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The Shorter Ending of the Gospel of Mark
in the Coptic Versions

Anne Boud’hors and Sofia Torallas Tovar,
IRHT/CNRS, Paris and University of Chicago

This article aims to clarify the issue of the endings of Mark in the Coptic versions.
It endeavors to show that the endings of Mark fit within the general context of the
textual history of the Sahidic Coptic versions of the Gospel of Mark as recently
proposed by the authors. It also examines the details of the conclusio brevior, prev-
alent in part of the Coptic tradition, as shown by the research carried out within the
framework of the ‘SNSF Mark 16’ project directed by Claire Clivaz. In addition, it
highlights some of the particularities of the textual tradition of the ending of Mark,
which could indicate an influence of a monastic environment in Upper Egypt.

Our current research on the endings of Mark in the Coptic versions is a con-
tinuation and deepening of the work we have been doing for more than thirty
years on the Coptic versions of this Gospel, especially in the Sahidic dialect.!
In this paper we will briefly present the main achievements of our research
on the Coptic versions. Then, after emphasizing the invaluable contribution
of the Swiss National Science Foundation ‘Mark 16’ project to our progress
in the understanding of Mark’s endings in Coptic, we will present the details
of the question of variants for the ending of Mark 16 in the Coptic tradition.’

In studying the endings of the Gospel of Mark in Coptic we were not
starting from zero. Two seminal articles were written at different points of the
twentieth century. Joseph Michael Heer (1912), in his description and edition
of the bilingual lectionary sa 14L (/1602 for the Greek part) had already iden-
tified an Upper Egyptian tradition including Coptic and bilingual witnesses
coming from the same place, namely the monastery of Shenoute (or White
Monastery). Paul Kahle (1951) had at his disposal most of the Coptic witness-
es of the Shorter Ending (9 in all, in three different dialects). Not known to
these two scholars, however, were the crucial witness sa 1, a complete parch-
ment codex dated to the fifth century, as well as the small fragment sa 366.°
With the help of this new textual material, we have been able to reconstruct
the history of the Coptic Sahidic text of Mark, and, as we hope to show here,
the endings of Mark fit the general picture of our reconstruction. Conversely,

1 See Boud’hors and Torallas Tovar 2021.
Special thanks are due to one of our anonymous reviewers for a very careful reading
and many suggestions which helped improve the text.

3 For the reference system of the Sahidic and Fayyumic manuscripts of the New Tes-
tament, see Schmitz and Mink 19861991 (as well as <http://intf.uni-muenster.de/
smr/>, this and other URISs last accessed 20 November 2022).
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496 Anne Boud’hors and Sofia Torallas Tovar

we will try to show that this history contributes to a better understanding of
the Shorter Ending in the Coptic versions, especially its last part, which is
quite complicated.

1. Overview of the Coptic Versions of Mark

Witnesses of one or more versions of the text of Mark are preserved for three
dialects of Coptic: Sahidic (S), the literary language of the Nile Valley from
the fourth to the tenth centuries; F5, a variety of Fayyumic, the dialect of the
Fayyum region (70 km southwest of Cairo); and B5, medieval Bohairic, the
language of Lower Egypt, which became the liturgical language of the Coptic
Church from the eleventh century. While the Gospel is preserved in its entire-
ty in several witnesses for the two most important dialects (S and B), there are
only a few fragments in F5, but fortunately one of these fragments contains
chapter 16. In the following, we consider the witnesses we have as witnesses
of versions, and we use for them the sigla Sa, Fa and Bo.

Between the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twen-
tieth century, George Horner was already able to publish a critical edition of
the New Testament in each of the two main dialects, versions Sa and Bo.* In
the absence of a complete witness, Horner’s edition of the Sahidic text was in
fact heterogeneous, based on a collection of fragments from different manu-
scripts of what we discovered were different versions. The publication in the
1970s and 1980s of two complete manuscripts of Mark, one of which can be
dated to the fifth century,’ as well as the identification of two additional ver-
sions, one of which is a revision of the other,’ made it necessary to prepare a
new critical edition. Since the early 2000s, we have been working on securing
the foundation of this edition, trying to reconstruct the history of the text in
this dialect and to situate the different witnesses in this textual history. We
have recently published the results of this preliminary study’ and we summa-
rize here the main conclusions, which concern the existence of three types of
texts (ancient, revised and mixed, that we label sa I, sa IT and sa III):®

4 Horner 1898 and Horner 1911.

5 Barcelona, Archivo Historico SJ de Catalufia, P.Palau Ribes inv. 182, edited by

Quecke 1972 and New York, Morgan Library & Museum MS M 569, edited by

Aranda Pérez 1988.

Orlandi 1973, Boud’hors 1993.

