 58.1, 59.20, 65.9) [][] (Isa. 48.12),

But:  (Isa. 58.14);

 (Isa. 48.1, 65.9).

The trema is normally omitted in biblical names with the definite article. But note the one

exception:

 (Isa. 66.10)  vs.  (Isa. 49.15);  (passim).

Case B2:     #ˈ  G  VC(C) G =  (var. )
At the beginning of a lexeme, in a closed syllable, the glide is represented by the digraph:

.

Variation: Note the following Copto-Greek lexeme:

 (Isa. 54.12).

Case B3:  ˈ(C)C  G  V      G = 
The glide following a consonant, in an open syllable, is always rendered with a iota:

,  , -, ,  ,  ϩ, ϩ, ϩ,  ⲧⲥⲓⲉ-,

/,  /[].

Case B4:  ˈ(C)C  G  VC G = 
The glide following a consonant, in a closed syllable, is also always rendered with a iota:

ϫ (< ⲉ), ϩ, ϩ, .
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Case B5:  ˈ(C)V  G  #     and (C)V  G  #

a) Accented syllables ˈ(C)VG

V=  G =  (var. )

V=  G =  (var. ~)
V= ⲱ G = 
V=  G =  (var. )
 V =  G =  (var. ~)

The final glide following the vowels  ,  ,  ⲱ and  , in accented syllables, is generally

represented by the allograph , the variant  occasionally being used after the vowel , and

the  circumflex  covering  the  digraph  sometimes  appearing  after  .  On  the  other  hand,

following the vowel , the glide is realised  (var. ).

i) V=  G =  (var. )

Table 82: V=     G =  vs. 

 

ϣ (Isa. 51.1) 

100%

ϩ (Isa. 63.5) 

100%

 (Isa. 48.1,  56.5,  56.7  x2, 58.1,  60.7  x3, 63.7,

64.10, 66.1, 66.20)

71%

 (Isa. 56.7, 58.7 x3, 65.21)

29%

ii) V=  G =  (var. ~)
Table 83: V=     G =  vs. ~

 ~
 (Isa. 50.8)

100%

 (Isa. 50.9)

100%

 (Isa. 47.7) (νοεῖν)
100%
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 ~
ϭ (Isa. 51.5 x2, 51.9, 53.1, 59.16, 63.12)

67%

ϭ (Isa. 52.10, 63.5)

ϭ (Isa. 62.8)

33%

 (Isa. 50.2, 57.8, 58.2, 65.1, 65.5)

71%

 (Isa. 65.11)

 (Isa. 49.5, [61.10])

29%

 (Isa. 48.16, 49.1 x2, 49.20, 50.2, 50.4, 50.8

x3,  50.9,  51.1,  51.4,  51.5,  51.7,  55.2,  55.3, 57.11,

57.13, 65.1, 65.5, 66.4)

91%

 (Isa. 48.12)

 (Isa. 49.26)

9%

iii) V= ⲱ G = 
1st person singular suffix pronouns:

, , ϫ.

iv) V=  G =  (var. )
Lexical forms:

, , .
1st person singular suffix pronouns:

 “mine” (Isa. 66.2)

v) V =  G =  (var. ~)
Lexical forms:

()ϩ, ϩ,  (Isa. 54.1) “the husband”, ϩ, ϥ, ϣ.

Table 84: ϫ~ϫ vs. ϫ

~ 
ϫ (Isa. 49.6,  49.8,  49.24,  49.25,  51.5,  51.8,

51.14,  52.7,  52.10,  56.1,  59.11,  60.6,  60.18, 61.10,

63.8)

ϫ (Isa. 51.6, 59.17, [62.1], 63.1) 

95%

ϫ (Isa. 47.15)

5%
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Table 85: Variation with demonstrative pronouns

~ 
 (Isa. 48.20,  49.4,  49.6,  49.15,  50.7,  51.7,  52.6,

53.12,  54.9,  57.10,  [59.9],  61.1,  64.5,  65.5,  65.8,

65.13, 65.16)

