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Preface

The greatest commentary never written was undoubtedly that of Prof. Morris
Zapp of Euphoric State University. In his own words:

I began a commentary on the works of Jane Austen, the aim of which
was to be utterly exhaustive, to examine the novels from every con-
ceivable angle—historical, biographical, rhetorical, mythical, structural,
Freudian, Jungian, Marxist, existentialist, Christian, allegorical, ethical,
phenomenological, archetypal, you name it. So that when each commen-
tary was written, there would be nothing further to say about the novel in
question.
Of course, I never finished it.1

Rather than imitating the promethean project started by Prof. Zapp, any com-
mentator must be subject to a strict self-denying ordinance, and focus only on
particular aspects of the text. This is no less true with such a short book as
the Gospel of Thomas. DeConick’s commentary, for example, seeks to identify
where the various sections of Thomas accrued in the compositional history of
the work.2 Nordsieck aims primarily to identify the extent to which particular
sayings go back to the historical Jesus.2 One approach which Valantasis adopts
is a kind of post-structuralist reading of the text, emphasizing the playfulness
and indeterminacy of Thomas.*

The intention of the present commentary is different. The aim here is princi-
pally to understand the meaning of the sayings of Thomas in its second-century
historical context. That is, it elucidates the religious outlook of Thomas in the

1 D. Lodge, Small World: An Academic Romance (London: Penguin, 1985), 24—25. Lodge based
the character of Zapp on Stanley Fish.

2 A.D. DeConick, The Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation: With a Commentary and New
English Translation of the Complete Gospel (LNTS 287; London/New York: T&T Clark Interna-
tional, 2006).

3 R. Nordsieck, Das Thomasevangelium: Einleitung—Zur Frage des historischen Jesus—Kom-
mentierung aller 14 Logien (Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 2004).

4 SeeR. Valantasis, The Gospel of Thomas (New Testament Readings; London: Routledge, 1997),
e.g. 65,179. He notes, for example, the need to exercise play in the interpretation of the parable
here in the light of the lack of ‘interpretative direction provided either by Jesus or by the
narrator’ (179). C.W. Hedrick, Unlocking the Secrets of the Gospel according to Thomas (Eugene,
OR: Wipf & Stock, 2010), similarly emphasises the ambiguity of Thomas’s parables.
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setting in which it was composed.? This may sound like a standard approach of
a commentary, but, as can be seen from the remarks above, commentators have
not always focused on the actual meaning of the text. As Gagné has recently
put it: ‘What has lacked in Thomasine research is inquiry into the meaning of
the collection of sayings as a whole, and this for a plausible historical implied
reader’® This commentary is not concerned with the tradition-history of the
work, asking, for example, whether a saying in Thomas is more primitive than
its parallel in the Synoptics.” (I have addressed a number of the issues about the
compositional situation of Thomas in a recent monograph.8) It treats the final
form of the text, an approach which is in part defended in the Introduction,
which aims to argue for Thomas as a tolerably unified work which can legiti-
mately be interpreted as such. The reasonable degree of similarity between the
Greek and Coptic texts is shown (Introduction, § 2), and the reasonably coher-
ent religious outlook of the work is set out (§ 10) in order to defend an approach
based upon Thomas's relative consistency. Speculative theories about the pre-
history of Thomas are also subjected to scrutiny (see Appended Note following
§2).

A few house-keeping matters are in order. The division of the text into 114
sayings has for a long time been well established, and I have also followed
the subdivisions of sayings adopted by the Berliner Arbeitskreis fiir koptisch-
gnostische Schriften.® In the translation, I have used gender-inclusive language
where practicable, though in order to avoid cumbersome renderings, occa-
sional masculine pronouns (‘he) ‘him), ‘his’) have been necessary.!® When in

5 See the similar approach set out in R.M. Grant & D.N. Freedman, The Secret Sayings of Jesus
(New York: Doubleday, 1960), 117. This commentary is, however, very dated.

6 A. Gagné, ‘Structure and Meaning in Gos. Thom. 49-53. An Erotapokritic Teaching on
Identity and Eschatology’, in J. Schréter, ed. The Apocryphal Gospels within the Context of
Early Christian Theology (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole: Peeters, 2013), 2331 (24). Cf. also idem,
Jésus, la lumiere et le Pere Vivant. Principe de gémellité dans l’Evangile selon Thomas),
Apocrypha 23 (2013), 209—221 (211).

