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This article publishes for the first time the extant remains of a Sahidic Coptic
papyrus codex containing portions of 2 Timothy 1–4 and Titus 1. The papyri are
currently housed in the Univeristy of Michigan Papyrology Collection. Overlooked for nearly a century, these new papyri extend the manuscript evidence for
the Sahidic text of these Deutero-Pauline epistles. The edition includes a transcription, paleographical analysis, commentary, as well as images of the fragment.

I. The Fragments
The University of Michigan Papyrology Collection contains numerous Coptic
biblical manuscripts that have been published over the years, not least of which is
the famous Middle-Egyptian Fayyumic codex of the Gospel of John (P.Mich. inv.
3521).1 There are, however, a number of Coptic fragments at Michigan that have
never been published or identified. Just recently, for example, I published P.Mich.
inv. 546, a Sahidic parchment fragment of the Gospel of Luke, and P.Mich. inv. 547,
some early Christian fragments with Gospel excerpts written in Fayyumic.2 The
collection thus continues to reveal its contents. In March 2013, I examined three
Coptic papyrus fragments from the Michigan collection and securely identified all
1 Elinor M. Husselman, ed., The Gospel of John in Fayumic Coptic (P. Mich. Inv. 3521) (Kelsey
Museum of Archaeology Studies 2; Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1962). For a list of
corrections to Husselman’s edition in addition to those documented by Hans-Martin Schenke,
see Brice C. Jones, “P.Mich. inv. 3521,” BASP 49 (2013): 299–300. An inventory of Coptic biblical
manuscripts in the Michigan collection was prepared by multiple contributors in William H.
Worrell, ed., Coptic Texts in the University of Michigan Collection (Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 1942).
2 On P.Mich. inv. 546, see Brice C. Jones, “A New Sahidic Fragment of the Gospel of Luke
from the Michigan Collection,” NovT 56 (2014): 198–204. On P.Mich. inv. 547, see idem, “Two
Unidentified Christian Fragments in the Michigan Collection,” ZPE 186 (2013): 121–23.
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three fragments as copies of 2 Timothy 1–4 and Titus 1. In this article, I publish for
the first time all three fragments, which are assigned the Michigan inventory number 3535b.3
The papyri published here were purchased from the well-known Cairo dealer
Maurice Nahman in 1925 and came to the University of Michigan in October 1926
as a gift of Oscar Webber and Richard H. Webber of Detroit. The archaeological
provenance of the papyri is unknown. There are several different Coptic manuscripts in the Michigan collection under the inventory number “3535,” all purchased from Nahman in 1925 and likely brought together due to the similar
language of composition (Coptic). Inventory 3535a (michigan.apis.2003) is a small
papyrus fragment of Gal 5:11–6:1, which was published by Gerald M. Browne in
1979.4 Inventory 3535c (michigan.apis.8868) is a larger unpublished documentary
papyrus fragment. Inventory 3535d (michigan.apis.4639) is a small, unidentified
scrap of parchment that may be from an amulet. Inventory 3535e (michigan.
apis.8869) is a small, unpublished papyrus fragment of a documentary nature. Our
papyri have the inventory number 3535b and are codicologically unrelated to the
other manuscript fragments bearing the inventory number “3535.” The Galatians
papyrus (3535a) is written in a different hand and dialect than inventory 3535b and
thus was presumably not part of the same codex as our Deutero-Pauline fragments.
Fragment 1 is broken on all sides except the bottom, where the lower margin
has been preserved. It measures 4.7 x 10.7 cm and contains twelve partial lines of
text on both the recto and verso. Fragment 2, which measures 3 x 14 cm, also preserves only the lower margin, and contains seventeen partial lines on the recto and
eighteen partial lines on the verso. Fragment 3, measuring 2.3 x 5.5 cm, is broken
on all sides and contains seven partial lines of text on the recto and eight partial
lines on the verso. The contents of the fragments are conveniently listed in the following table according to recto (R) and verso (V):
Fragment 1