7 Boud’hors and Torallas Tovar 2021. See also <https://manuscrits.hypotheses.
org/3971> and <https://manuscrits.hypotheses.org/3995>. We are grateful to our col-
leagues at the INTF (Miinster), Siegfried Richter and Katharina Sandmaier, who are
continuing the work of Schmitz and Mink 1986-1991 (see <http://intf.uni-muenster.
de/smr/>), for their help on many points and their willingness to collaborate.

8 We indicate the versions with Roman numerals and the actual manuscripts with
Arabic numerals.

N

COMSt Bulletin 8/2 (2022)



The Shorter Ending of the Gospel of Mark in the Coptic Versions 497

sa 1 (representing sa I): text of the manuscript Barcelona, Archivo Historico
SJ de Cataluna, P.Palau Ribes inv. 182° (fifth century), which transmits an
ancient translation of Mark; this translation would later be revised, but will
continue to be copied and used for several centuries; the version transmit-
ted by this manuscript can therefore be called sa I (ancient version). For
chapter 16, the only witness for this version is precisely this manuscript.

sa II: a revised version of the first translation, according to principles of stan-
dardization and harmonization (a phenomenon for which a kinship with
the Greek GA 032 manuscript can be detected);!° it is attested by numerous
witnesses, the oldest of which can be dated to the fifth—sixth century. None
of these manuscripts is complete: it is therefore a reconstructed text,' for
which there are several lacunae and uncertain passages.

sa 9 (representing sa III): text of the manuscript New York, Morgan Library
& Museum M 569'? (Fayyum, ninth century), which presents a mixed type
of text (sa III), standing between the two preceding ones. It is probably the
witness of compilation work carried out in the Fayyum;' this mixed text
was then transmitted by several manuscripts, all later than sa 9. The only
witness for the end of Mark in sa III is sa 9.

The Bo medieval version that has been preserved is not earlier than the eighth
century,'* and we do not know whether there existed an earlier version (pbo =
palaeobohairic),"” as there is for the Gospel of John.!® The Bo version trans-
lates the Greek text quite literally and seems to be independent of Sa.

As for the Fa version, it remains difficult to have a clear idea, and even to
determine whether there was one or several different versions, due to the frag-
mentary state of the evidence. Nevertheless, the scanty Fayyumic witnesses
present syntactic and lexical choices that argue for a relative independence
from Sa and Bo.!” We will see this in particular for the ending of Mark.®

9 Ed. Quecke 1972.

10 For the date of GA 032, see Orsini 2019, 155-157.

11 Most of the time the one from the Horner 1911 edition, but not always.

12 Ed. Aranda Pérez 1988.

13 See Boud’hors and Torallas Tovar 2020.

14 Funk 2013, 541.

15 Miroshnikov 2019b, 180-182.

16 P.Bodmer III. See Kasser 1958 and Askeland 2012, 167173, 177.

17 Aranda Pérez 1979 gives interesting insights into the ‘diatessaric’ tendency of the
Fayyumic version.

18 The only Fayyumic witness to the ending of Mark is the manuscript fa 32, preserved
in the Russian National Library in St Petersburg (Copt. @. 920, no. 53), published
in Elanskaja 1969 (p. 106 for the passage in question). The edition is of good qual-
ity, but we regret the absence of an image for the passage concerned. According
to Elanskaja (p. 111), the fragment is lost; hence our only source of information is

COMSt Bulletin 8/2 (2022)



498 Anne Boud’hors and Sofia Torallas Tovar

One can immediately get an idea of the textual situation of the different
translations by looking at verse 8, before the possible additions.

sa 1 SaYm NTEPOYE! €BON PM TIEMRAOY AYTIDT NEPEOYROTE AP NMMAY. YD NEYP
WTTHPE MIIOYXE AaQY A€ NWAXE ENAAY NEYP 2OTE TaApP’

And when they came out of the tomb, they fled. For fear was with them and they
were amazed. And they did not say anything to anyone, for they were afraid.

sa 9 Say® NTEPOYE! €BON €MEMRAXY AYTIDT NEPEOYROTE AP NMMAY TE. AYD NEYP
WTHPE MIMOYXE N2AY A€ NAXE ENdAY NEYP 20TE Tap’ (same translation as for sa 1)
sa II 8ay@ NTEPOYCIDTM AYEl €BOX PM MEMRAAY AYTIDT NEPEOYLOTE TaP NMMAY €.
AYW NEYP DITHPE MIIOYXE AAQY A€ NAXE EXAAY NEYP 2OTE TapP’

And when they heard, they came out of the tomb and fled. For fear was with them
and they were amazed. And they did not say anything to anyone, for they were afraid.
Witnesses for sa IT: sa 103 (8*) sa 474 sa 14" sa 357"

ay om. sa 357" | unemeaay sa 14" | xaay (1) om. sa 14! rap nie sa 357

There is a noteworthy variant in sa II, which presents an additional clause,
NTepoYcTM, ‘when they heard’. This can be compared to Greek: akovcacot
eEnABov amo tov pvnpeov kot epuyov GA 099; kot akovcacor eEnAbov kot
€puyov amo tov pvnuetov GA 032 (or W); Kot 0kovcaoal Kot EPUYOV 0T TOV
pvnueov GA 038 (or ®) 565

fa 32 8[alyr eBa[x ayw’ ey]mHT paBax [erem]eeoy n[eayCTMT] XITOY Ti€ [MeN
oYCT]HATEN [aym] Moy Ta[Ma n]Aant [Nayex ealt rap ne

They went out (and) fled from the tomb, for a trembling had seized them, and a dis-
turbance.!” And they did not tell anyone, for they were afraid.