7 As is an important concern in U.-K. Plisch, The Gospel of Thomas: Original Text with
Commentary (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2008).

8 S.J. Gathercole, The Composition of the Gospel of Thomas: Original Language and Sources
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012).

9 See the text of Thomas with these subdivisions in K. Aland, ed. Synopsis Quattuor Evange-
liorum (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1996), 519-546.

10  On inclusive language in translations, see R. Smith, tr. Aristotle: Prior Analytics (Indi-
anapolis: Hackett, 1989), xxx—xxi; also, S.J. Patterson, ‘Introduction, in J.S. Kloppenborg,
M.W. Meyer, S.J. Patterson & M.G. Steinhauser, eds. Q-Thomas Reader (Sonoma, CA: Pole-
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italics, Thomas refers to the work, the Gospe! of Thomas; when not, Thomas
refers to the disciple. References to the or a ‘Gospel of Thomas’ not italicised
allude to patristic or other references in cases where the identity of the work
is not clear (e.g. a possible reference to the Infancy Gospel of Thomas). Refer-
ences to a ‘Gospel’ (capitalised) are to a written text; a ‘gospel’ is a preached
message. Translations are my own, unless stated otherwise. A great deal of the
interaction in the commentary is with my fellow adventurers in Thomasine
commentary; for that reason, in the footnotes to the main body of the com-
mentary, commentaries are referred to simply by their authors’ names (see
Abbreviations). On the structure of the individual sections of the commentary,
see Introduction, §10.

bridge, 1990), 77-123 (78-79, 120—121); C.M. Tuckett, ed. The Gospel of Mary (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007), 78—79.
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CHAPTER 1

Manuscripts'

On 21 July, 1897, the London Daily Graphic published a sketch of an eight-year-
old boy, Sabr’ Said, with an accompanying legend, ‘The boy who found the
Logia’? These ‘Logia’ were contained in the first of three Greek fragments of
Thomas to be discovered at Oxyrhynchus.? Half a century later, a complete Cop-
tic text (albeit with frequent but shortlacunae) of the work was discovered near

1 Select Bibliography: B.P. Grenfell & A.S. Hunt, eds. The Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part I (Lon-
don: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1898), 1-21; B.P. Grenfell & A.S. Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri:
Part IV (London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1904), 1-22, 22—28; A. Guillaumont, H.-C. Puech,
G. Quispel, W. Till & Y. ‘Abd al Masih, The Gospel according to Thomas (Leiden: Brill, 1959);
J.A. Fitzmyer, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Logoi of Jesus and the Coptic Gospel according to Thomas),
TS 20 (1959), 505-560 (bibliography: 556—560); J.M. Robinson ed. The Facsimile Edition of
the Nag Hammadi Codices. Introduction (Leiden: Brill, 1984); B. Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi
Codex I,2—7. Together with XIIL2% Brit. Lib. Or.4926(1), and P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655. Volume One:
Gospel according to Thomas, Gospel according to Philip, Hypostasis of the Archons, and Indexes
(NHS 20; The Coptic Gnostic Library; Leiden: Brill, 1989); H.W. Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek
Fragments’, in Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex I,2—7: Volume One, 95-128; D. Lithrmann,
Fragmente apokryph gewordener Evangelien in griechischer und lateinischer Sprache (Mar-
burg: Elwert, 2000), 106-131; L.W. Hurtado, ‘The Greek Fragments of the Gospel of Thomas
as Artefacts: Papyrological Observations on Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 1, Papyrus Oxyrhynchus
654 and Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 655), in J. Frey, J. Schréter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomase-
vangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008),
19-32; S. Emmel, ‘The Coptic Gnostic Texts as Witnesses to the Propduction and Transmission
of Gnostic (and Other) Traditions), in Frey, Schroter & Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium,
33—49; A. Luijendijk, ‘Reading the Gospel of Thomas in the Third Century: Three Oxyrhynchus
Papyri and Origen’s Homilies', in C. Clivaz & J. Zumstein, eds. Reading New Testament Papyri
in Context (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole MA: Peeters, 2011), 241-267.