Fragment 2

Fragment 3

R: 2 Tim 2:26–3:3

R: 2 Tim 1:18–2:6

R: 2 Tim 4:18–20

V: 2 Tim 2:14–18

V: 2 Tim 1:6–11

V: Titus 1:7–9

The fragments are written in the same hand, and so we are dealing with a multitext
codex, likely comprised of (at least) the corpus Paulinum. In terms of sequence,
frg. 2 would have come first in the codex, followed by frgs. 1 and 3. All three papyri
3 For permission to publish the fragments here, I thank Prof. Arthur Verhoogt, Acting
Archivist of the University of Michigan Papyrology Collection. Images have been digitally
reproduced with the permission of the Papyrus Collection, Graduate Library, University of
Michigan.
4 Browne, Michigan Coptic Texts (Papyrologica Castroctaviana, Studia et textus 7; Rome:
Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1979), 6.
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belong to separate folios, and, as the contents demonstrate, there are gaps of text
between them. The average number of letters per line (the reconstructed text considered) is around twenty-two to twenty-four. Based on these calculations, we may
conclude that the number of lines missing between the last word of frg. 1V and the
beginning of the extant portion of frg. 1R is approximately twenty-eight lines. Since
the lower margin of frg. 1 is preserved, we may therefore add the approximate
number of missing lines (ca. twenty-eight) with those extant (twelve) to get a total
of approximately forty lines per page. These calculations demonstrate that the
codex of which our fragments were once a part was medium to large in size and
written in a single column.
The script may be characterized as biblical majuscule or unimodular (i.e.,
uniform in dimension and shape), upright and roughly bilinear. The curved back
of ϭ is heavily extended upward and to the right to such a degree that it hovers over
two or more subsequent letters (cf. frg. 1R line 5 and frg. 2V line 5). Otherwise, the
hand is largely undecorated, except for light finials on the tips of some letters (e.g.,
ⲗ, ⲩ, ⲡ). The thickness of strokes is virtually uniform; horizontal strokes are at times
only slightly thinner than the vertical strokes. The scribe is inconsistent in his or
her use of “single-letter” or “connective” supralinear strokes for consonants in the
sonorant class (i.e., ⲃ, ⲗ, ⲙ, ⲛ, ⲣ).5 The trema (or diaeresis) is written over the letter
ⲓ (see frg. 1R line 7), and logical punctuation is present occasionally in the form of
a middle dot (e.g., frg. 1R line 10). The scribe has added accidentally omitted text
interlinearly in frg. 1R line 4 (ϩ) and frg. 1V line 10 (ⲙⲛ̄ ⲫⲓⲗⲏⲧⲟⲥ).
In view of the difficulties in dating Coptic manuscripts, I have followed others in not assigning a specific date.6 Most coptologists will agree with Christian
Askeland’s lament that “the most intimidating and crucial desideratum for Coptic
literature is the development of an objective science of Coptic manuscript dating.”7
We can note that the dialect is classical Sahidic, which was standardized in the
periods prior to the Arab conquest of ca. 640 c.e. Professor Karlheinz Schüssler has
brought to my attention the many similarities in handwriting between our 3535b
5 On the distinction between “single-letter” and “connective” systems of supralineation, see
Bentley Layton, A Coptic Grammar: With Chrestomathy and Glossary. Sahidic Dialect (3rd rev. ed.;
Porta Linguarum Orientalium n.s. 20; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2011), §38 (31–32).
6 On the difficulties in dating Coptic manuscripts, see Bentley Layton, “Towards a New
Coptic Palaeography,” in Acts of the Second International Congress of Coptic Studies, Roma 22–26
September 1980 (ed. Tito Orlandi and Frederik Wisse; Rome: CIM, 1985), 149–58. The standard
manual of Coptic paleography remains that of Viktor Stegemann, Koptische Paläographie: 25
Tafeln zur Veranschaulichung der Schreibstile koptischer Schriftdenkmäler auf Papyrus, Pergament
und Papier für die Zeit des III.–XIV. Jahrhunderts. Mit einem Versuch einer Stilgeschichte der
koptischen Schrift (2 vols.; Quellen und Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums und des
Mittelalters C/1; Heidelberg: Bilabel, 1936).
7 Askeland, “The Coptic Versions of the New Testament,” in The Text of the New Testament
in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis (ed. Bart D. Ehrman and Michael W.
Holmes; 2nd ed.; New Testament Tools, Studies, and Documents 42; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 219.
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and P.Mich. inv. 3992, another Sahidic papyrus codex housed in Michigan.8 According to Elinor M. Husselman, 3992 “was written perhaps as early as the third century
a.d. and certainly not later than the fourth.”9 Paul E. Kahle placed it in the fourth
century, and most of the literature supports this date.10 While I think that we should
be cautious of assigning a rigid date for any Coptic manuscript, the similarities in
script between our papyri and 3992 and the general consensus regarding the dating
of the latter suggest that our codex may have been written sometime between the
fourth and sixth centuries.
The correspondence between the text of our Coptic papyri and the Greek NT
is close. There is only one significant variation unit where our text is extant that
may be noted here. In 2 Tim 2:18 some manuscripts () F G 048 33 pc) omit the definite article in the phrase τὴν ἀνάστασιν (“the resurrection”). The editors of the 25th
edition of Nestle-Aland’s Novum Testament Graece left the article τήν out of the
printed text but subsequent editions retain it. The editorial committee of the UBS
Greek NT gave it a “C” rating and enclosed it within brackets “in order to indicate
that ) F G 048 33 Cyril may correctly represent the original in omitting the word.”11
In frg. 1V, line 11, our text follows the majority of manuscripts in reading the definite article (ⲧⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ).