Bo foyog ayl €BON aYGMT €BOX a MIMRAY. NEAYCOEPTEP TaP Ta2MOY TE€ NEM
OYTMMT. 0YOR MIOYXE Al NRAL NAYEP 20T Tap Te.

And they came out and fled from the tomb. For a trembling had seized them, and
amazement. And they did not say anything to anyone, for they were afraid.

At this point, a remark can be made about the Coptic translations which should
be of use later. The word order of the Sahidic (‘to come out of the tomb and
flee’, not ‘to come out and flee from the tomb’ as in Greek kai é£gAbodoat
£puyov amod tod pvnueiov) is conditioned by the fact that in Coptic ‘to come
out’ is almost always constructed as ‘to come out of” (€1 eBox gm/e-), with the
directional adverb being preferably directly followed by the place comple-

von Lemm’s unreliable edition of 1885. Below we have followed the text proposed
by Wolf-Peter Funk in his unpublished concordance of dialect F5. Our anonymous
reviewer suggested interesting new reconstructions, which shows that the text de-
serves a reedition, but it does not change the general tendency of the Fa version. On
this manuscript, see also Miroshnikov 2019a, 297.

19 Both terms used in Fa mean ‘trembling’.
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ment. As a result, the variant attested by GA 099 (axovcacot e&nibov amo
TOV LVILELOL KOl EQUYOV) appears to be a calque of the Coptic sa I1,2° which
itself is a translation of the variant attested by GA 032. The Bohairic ver-
sion preferred to translate the Greek more literally (ay1 eéBox aypwT), and the
Fayyumic version probably chose to render the participial turn of the Greek
by applying it to the second verb (ey]nut ‘fleeing’) if the reconstruction is
correct.

2. The Endings of Mark 16

In our research on the Sahidic versions of Mark chapter 16 has always re-
mained somewhat undeveloped, due to the confusing situation of the witness-
es, especially in verse 8. In a recent and still unpublished article,”' we have
attempted to elucidate the question of the endings by listing and examining in
detail the Coptic and bilingual (Greek/Coptic) witnesses. We will repeat here
some of the remarks made in that article, but it should be emphasized from the
outset that the systematic examination of the witnesses undertaken by Claire
Clivaz and Mina Monier in the framework of the ‘Mark 16’ project, as well as
Claire Clivaz’s work on the conclusio brevior,?* have shed considerable light
on these questions. While we were describing a confused situation without
understanding it completely, we now believe that we are in a position to give
a reasoned description, which confirms our hypotheses on the Coptic transla-
tions. Let us summarize these results before taking them up in detail:

sa 1 has a Short Ending. The text ends in verse 8 with the subscriptio: ‘Gospel
according to Mark’ (neyarrexion nkata Maproc).? The further circulation
of this Short Ending is attested by an amulet (sa 393var).*

20 This is hardly surprising, given that GA 099 is a bilingual manuscript, and comes
from an Upper Egyptian monastery: see below 3.1.

21 Boud’hors and Torallas Tovar forthcoming.

22 Clivaz 2021, Monier 2021, Monier 2022. All the images of the manuscripts we will
be dealing with in the following are available at <https://mark16.sib.swiss/>.

23 In accordance with the text of the large Greek uncials & and B (Codex Sinaiticus and
Codex Vaticanus). However, unlike these two manuscripts, sa 1 seems to have the
‘Western’ order of the Gospels, with Mark last, an order that is usually accompanied
by the Long Ending (uncials GA 05 [or D] and GA 032 [or W]).

24 Fribourg, Bibel und Orient Museum AT 2006.8 (TM 135855) a seventh- to
ninth-century parchment amulet, no provenance; cf. Emmenegger 2012. Amulets of
this type give the beginning and end of each of the four gospels (see Sanzo 2014).

COMSt Bulletin 8/2 (2022)



500 Anne Boud’hors and Sofia Torallas Tovar

sa II has the conclusio brevior: verse 8 is followed by an addition, preceded
by an introductory sentence in distinctive layout.?® Then a transitional sen-
tence follows (also in distinctive layout) introducing the Long Ending (vv.
9-20).

sa 9 has the same structure as sa II, but the introductory and transitional phras-
es are not highlighted by any distinguishing marks in the manuscript.

sa 357" is not a gospel manuscript but a hagiographic collection,?® normally
considered sa II. It contains, among a series of readings for the feast of a
local holy monk Apa Harén (region of Aswan), the whole of chapter 16
(vv. 1-20),” including the Long Ending, but without any addition to verse
8.