2 PJ.Parsons, The City of the Sharp-Nosed Fish: Greek Lives in Roman Egypt (London: Weidenfeld
and Nicolson, 2007), 15.

3 I am grateful to the Bodleian Library (University of Oxford), the British Library, and the
Houghton Library (Harvard University) for permission to examine the fragments. P. Oxy.
IV 654 was examined on 22 December 2005 (with Dr Peter Williams); Dr Peter Head and I
viewed P. Oxy. I 1 on 22 September 2008, and I examined the fragment again on 7 May 2013; I
looked at P. Oxy. IV 655 on 25 November 2008, first with Prof. Larry Hurtado, and then with
Drs Peter Williams, Peter Head, Dirk Jongkind and Tommy Wasserman. I am grateful to all of
the above, without whom I would certainly not have noticed many of the interesting features
of these fragments.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2014 DOI: 10.1163/9789004273252_002



4 CHAPTER 1

Nag Hammadi. This Coptic text is conventionally divided into 114 sayings, with
a prologue at the beginning and a title (‘the Gospel according to Thomas’) at
the end. This section will give an account of these four manuscripts in se, and
also explore whether they yield any information about the earliest reception of
Thomas.

11 P. Oxy. I1 (Bodleian Library, Oxford: Bodleian MS. Gr. th. e 7 (P))

In1897, then, very early on in the excavation of the rubbish tip at Oxyrhynchus,
the first fragment of Thomas was designated P. Oxy. I 1, and also published
separately under the title of Sayings of Our Lord (AOTIATHZOY).# A photograph
of the text was also printed, and images can now be found in a number of
places.® The fragment is a leaf from a codex, is numbered (page?) 11 and has
writing on both sides.® It is approximately 15x9.5cm in size,” and is written
in very easily legible uncial script.8 There are some notable scribal practices.
On the verso side, a filler mark is found at the end of line 3 (a diple, or ‘Y
shape). Unlike the other fragments, P. Oxy. I 1 contains a good number of
‘nomina sacra’:® the forms i¢ (ll. 5%, 11%; 1? [restored], 9%, 157, 20%), probably

4 B.P. Grenfell & A.S. Hunt, eds. AOI'TA IHXOY: Sayings of Our Lord (London: Egypt Exploration
Fund, 1897); idem, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part I, 1-3.

5 Plates of the recto and verso can be found in the front matter of Grenfell & Hunt, AOI'IA
IHXO0Y. See now A.E. Bernhard, Other Early Christian Gospels: A Critical Edition of the Surviving
Greek Manuscripts (LNTS 315; London/ New York: Continuum/ T&T Clark, 2006), plates 2—3,
and L.W. Hurtado, The Earliest Christian Artifacts: Manuscripts and Christian Origins (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006), 239 (verso only).

6 Given what we now know about the size of Thomas, it is very likely that something else was
copied before it in the codex.

7 My measurement agrees with Hurtado, ‘The Greek Fragments’, 21. Attridge, ‘Appendix: The
Greek Fragments), 96, gives the size as 14.5 x 9.5 cm; Grenfell & Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri:
Part1,1, give 15x 9.7 cm.

Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments), 22.

9 This is not the place to engage in extended discussion about the purpose of ‘nomen sacrum’
forms. I am more persuaded by the view expressed in L.W. Hurtado, ‘The Origin of the
Nomina Sacra: A Proposal, JBL 117 (1998), 655-673 (659), that the aim of the nomina sacra
‘is clearly to express religious reverence, to set apart these words visually in the way they are
written’ (though they also became simply part of the textual tradition). For some criticisms
of Hurtado’s view, see C.M. Tuckett, ‘“Nomina Sacra”: Yes and No?, in ].-M. Auwers & H.J. de
Jonge, eds. The Biblical Canons (BETL 158; Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 431—458; idem, ‘Nomina
Sacra in Codex E, JTS 57 (2006), 487—499. Note further, Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts,
122-131, for criticism of Tuckett.
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Bu (line 8%),1 7pa (1. 1Y), awvav (1. 19Y), and mpwdt (1. 1r) all appear. On five
occasions a superlinear stroke replaces a nu at the end of a line (1l. 10v, 16%;
1%, 6%, 14%). There is one instance of a diaeresis on initial upsilon (l. 19¥), and
one correction (in 1. 1) of a non-standard spelling (cf. P. Oxy. IV 655, fragment
d 1. 2). Scholars date the papyrus to somewhere between the late second to
the end of the third century (see Table below).!! Hurtado speculates that ‘the
smaller-size letters and somewhat greater number of lines per page may signal
that P. Oxy. I 1 was copied more for personal reading/usage’ (i.e. than for
public reading): furthermore, the scribal devices associated with manuscripts
prepared for public reading are also absent.!? (On this question of the status
of the Oxyrhynchus papyri, however, see the discussion in §1.5 below.) The
fragment contains GTh 26-33 and the end of 77, but because none of this
material is associated with the figure of Thomas, it was not thought initially to
belong to what the Fathers had reported as the Gospel of Thomas (see further
§ 3, Named Testimonia), below).