II. Text
For convenience, restorations of lacunae and word division are based on the
edition of Herbert Thompson (unless otherwise noted), which is based on a famous
codex in the Chester Beatty collection (Ms. A; Copt.Ms. 813; Schmitz/Mink sa 4;
Schüssler sa 505) that contains the complete text of the Pauline and Deutero-
Pauline epistles.12 Punctuation, tremeta, and supralinear strokes have been reproduced as they appear in the papyri with the exception that connective supralinear
8 The complete codex originally contained John, an unknown text, 1 Corinthians, Titus,
Psalms, and Isaiah. P.Mich. inv. 3992 is still unpublished, even though it is regularly cited and
described in the literature. See, e.g., Bruce M. Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament:
Their Origin, Transmission and Limitations (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1977), 111; Simon J.
Gathercole, “The Titles of the Gospels in the Earliest New Testament Manuscripts,” ZNW 104
(2013): 61. See also the comments in the APIS catalogue at http://quod.lib.umich.edu/a/apis/
x-16134.
9 Husselman, “The Collection of Papyri,” in Worrell, Coptic Texts in the University of
Michigan Collection, 5.
10  Kahle, Bala‘izah: Coptic Texts from Deir el-Bala‘izah in Upper Egypt (2 vols.; London:
Oxford University Press, 1954), 1:270.
11 Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2nd ed.; Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994), 579–80.
12 Herbert Thompson, The Coptic Version of the Acts of the Apostles and the Pauline Epistles
in the Sahidic Dialect (Cambridge: University Press, 1932).
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strokes have been positioned over the letter of the most likely intended syllabic
consonant. The transcript has been arranged according to the sequence of fragment
numbers (recto first), not according to the sequence of text. We have also compared
our transcript with the edition of George W. Horner, which is cited in the commentary below at relevant points of discussion.13

