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Abstract
In our research for the critical edition of the Sahidic variants of the Gospel of 

Mark, the manuscript sa 123 stands out as a very special example: it is likely to 
be a fragmentary witness of philological work in the Fayyum well after the Arabic 
conquest. The manuscript features extensive corrections performed by a second 
hand and based on a different type of text than the first copy. In this article we 
present the edition of one of its pages with the purpose of exploring the process 
and philological activity attested by it.

Establishing a new critical edition of the Sahidic text of the Gospel of 
Mark is the ultimate goal of the work we have been pursuing for many 
years, at a more or less regular pace. Our starting hypothesis is the exist-
ence of three types of texts:1

–	 sa 1 = text of the main witness of the ancient translation (P.Palau 182, 
ed. Quecke), also attested by other fragmentary manuscripts.

–	 sa II = the revised translation, which is not witnessed by a unique 
manuscript, but by several fragmentary manuscripts that have the same 
textual type. It is the text most frequently given — though not always, 
by Horner’s edition.

–	 sa 9 = text of M 569 (ed. Aranda Perez), which occupies an intermediary 
or mixed position. 

In recent years, the development of digitization of manuscript images, 
easier access to these reproductions, and collaboration with INTF Münster, 
has allowed us to examine many witnesses and to make progress in several 

1  For a detailed explanation of the first steps in this inquiry, see Boud’hors, “L’évangile 
de Marc en copte-sahidique”, “The Gospel of Mark in Sahidic Coptic”, Boud’hors and 
Torallas Tovar, “Mc 1,1-11 et 1,40-45: La tradition manuscrite copte”. The sigla used for 
the manuscripts and versions are based on the list established by Schmitz & Mink, Liste der 
Koptischen Handschriften (SMR, Münster: http://intf.uni-muenster.de/smr/), and Schüssler, 
Biblia Coptica.
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aspects: determining the existence of additional witnesses for type sa 1,2 
clarifying the text of sa II, and confirming that sa 9 is really a type of text, 
and not the text of an isolated manuscript, since at least three other manu
scripts are obviously dependent on it (sa 125, sa 152, sa 156). In addition, 
it is now very likely that sa 9 is a kind of mixed text, the result of a com-
pilation work between sa 1 and sa II, carried out in Fayyum, perhaps at 
the monastery of Saint Michael of Phantoou3.

The purpose of this article is to present the case of another highly 
illustrative manuscript, which shows how such a compilation work could 
have been done. This is the manuscript sa 123. Horner’s edition uses this 
manuscript (No. 73), with various acronyms indicating that it contains 
many corrections, but it is impossible to rely on his edition to understand 
the meaning of those corrections. As we will see, these corrections are 
intended, at least in the Gospel of Mark, to conform, to an extent that needs 
to be assessed, a text originally related to sa 1 to the text of sa II. More-
over, this manuscript poses two kinds of difficulties for a publisher: 1) the 
edition of the corrections in a clear manner and 2) the use of this manu-
script in the critical apparatus of the edition of the Gospel of Mark.

To try to illustrate both these difficulties and the interest of the manu-
script sa 123, we have chosen a page, whose edition we present below, as 
well as a detailed analysis of the corrections for the episode of the Trans-
figuration (Mk 9:2-13). They are preceded by a description of the manu-
script based on all the surviving sheets and a brief characterization of the 
various other witnesses to the passage.

Description of sa 123

Identification: SMR (Münster) sa 123 = Biblia Coptica (Schüssler) sa 531
Provenance: White Monastery? ultimately Fayyum?
Contents: Four gospels 
State of conservation: remains of 28 folia, of which 9 contain Mk: 

1:10-13,22-23,33-34,45	 Paris BnF Copte 133219	 sa 123 E/1 
1:45b – 3:12	 London BL 3579 B19 f.35	 sa 123 F
8:31 – 9:35	 London BL 3579 B19 f.36	 sa 123 G

2  We have identified fragments of at least five manuscripts: sa 143, sa 162, sa 188 (?), 
sa 92 (papyrus), sa 99487 (= PM 601); the last two come from Fayyum.

3  On this monastery and its library, see Depuydt, Catalogue CIII–CXVI.
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9:50, 10:1-3, 15-17	 Paris BnF Copte 133218	 sa 123 G/1
10:51-52, 11:13-14	 Paris BnF Copte 133218b	 sa 123 G/2
11:29b – 15:22	 Venice BNM Or 193 (4 ff.)	 sa 123 H

Dimensions: 35,5/37 × 27,5/29 cm.
Layout: Two column pages, at ca. 36 lines in the column. There is pagi

nation and headers (ⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁ in verso pages and ⲙⲁⲣⲕⲟⲥ in recto ones), 
as well as paragraphoi and polychrome coronides and drawings in the 
intercolumnar spaces.

Paleography: the hand is bimodular, a so-called Alexandrian majuscule, 
which is not far from the hand of sa 9. It also presents common features 
with the Fayyumic codices A and B4, with less regularity. Apart from its 
standard features, the supralinear stroke is used on top of autosyllabic vow-
els (also the case of sa 9), which can be characterised as a quite frequent 
use in Sahidic manuscripts copied in Fayyum. It also appears occasionally 
on ⲥ before consonant (e.g. Mk 9:5, 12:22, 12:35, 12:42). The supralin-
ear stroke is more or less long and more or less centered on the letter or 
slightly shifted to the left or right; in the sequence ⲛⲧ, the stroke is not 
distinguished from the extension of the horizontal bar of ⲧ on the left. The 
current title (ⲡⲕⲁⲧⲁ on even pages, ⲙⲁⲣⲕⲟⲥ on odd pages) was adopted 
by the first copyist.