1.2 P. Oxy. IV 654 (British Library, London: Pap. 1531)

Grenfell and Hunt were so bowled over by the discovery of P. Oxy. I 1 that they
commented, in Volume 1 of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri series: ‘It is not very likely
that we shall find another poem of Sappho, still less that we shall come across
another page of the “Logia”’"® Hence their remark several years later in 1904:
‘By a curious stroke of good fortune our second excavations at Oxyrhynchus
were, like the first, signalized by the discovery of a fragment of a collection
of Sayings of Jesus.* The 1903 excavations, then, yielded a second fragment
and the connection with the Gospel of Thomas now received some attention
both because of the mention of Thomas in line 3, and because of the parallel
with Hippolytus’s reference to the Gospel of Thomas (see Introduction, §3.1
and § 4.1, below). Grenfell and Hunt, however, still kept the two collections of
sayings distinct, and, while they noted the possibility, they refused to enter into
conjecture about whether P. Oxy. I 1 and IV 654 were parts of the Gospe! of

10  Seethe discussion of the reading in the treatment of the text of GTh 27 in the commentary
below.

11 Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments), 22.

12 Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments), 23, 24.

13 Grenfell & Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part I, vi.

14  Grenfell & Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 1.
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Thomas. (They still—like almost everyone else at the time—operated with the
assumption that the Gospel of Thomas referred to by the church fathers was the
Infancy Gospel.)!® The text of P. Oxy. IV 654 (with a photograph) is published
as the first item in the fourth Oxyrhynchus Papyri volume.!¢ On the back (or
rather the front: the Greek of Thomas is on the verso), is a survey-list which
Grenfell and Hunt use to date the text, but which has surprisingly never been
published.'” The Thomas text is written in uncial script on a papyrus roll (in a
hand remarkably similar to that of P22), and the fragment is 24.4 x 7.8 cm in size.
The only ‘nomen sacrum’ form is g (1l. 2, 27, 36), but GTh1-2, 2-3, 3—4, 4-5and
5—6 are each separated by a paragraphus, and—in the cases of GTh1-2, 2-3, 45
and 5-6—by a coronis as well. Diaereses mark off initial iota (1. 14) and upsilon
(I 13, 15, 167, 19, 21), albeit inconsistently. Hurtado judges that P. Oxy. IV 654
is also a private copy for personal use, though this time not on the basis of the
size of script, but because it is written on the back of a document,'® and is also a
text of such poor quality: the scribe is inept (or at least careless) both in spelling
and in consistent letter formation.!® Grenfell and Hunt dated the copy to ‘the
middle or end of the third century’;?° Attridge agrees that it is later than P. Oxy.
I1, though is more precise and dates it to the middle of the third century.2! (See
further the Table below.) The fragment contains sayings 1—7, with a great many
lacunae.?2

15  H.B. Swete, ‘The New Oxyrhynchus Sayings: A Tentative Interpretation), ExpT 15 (1903—
1904), 488—495, commented that he considered P. Oxy. I1and IV 654 to belong to ‘the same
collection’ (488). By 1909, ].A.H. Michelsen, ‘Uittreksels uit het Evangelie volgens Thomas),
Teyler’s Theologisch Tijdschrift 3 (1909), 214—233, had suggested that all three fragments
came from a Gospel of Thomas.

16 Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 1-22, and Plate I. Other photographs can be
found in Bernhard, Other Early Christian Gospels, plate 1, and Hurtado, Earliest Christian
Artifacts, 241.