Fa, as far as can be judged from the only surviving witness, has the conclusio
brevior, perhaps without the first introductory sentence, and with a word-
ing of the transitional sentence very close to that of the Greek witnesses.

Bo seems to have had the Long Ending without any addition in verse 8. How-
ever, two witnesses, which are marked A (Huntington 17) and E, (London,
BL Or. 1315) in Horner’s edition, have the addition to v. 8 in the left or
lower margin copied by a later hand.”® We will return to these additions
below.

Let us now leave aside sa 1 and 357", to focus on the other witnesses, those
which attest the conclusio brevior.

3. Detailed Comparison of Greek and Coptic Witnesses in the conclusio
brevior

3.1. Coptic Witnesses: Some Details

In order to situate the Coptic witnesses in relation to the Greek manuscripts,
we will now look closely at their material aspects. The witnesses of sa II
attesting the conclusio brevior (in a more or less complete way, due to their
fragmentary character) are five in number:? sa 14", a bilingual lectionary

25 By distinctive layout we mean that the manuscripts present the text copied in differ-
ent style and size, often marked with lines above and below. On these ‘paratexts’,
see Monier 2022, 12.

26 London, British Library, Oriental 7029.

27 On the purpose of this passage among the readings for this feast, see Dijkstra and
van der Vliet 2020, 17.

28 Both are bilingual (Coptic-Arabic) manuscripts. The Shorter Ending is not in the
Arabic text. See Monier 2022, 10.

29 The manuscripts sa 102 and sa 121 do not preserve any word of the conclusio bre-
vior. However, their text corresponds to the end of the transitional sentence, as we
shall see below.
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The Shorter Ending of the Gospel of Mark in the Coptic Versions 501

(whose Greek part is known under the abbreviation GA /1602), sa 102, sa 121,
sa 366, sa 474. With the exception of sa 366, a very small fragment whose
provenance is unknown, all the others come from the library of the monastery
of Shenoute, also known as the ‘White Monastery’, founded at the end of the
fourth century in Upper Egypt.* It is also from this monastery that the Greek
folio known as GA 099 comes from, and it cannot be excluded that it belonged
to a bilingual lectionary of the type of sa 14%, to which it bears a strong resem-
blance.?! These two manuscripts, as well as sa 102 and sa 121, are copied in
two columns in a biblical majuscule with very marked contrast of thick and
thin strokes. Dated very variably by scholars in the past, these manuscripts
have recently been convincingly attributed to the period seventh—eighth-cen-
tury,* coincidentally also the date assigned to GA 099. As for sa 474, the date
is slightly later (tenth century?), and its palacographic characteristics bring
it closer to manuscripts copied in the Fayyum (before being sent to Upper
Egypt). sa 9 also comes from a monastery in the Fayyum, so we are perhaps
dealing here with two different production environments, one, Upper Egypt,
being the cradle of sa II, the other, the Fayyum, a region where various tradi-
tions co-existed.

3.2 Introduction to Addition after v. 8

The Greek text has a number of different versions of the addition:
- GA 019 gepete mov kot tavta, ‘these too are introduced somewhere (= in
other manuscripts?)’ (with distinctive layout)
- GA 099 gv TI01 TOV AVTIYPAPOV TOVTO GEPETAL, ‘in Some copies, these are
introduced’ (with distinctive layout)
- GA 1602 gv aAlo1g avVTLYpapOLS OVK EYPAPT TAVTA, ‘in other copies these
are not written’ (with distinctive layout)

30 It is possible that the version sa II was produced in this monastery, an epicenter of
Egyptian monasticism at that time. On this library see Orlandi 2002, Suciu 2014.

31 On sa 14", see Heer 1912 and Depuydt 1993, no. 54. The folio 099 was edited by
Amélineau 1895, then reedited by Horner 1898 with improvements. It is a mystery
to us how Horner was able to decipher the front of this parchment folio, which is
now completely illegible, and already very difficult to read at the end of the nine-
teenth century, according to Amélineau. It is not clear that he had access to special
lighting or photographs, or even to a transcription that predates Amélineau’s edition.
In any case, it is impossible to verify Horner’s readings for the distinctively written
sentences. In terms of content, sa 14" features Mark 16:1-20 in Greek, then in Cop-
tic, and the same may have been true of the manuscript to which GA 099 may have
belonged.

32 See Suciu 2020, 383-388.
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- catenae GA 1422 and GA 2937* avtn n vroBeoig omfev €ott €1g TO
epoPovvto yap, ‘this addition following (the text) is ‘because they
feared” .3

The other Greek manuscripts, GA 083, GA 044, GA 274™ and GA 579
and the Vetus Latina 1 do not have the introductory sentence of the addition.
The situation in the Coptic manuscripts is as follows:

- sa 14 on 2eNKEANTICPadON A€ Nal X1 €20YN €poOY, ‘and in other copies
these are appended to them’ (with a distinctive layout, a forked paragra-
phos, smaller characters, and spacious line division). It is noteworthy that
the Coptic version is a mixture of the translation of the Greek of GA /1602,
the Greek part of the same manuscript (‘in other copies’), and of that of the
Greek of GA 099 (‘these are added/introduced’).