100%

 (Isa. 47.15, 48.17, 49.5, 49.7, 49.8, 49.22, 49.25,

50.1,  51.1,  51.16,  52.14,  54.10,  55.11,  61.11,  62.5,

63.12, 63.14 , 65.8, 66.1, 66.13) 

 (Isa. 55.9)

ⲧⲓ (Isa. 62.5, 66.22)

82%

 (Isa. 58.5, 58.6, 59.21, 61.7, 64.5)

18%

 (Isa. 47.7,  47.8,  [47.10],  48.11,  48.16,  49.12,

49.21 x3, 50.11, 51.6, 51.12, 52.5 x2, 56.1, 56.2, 56.4

x2,  57.6,  57.10,  57.12,  57.13,[57.15],  60.8,  [61.9],

62.6, 64.11, 65.7, 65.13, 66.2 x2, 66.3, 66.5, [66.12],

66.19) 

94%

 (Isa. 58.14)

 (Isa. 48.1 –  inserted over the )

6%

1st person singular suffix pronouns:

, [] (Isa. 47.8)

Table 86: ~ vs. 

~ 
 “to/for me” (Isa. 48.5 x2, 49.3, 49.5, 49.6 x2,

49.20, 49.21 x3, 50.4 x2, 50.7, 54.17, 58.4, 65.8, 65.13

x3, 65.14, 65.15, 66.1, [66.3], 66.20, 66.21)

 (Isa. 66.3)

96%

 (Isa. 65.3)

4%

b) Unaccented preformatives (C)VG

V =  G = Glide  (var. ~)
V =  G = Glide  (var. ~)

In contrast  to the representation of the glide following the vowel   in accented syllables

where the scribe prefers the allograph  , in unaccented syllables, namely, the demonstrative

articles and the 1st person singular conjugation prefixes, there is a distinct preference for the

 allograph following  and also  , with variation occurring more frequently following .

On the other hand, the glide in the construct participle  ϥ- is consistently rendered by the

allograph  (Isa. 57.9, 63.9 x2).
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Table 87: 1st person singular pronominal subject of verbal conjugations:  + ~ vs. 

Conjugation  + ~  + 
Perfect I - (Isa. 48.14 -   above the  ,  48.14,

48.15,  49.8,  50.1  x2,  50.2,  50.7,  55.4,

60.15, 63.3 x2, 65.1, 65.2, 65.12)

- (Isa. 47.6, [47.6],  49.4,  51.16,

[57.18]) 

⟨⟩- (Isa. 48.8, 63.6)

27%

- (Isa. 48.3  x2,  48.5,  48.6,

48.10 x2, 48.15 x2, 48.17, 49.4 x2,

49.6, 49.7,  49.8  x2,  49.16,  50.2,

50.6,  50.7,  51.2 x4, 51.3  x2, 54.7,

54.8 x2, 54.16, 57.17 x3, 57.18 x3,

60.10 x2, 60.15, 62.6, 63.3, 63.5 x2,

63.6 , 63.7, 65.1, 65.12, 66.4 x2,

66.9)

73%

Perfect I Relative / Perfect II (-)ⲉⲛ- (Isa. 50.1, 51.16, 57.16)

[]- (Isa. 66.9)

30%

- (Isa. 48.16, 58.6)

- (Isa. 50.1)

- (Isa. 54.9,  55.11,  58.5,

59.21)

70%

Table 88: 1st person singular pronominal subject of verbal conjugations:  +  vs. ~

Conjugation  +   + ~
Present Circumstantial /

Present II

- - (Isa. 47.7, 47.8 ⲉ-, 48.14,

49.1, 52.7, 57.10, 63.1)

100%

Imperfect - - (Isa. 48.16, 49.21)

100%

Adhortative (Future III)

Negative 
- - (Isa. 65.8)

100%

Conditional ϣ- ϣ- (Isa. 57.11)

100%

Future I Circumstantial/

Future II

- - (Isa. 66.2)

- (Isa. 57.16 x2)

100%
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Table 89: Variation with demonstrative articles

 +   + 
- (Isa. 65.3)

14%

- (Isa. 47.9, 52.5, 52.6, 57.3, 66.9)

- corrected to - by inserting  above (Isa. 62.4)

86%

- 

0%

- (Isa. 48.14, 52.15, 53.7, 57.20 []-, 58.5, 63.1,

65.8, 65.22)

[Isa. 66.8 x2]

100%

- 

0%

- (Isa. 49.12)

100%

Case B6:   ˈ(C)V  G   .CV(C) G =  (var. )
The only case where the glide is rendered by , it follows the vowel .