17  Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 1, comment that the survey-list is written ‘in
a cursive hand of the end of the second or early part of the third century’.

18 In technical parlance, the text is an ‘opisthograph’ Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments’, 29: ‘It is
almost certain that opisthographs represent economical copies of texts made for private
reading and study ...

19  Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments), 25, 26. In Hurtado’s judgement, the quality of writing is not as
good as is suggested by Grenfell and Hunt (25).

20  Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 1.

21 Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments), 97.

22 Not much of saying 7 has survived here, however. See S.J. Gathercole, ‘A Proposed Reread-
ing of P.Oxy. 654 line 41 (Gos. Thom. 7), HTR 99 (2006), 355-359.
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1.3 P. Oxy. IV 655 (Houghton Library, Harvard: Houghton MS Gr
SM4367)

This manuscript actually consists of eight fragments, discovered at Oxyrhyn-
chus in the same season of excavations as was P. Oxy. IV 654 (i.e. 1903), and
published immediately after the British Library fragment.23 The fragments, the
largest of which is 12 x 8.3 cm, come from another papyrus roll, with writing on
the recto only.2* Two columns are visible, and the writing is an informal book
hand. Fragment d is noteworthy because, though very small, it contains a cor-
rection (by a later hand) in line 2, and a filler mark at the end of line 4 (as in
P. Oxy. 11, a diple, or ‘) shape); there are no ‘nomina sacra’ in any of the frag-
ments. Grenfell and Hunt judged the handwriting to date from the first half
of the third century: ‘though we should not assign it to the second century, it
is not likely to have been written later than A.D. 250.25 (Since the dating of
the Oxyrhynchus fragments—especially P. Oxy. IV 655, because it is perhaps
the earliest—is important for establishing a terminus ante quem for Thomas’s
composition, some representative opinions are set out in the Table below.)
The handwriting is skilfully done, Hurtado comments, and the small size of
script leads him to conclude, again, that this was very likely to have been a
personal copy.26 The content corresponds to GTh 24 and 36—39; four of the frag-
ments published by Grenfell and Hunt (two of which are now lost) cannot be
placed.?”

23 Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 22—28 (‘Fragment of a lost gospel’). For a
detailed history of interpretation up to 1960, and comparison with the Coptic text, see
R.A. Kraft, ‘Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 655 Reconsidered, HTR 54 (1961), 253—262; for observa-
tions on the material evidence, see Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments’, 26—28.

24  See Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, plate II; also Bernhard, Other Early
Christian Gospels, plates 4—5, and Hurtado, Earliest Christian Artifacts, 241. The best pho-
tographs, however, are those available on the Harvard website, at: http://pds.lib.harvard
.edu/pds/view/7456399 (last accessed 2.9.2008).

25  Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 23; Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Frag-
ments), 98, takes the same view.

26 Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments), 27, 28.

27 For the text, see Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments’, 125.
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TABLE 1 Sample of dates assigned to the Greek fragments

P.Oxy.I1 P. Oxy. IV 654 P. Oxy. IV 655
Grenfell & Hunt 150—30028/ II-1112°  mid-late ITI3° first half of 11131
Votaw32 c. mid-1II c. mid-III c. mid-1II
Wessely33 150-300 11 11111
Schneemelcher/ shortly after 200 end II/beginning III ~ II-1II

Jeremias34

Kraft35 before mid-IIT
Turner36 1111
Roberts37 end II
Attridge3® shortly after 200 mid-I1I 200-250
Lithrmann3? 111 11 111
Elliott*0 C. 200 11 I1-111
Giversen*! first half of II first half of II
28 Grenfell & Hunt, AOI'TA IHX0Y, 6: ‘The date therefore probably falls within the period

29
30
31
32

33

34

35
36

37

38
39
40
41

150-300A.D. More than that cannot be said with any approach to certainty ... But in the
meantime we are of opinion that the hand of the Logia fragment is far from belonging to
the latest type of uncials used before 300 A.D., and that therefore the papyrus was probably
written not much later than the year 200’ DeConick misreads them in stating that ‘P. Oxy.
1 is dated by B. Grenfell and A. Hunt to a date no later than 200CE’; A.D. DeConick,
Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas: A History of the Gospel and its Growth (London/
New York: T&T Clark, 2005), 48.

Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part I, xi.

Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 1.

Grenfell & Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 23.

C.W. Votaw, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Sayings of Jesus in Relation to the Gospel-Making Move-
ment of the First and Second Centuries’, /BL 24 (1905), 79—90 (80).

C. Wessely, Les plus anciens monuments du Christianisme écrits sur papyrus (Paris: Lefeb-
vre, 1906), 151, 158, 177.

See E. Hennecke & W. Schneemelcher, eds. Neutestamentliche Apokryphen in der Uberset-
zung: I. Evangelien (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1959), 66, 61, 70.

Kraft, ‘Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 655, 257.

E.G. Turner, The Typology of the Early Codex (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1977), 143.

C.H. Roberts, Manuscript, Society and Belief in Early Christian Egypt (London: British
Academy, 1979), 12-14.

Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments) 97—-98.

Lithrmann, Fragmente apokryph gewordener Evangelien, 23.

J.K. Elliott, The Apocryphal New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon, 2005), 130-132.

S. Giversen, in an unpublished 1999 SBL paper, as reported in C.W. Hedrick, ‘An Anec-
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1.4 The Coptic Text (Nag Hammadi, Codex II; Cairo, Coptic Museum,
Inv. 10544)*?

The Gospel of Thomas was translated from Greek into Coptic ‘no earlier than
the mid-to-late third century (when, to the best of our present knowledge,
Coptic literature had its beginnings).#3 The Coptic codex (numbered II, though
previously IIT or X*4) containing Thomas comes probably from the fourth or
fifth century.*> The story of the discovery of the Nag Hammadi codices, in
which the Coptic version of Thomas survives, need not be retold here: in fact,
the details have been hotly contested, as can be seen in particular in the
trenchant first footnote, well over a thousand words long, in James Robinson’s
“official” account,*% and in two illuminating recent discussions by Goodacre,
and Denzey and Blount.#”

Afterits discovery, the codex—along with some of the others—was acquired
by a Miss Dattari, whereafter in 1949 it was confiscated and kept in a bag in the
Egyptian Service of Antiquities: there it lay until it was installed in the Coptic
Museum in Cairo in 1952.48

dotal Argument for the Independence of the Gospel of Thomas from the Synoptic Gospels),
in H.-G. Bethge, S. Emmel, K.L. King & I. Schletterer, eds. For the Children, Perfect Instruc-
tion: Studies in Honor of Hans-Martin Schenke on the Occasion of the Berliner Arbeitskreis
fiir koptisch-gnostische Schriften’s Thirtieth Year (NHMS 54; Leiden/ Boston: Brill, 2002),
113-126 (115 n. 17). I have not been able to confirm Hedrick’s report.

42 Regrettably, despite generous funding from the British Academy, I was unable to visit
Egypt to inspect the manuscript at the relevant stage of this project, due to the political
instability in the country.

43  Emmel, ‘The Coptic Gnostic Texts as Witnesses), 35.

44  H.W. Montefiore & H.E.W. Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists (London: SCM, 1962), 11.

45  Some of the papyrus from the binding of Codex VII is dated to 348 CE, making this a
terminus a quo at least for Codex VII. See Emmel, ‘The Coptic Gnostic Texts as Witnesses),
38. Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 11 note that the presence of the ankh
in the codex has also been used as a criterion for dating.

46 Robinson, Facsimile Edition of the Nag Hammadi Codices, 3—14, and 3 1. 1. The dispute here
is particularly with the account in J. Doresse, The Secret Books of the Egyptian Gnostics
(London: Hollis and Carter, 1960), 116-136. See also J.M. Robinson, ‘The Discovery of the
Nag Hammadi Codices’, Biblical Archaeologist 42 (1979), 206—224.

47 M. Goodacre, ‘How Reliable is the Story of the Nag Hammadi Discovery?, JSNT 35 (2013),
303—322; N. Denzey Lewis & J. Ariel Blount, ‘Rethinking the Origins of the Nag Hammadi
Codices), forthcoming, JBL.