There seems to be two correcting hands, one using the same kind of 
brown ink as that of the main copyist, the other writing in black ink (the 
latter is much less frequent, it is found mainly in the London folios, to 
the point that one may wonder whether it is really a different hand). These 
two hands are quite coarse, it is difficult to date them and to say if they are 
contemporary with each other, but their corrections seem to go in the same 
direction. These corrections consist of deletions — sometimes crossing out 
some words to rewrite others —, adding words or letters in the margin, 
more rarely in interlinear spaces (see below for a detailed presentation 
of the corrections on the edited page). Since the erasures are never total, 
we often manage to read what was originally there. It is possible that the 
correcting hand was also responsible for the pagination.

Date: based on the comparison with sa 9 (dated between 820 and 915 
approximately), one could propose the 9th or early 10th century for the 
hand of the first copyist.

4  Cf. Chassinat, “Fragments de manuscrits coptes”; Boud’hors, “Réflexions supplémen-
taires”. These manuscripts come from the White Monastery.



32	 ANNE BOUD’HORS – SOFÍA TORALLAS TOVAR

The Fayyumic origin of the manuscript can also be detected in some 
spelling features: ⲟⲩⲁⲉⲓⲏ (12,2); ⲕⲟⲛⲇⲣⲁⲧⲏⲥ (12,42): see the spelling 
of the fa version ⲕⲱⲛⲇⲣⲁⲧⲏⲥ vs. sa ⲕⲟⲇⲣⲁⲛⲧⲏⲥ; ⲕⲁⲍⲟⲫⲩⲗⲁⲕⲓⲟⲛ 
(12,41), which is once found in the fa version. An influence may also be 
reflected in some syntactic (9,4, 9,5) or lexical (8,35) features: see the 
details of the edition. It is well known that the monastery of St. Michael 
in Fayyum and its scriptorium in Touton had relations with the White 
Monastery in the 10th century: either manuscripts copied in Fayyum were 
sent to the White Monastery or, perhaps, fayyumizing copyists worked at 
the White Monastery.5

Other testimonies

The following fragments have been collated either on the originals 
(Paris, Oxford, Berlin, Leipzig), or on photographs (Moscow and Rome). 
Horner has not used all of these fragments, although he included the 
manuscript numbers in his edition.

SMR
BC

Horner Inventory no. Provenance Text Type

sa 112 (H)
sa 0615

114/134 Vat. Copt.109 cass.13 
fasc. 43, f°6-16

White Monastery 9:1–17 sa II

sa 122 (K)
sa 0533

51 Cairo, Mus.Copt., 
JdE 44816/CGC 92206

White Monastery 9:1–34 sa II

sa 134 (H)
sa 0587

108 Paris,  
BnF Copte 161(4) 
f. 26 g

White Monastery? 9:1–13 mixed7

5  See Depuydt, Catalogue CXV–CXVI.
6  Unpublished. Cf. Munier, Manuscrits coptes 9–10.
7  The case of sa 134 is somewhat complicated: the attestation of the same passage 

of Mk 16 by two folios (one of the BnF [1614 f. 26h], and the other of the Bodleian 
[Copt b 11 f. 4]) which had been gathered under the same acronym sa 134 in SMR, makes 
it clear that they are in fact two rather similar manuscripts. Horner may have been conscious 
of it, since he had assigned two numbers, 103 and 108, which were grouped under sa 134. 
K. Schüssler had also perceived the problem, since he isolated the BnF leaf under the acro-
nym sa 0857, grouping all the others under the acronym sa 0587. This is not the place for 
a complete demonstration, but it is quite clear that, copied by scribes from the same school, 
these two manuscripts (between which the surviving fragments must now be divided) present 
different types of texts: the one we will temporarily call “sa134 bis” is apparently a witness 
to sa II, while sa 134 has a more floating text: many proximities with sa 1 and sa 9, but 
occasionally also with sa II, as well as some peculiar readings. The fragment we are interested 
in here belongs to sa 134. As both manuscripts include Oxford fragments, it is plausible 
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SMR
BC

Horner Inventory no. Provenance Text Type

sa 140 (H/2)
sa 0523

64 part. Moscow, GMII 
I.1.b.297-2988

White Monastery 9:1–2* sa II

sa 249
sa 0775

‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑ Berlin P 22088 a ? 9:12–14 sa II

sa 291L

sa 0636L
f   l Oxford, Bodl. Hunt. 3 Upper Egypt? 9:2–8 sa II

‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑ ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑ Leipzig, inv. 30009, 
f. 7v-8

Fayyum 9:1–8, 
11b–13a

sa 1

A Fayyumic version (fa) is also available for this passage: it is a folio 
from a White Monastery codex kept at the French Institute of Oriental 
Archaeology in Cairo (IFAO, Copte 122), which gives the text of Mk 8:24b 
to 9:12. This is manuscript “B” mentioned above (n. 3). As we will see 
in detail below, the text of sa 123 is very close to this version on a few 
occasions.

Edition of London BL 3579 B19 f.36R 
(Fig. 1)

The page we edit below is page 89 (ⲟⲑ). For the sake of clarity, given 
the large amount of text contained in a single page, we edit the two columns 
successively. They contain verses 8:31b to 9:13, but only the text of 9:2-
13 is detailed afterwards. 

The supralinear stroke, which adopts various placements and dimensions, 
is edited by convention and placed on the second letter when it is connec-
tive. Occurrences of ektheseis are in col. 1, l. 12 (8:34), l. 33 (9:1), l. 39 
(9:2).

As mentioned in the description, it seems that two correcting hands can 
be distinguished; one (column 1) uses a blacker ink and is coarser than the 

that they come from the White Monastery (the rating of the BnF fragments is not entirely 
discriminatory in this respect, since these fragments are part of the disparate lots purchased 
by Seymour de Ricci). Yet their materiality clearly links them to the scriptorium in Touton, 
Fayyum. Were they copied there and sent to the White Monastery, like many other manu-
scripts during this period? If so, they are additional clues to textual activity on the Gospel 
of Mark, such as sa 9 and sa 123.