, ϩ, /, ;

ϩ~.

Table 90: ϩ vs. 

 
ϩ (Isa. 51.16, 57.5)

67%

 “the shade” (Isa. 49.2)

[] (Isa. 51.16) (or [])

33%

Case B7:   ˈ(C)V  G  C# G = ⲉⲓ
In the ‘covered’ position the digraph is regular.

, , , , , , ϣ, ϣϣ, ϣϣ,

, ϩ, ϫ, , ϩ.

Case B8:   CVCˈ  G  V

Ø

Case B9:   ˈ(C)  V.  G  V(C) and   (C)  V.   ̍ G  V(C) G =  (var. )
The intervocalic glide is rendered with the digraph, with one exception:

, , -, ϫ, , ;

⟨⟩ (Isa. 49.20) Adhortative base .

But:  (Isa. 56.2).
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C. Graphemic forms of the vowel /u/ (~)

Table 91: Typology of the vowel /u/

Case Syllabic Context
P.Bodm. 23 

Isaiah 47.1-66.24
Examples

C1
#(ˈ)V

ⲛⲁⲙ  (var. )  ⲛⲁⲙ -

C2
(ˈ)(C)CV

   ⲥⲓⲟⲩ
ⲡ- ⲧⲏⲣ

C3
ˈ(C)CVC(C)

ⲉϩⲛ  ⲉϩⲛ ⲧ  
ⲥⲓⲟⲩⲣ

Case C1     #(ˈ)  V V =  (var. )
At the beginning of a segment the vowel /u/ is realised :

, -,  ⲃⲏ,  ⲛⲩ,  ⲛϥ,  ⲛⲁⲙ,  ϩ (),  ϩⲟⲣ (ϩⲟⲟⲣ
pl.), ϩ, ϫⲁ~ϫⲁⲉⲓ.

In the following cases variation occurs under the influence of certain clitics:

• The indefinite article - is reduced to -- when it is preceded by the preposition ,

and the Perfect I conjugation nominal base . For example:

ⲉⲩϫⲁ (Isa. 49.6), ⲉⲩⲗⲁⲁⲩ (Isa. 49.4), ⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟϥ (Isa. 51.3), ⲁⲩ-ⲉⲓ 
(Isa. 63.14), ⲁⲩⲥϩⲓⲙⲉ-ϯ (Isa. 66.8);

But note the one possible exception: [ⲉ]ⲟⲩ[ⲟⲣ]ⲫⲁⲛⲟⲥ (Isa. 47.8).

• A few of the lexemes beginning with  are preceded by the long form of the definite

article,  one  of  which  occurs  in  this  manuscript  (),  and  in  this  case   is

regularly used ().

• Note that the short form of the definite article is used with ϫⲁ: thus, ⲡϫⲁ
(Isa. 52.7).

• The  sequence  - (initial   lexeme  preceded  by  the  indefinite  article)

sometimes coalesces to :36

ϩ⟨⟩ⲉⲓϣ (Isa. 49.8),  ⟨⟩ⲛⲟϥ (Isa. 49.13),  ⲛ⟨⟩ⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ (Isa.