48 Doresse, Secret Books, 120-121, 123-124.
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The text of Thomas is copied in Codex II (from page 32, line 10, to page 51,
line 29) after the Apocryphon of John (the first work in the codex), and is fol-
lowed by the Gospel of Philip, The Hypostasis of the Archons, On the Origin of
the World, The Expository Treatise on the Soul, and The Book of Thomas the
Contender.*® A facsimile of the Coptic text was published by J.M. Robinson
in 1974.5° The official critical edition has a marvellously detailed discussion
of the features of the manuscript by Bentley Layton, who dates the copy to
the first half of the fourth century.5! The codex is 28.4x15.8cm in size,52 and
the text, in upright capital script, was copied by two scribes, the second of
whom only copied page 47, lines 1-8 (parts of GTh 78-79).53 The first scribe
(“Scribe A”) apparently left a gap for this section of text to be filled in: Lay-
ton surmises that Scribe A’s model was deficient at this point. This may per-
haps also explain the two blank pages in the middle of GTh 95.5* There are
abbreviations for Jesus’ (generally ic, though wc in GTh 13.5; 22.4 and go) and
‘Spirit’ (v or ma in GTh 14.3; 29.1-2 bis; 44.3; 53.3; 114.2). Diaereses appear
very frequently on iotas, and the syllable divider * is often used. The language
of this text of Thomas is Sahidic Coptic, but with a great number of non-
standard features.5® Scribe A may also have been the scribe of Nag Hammadi
Codex XIII, which was also constructed in a similar manner to Codex I1.56

49  Editio princeps: Guillaumont, Puech, Quispel, Till & ‘Abd al Masth, eds. Gospe! according
to Thomas. The definitive edition now is that of Layton, in Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi
Codex II,2—7, 52—93 (including facing English translation by T.O. Lambdin).

50  Robinson, Facsimile Edition, 42—63; photographs had also been published previously in
P. Labib, Coptic Gnostic Papyri in the Coptic Museum at Old Cairo I (Cairo: Government
Press, 1956), plates 80—99.

51 Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7, 4.

52 Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7, 2.

53 For more on scribal character, see Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex I,2-7, 4-5.

54  Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex I,27, 4-5. This may mean that Thomas was originally
longer, if the scribe left space for extra material which was never supplied.

55  Layton classifies the language of Codex II as ‘Crypto-Subachmimic’ (Nag Hammadi Codex
II,2-7, 7). He lists the divergences from Sahidic in Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7, 8-14.

56 On this, see B. Layton, ‘Introduction’ in idem, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7, 1-18 (4),
referring also to idem, ‘The Hypostasis of the Archons: Conclusion’, HTR 69 (1976), 31-101
(84): ‘Considerations of format and codex construction also support this identification’.
See also S. Emmel, ‘The Nag Hammadi Codices Editing Project: Final Report, American
Research Center in Egypt: Newsletter 104 (1978), 10-32, where he comments that the scribes
are ‘probably to be identified’ (27), and see 28 n. 3 on the history of the identification.
J.D. Turner, ‘Introduction to Codex XIII, in C.W. Hedrick, ed. Nag Hammadi Codices XI,
XII, XIIT (NHS 28; Leiden/ New York/ Kéln: Brill, 1990), 359369 (362—363), allows the
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There is an extensive discussion, by Linda Ogden, of the binding of the co-
dex.57

15 The Manuscripts and Their Use

Can anything substantial be said about the origins and usage of Thomas on the
basis of our knowledge of these manuscripts?

First, on the question of origins, it is of some interest that all the material
evidence discussed above comes from Egypt. Might this be an indication of
Egyptian provenance? Similarly, since we are dealing here with Greek frag-
ments and a Coptic text probably translated from Greek,%® does this suggest
an original composition in Greek? We must be cautious on both counts: the
whole body of Oxyrhynchus Papyri consists of many works from much further
afield, but which have only been preserved in Egypt because of the climate.
The questions of original language and provenance will be discussed further in
Introduction, §§ 5-6, below.