- 52 9 N PENKEANTITPAON A€ Nal X1 €20YN €pooy, ‘and in other copies,
these are appended to them’, presents the same phrasing as sa 14%, but in
continuous text, without a distinctive layout.

- sa 366 and sa 474 present a lacuna.

- bo 13 or E, (London, British Library, Oriental 1315) has pen kerpaén, ‘in
another writing’ (in the paragraph inserted in the lower margin).

- Dbo 2 or A (London, British Library, Huntington 17) omits this sentence in
the marginal addition.

- fa32 has alacuna (but perhaps not big enough to have contained the whole
sentence).

3.3. Text of the Addition: towards a Critical Edition

Following the introductory indication, the addition itself presents the follow-
ing text in Greek:

TOVTO OE TOL TAPTYYEAUEVO TOLG TEPL TOV [IETpOV GuVTON®G eENyAoy. LETO dE TOVTO
KOl 0VTOG O 1§ EPAVT] CVTOLG, OTTO BVOTOATNG KOl 0Pl Ol AVGEWMG EEUTECTIAEV Sl LTMV
TO 1EPOV KOl APOOPTOV KNPVYLEL TG CLOVIOV GMTNPLOG OUNV.

inc. [...] tavto 083 | 01 019 099 274 579 2937: 1c 044 083 1422 | epavn avtorg 019 099: om.
083 274 579 1422 2937, om. avtoig 044 11602 | avatoAng: avatoing niwov 099: avatolmv
274 | aypu: peypt 044: om. ko before axpt 083 | apnv: om. 019

(the most important variant is the omission of gpavn avtoig)

The Vetus Latina 1 reads:*

33 Chains are based on the principle of distinctive layout.

34 These two manuscripts are not exactly of the same type, but they attest similar
variations for this passage. See Monier 2021, 8 and Monier 2022, 12, where the
translation is ‘this hypothesis is at the rear of ‘for they were afraid””.

35 On the cum puero variant, see Clivaz 2021.
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Omnia autem quaecumque praecepta erant et qui cum P[et]ro erant breuiter expo-
suerunt posthaec et ipse lesus adparuit et ab orientem usque in orientem misit per
illos sanctam et incorruptam [praedicationem] salutis aeternae. Amen.>®

The Sahidic Coptic has the addition attested in sa 9, sa 14" and partially in sa
474 and 366. The text below is that of sa 9, with the variants in other manu-
scripts listed in apparatus:

NENTAY2ONOY A€ THPOY €TOOTOY NN METPOC a4X00Y 2N OYM)MWT €BOX. MNNCA
Nal A€ 2OY ON aIC OYMNQ NaY €BOX AYM XIN €MMa N2 MIPH )a NMa NWTIT
24X.00Y €BOX 2ITOOTOY MMTAME OEID) €TOYAAB YD NATTAKO NTE MOYXal MM
ENEQ PAMHN"

24x00Y sa 9: ayxooy sa 14" (lac. sa 366 sa 474) | ayw sa 9 sa 474: om. sa 14" (lac. sa 366)

And all that he had commanded to the companions of (lit.: to those of) Peter, they
told (var. sa 9: he told) briefly. And after that Jesus appeared to them again. (And)
from the places of the rising of the sun to the places of the setting, he sent through
them the holy and imperishable proclamation of the eternal salvation. Amen.

The only Fayyumic manuscript for this section presents a very fragmentary
text, however the preserved text allows us to spot a variant: ‘great’ (NaG),
where the other versions have ‘holy’ (iepov, sanctam, €ToyaaB):

[...]y aqt anfcemmr’ ex]ay nna[10—12]y[...] umnaes €21 al[@] ayw na[TTaka] NTE
nfoyxel NJ@a enele eamun]

[...] he commanded them to the [...] the great and imperishable proclamation of the
eternal salvation. Amen.

In Bohairic Coptic there are two different versions in the two witnesses de-

scribed above:¥’

bo 2 (added in the left hand margin at 90°):
0Y0P NH THPOY €TageoNgeN MMOY (sic for MMWOY?) NNH €TaYl MENENCA TIETPOC:
0YO02 bEN OY(MNY €BOX AYCAX1 MMMOY: 0YOQP MENENCA Nal A€ ON 2qOYMN €PWOY
NXE€ IHC ICXEN NIMa Nl NTE GPH )2 NEGMa NPDTTT 0Y0P AaJOYMPIIOY €21 WENNOYYL
€00YaB NATMOYNK NTE MMNb NENEP aMHN.