Fragment 1, recto: 2 Timothy 2:26–3:3
1

5

10

[ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛ̄ⲥⲉⲛ]ⲏⲫⲉ ⲉⲃ[ⲟⲗ ϩⲛ̄ ⲧϭⲟⲣϭⲥ̄ ⲙ̄-]		
2 Tim 2:26
[ⲡⲇⲓⲁⲃ]ⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲉⲩϭⲏⲡ [ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲟⲟⲧϥ]		
[ⲉⲡⲟⲩ]ⲱ̣ϣ ⲙ̄ⲡⲉⲧⲙ̄ⲙⲁ[ⲩ. ⲉⲓⲙⲉ ⲇⲉ]			
2 Tim 3:1
[ⲉⲡⲁⲓ ϫ]ⲉ `ϩ´ⲛ̄ⲑⲁⲏ ⲛ̄ⲛⲉϩ[ⲟⲟⲩ ⲥⲉⲛ-]				
[ⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ] ⲛ̣̄ϭⲓϩⲉⲛⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓ̣ϣ [ⲉⲩⲛⲁϣⲧ̄.]
[ⲛ̄ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲅ]ⲁ̣ⲣ ⲛⲁϣⲱⲡⲉ ⲙ̄[ⲙⲁⲓ̈ⲡⲉⲩ-]			
2 Tim 3:2
[ⲙ̄ⲧⲟⲛ ⲙ̄ⲙ]ⲁⲓ̈ϩⲟⲙⲛ̄ⲧ ⲃ̄ⲃⲁ̣[ⲃⲉⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛ̄-]
[ϫⲁⲥⲓϩⲏⲧ ⲛ̄]ϫⲁⲧⲟⲩⲁ ⲛ̄ⲥⲉ[ⲥⲱⲧⲙ̄ ⲁⲛ]
[ⲛ̄ⲥⲁⲛⲉⲩⲉⲓ]ⲟⲧⲉ ⲛ̄ⲛⲁⲧϣⲡ̄[ϩⲙⲟⲧ ⲉⲩ-]
[ϫⲁϩⲙ̄ ⲛ̄ⲣⲉ]ϥⲙⲓϣⲉ· ⲛ̄ⲟⲩⲁ̣[ϩⲓⲏⲧ ⲛ̄ⲇⲓⲁ-]		
2 Tim 3:3
[ⲃⲟⲗⲟⲥ ⲛ̄ⲁ]ⲧⲁⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ̣ ⲥ̣[ⲉⲟ ⲁⲛ ⲛ̄ϩⲏ-]
[ⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ ⲉⲩ]ⲙⲟⲥⲧⲉ ⲙ̄ⲡⲉ[ⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ]

Fragment 1, verso: 2 Timothy 2:14–18
1

5

10

[ⲛ̄ⲛⲉⲧⲥⲱⲧⲙ̄ ϭ]ⲉⲡ̣ⲏ̣ [ⲧⲁϩⲟⲕ ⲉⲣⲁⲧⲕ̄]			
[ⲛ̄ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲧ]ⲡ̄ ⲙ̄ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ [ⲛ̄ⲟⲩⲉⲣⲅⲁⲧ-]
[ⲏⲥ ⲉⲙⲉϥ]ϫⲓϣⲓⲡⲉ ⲉϥϣ[ⲱⲱⲧ ⲙ̄ⲡ-]
[ϣⲁϫⲉ ⲛ̄ⲧ]ⲙⲉ· ⲛⲓⲥⲙⲏ ⲇ[ⲉ ⲉⲧϣⲟ-]			
[ⲩⲉⲓⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ] ⲉⲧⲃⲏⲧ ⲙ̄ⲡ[ⲣ̄ⲟⲩⲱϣ]
[ⲉϥⲓ ϩⲁⲣⲟ]ⲟⲩ· ⲛⲁⲥⲉⲃⲏ[ⲥ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲁ-]
[ⲡⲣⲟⲕⲟⲡⲧ]ⲉ ⲉⲡⲉϩⲟⲩ ⲁ[ⲩⲱ ⲡⲉⲩ]			
[ϣⲁϫⲉ ⲛⲁ]ⲣ̄ⲟⲩⲁⲙⲟⲙⲉ ⲛ̄[ⲑⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲅⲁⲅ-]
[ⲅⲣⲁⲓⲛⲁ ⲛ]ⲁⲓ̈ ⲉⲩⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛ̄ϩ[ⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ ϩⲩ-]
[ⲙⲉⲛⲁⲓⲟ]ⲥ· `ⲙⲛ̄ⲫⲓⲗⲏⲧⲟⲥ´ ⲛⲁⲓ̈ ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲣ̄[ϩⲁⲉ ⲉⲧⲙⲉ]
[ⲉⲩϫⲱ] ⲙ̄ⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲁ̣ⲧ̣[ⲁⲛⲁⲥⲧⲁⲥⲓⲥ]
[ⲟⲩⲱ ⲉⲥϣⲱ]ⲡ̣ⲉ ⲉⲩϣⲟⲣϣⲣ̄ [ⲛ̄ⲧⲡⲓⲥⲧⲓⲥ]