8  Published by Elanskaya, The Literary Coptic manuscripts 431–440.
9  Edition Boud’hors forthcoming. See Boud’hors, “The Gospel of Mark in Sahidic 

Coptic”.
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other (col. 1 and col. 2), which is itself not very refined. Both hands make 
corrections in the same direction. But the “black” hand seems to have 
‘overcorrected’, for instance when it has crossed out the two ⲁⲩⲱ which 
had already been deleted (col. 1, l. 23-24) 

The correction methods are often crossing out of words with a line, 
erasure produced by scratching or abrasion with or without second text 
superposed, and added text in the interlinear spaces or the margins to the 
left and right of the text. We indicate with double brackets (⟦ ⟧) the deleted 
words or passages, and in italics the words or passages added or rewritten 
on the deleted passages by one of the two correcting hands. Some details 
on the position or nature of the corrections are given in the apparatus or 
commentaries. Most of them modify the text copied by the first hand, but 
some only repair errors or omissions. 

Col. 1
	 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲚⲚⲥⲁ ϣⲟⲙⲛⲧ Ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ ϥⲛⲁ	
	 ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲚ ⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲣⲏⲥⲓⲀ� 8:32
	 {ⲁ}ⲛⲉϥϫⲱ Ⲙⲡϣⲁϫⲉ ∙ ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ
	 ⲇⲉ ⲁϥϯ Ⲙⲡⲉϥⲟⲩⲟⲓ Ⲉϩⲟⲩⲛ Ⲉⲣⲟϥ
  5	 ⲁϥⲁⲣⲭⲉⲓ ⲛⲉⲡⲓⲧⲓⲙⲁ ⲛⲁϥ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ
	 Ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲉϥⲕⲧⲟϥ ∙ ⟦Ⲛⲧⲟϥ⟧ ⲇⲉ ⲛⲧⲟϥ � 8:33
	 ⟦ⲣⲉ⟧ⲁϥⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲛⲉϥⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ ⲡⲉ
	 ϫⲁϥ Ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ ⲉϥⲉⲡⲓⲧⲓⲙⲁ ⲛⲁϥ
	 ϫⲉ ⲃⲱⲕ Ⲉⲡⲁϩⲟⲩ Ⲙⲙⲟ ⲡⲥⲁⲧⲁ
10	 ⲛⲁⲥ ϫⲉ ⲛⲄⲙⲉⲉⲩⲈ ⲁⲛ Ⲉⲛⲁ ⲡⲛⲟⲩ
	 ⲧⲉ ∙ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ Ⲉⲛⲁ Ⲛⲣⲱⲙⲉ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ� 8:34
	 Ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲉϥⲙⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲈⲡⲙⲏⲎϣⲉ ⟦Ⲛ⟧ ⲙⲛ
	 ⲛⲉϥⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲩ
	 ϫⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲟⲩ⟦ⲁ⟧ⲱϣ ⲉ⟦ⲟⲩ⟧ⲉ ⲉ\ⲟⲩ/ⲁϩ⳰Ϥ Ⲛⲥⲱ
15	 ⲙⲁⲣⲉϥⲀⲡⲁⲣⲛⲁ Ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲛϤ
	 ϥⲓ Ⲙⲡⲉϥⲥ⳨Ⲟ⳱Ⲥ ⲛϤⲟⲩⲁϩϥ Ⲛⲥⲱ ∙
	 ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲉ⟦ⲛⲉϩⲙ⟧ⲧⲟⲩϫⲟ ⲧⲉϥ� 8:35
	 ⲯⲩⲭⲏ ϥⲛⲁⲥⲟⲣⲙⲉⲥ ∙ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁ
	 ⲥⲱⲣⲙ ⲇⲉ Ⲛⲧⲉϥⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲉⲧⲃⲏⲏⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ
20	 ⟦2-3⟧ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲡⲉⲩⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲓⲟⲛ Ϥⲛ⟦ⲁϩⲉ Ⲉⲣⲟⲥ⟧ⲁⲧⲟⲩϫⲟⲥ ∙
	 ⟦ⲟⲩ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁϯ ϩⲏⲩ ⲙⲡⲣⲱ⟧ ⲉⲣⲉⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲁϯ ϩⲏⲩ ⲛⲟⲩ� 8:36
	 ⟦ⲙⲉ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩϫⲡⲉ⟧ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛϯ ϩⲏⲩ ⲙⲡⲕⲟⲥⲙⲟⲥ ⲧⲏ
	 ⲣϤ ∙ ⟦ⲁⲩⲱ⟧ ⲛϥϯ ⲟⲥⲉ ⲛⲧⲉϥⲯⲩ
	 ⲭⲏ ∙ ⟦ⲁⲩⲱ⟧ ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲧⲉⲣⲉ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ� 8:37
25	 ⲛⲁⲧⲁⲁϥ Ⲛϣ[ⲃⲃⲉ]ⲓⲱ ⲛⲧⲉϥⲯⲩ 
	 ⲭⲏ ∙ ⲡⲉⲧⲛⲁϯ ϣⲓⲡⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲛⲁ� 8:38
	 ⲙⲚ ⲛⲉⲧⲉ ⲛⲟⲩⲓ ⲛⲉ \ϩ/Ⲛ ⲧⲉⲓⲅⲉⲛⲉⲀ
	 Ⲛⲛⲟⲉⲓⲕ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲚⲣⲉϥⲢ ⲛⲟⲃⲉ ∙
	 ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⟦ϩⲱⲱϥ⟧ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ
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30	 ⲛⲁϯ ϣⲓⲡⲉ ⟦ⲛⲁϥ⟧ ⲙⲡⲁ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ
	 ϩⲘ ⲡⲉⲟⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲉϥⲉⲓⲱⲧ ⲙⲚ ⲛⲉϥ
	 ⲁⲅⲅⲉⲗⲟⲥ ⲈⲧⲟⲩⲀⲁⲃ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ Ⲉ� 9:1
	 ⲛⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲁⲩ ϫⲉ ϩⲁⲙⲏⲛ
	 ϯϫⲱ Ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲚ [ϫⲉ] ⲟⲩⲛ
35	 ϩⲟⲓⲛⲉ ⲛⲛⲉⲧⲁϩⲉ[ⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ] ⲙⲡⲉⲓ
	 ⲙⲁ ⲛⲥⲉⲛⲁϫⲓ ϯⲡⲉ [ⲁ]ⲛ ⲙⲡⲙⲟⲩ
	 ϣⲁⲛⲧⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲧⲙⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟ ⲙ
	 ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲉⲁⲥⲉⲓ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩϭⲟⲙ
	 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲚⲛⲥⲁ ⲥⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲁϥ� 9:2
40	 ϫⲓ Ⲛϭⲓ Ⲓ⳱Ⲥ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ ∙ ⲙⲚ ⲁ
	 ⲕⲱⲃⲟⲥ ∙ ⲙⲚ ⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ ⲁϥ
	 ϫⲓⲧⲟⲩ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁⲩ ⲉϫⲚ ⲟⲩⲧⲟⲟⲩ