And all that he had commanded to those who followed Peter, they told openly.*® And
after that Jesus appeared to them again from the places of the rising of the sun to the
places of its setting. And he sent them for the holy and imperishable proclamation
of eternal life. Amen.

36 Text according to Clivaz 2021, 83.

37 For a German translation, see <https://mr-mark16.sib.swiss/show?id=Qk8y>.

38 This translation avoids the difficult ‘and’ before ‘they told’. Our anonymous reviewer
suggested that eTaggongen could be interpreted as a second perfect. Then we would
not need to ignore the oyop: ‘And all those things were the ones that he commanded
and they told them openly’.
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bo 13 (added in the lower margin in smaller characters). A supplementary
note says it has been added ‘in another writing’, ben kerpadn; the Arabic side
also has an addition with the same content in the lower margin, without the
clarification ‘in another writing’, but with the mention of a Sahidic origin for
the passage (f. 212v right margin):

2B A€ NIBEN €TAYRENREN TIETPOC EPWOY: 24AITOY bEN OYQ)DT €BOA: MENENC2 Nal

A€ 24OYONPY EPMOY NX€ THC ICXEN NIMA Nl NTE GPH (M2 NEqMa NRWTII: €BOX
2ITOTOY aYOYMPIT MITIRL (DIA) E60YAB NATGMbEM bEN 0YOYXal NeN[ep].

And all that was commanded to Peter, he did briefly. And after that, Jesus appeared
to them; from the places of rising of the sun to the places of its setting; through them
he sent the preaching, holy, undefiled, in eternal salvation.

3.3.1. Comment on the First Sentence

Given the differences in translation, it can be noticed that the first sentence
posed difficulties in understanding, which resulted in confusion of pronouns
and their referents. We understand the Greek text as follows: ‘They briefly
told Peter’s companions all that had been commanded to them’.**

The Sahidic Coptic has followed the word order of the Greek literally,
and uses an active turn of phrase, thus arriving at a substantially different re-
sult: ‘All that he had commanded to the companions of (lit.: to those of) Peter,
they told (var. sa 9: he told) briefly’. The active form seems to be present also
in Fa and in Bo Hunt. 17. There remains the question about the subject ‘he’.
Can this be the young man sitting by the tomb?

The Bohairic witnesses are substantially different from each other:

— bo 2: “‘And whatever he had commanded to those who followed Peter, they
told it openly’.
— bo 13: ‘And all that was commanded to Peter, he did it briefly’.

The first one is quite close to the Sahidic translation, except for the use

of ‘openly’. The second one sounds rather interpretative.

3.3.2. Comment on the Second Sentence

‘Then Jesus himself also appeared to them, (+/- and) from the east to the west
He sent forth through them the sacred and incorruptible proclamation of eter-
nal salvation, amen’.

The variant epavn avtoig (‘appeared to them’) is present in Coptic Sa
and Bo (Fa has a lacuna there), as well as in VL 1, and in the Greek testimo-
nies of GA 019 and GA 099. On the other hand, GA 044 and /1602 feature it

39 For the text of VL 1, which poses specific problems, see Clivaz 2021.
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partially.** The omission of avtoig in the latter manuscripts could be explained
by the vicinity of avtog. It should also be noted that the omission of the full
clause is already found in GA 083, the Sinaitic palimpsest (which seems to be
the earliest Greek witness to the conclusio brevior).

The Greek variant avoatoAng nAov ‘sunrise’ of GA 099 (but not /1602)
could have been influenced by the Coptic, emma nwa mripH, ‘the places of
rising of the sun’, a periphrasis frequent in Coptic for the expression of ‘sun-
rise’, although not absolutely necessary (e.g. Matt 2:1 has nema naya without
the addition of ripu for the sun).*

The variant addition of ‘and’ before amo avatoAing is attested by VL
1, sa 9 and sa 474 (the latter two come from the same region), but no Greek
witness includes it; bo 13 does not have it; bo 2 seems to have interpreted the
sentence differently, as if ‘the places of the rising of the sun to the places of its
setting’ were the places for Jesus to appear.

It is also noteworthy that the two Bo witnesses have different transla-
tions for ‘proclamation’ and ‘imperishable’, and bo 2 has ‘life’ where all the
rest have ‘salvation’.

The Fa text, as noted above, has a peculiar variant, and gives ‘great’
(na6) where the other versions have ‘holy’.

Finally, the final ‘Amen’ is omitted by bo 13, and also by the Greek text
of GA 019.

3.4. Introduction to the Long Ending

After the addition to v. 8, the Greek text in Mss GA 019, GA 044, 083, catenae
GA 1422 and GA 2937 has the following introductory sentence to the Long
Ending:

€0TLV O€ KOl TOVTO PEPOLEVE LETA TO EPOPOVVTO YO p

And these too are placed after ‘for they were afraid’.