49.23),  ⟨⟩ⲱⲛ (Isa. 51.3),  ϩⲓⲧ⟨⟩ⲉⲓϣ (Isa. 51.8),  [⟨⟩ⲟⲩ]ⲱϣ

36 Cf. Kasser (1965), p. 25.
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(Isa. 59.7),  ⟨⟩ⲱ (Isa. 65.11),  ⟨⟩ⲛⲟϥ (Isa. 66.20)  and  possibly

ⲁⲡ⟨⟩ⲟⲉⲓⲛ (Isa. 60.1)  “the  light”  or  “your  light”  (as  in  the  Greek),  and

ⲡⲉⲟⲉⲓⲛ (Isa. 60.3).37

Case C2   (  ˈ)(C)C  V V = 
The vowel is always rendered  following a consonant in an open syllable.

, , , ⲧⲉⲛ, , ⲥⲓⲟⲩ;

ⲡ-, ⲧ-, ⲛ-, ⲡ-, ⲉⲙⲡⲁⲧ-, ⲙⲁⲣ-, ⲉⲧ-;

ⲧⲏⲣ.

Case C3     ˈ(C)C  V  C(C) V = 
The vowel is always rendered  following a consonant in a closed syllable:

ⲉϩⲛ, ⲧ, , , ⲥⲓⲟⲩⲣ, , , .

37 ⲡⲉⲟⲉⲓⲛ could be read as ⲡ⟨⟩ⲟⲉⲓⲛ. Kasser (1965), p. 134, observes that ⲉ is written on an 

irregular part of the papyrus and suggests that it could have either been an attempt to write ⲟ, or perhaps the 

scribe wanted to write ⲡⲉⲟⲉⲓⲛ “their light”.
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D. Graphemic forms of the glide /w/ (~)

Table 92: Typology of the glide /w/

Case Syllabic Context
P.Bodm. 23

Isaiah 47.1-66.24
Examples

D1
#(ˈ)GV

  (var. )   

D2
#(ˈ)GVC(C)

ⲱⲙ  (var. )
ⲱⲙ ϣ

-

D3
ˈ(C)CGV

ϩⲉⲓⲧⲉ  [ϩ]ⲟⲩⲟ

D4
ˈ(C)CGVC

ϣ  ϣ

D5

(ˈ)(C)VG(C)

ⲙⲟ
ⲧⲱⲛ


ⲧⲏⲩⲧ

-
ϫⲟⲟⲩ

V =   ⲙⲟ ϩⲟ ϩⲟⲧ
V = ⲱ  ⲧⲱⲛ ⲉⲓⲉⲣⲱ ⲣⲱ 
V =  Ø Ø

V = ⲏ  (var. ~)
~[]~

ⲧⲏⲧ~ⲧⲏⲩⲧ~ⲧⲏⲟⲩⲧ
V = ⲁ  (var. )  ϩⲁⲉⲟⲩ
V = ⲉ  -

V = ⲟ  ϫⲟⲟⲩ

D6

(C)V.ˈGV(C)

ˈ(C)V.GV(C)

ⲕⲟⲉ
ϫⲓⲟⲩⲉ
ϩ

ⲙⲉⲉ

V =   ⲕⲟⲉ ϩⲓⲟⲉ ϩⲧⲟⲉ 
V = ⲓ  ϫⲟⲩⲁ
V = ⲏ  (var. ~ⲟ) ϩ~ϩ~ϩ
V = ⲁ  

V = ⲉ  ~ ⲱ
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Case D1:     #(ˈ)  G  V G =  (var. )

At the beginning of a segment, in an open syllable, the glide is realised :

ⲁ, ,  ⲉ,  ⲉⲓⲛⲉ,  ⲉⲣⲏⲧⲉ,  ⲟⲟϭⲉ,  ⲱ,  ⲟⲩ,  ⲱⲗ,
ⲱⲛ,  ⲱⲛ,  ⲱ, ⲱ, ⲱϣ,  ⲱϣ, ⲱϣ,  ⲱ,

ⲟⲙ, ⲟⲩⲟϭⲡ.

Variation with a preformative clitic:

ϫⲉ[ⲩⲁ] “blaspheme” (Isa. 66.3) vs. ϫⲟⲩⲁ (Isa. 52.5);

ϯ⟨⟩ⲁϣ (Isa. 66.4) – haplography.