6-7 ⲛⲧⲉ|ⲣⲉϥ was written first, ⲛⲧⲟϥ written on top of ⲛⲧⲉ- and ⲁ on top of ⲣⲉ || 
14 1st ⲱ = ϣ corrected? || 20 ⟦ⲙⲛ⟧ (cf. sa 1)?; ϥⲛ⟦ⲁϩⲉ Ⲉⲣⲟⲥ⟧: cf. ⲛⲉϭⲉⲛⲧⲉⲥ fa || 
23 ⲛϥ only re-written with ink on top.

Col. 2
	 ⲉϥϫⲟⲥⲉ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥϣⲂⲧϤ ϩⲓ ϩⲏ 
	 Ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ ⲁⲩ⟦ⲙⲟⲩϩ⟧ⲧⲟⲩⲟ� 9:3
	 Ⲉⲁⲩⲟⲩⲃⲁϣ ⟦Ⲙ⟧ⲁⲙⲁⲧⲉ ⟦Ⲉ⟧ⲛⲛⲉϣ ⲟⲩ
	 ⲣⲁϩ\ⲧ/ ⲚⲧⲱⲧⲤ ⟦ⲉ⟧ⲧⲣⲉⲩⲡⲓⲣ⟦ⲉ⟧ⲁ ϩⲓ ⲛⲁ ∙
  5	 ϩⲓϫⲘ ⲡⲕⲁϩ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁ⟦ⲩ⟧ϥⲟⲩ⟦ⲟ⟧ⲱⲛϩ⟦ⲟⲩ⟧� 9:4
	 Ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ Ⲛϭⲓ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ∙ ⲙⲚ ⲙⲱⲩ
	 ⲥⲏⲥ ⲉⲩϣⲁϫⲉ ⲙⲚ Ⲓ⳱Ⲥ ∙ ⲁϥⲟⲩⲰ� 9:5
	 ϣⲂ Ⲛϭⲓ ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ ⲉϥϫⲱ Ⲙⲙⲟⲥ Ⲛⲓⲥ
	 ϫⲉ ϩⲣⲁⲃⲃⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ ⲛⲁⲛ Ⲉϭⲱ
10	 Ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲙⲁ ∙ ⲧⲁⲣⲚⲧⲁⲙⲓⲞ ϭⲉ ⲛ
	 ϣⲟⲙⲧⲉ ⲛⲤⲕⲏⲛⲏ ∙ ⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲕ ∙
	 ⲟⲩⲉⲓ Ⲙⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ∙ ⲟⲩⲉⲓ Ⲛϩⲏⲗⲓ
	 ⲁⲥ ∙ ⲛⲉϥⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁⲛ ϫⲉ ⲟⲩ� 9:6
	 ⲡⲉⲧϤϫⲱ Ⲙⲙⲟϥ ∙ Ⲁⲑⲟⲧⲉ 

15	 ⲅⲁⲣ ϫⲓⲧⲟⲩ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩⲕⲗⲟⲞⲗⲉ � 9:7
	 ⲡⲱⲣϢ Ⲉⲃⲟⲗ Ⲉϫⲱⲟⲩ ∙ ⲁⲩⲥⲙⲏ
	 ⲇⲉ ⲉⲓ Ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲚ ⲧⲉⲕⲗⲟⲞⲗⲉ ∙ ϫⲉ
	 ⲡⲁⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲡⲁⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧ
	 ⲥⲱⲧⲘ Ⲛⲥⲱϥ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲚ� 9:8
20	 ⲟⲩϣⲤⲛⲉ ⲁⲩϥⲓⲀⲧⲟⲩ Ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ
	 ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ Ⲛⲥⲁ Ⲓ⳱Ⲥ ⲙⲁⲩ
	 ⲁⲁϥ ∙ ⲉⲩⲛⲏⲩ ⲇⲉ Ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ� 9:9
	 ϩⲓ ⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲁϥϩⲱⲛ ⲈⲧⲟⲞⲧⲟⲩ
	 ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲚⲛⲉⲩⲧⲁⲩⲈ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩ
25	 ⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ Ⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ∙ ⲉⲓⲙⲏⲧⲉⲓ ⟦ⲉⲣ⟧ϣⲁ(ⲛ)
	 ⲧⲉ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ Ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ
	 Ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲚ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲁϫⲉ� 9:10
	 ⟦              - - -                    ⟧
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	 ⲁⲩⲁⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ Ⲙⲙⲟϥ ϩⲣⲁⲓ Ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲩⲍⲏⲛⲍⲏⲧⲉⲓ ϫⲉ 
	 ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲚ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ ⲁⲩϫⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲩϫⲱ � 9:11
30	 Ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲉⲓⲉ ⲁϩⲣⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉⲩⲥ ⲉⲩϫⲱ Ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ 
	 ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲛⲁϫⲡⲉ ⲉⲓ ∙ Ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲇⲉ� 9:12
	 ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲩ ϫⲉ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ
	 ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ ϥⲛⲁϫⲉⲕ ϩⲱⲃ 
	 ⲛⲓⲙ Ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲱⲥ ⲛⲧⲁⲩ
35	 ⲥϩⲁⲓ\ϥ/ ⲉϫⲘ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⟦ ca. 5 ⟧ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ
	 ⲉϥⲉϣⲡ ϩⲁϩ Ⲛϩⲓⲥⲉ ∙ Ⲛⲥⲉⲥⲟ
	 ϣϥ ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲏ� 9:13
	 ⲧⲛ ϫⲉ ⲡⲕⲉ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲁϥⲉⲓ ∙
	 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲉⲓⲣⲉ ⲛⲁϥ Ⲛⲛⲧⲁⲩⲟⲩ
40	 ⲁϣⲟⲩ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲑⲉ Ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲥϩⲁⲓ
	 ⲉⲧⲃⲏⲏⲧϥ ∙ ⲁⲩⲱ Ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟⲩ
	 ⲁϩⲉⲣⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲑⲏⲧⲏⲥ

25, 26, 31: ⲛⲁⲩ, ⲧⲉ, ϩⲏ are on the left margin.

Analysis of variants and corrections of Mk 9:2-13

sa 123a = text copied by the main hand
sa 123b = corrected text
sa 123 = in cases where there is no need to distinguish the two steps

Verse 2
sa	� ⲁⲩⲱ ⲙⲛⲛⲥⲁ ⲥⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϩⲟⲟⲩ ⲁϥϫⲓ ⲛϭⲓ ⲓⲥ ⲙⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲓⲁⲕⲱⲃⲟⲥ 

ⲙⲛ ⲓ ⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ ⲁϥϫⲓⲧⲟⲩ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁⲩ ⲉϫⲛ ⲟⲩⲧⲟⲟⲩ ⲉϥϫⲟⲥⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ 
ⲁϥϣⲃⲧϥ ϩⲓϩⲏ ⲙⲙⲟⲟⲩ

=>  no variant except for sa  9 which inverts the order of ⲓⲁⲕⲱⲃⲟⲥ and  
ⲓⲱϩⲁⲛⲛⲏⲥ

Verse 3
(Some of the variants reflect the situation in Greek)

sa 1	� ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲉⲁⲩⲟⲩⲃⲁϣ ⲉⲙⲁⲧⲉ· ⲉⲛⲛⲉϣ ⲟⲩⲣⲁϩⲦ 
Ⲛⲧⲱϭⲥ ⲧⲣⲉⲩⲡⲓⲣⲉ ϩⲓ ⲛⲁⲓ  ϩⲓϫⲘ ⲡⲕⲁϩ· 

sa 9	� ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩϩ ⲉⲁⲩⲟⲩⲃⲁϣ ⲉⲙⲁⲧⲉ· ⲛⲉϣ ⲟⲩⲣⲁϩⲧ 
ⲛⲧⲱϭⲥ ⲧⲣⲉⲩⲡⲓⲣⲉ ϩⲓ ⲛⲁⲓ ϩⲓϫⲙ ⲡⲕⲁϩ·

sa II	� ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲧⲟⲩⲟ ⲁⲩⲟⲩⲃⲁϣ ⲉⲙⲁⲧⲉ· ⲛⲛⲉϣ ⲣⲁϩⲧ 
ⲛⲧⲱⲧⲥ ϩⲓϫⲙ ⲡⲕⲁϩ ⲧⲣⲉⲩⲡⲓⲣⲉ ϩⲓ ⲛⲁⲓ· 

ⲧⲱⲧⲥ sa 112 291L: ⲧⲱⲕⲥ sa 122
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sa 123a	 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲉϥϩⲟⲓⲧⲉ ⲁⲩⲙⲟⲩϩ Ⲉⲁⲩⲟⲩⲃⲁϣ Ⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉ· Ⲉⲛⲉϣ ⲟⲩⲣⲁϩ<ⲧ> 
ⲚⲧⲱⲧⲤ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲩⲡⲓⲣⲉ ϩⲓ ⲛⲁⲓ  ϩⲓϫⲘ ⲡⲕⲁϩ

=>  The corrector deleted ⲙⲟⲩϩ and replaced it with ⲧⲟⲩⲟ10; he deleted the 
ⲙ from Ⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉ (which is also in sa 112) and mistakenly replaced it with an 
ⲁ (not an ⲉ); he replaced ⲛⲛⲉϣ with ⲉⲛⲉϣ, probably added ⲧ in ⲣⲁϩⲧ, 
and deleted ⲉ in front of ⲧⲣⲉⲩⲡⲓⲣⲉ (this ⲉ is also in sa 291L); he corrected 
the final ⲉ from ⲡⲓⲣⲉ to ⲁ, which is again an error (this spelling is also in 
sa 112); but he did not delete ⲉ in front of ⲁⲩⲟⲩⲃⲁϣ and did not change the 
order of the words at the end of the sentence. Note the form ⲛⲧⲱⲧⲥ (found in 
two witnesses of sa II).

Verse 4
sa	 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲛϭⲓ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲛ ⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲉⲩϣⲁϫⲉ ⲙⲛ 

ⲓⲤ· 

Some manuscripts reverse Elijah and Moses: sa 9, sa 122, sa 291L, sa 134

=>  sa 123a gave ⲁⲩⲟⲩⲟⲛϩⲟⲩ, which is also the lesson of fa; this lesson has 
been corrected into ⲁϥⲟⲩⲱⲛϩ in sa 123b.