The manuscripts display different distinctive layouts: a frame in GA 019, the
use of eisthesis in GA 044, smaller characters for GA 083. Other manuscripts
present no means of highlighting the text: GA 274, GA 579.

There is a variant text eotv d[€ ko Taw|ta pepope[va] (with distinctive
layout) followed by &tyev yop avtog TPOHOG KO EKOTAGIG OVOEVL OVOEV EITOV
epoPovvto yop in Mss GA 099 and /1602 (the two White Monastery manu-

40 Again, the two Greek witnesses from the White Monastery in Upper Egypt, 099 and
11602, do not coincide completely.

41 AlsoMatt8:11 amo avotoAwvKoldUo OV translates EBOX 2N NEMa N2 MN MMANR (D TTT;
Gn 13.11 etc. Examples with the additional nipn are frequent in the OT (e.g. Num
21:11, Deut 4:41), but in the NT this is the only example in the Gospels (+ Rev 7:2
and 16:2).
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scripts), ‘And this also is introduced’, followed by the addition of the entire v.
8b.
VL 1 does not have a Long Ending, since it ends with the addition to v. 8.
The text of the Coptic Fa witness has (with a distinctive layout):

Nelkekay[1 A€] mayer MuN[ca] Net <N>aveX eat rap e
And these other words come after these (namely) ‘for they <were> afraid’.**

This is the only Coptic reading close to the Greek text of GA 019 et al.
The Sahidic versions have some variation:

$a 9 Nal A€ ON HIT €20YN EPOOY MNNCa Nai X€ NEPEOYCTMT aAMAPTE MMOOY
MN OYWTOPTP AYM MIMOYXE NadY ND)AXE ENAAY NEYP 20Te rap (non-dis-
tinctive layout, only large initials as any other paragraph beginning, ‘And
these too are added to them after these, namely “a trembling held them ...””").

sa 14 wnalae on X1 epoyN epooy (distinctive layout smaller characters sepa-
rated by intermittent lines above and below, ‘And these too are appended

to them”)
NEPEOYCTWT A€ aMA2TE MMOOY MN OYWTOPTP aYM MIOYXE AddY NMAXE ENdAY
NEYP 20TE Tap

sa 474 wna1.ae on HO €[eo]yn epooy (distinctive layout, significantly smaller
characters and double rubricated lines above and below, ‘And these too are
added to them ...”)
NEPEOYCTMT AMALTE MMOOY MN OYW)TOPTP [a]y® Mroyxe A[aJa[y n]maxe exaay
NeYP [eo]Te rap

There is a lacuna in sa 366; sa 9 and sa 474 use the verb wn/un ‘to in-
clude, to count in’, while sa 14" prefers x1 ‘to take’. This might be a regional
variation. However, sa 474 is closer to sa 14" in that it presents a distinctive
layout for the addition.

There is therefore in sa Il and sa 9, as in GA 099 and /1602, a repetition
of a longer portion of verse 8b, but with a different wording:

Sa: NEPeOYCTWT (A€) AMARTE MMOOY MN OYWTOPTP. YW MIOYXE AdaY
NM2XE ENAAY NEYP 20TE TAP.
(And/for) a trembling held them, and an upheaval. And they did not say a
word to anyone, for they were afraid.
Greek: gyyev yop ovTOG TPOHOG Kol €KGTOGLS [Kkat] ovdevi ovdev eumov
gpofovvto [yap]
Compare 8b:

42 The text must be emended here, as it was suggested by our anonymous reviewer,
because the prefix of the Imperfect is necessary.
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Sa: NEPeOYROTE rap NMMAY (T1€) aY(M NEYP WITHPE. MIIOYXE AaAY A€ NW)AXE
EN2QY NEYP 20TE TaP.
For fear was with them and they were amazed. And they said no word to
anyone, for they were afraid.

Greek: eyev yop a0TOG TPOLOG KO EKGTOGLS KL OVIEV OVOEVL EWTOV EQOBOVVTO
yop

In the repetition the Greek is translated more accurately. The earlier
translation of v. 8 was a bit rough (which is sometimes a feature of sa 1)*: the
revised sa Il could have changed the translation of sa 1, but it did not do so
(perhaps out of respect or lack of imagination).

The repetition of 8b, attested in sa 9, sa 14-and sa 474, is also attested in
sa 102 and sa 121, albeit fragmentarily. However, the fragmentary testimony
allows us to conclude that these two manuscripts most likely attested the con-
clusio brevior.
sa 102 [ ... MMOJOY MN OYWTOPTP' aY(M MIOYXE A2dY NIMAXE ENAAY

NEYPROTE TaP
sa 121 JamagTe mMmo[oy] Mn oy@)T[opTP] ayw Mrfoyxe Aalay n[maxe
exaay]

The lengthening presented by 8b seems therefore to be peculiar to the
Upper Egyptian milieu. What caused its inclusion in GA 099, [1602? Perhaps
the need for precision came from Coptic Sa, which, because of the rough
translation of the first part of 8b, resulted in a repetition of goTe rap, thus an
ambiguity (‘For fear was with them, and they were amazed. And they said no
word to anyone, for they were having fear’), which did not exist in Coptic Fa.
This repetition might have been inserted in order to pick up more clearly with
the text, after a lengthy insertion.