Case D2:   # (ˈ)  G  VC(C) G =  (var. )

As in case D1, the glide is graphically expressed with the digraph beginning a segment in a

closed syllable:

ⲟⲡ,  ⲁⲁⲃ, ⲏⲏⲃ, ⲟⲩⲉϩⲥⲁϩⲛⲉ, ⲉϭⲣⲟ,  ⲏⲟⲩ,  - (ⲛ- Isa.

49.15), ⟨ⲛ⟩ⲧⲉ- (Isa. 47.14),  ⲟⲉⲓⲛ, ⲟⲉⲓϣ,  ⲟⲛ,  ⲱⲙ,  ⲉⲙ-
(- Isa. 65.25),  ⲱⲛ,  ⲱ,  ⲱϣ,  ⲁϣ,  ⲱϩ,  ⲉϩ-,  ⲏϩ,

ⲟϫ.

With a preformative clitic: Variation occurs under the influence of certain clitics:

• Converted predication of possession:

ⲧⲉⲧⲉⲩⲧⲁⲥ = ⲧⲉⲧⲉ + ⲟⲩⲧⲁⲥ (Isa. 54.1)

• Long and short form of the definite article with lexeme-initial :

ⲡⲉϣ (Isa. 50.4, 54.9) vs. ⲡϣ (Isa. 64.8) (cf. ⲡϫⲁ (Isa. 52.7)).

Case D3:   ˈ(C)C  G  V G = 
There is only one example of the glide in this environment:

[ϩ]ⲟⲩⲟ.

Case D4:   ˈ(C)C  G  VC   G = 
In a closed syllable, following a consonant, there is only one example:

ϣ.
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Case D5:   (ˈ)(C)V  G  (C)

V = , ⲱ G = 
V = ⲏ G =  (var. ~)

V = ⲁ, ⲉ, ⲟ  G =  (var. )

a) V = , ⲱ G = 
Lexical forms: 

ⲉⲟ,  ⲉⲥⲟ, ⲉϩⲟ, ⲙⲟ, ⲧⲟ, ⲡⲟ, ⲡⲉⲑⲟ, ⲥⲟⲛ 

(ⲥⲟ), ⲥⲟⲧ,  ⲥⲟϩ,  ⲥⲟϩ,  ⲥⲟϩⲉ,  ⲧⲛⲛⲟ (ⲧⲛⲟ), 

ⲧⲟ, ϣⲟⲥⲟϣⲉ, ϩⲟ, ϩⲟⲧ, ϩⲣⲟ, ϫⲟ, ϭⲟⲛⲉ;

ⲉⲓⲉⲣⲱ, ⲣⲱ, ⲥⲱϩ, ⲥⲱ, ⲧⲱⲛ, ϩⲗⲟⲩⲗⲱⲟⲩ.

3rd person pronominal suffixes:

ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ,  ⲙⲟⲟⲩ,  ⲧⲁⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ (Isa. 65.8),  ⲧⲁⲗϭⲟⲟⲩ,  ⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟⲟⲩ,  

ⲧⲁϩⲟⲟⲩ, ⲧⲁϫⲣⲟⲟⲩ;

ⲉϫⲱ, ⲥⲱ, ⲣⲱ.

b) V = ⲏ G =  (var. ~)

The variant forms are found mostly after Isa. 60.16.38 In total,  occurs 71% of the time,

and ~ 29%.

Lexical forms: 

ϩⲁⲧⲟ, ϩⲟ, ⲁϩⲟ, ⲉϫⲟ, ⲥⲛ (Isa. 66.5), ⲥⲛⲏ (Isa. 66.20)

Statives: 

ⲧⲁⲕ, ϭ, , ϩ, ⲧⲥ, ⲧⲁⲉⲓ, ⲧϫⲧ.39

3rd person plural suffix pronouns:

ⲟⲃⲏⲟ.

38 Kasser (1965), p. 24: Accounting for the total possibilities, the following proportions can be calculated: 

before Isa. 60.16,  88%,  12%; after Isa. 60.16, ~ 44%,  56%.