Verse 5
sa 1	 ⲁϥⲟⲩⲱϣⲃ ⲇⲉ Ⲛϭⲓ ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ ⲉϥϫⲱ Ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲒⲤ ϫⲉ ϩⲣⲁⲃⲃⲉⲓ 

ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛϭⲱ Ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲙⲁ· ⲧⲁⲣⲚⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ ϭⲉ Ⲛϣⲟⲙⲧⲉ 
Ⲛⲥⲕⲏⲛⲏ ⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩⲉⲓ Ⲙⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩⲉⲓ 
Ⲛⲏⲗⲉⲓⲁⲥ· 

sa 9	 ⲁϥⲟⲩⲱϣⲃ ⲇⲉ ⲛϭⲓ ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ ⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛ⳱Ⲓ⳱Ⲥ ϫⲉ ϩⲣⲁⲃⲃⲉⲓ 
ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛϭⲱ ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲙⲁ· ⲧⲁⲣⲛⲧⲁⲙⲉⲓⲟ ⲛϣⲟⲙⲧⲉ 
ⲛⲥⲕⲩⲛⲏ. ⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲙⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲛϩⲏⲗⲉⲓⲁⲥ· 

sa II	 ⲁϥⲟⲩⲱϣⲂ Ⲛϭⲓ ⲡⲉⲧⲣⲟⲥ ⲉϥϫⲱ Ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛ⳱Ⲓ⳱Ⲥ ϫⲉ ϩⲣⲁⲃⲃⲉⲓ 
ⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛϭⲱ Ⲙⲡⲉⲓⲙⲁ· ⲧⲁⲣⲚⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ Ⲛϣⲟⲙⲧⲉ 
Ⲛⲥⲕⲏⲛⲏ. ⲟⲩⲉⲓ ⲛⲁⲕ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩⲉⲓ Ⲙⲙⲱⲩⲥⲏⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲟⲩⲉⲓ 
Ⲛϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ· 

=>  sa 123 does not have ⲇⲉ (this omission of a particle may have been inde-
pendent of the influence of sa II); ⲛⲓⲥ  had been omitted and was added by the 
corrector; one reads ⲉϭⲱ and not ⲉⲧⲣⲉⲛϭⲱ; ϭⲉ is present after ⲧⲁⲣⲛⲧⲁⲙⲓⲟ; 
the manuscript has neither of the two ⲁⲩⲱ, which is also the reading of fa (and 
probably that of sa 134). It therefore has a fairly independent text for this passage, 
even though these variations are not of great importance.

10  In sa II ⲧⲟⲩⲟ is probably a harmonization with Lk 9:28. Note that it is this reading 
that is cited in Shenoute’s Canon 8 (manuscript YE [the quotation is omitted in XO], p. 135): 
see Boud’hors, Le Canon 8 vol. 1, 190, vol. 2, 411 n. 369.
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Verse 6
sa	 ⲛⲉϥⲥⲟⲟⲩⲛ ⲅⲁⲣ ⲁⲛ ϫⲉ ⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲟⲩ· ⲁⲑⲟⲧⲉ ⲅⲁⲣ 

ϫⲓⲧⲟⲩ 

=>  sa 123 uses a cleft sentence (ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉⲧϤϫⲱ Ⲙⲙⲟϥ) where sa has a focalised 
present (ⲉϥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲟⲩ). Note that the fa version uses a comparable 
construction (but without the indirect interrogation): Ⲛⲛⲁϥⲥⲁⲟⲩⲛ ⲅⲁ[ⲣ ⲉⲛ] 
ⲙⲡⲏ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲛⲛⲁϥ[ϫⲱ] ⲙⲙⲁϥ.

Verse 7
sa 1/sa 9	 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩⲕⲗⲟⲟⲗⲉ ⲡⲱⲣϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϫⲱⲟⲩ· ⲁⲩⲥⲙⲏ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ 

ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲕⲗⲟⲟⲗⲉ ϫⲉ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲡⲁⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧ ⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲛⲥⲱϥ 
sa II	 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩⲕⲗⲟⲟⲗⲉ ⲡⲱⲣϣ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉϫⲱⲟⲩ· ⲁⲩⲥⲙⲏ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ 

ϩⲛ ⲧⲉⲕⲗⲟⲟⲗⲉ ⲉⲥϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲁϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲡⲁⲙⲉⲣⲓⲧ 
ⲥⲱⲧⲙ ⲛⲥⲱϥ 

=>  sa 123 agrees with sa 1/sa 9

Verse 8
sa 1	 ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲚ ⲟⲩϣⲥⲛⲉ Ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟⲩϥⲓⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ  Ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲕⲉ 

ⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲘⲙⲁⲩ Ⲛⲥⲁ ⲓⲤ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁϥ· 
sa 9	 ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩϣⲥⲛⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟⲩϥⲓⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉϭⲉ 

ⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲩ ⲛⲥⲁ ⲓⲤ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁϥ·
sa II	 ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲛ ⲟⲩϣⲥⲛⲉ ⲛⲧⲉⲣⲟⲩϥⲓⲁⲧⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ ϭⲉ 

ⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲛⲘⲙⲁⲩ Ⲛⲥⲁ ⲓⲤ ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁϥ· 

sa 123	 ⲁⲩⲱ ϩⲚ ⲟⲩϣⲤⲛⲉ ⲁⲩϥⲓⲀⲧⲟⲩ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲙⲡⲟⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ Ⲛⲥⲁ ⲓⲤ 
ⲙⲁⲩⲁⲁϥ ·

=>  Independent redaction, by the use of the Perfect (this absence of the Tempo-
ralis could betray an influence of the Fayyumic syntax: cf. fa ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩⲥⲁⲙⲥ 
ⲛⲧⲉⲩⲛⲟⲩ), the omission of ϭⲉ and ⲛⲙⲙⲁⲩ.