2 Tim 2:14, 15
2 Tim 2:16
2 Tim 2:17
2 Tim 2:18

13 Horner, The Coptic Version of the New Testament in the Southern Dialect Otherwise Called
Sahidic and Thebaic, vol. 5 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1920).
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Fragment 2, recto: 2 Timothy 1:18–2:6
1

5

10

15

[		
..		
]
[ⲡϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ ϩⲙ̄ⲡⲉϩ]ⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲧ[ⲙ̄ⲙⲁⲩ ⲁⲩⲱ]			
[ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲁⲁⲩ ⲛ]ⲁⲓ̈ ⲧⲏⲣ[ⲟⲩ ϩⲛ̄ⲉⲫⲉ-]
[ⲥⲟⲥ ⲕⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲙ̄]ⲙⲟⲟⲩ ⲛ̄[ϩⲟⲩⲟ.]
[ⲛ̄ⲧⲟⲕ ϭⲉ ⲡⲁϣⲏ]ⲣⲉ ϭⲙ̄ϭ[ⲟⲙ ϩⲙ̄ⲡⲉ-]			
[ϩⲙⲟⲧ ⲉⲧϩⲙ̄ⲡⲉ]ⲭ̅ⲥ̅ ⲓ̅ⲥ̅ ⲁⲩ[ⲱ ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲕⲥⲟ-]		
[ⲧⲙⲟⲩ ⲛ̄ⲧⲟⲟⲧ] ϩⲓⲧⲛ̄ϩⲁ[ϩ ⲙ̄ⲙⲛ̄ⲧⲣⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ̈]
[ⲕⲁⲁⲩ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ̈] [[ϩ]]ⲛ̄ϩⲙ̄ⲡ̣[ⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ ⲛ̄-]
[ⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ̈ ⲉⲩⲛ]ⲁϣϭⲙ̄ϭ[ⲟⲙ ⲉⲧⲥ-]
[ⲁⲃⲉϩⲉⲛⲕⲟⲟⲩⲉ] ϣⲡ̄ϩⲓⲥⲉ [ϩⲱⲥ ⲙⲁ-]			
[ⲧⲟⲓ̈ ⲉⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ] ⲛ̄ⲧⲉⲡⲉⲭ̣̅[ⲥ̅ ⲓ̅ⲥ̅ ⲙⲉ-]
[ⲣⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲉϥⲟ] ⲙ̄ⲙⲁⲧⲟⲓ̈ [ⲧⲁϩϥ̄ ⲙⲛ̄]			
[ⲛⲉϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ ⲙ̄ⲡ]ⲃⲓⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲉ̣[ϥⲉⲁⲣⲉⲥⲕⲉ]
[ⲙ̄ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲁⲁϥ] ⲙ̣̄ⲙⲁⲧⲟ[ⲓ̈ ⲉϣⲱⲡⲉ]
[ⲇⲉ ⲟⲛ ⲉⲣϣ]ⲁⲛⲟⲩⲁ ⲣ̄[ϣⲟⲉⲓϫ ⲙⲉ-]			
[ϥϫⲓⲕⲗⲟⲙ ⲉⲓ]ⲙⲏⲧⲓ ⲛ̄ϥ̣[ⲙⲓϣⲉ ⲕⲁ-]
[ⲗⲱⲥ ⲡⲟⲩⲟⲉⲓⲉ] ⲉⲧϩⲟⲥⲉ [ⲛ̄ⲧⲟϥ ⲉϣⲁϥ-]		