39 Crum (1939), p. 448b: ⲧϫ S; ⲧϫⲧ a B form.
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Table 93: ⲏ +  vs. ~

 ~
ⲧⲏǀⲟⲩⲧ (Isa. 55.12)

6%

ⲧⲏⲧ (Isa. 50.1 x2, 50.2, 50.9, 52.5, 52.11, 55.12,

65.12, 65.15, 66.13 x2)

ⲧⲏ (Isa. 65.12)

ⲧⲏⲩⲧ (Isa. 50.10 x2, 55.3)

94%

ⲧⲟ (Isa. 57.13) 

50%

ⲧ (Isa. 64.5)

50%

 (Isa. 47.9, 47.11 x3, 47.13, 49.12, 49.17, 51.4,

51.15, 51.11, 52.12, 54.15, 55.10, 55.12, 57.16, 59.19

x2, 59.20, 60.5, 60.6, 60.13, 60.14, 61.5, 62.11, 63.1,

66.15, 66.18 x2)

93%

 (Isa. 55.11 [66.24])

[] (Isa. 47.9)

7%

ⲃⲓ (Isa. 54.11, 58.4, 61.1)

ⲓ (Isa. 58.10) 

80%

ⲑⲃⲓ (Isa. 49.13)

ⲑⲃⲓ[ⲩ] (Isa. 58.3) [ⲑⲃⲃⲓⲩ] (Isa. 66.2)

20%

ϩⲧⲟ (Isa. 48.2) ϩⲧ (Isa. 57.13)

c) V = ⲁ, ⲉ, ⲟ  G =  (var. )

Lexical forms:

ⲁⲁⲩ, ⲙⲁⲁⲩ, ⲛⲁⲩ, ⲙⲁⲩ, ⲥⲛⲁⲩ, [ϣⲁⲩ], ϩⲛⲁⲁⲩ;

ⲧⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩ, ⲙⲉ-.

3rd person plural pronominal subjects: 

ⲁⲩ-, ⲉⲁⲩ-, ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩ-, ⲧⲁⲩ-, ⲉϣⲁⲩ-;

-, -, -, ⲉⲧⲣ-.

Possessive articles:

-, -, .

3rd person plural suffix pronouns:

ⲛⲁⲩ, ⲙⲁⲩ, ⲁⲁⲩ, ⲧⲁⲁⲩ;

ϫⲟⲟⲩ, ⲥⲟⲟⲩ.

Variation: Note the following two exceptions:  ϩⲁⲉⲟⲩ (Isa. 47.7) “final things”;40 ϩⲁⲟⲩ
“tomb” (Isa. 65.4).41

40 Crum (1939), p. 635a: pl. ϩⲁⲉ(ⲉ)ⲩ, ϩⲁⲉⲟⲩ S .
41 Crum (1939), p. 212b: ⲙϩⲁⲁⲩ, -ⲁⲟⲩ ⲁⲩⲉ- S.
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Case D6:   ˈ(C)  V  .  G  V(C) and (C)  V  .ˈ  G  V(C)

V = ,   G = 
V = ⲏ G =  (var. ~ⲟ)

V = ⲁ, ⲉ G = 

a) V = ,   G = 
ⲕⲟⲉ, ⲟⲉ, ϣⲟⲉ, ϩⲓⲟⲉ, ϩⲧⲟⲉ;

ϫⲟⲩⲁ (Isa. 52.5); but note ϫⲉ[ⲩⲁ] “blaspheme” (Isa. 66.3). Cf. Case D1.

b) V = ⲏ G =  (var. ~ⲟ)

Table 94:  ⲏ + ~ vs. ⲟ

~ 
 (Isa. 49.13)

100%

ϩ (Isa. 60.21, 64.3, 66.18)

ϩ (Isa. 66.19) 

40%

ϩ (Isa. 48.9, 59.6 x2, 64.7, 65.7, 65.22)

60%

c) V = ⲁ, ⲉ G = 
 ( Isa. 54.4, 57.8), ⲱ 

ⲁⲩⲱ, ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁⲧ, ⲧⲁⲩⲉ-.
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