Along with the lengthening of the repetition of v. 8b, a syntactic break
occurred with the retraction of peta. It is consummated in sa 14% with the
addition of A€ after nepeoycTwT. In contrast, this break does not exist in sa 9,
which says precisely: ‘And these too are added to them after these, namely “a
trembling held them ...””. As sa 9 is probably the result of a compilation made
in the Fayyum, it is possible that the Fa version played a role in the wording
of'sa 9.

As for the Bohairic Coptic version, there is a supplementary complexity.
bo 13 has no trace of the transitional sentence to the Long Ending (the same

43 The reality may be a bit more complicated: ‘fear’ (poTe) could correspond to the
variant @6fog attested by GA 05 and GA 032; while the word &kotacig has given
rise to many different translations in the Coptic biblical texts, no other example is
known of a translation by @nupe, ‘amazement’, but Bo uses TwuT, which has the
same meaning.

COMSt Bulletin 8/2 (2022)



508 Anne Boud’hors and Sofia Torallas Tovar

is true for VL 1, GA 044 and GA 579). By contrast, bo 2 has it, embedded in
the marginal addition, immediately after the conclusio brevior:

bo 2 nal ON NOeOY EYHIT{1} NTOTOY OYOP MENENCa Nal €4ETA2MOY NPANWM)OOPTEP
NEM PANPOXLEX OYO0R MIOYXE Al NPAL NCaX1 NAYEP 20T rap.

And these too are counted with them, (namely): ‘And after these things he shall set
them up for upheavals and torments. And they did not say a word to anyone, for they
were afraid’.

Here we see the same phenomenon as in Sa: the terms of the addition
are not the same as in v. 8b, which has Nea0YCOEPTEP Tap Ta2WOY M€ NEM
OYTMMT. 0YOR MITOYXE @Al NEAL NaYep 20t rap, ‘For a trembling had reached
them, and an amazement. And they said nothing to anyone, for they were
afraid’. This is quite interesting, as Bo already had a fairly literal translation of
the Greek in 8b. This means that the translation of this reprise was done inde-
pendently of the text of 8b in Bo, most likely from the Sahidic. Nevertheless,
it poses several difficulties:

a. meneNca Nat could be a trace of the peta here (as in sa 9), with an anticipa-
tory nau; the oyop (‘and’) is unexpected, but this sometimes occurs in Bo.

b. the form eqeTagwoy is difficult to justify as a translation of giyev avtog,
from the point of view of both tense and person. The tense looks like a
future, which makes no sense, and the syntax seems to be incorrect: should
we consider ‘he’ to be impersonal and understand ‘upheavals and torments
had reached them’?*

c. the plural before the nouns weopTep and poxgex. is nowhere to be found:
one can at best invoke, for the latter, the proximity of the Greek forms of
singular (ékotacic) and plural (ékotdoeLs).

d. What to make of the lexical choice? weopTep and ceepTep are not synonyms,
but their phonetic proximity has often caused confusion between them;
eoxpex. seems less fortunate than TwwmT: it is never used elsewhere to
translate £xoToo1C.

4. Recapitulation of the Hypothesis for the Introduction to the Long Ending

When incorporating the transitional phrase to v. 9, the translator of sa II re-
alized that there might be an ambiguity because of the presence of poTe rap
twice in v. 8b. He therefore retranslated all of verse 8b, not just the last few

44 This use of the impersonal does not seem to be known to us in Coptic. Our anon-
ymous reviewer suggests that this Bohairic text could be a poorly executed trans-
lation from Arabic. In Arabic, when the subject follows the verb, the verb remains
singular regardless of the number of the subject. This could explain the ‘he’ of the
Bohairic. Moreover, Arabic perfect can be used as optative, which would explain
the use of third future in the Bohairic.
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words, more literally from the Greek, to eliminate gote and rap from the first
part of the sentence. Due to the length of the restatement, only the sentence
‘And these too are added/appended to them’ was written in a distinctive way,
the rest was treated as continuous text.

This repetition influenced the copyists of the Greek witnesses of the
White Monastery in Upper Egypt (GA 099and /1602, probably both bilin-
gual), who integrated it.

sa 9, the result of a compilation work in the Fayyum, had access to a Fa
version that normally translated the common transitional phrase from Greek.
This led to a reintroduction of the phrase ‘after that’, but not of the distinctive
layout, which was already absent in the introduction to the conclusio brevior.

Only one Bo manuscript chose to account for this transitional phrase, but
with several clumsy features. Since this manuscript seems to be a product of
Lower Egypt, it could have been influenced by Sahidic manuscripts from the
Fayyum, of the type of sa 9.
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