Verse 9
sa 1/sa 9	 ⲉⲩⲛⲏⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ϩⲓϫⲙ ⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ·ⲁϥϩⲱⲛ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ 

ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲧⲁⲩⲉ ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲉⲓⲙⲏⲧⲓ ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ 
ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ 

sa II	 ⲉⲩⲛⲏⲩ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ϩⲓ? ⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ·ⲁϥϩⲱⲛ ⲉⲧⲟⲟⲧⲟⲩ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ 
ⲛⲛⲉⲩⲧⲁⲙⲉ ⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲛⲁⲩ ⲉⲣⲟⲟⲩ ⲉⲓⲙⲏⲧⲓ 
ϣⲁⲛⲧⲉⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ Ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲛ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ 

sa 123a	 ⲉⲩⲛⲏⲩ ⲇⲉ Ⲉⲡⲉⲥⲏⲧ ϩⲓ ⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ·ⲁϥϩⲱⲛ ⲈⲧⲟⲞⲧⲟⲩ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ 
ⲚⲛⲉⲩⲧⲁⲩⲈ ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩ<ⲛⲁⲩ> ⲉⲣⲟϥ Ⲉⲗⲁⲁⲩ ⲉⲓⲙⲏⲧⲉⲓ 
ⲉⲣϣⲁ(ⲛ)ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ Ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ Ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲚ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ
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=>  ϩⲓ ⲡⲧⲟⲟⲩ probably is the reading of sa  II (and fa): it is attested only by 
sa 112, whereas sa122 and sa 134 are lacunar here, but the size of the lacunas is 
in favor of ϩⲓ; ⲛⲁⲩ had probably been omitted (added by the corrector); the 
latter also deleted the first two letters of ⲉⲣϣⲁⲛ and added ⲧⲉ at the beginning 
of the following line, thus conforming the text to that of sa II. The rest has not 
been modified.

Verse 10

sa1 /sa 9: omitted!
sa II	 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲁϫⲉ ⲁⲩⲁⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ Ⲙⲙⲟϥ ϩⲣⲁⲓ Ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲩⲍⲏⲛⲍⲏⲧⲓ. 

ϫⲉ ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲚ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ

sa 123b	 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡϣⲁϫⲉ ⲁⲩⲁⲙⲁϩⲧⲉ Ⲙⲙⲟϥ ϩⲣⲁⲓ Ⲛϩⲏⲧⲟⲩ ⲉⲩⲍⲏⲛⲍⲏⲧⲉⲓ 
ϫⲉ ⲟⲩ ⲡⲉ ⲡⲧⲱⲟⲩⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲚ ⲛⲉⲧⲙⲟⲟⲩⲧ

=>  The initial ⲁⲩⲱ was the one of the following verse, which also starts with 
ⲁⲩⲱ in sa 1/sa 9; then a line was deleted to insert verse 10 according to the 
text of sa II (attested in sa 122 and sa 112): it was too important an omis-
sion not to be noticed. The beginning of verse 11 was also rewritten by the 
corrector.

Note that the homoioteleuton that probably caused this omission does not exist 
in any Greek witness, but that D, W, f1 and f13 have a situation (different from 
that of the other uncials) that could have caused the same phenomenon: repe
tition of οταν εκ νεκρων αναστη (i. e. the loss of a Greek model for this could 
be assumed).

Verse 11

sa 1	 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩϫⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲉⲩϫⲱ Ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉⲩⲥ 
ⲥⲉϫⲱ Ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ϩⲏⲗⲉⲓⲁⲥ ϥⲛⲁϫⲡⲓ ⲉⲓ Ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ 

sa 9	 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩϫⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲉⲩϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲉⲧⲃⲉ ⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉⲩⲥ 
ϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ϥⲛⲁϫⲡⲉⲓ ⲉⲓ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ. 

sa II	 ⲁⲩϫⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲩϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲉⲓⲉ ⲁϩⲣⲟⲟⲩ ϭⲉ 
ⲛⲉⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉⲩⲥ ϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲛⲁϫⲡⲓ ⲉⲓ ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ 
(text of sa 122; sa 112 omits ⲉⲓⲉ and has ⲛⲉⲫⲁⲣⲓⲥⲥⲁⲓⲟⲥ ⲥⲉϫⲱ 
instead of ⲛⲉⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉⲩⲥ ϫⲱ)

sa 123b	 ⲁⲩϫⲛⲟⲩϥ ⲇⲉ ⲉⲩϫⲱ Ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ⲉⲓⲉ ⲁϩⲣⲟⲩ? ⲛⲉⲅⲣⲁⲙⲙⲁⲧⲉⲩⲥ 
ⲉⲩϫⲱ Ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲛⲁϫⲡⲉ ⲉⲓ  

=>  After the insertion of v. 10, the corrector of sa 123 joins the original text 
of sa 123a at (ϩⲏ)ⲗⲓⲁⲥ, so sa 123a seems to have omitted ⲛϣⲟⲣⲡ; more-
over, the corrector deleted only one line to rewrite three, so the original text 
of v. 11 was shorter than that of the other sa witnesses, but we no longer see 
any trace of it.
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Verse 12
sa 1/sa 9	 ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲩ ϫⲉ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ ϥⲛⲁϫⲉⲕ 

ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ· ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲱⲥ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲥϩⲁⲓ  ⲉϫⲙ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ 
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉϥⲉϣⲉⲡ ϩⲁϩ ⲛϩⲓⲥⲉ ⲛⲥⲉⲥⲟϣϥ· 

sa  II is not easy to determine because the manuscripts are quite different, but 
sa122 is the best candidate:
sa 122	 12Ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲩ ϫⲉ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ ⲚϣⲟⲣⲠ 

ϥⲛⲁϫⲉⲕ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲱⲥ Ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲥϩⲁⲓϥ ⲉϫⲘ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ 
Ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉϥⲛⲁϣⲡ ϩⲁϩ Ⲛϩⲓⲥⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲚⲥⲉⲥⲟϣϤ· 

sa 112	 12Ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲩ ϫⲉ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ ⲚϣⲟⲣⲠ 
ϥⲛⲁϫⲉⲕ ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲱⲥ Ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲥϩⲁⲓⲉⲓϥ ⲉϫⲉⲙ 
ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ Ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉϥⲉϣⲉⲡ ϩⲁϩ Ⲛϩⲓⲥⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲚⲥⲉⲥⲟϣϤ· 

sa 249	 12                                                                           ***]ⲕ ϩⲱⲃ 
ⲛⲓⲙ [ⲉⲃⲟⲗ] ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲱⲥ Ⲛ[ⲧⲁⲩⲥⲁϩ]ϥ ⲉϫⲘ ⲡϣⲏ[ⲣⲉ Ⲙⲡⲣ]ⲱⲙⲉ 
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ [ⲉϥⲉϣⲉ]ⲡ ϩⲁϩ Ⲛϩⲓⲥⲉ ⲁⲩⲱ [Ⲛⲥⲉⲥⲟ]ϣϤ·