2 Tim 1:18
2 Tim 2:1
2 Tim 2:2

2 Tim 2:3
2 Tim 2:4
2 Tim 2:5
2 Tim 2:6

Fragment 2, verso: 2 Timothy 1:6-11
1

5

10

15

[ⲧⲣⲉⲕⲉⲓ]ⲣ̣ⲉ ⲙ̣̄[ⲡⲙⲉⲉⲩⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲕϯⲟⲩ-]
[ⲣⲟⲧ ⲙ̄]ⲡⲉ[ϩ]ⲙⲟ[ⲧ ⲙ̄ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ϩⲏⲧⲕ̄]			
2 Tim 1:6
[ϩⲓⲧⲙ̄ⲡ]ⲧⲁⲗⲟ [ⲛ̄ⲛⲁϭⲓϫ ⲛ̄ⲧⲁⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ] 			
2 Tim 1:7
[ⲅⲁⲣ ϯ ⲛ]ⲁⲛ ⲁⲛ [ⲛ̄ⲟⲩⲡ̅ⲛ̅ⲁ̅ ⲙ̄ⲙⲛ̄ⲧϭⲱⲃ]			
[ⲁⲗⲗⲁ] ⲛ̄ϭⲟⲙ ϩ[ⲓⲁⲅⲁⲡⲏ ϩⲓⲙⲛ̄ⲧ-]
[ⲣⲙ̄ⲛ̄ϩ]ⲏⲧ ⲙ̄ⲡ[ⲣ̄ϯϣⲓⲡⲉ ϭⲉ ⲛ̄ⲧⲙⲛ̄ⲧⲙⲛ̄-]		
2 Tim 1:8
[ⲧⲣⲉ ⲙ̄]ⲡ̣ⲉⲛϫⲟ̣ⲉ̣[ⲓⲥ ⲟⲩⲇⲉ ⲛⲁⲓ̈ ⲡⲉⲧⲙⲏⲣ ⲛ̄ⲧⲁϥ]
[ⲁⲗⲗ]ⲁ ϣⲡ̄ϩⲓ[ⲥⲉ ⲙⲛ̄ⲡⲉⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲗⲓⲟⲛ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ-]
[ⲧϭⲟⲙ] ⲙ̄ⲡⲛⲟⲩ[ⲧⲉ ⲡⲁⲓ̈ ⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲧⲁⲛϩⲟⲛ ⲁⲩⲱ]		
2 Tim 1:9
[ⲁϥⲧ]ⲁϩⲙⲛ̄ ϩ[ⲛ̄ⲟⲩⲧⲱϩⲙ̄ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲉⲛⲕⲁⲧⲁ-]
[ⲛⲉ]ⲛ̣ϩⲃⲏⲩⲉ [ⲁⲛ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ⲕⲁⲧⲁⲡⲉϥⲧⲱϣ ⲙ̄-]
[ⲙⲓⲛ] ⲙ̣̄ⲙⲟϥ ⲙⲛ̣̄[ⲧⲉϥⲭⲁⲣⲓⲥ ⲉⲛⲧⲁϥⲧⲁⲁⲥ]
[ⲛⲁⲛ ϩ]ⲙ̣̄ⲡⲉⲭ̅ⲥ̅ ⲓ̅ⲥ̣̅ [ϩⲁⲑⲏ ⲛ̄ⲛⲉⲩⲟⲉⲓϣ ⲛ̄ϣⲁ-]
[ⲉⲛ]ⲉ̣ϩ ⲉⲁⲥⲟⲩⲱ̣[ⲛϩ̄ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩ ϩⲓ-] 		
2 Tim 1:10
[ⲧⲙⲡⲟ]ⲩⲱⲛϩ̄ [ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙ̄ⲡⲉⲛⲥⲱⲧⲏⲣ ⲡⲉⲭ̅ⲥ̅ ⲓ̅ⲥ̅]
[ⲉⲁ]ϥⲟⲩⲱⲥϥ̣̄ [ⲙⲉⲛ ⲙ̄ⲡⲙⲟⲩ ⲁϥⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ̄]
[ⲇⲉ] ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙ̄[ⲡⲱⲛϩ̄ ⲙⲛ̄ⲧⲙⲛ̄ⲧⲁⲧⲧⲁⲕⲟ]
[ϩⲓⲧⲙ̄ⲡ]ⲉⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲓ[ⲟⲛ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲕⲁⲁⲧ-]		
2 Tim 1:11
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Fragment 3, recto: 2 Timothy 4:18–20
1