(Text as edited by Satzinger, but ⲛ [ⲧⲁⲩⲥϩⲁⲓ]ϥ and [ⲉϥⲛⲁϣ]ⲡ are equally 
possible).
sa 134	 12ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲩ ϫⲉ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ ϥⲛⲁϫⲉⲕ 

ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲥϩⲁⲓ ϫⲉ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ 
ⲛⲁϣⲡ ϩⲁϩ ⲛϩⲓⲥⲉ ⲛⲥⲉⲥⲟϣϥ 

(This particular reading can be compared with fa for the use of the Future 1: ⲉⲧⲃⲉ 
ⲡϣⲏⲗⲓ ⲙⲡⲗⲱⲙⲓ ϫⲉ ϥⲛⲉϫⲓ ⲟⲩⲁⲧⲁ ⲛϩⲓⲥⲓ). 

sa 123b	 ⲛⲧⲟϥ ⲇⲉ ⲡⲉϫⲁϥ ⲛⲁⲩ ϫⲉ ϩⲏⲗⲓⲁⲥ ⲙⲉⲛ ⲉϥϣⲁⲛⲉⲓ ϥⲛⲁϫⲉⲕ 
ϩⲱⲃ ⲛⲓⲙ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲡⲱⲥ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲥϩⲁⲓϥ ⲉϫⲙ ⲡϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ 
ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ ⲉϥⲉϣⲡ ϩⲁϩ ⲛϩⲓⲥⲉ ⲛⲥⲉⲥⲟϣϥ

=>  The text is in conformity with that of sa 1/sa 9, with the exception of ⲥϩⲁⲓϥ, 
where ϥ was added above the line by the corrector; ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ was 
rewritten by the corrector on a few erased letters, perhaps the first scribe had 
written ϫⲉⲕⲁⲥ there and forgotten to write ⲙⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ.

Verse 13
sa	 ⲁⲗⲗⲁ ϯϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ⲛⲏⲧⲛ ϫⲉ ⲡⲕⲉϩⲏⲗⲉⲓⲁⲥ ⲁϥⲉⲓ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩⲉⲓⲣⲉ 

ⲛⲁϥ ⲛⲛⲉⲛⲧⲁⲩⲟⲩⲁϣⲟⲩ ⲕⲁⲧⲁ ⲑⲉ ⲛⲧⲁⲩⲥϩⲁⲓ  ⲉⲧⲃⲏⲏⲧϥ

No variant in sa 123.

Results of the analysis

The text of sa 123a is a witness to the old translation (version sa I). 
However, it is not totally dependent on or in agreement with the manu-
script sa 1, and its text is already somewhat mixed or contaminated:
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–	 with some exclusive features of sa II (the passage analyzed here does 
not show any, but there are in 2:7, 2:21, 11:32, 12:14, 12:29, 12:36);

–	 with apparently very few exclusive features of sa 9 (2:6, 11:30, 12:26, 
which have to be checked carefully);

–	 with some readings of its own that could betray an influence of Fayyumic 
(or of the Fayyumic version); however, it does not seem to have any 
remarkable affinity with the Leipzig manuscript (sa 92), another witness 
of sa I certainly copied in Fayyum, perhaps around the 7th-8th centuries 
(this point will be specified once the edition of sa 123 is completed).

Therefore, in general, sa 123a can be used in the apparatus as a witness 
for sa I.

The manuscript sa 123 has subsequently undergone a number of correc-
tions in order to be harmonized with the text of sa II. Therefore, sa 123b 
can be used, to a certain extent, in the apparatus as a witness of saII. This 
revision is however not systematic and, at the current stage of our research, 
not very predictable: what were the criteria chosen by the corrector to 
intervene? Did he have a witness of sa II at his disposal, and if so, which 
one? Since we have very few witnesses of sa II from Fayyum, should we 
assume that this revision was done at the White Monastery? Should we 
even assume that sa 123 was copied at the White Monastery by a ‘Fayyumis-
ing’ scribe?

It seems that the revision work of sa 123 is comparable (but not similar) 
to the one that led to the manuscript sa 9, where we observe the final result 
of what is not a systematic harmonization, but rather a compilation work 
between the two translations sa I and sa II. In addition, sa 9 appears to be 
slightly earlier than sa 123, but does not appear to have played a role in 
correcting sa 123a. Instructive in this respect is the case of verse 10: this 
verse was omitted by sa 1, sa 9 and sa 123a; it was reinstated in sa 123b, 
in accordance with sa II (which has here two witnesses: sa 112, which also 
betrays some Fayyumic influences; sa 122, copied in a very classical bib-
lical majuscule); sa 134, often close to sa 9, does not have this verse; the 
Leipzig papyrus (sa 92) probably did not have it either; but the fa version 
does, which reduces the scope of its influence on sa 123a. 

There are still questions to be addressed. For example, in sa 123, is there 
a difference in the corrector’s interventions according to the chapters? Are 
there also traces of a revision work in the other gospels of the manuscript, 
and in what direction do they go? Finally, one can also wonder whether 
sa 123 was a copy that was corrected in order to become the apograph 
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for further manuscripts. It looks very untidy to be used in liturgy, but as 
exemplar in the scriptorium, it presented a collated text, ready to be copied 
further in new manuscripts. 

In conclusion, the existence of these parallel processes attested by sa 9 
and sa 123 testifies to the interest shown in the text of the Gospel of Mark 
at that time. Is it related to an attempt to make the text attributed to the 
evangelizer of Egypt reliable? Can this attempt be situated in the 9th cen-
tury, at a time when Christianity in Egypt was beginning to weaken? This 
is matter for further research.
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