5

[ϥⲛⲁⲧⲟⲩϫⲟⲓ̈ ⲉ]ϩⲟ̣ⲩ̣[ⲛ ⲉⲧⲉϥⲙⲛ̄ⲧⲉⲣⲟ			
ⲉⲧϩⲛ̄ⲧⲡⲉ ⲡ]ⲁⲓ̈ ⲡ̣ⲉ[ⲟⲟⲩ ⲛⲁϥ ϣⲁⲉⲛⲉϩ]
[ⲛ̄ⲉⲛⲉϩ ϩⲁⲙ]ⲏⲛ· ϣ[ⲓⲛⲉ ⲉⲡⲣⲓⲥⲕⲁ ⲙⲛ̄-]			
[ⲁⲕⲩⲗⲁ ⲙⲛ̄ⲛ]ⲁⲡⲏⲓ̈ [ⲛ̄ⲟⲛⲏⲥⲓⲫⲟⲣⲟⲥ]
[ⲁⲉⲣⲁⲥⲧⲟⲥ ϭ]ⲱ̣ ϩⲛ̄[ⲕⲟⲣⲓⲛⲑⲟⲥ ⲁⲓ̈ⲕⲁ-]			
[ⲧⲣⲟⲫⲓⲙⲟⲥ] ⲇ̣ⲉ [ϩⲛ̄ⲙⲓⲗⲏⲧⲟⲥ ⲉϥϣⲱ-]
[
..			
]

2 Tim 4:18
2 Tim 4:19
2 Tim 4:20

Fragment 3, verso: Titus 1:7-9
1

5

[ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟϣⲥϥ̄ ⲁⲛ ⲡ]ⲉ [ⲉⲛⲟⲩ-] 			
[ⲙⲁⲓ̈ϩⲏⲩ ⲛ̄ϣⲗⲟϥ] ⲁⲛ̣ [ⲡⲉ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ]			
[ⲉϥⲟ ⲙ̄ⲙⲁⲓ̈ϣⲙ̄ⲙ]ⲟ ⲙ̄ⲙⲁ̣[ⲓ̈ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ]
[ⲛ̄ϩⲁⲕ ⲛ̄ⲇⲓⲕⲁⲓⲟⲥ] ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁ[ⲁⲃ ⲛⲉⲅⲕⲣⲁ-]
[ⲧⲏⲥ ⲉϥϭⲟⲗϫ̄ ⲙ̄ⲡ]ϣⲁϫⲉ [ⲉⲧⲛ̄ϩⲟⲧ ⲕⲁ-]		
[ⲧⲁⲧⲉⲥⲃⲱ ϫⲉⲕⲁ]ⲥ ⲉϥⲉϣ̣[ϭⲙ̄ϭⲟⲙ]
[ⲉⲥⲟⲡⲥ̄ϩⲛ̄ⲧⲉⲥⲃ]ⲱ̣ ⲉⲧⲟⲩ̣[ⲟϫ ⲁⲩⲱ]
[
.
]

Titus 1:7
Titus 1:8
Titus 1:9

III. Commentary
Fragment 1, Recto
7

8
9
11

12

ⲃ̄ⲃⲁ̣[ⲃⲉⲣⲱⲙⲉ: The assimilation of syllabic ⲛ̄ to the following consonant
(here ⲃ) is common. According to Bentley Layton, “In some early manu
scripts, morphs spelled ⲛ̄- are often replaced by the variants ⲃ̄-, ⲗ̄, ⲣ̄ when
followed by non-syllabic ⲃ, ⲗ, ⲣ respectively.”14
ⲛ̄ⲥⲉ[ⲥⲱⲧⲙ̄: The editions of both Thompson and Horner read ⲉⲛⲥⲉⲥⲱⲧⲙ̄.
ⲛ̄ⲛⲁⲧϣⲡ̄[ϩⲙⲟⲧ: The editions of both Thompson and Horner read
ⲛ̄ⲁⲧϣⲡ̄[ϩⲙⲟⲧ. The additional nu is a common variant doubling of the
morph ⲛ̄-, especially before vowels.15
ⲥ̣[ⲉⲟ: The back of the sigma is clear before the break, which means the
scribe did not include the initial nu, which is read in the edition of
Thompson. Horner’s edition lacks the word completely, which at this
point reads ⲛ̄ⲁⲧⲁⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ ⲛ̄[ⲁⲛ]ⲏⲙⲉⲣⲟⲥ.
ⲙ̄ⲡⲉ[ⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ: The editions of Thompson and Horner read ⲙ̄ⲡⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩϥ
(Horner: ⲙ̄ⲡⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟ[ⲩϥ]), with the additional pi.
14 Layton,
15 See

Coptic Grammar, §21b (21).
ibid., §22b (21).
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Fragment 1, Verso
2–3 [ⲛ̄ⲟⲩⲉⲣⲅⲁⲧ | ⲏⲥ ⲉⲙⲉϥ]ϫⲓϣⲓⲡⲉ: We have restored the lacuna with
Thompson’s text. The manuscripts consulted by Horner are fragmentary
at this point, so that his text at 2 Tim 2:15 reads ϭⲉⲡⲏ ⲉⲧⲁϩⲟⲕ ⲉⲣⲁⲧⲕ̄
ⲛ̄ⲟⲩⲥⲱⲧⲡ̄ ⲙ̄ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ [
ⲉⲕ]ϣⲱⲧ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙ̄ⲡϣⲁϫⲉ ⲛ̄ⲧⲙⲉ.
10
ⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲣ̄[ϩⲁⲉ: The sentence converter ⲉⲛⲧ as read here is found in Horner’s
edition with the common orthographic alternative as ⲛ̄ⲧ.
12
ⲉⲥϣⲱ]ⲡ̣ⲉ: The papyrus lacks the following ⲁⲩⲱ that is read in both
Thompson’s and Horner’s editions. Here, the Greek καί stands behind
ⲁⲩⲱ, but this does not necessarily mean that the Vorlage of the Coptic
translator did not contain this word. Elina Perttilä has demonstrated that
asyndeton is very common in Coptic texts, and that “to read the Greek
behind the Coptic text is in the case of conjunctions mostly impossible.”16

Fragment 2, Recto
8

[[ϩ]]ⲛ̄ϩⲙ̄ⲡ̣[ⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ: The scribe initially wrote ϩⲛ̄ ϩⲙ̄ⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ but canceled
the initial horeh with a cross-stroke, thereby producing the reading
ⲛ̄ϩⲙ̄ⲡ̣[ⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ, a mistake for the correct ⲛ̄ϩⲉⲛⲡⲓⲥⲧⲟⲥ (read in both Thompson
and Horner).

16 Elina

Perttilä, “How to Read the Greek Text behind the Sahidic Coptic,” in Scripture in
Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Raija Sollamo (ed.
Anssi Voitila and Jutta Jokiranta; JSJSup 126; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 376. Layton states that, with
main clauses in the past tense, “asyndeton expresses closer linkage than ⲁⲩⲱ, ⲇⲉ, ⲙⲛ̄ⲛ̄ⲥⲱ-ⲥ, or
other conjunctions” (Coptic Grammar, §237 [183]).
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P.Mich. inv. 3535b – Recto

P.Mich. inv. 3535b – Verso
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