Moving to usage, how are we to assess the number of manuscripts? In one
sense, three early Greek fragments is a reasonably large number: Hurtado
points out that although this score is much lower than the total number of
second- or third-century fragments of Psalms, John and Matthew (16, 15 and
12 respectively), it is higher than, for example, 1Corinthians (2 fragments) and
Mark (only 1).5% Does this mean that Thomas was popular? This is possible,
though speculative: it must be remembered that when we are down to low
single figures, we are dealing with a very small statistical sample.6°

As far as the Greek fragments are concerned, Hurtado draws an interesting
correlation between his conclusion that these seem to have been produced
for private study, and ‘the emphasis in this text on the individual and on

possibility ‘that the two hands belong to a student and instructor’, while still concluding
that ‘Codices I and XIII may be assumed to have been copied in the closest proximity to
one another’ (362). Turner’s comments under the heading of “The Scribal Hand” follow
on from similar observations on “Physical Description” (359—-361). In another link with
Codex II, Codex XIII has the first ten lines of On the Origin of the World, which take up the
rest of the last page on which the Trimorphic Protennoia is copied.

57  Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex II,2—7,19—25, and the bibliography on 2s5.

58 H. Koester, ‘Introduction’, in Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7, 38—49 (38, 40).

59  Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments), 29.

60  See the appropriate caution in C.M. Tuckett, The Gospel of Mary (Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 2007), 9-10.
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personal spiritual fulfilment’6! Conversely, if there are not copies in forms
which one would associate with public reading, this would fit with the view
that ‘nothing in GThom (in the extant Greek or the Coptic) seems to me to
promote corporate/ congregational religious life/62 Hurtado is aware of the
small sample of manuscripts we are dealing with, and that therefore any such
conclusions must remain tentative and provisional. Luijendijk has, moreover,
noted that there may be some counter-evidence to Hurtado’s position: P. Oxy.I1
is a very clearly written text, and even P. Oxy. IV 654 has markings (line-dividers,
coroneis, diaereses) to facilitate reading, and so it is possible that they may have
featured in worship settings.®3

With the Coptic version, although we have only one text, the situation is
more promising because the whole codex in which Thomas is copied has sur-
vived. (As already noted, we have no idea what else was copied in the codex of
which P. Oxy. I 1 was a part.) The collocation of Thomas with the Apocryphon
of John, the Gospel of Philip, the Book of Thomas the Contender and the other
works in Nag Hammadi Codex II is of potential significance here.64 Some have
commented on the relation between Thomas and the Gospel of Philip which fol-
lows it: Schenke points to the common juxtaposition of Thomas and Philip not
only here, but also in the Fathers, as well as in Pistis Sophia 42—43 (see Intro-
duction, §3: ‘Named Testimonia' below).6> Michael Williams has argued that
the Apocryphon of John and Thomas (with the Gospel of Philip) can be read
together as rewritten Old Testament and Gospel respectively, and further spec-
ulates that Hypostasis of the Archons then represents a reading of Paul: hence
Williams calls the structure of Codex II ‘a “Christian Scripture” arrangement’.66

61 Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments), 31.

62 Hurtado, ‘Greek Fragments), 31.

63  See esp. the discussion in Luijendijk, ‘Reading the Gospel of Thomas in the Third Century'’.

64  See the helpful summary of research by J. Leonhardt-Balzer, ‘On the Redactional and The-
ological Relationship between the Gospel of Thomas and the Apocryphon of Johr', in J. Frey,
J. Schréter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie
(BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2007), 251271 (255-259).

65 H.-M. Schenke, ‘Das Evangelium nach Philippus (NHC II, 3), in H.-M. Schenke, H.-G.
Bethge & U.U. Kaiser, eds. Nag Hammadi Deutsch (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2001), 1.183—
213 (185-186).

66  M.A. Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”: An Argument for Dismantling a Dubious Category
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), 254—255 (254). He is followed on this point
by H.-J. Klauck, Apocryphal Gospels: An Introduction (London/ New York: T&T Clark, 2003),
170, and A. Logan, The Gnostics: Identifying an Early Christian Cult (London/ New York: T&T
Clark, 2006), 20. On this view, On the Origin of the World and the Exegesis on the Soul then
represent eschatological discourses; the Book of Thomas the Contender is more difficult
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Popkes argues, followed tentatively by Leonhardt-Balzer, ‘that the three texts,
ApocrJoh, GThom and GPhil were linked even before the compilers of NHC II
got their hands on them), and so are intended to be mutually illuminating in
Codex I1.67 Much of this is rather speculative; what is clearer is that the last
work in Codex II, the Book of Thomas the Contender, is influenced by Thomas
(see Introduction, § 4: ‘Early References’ below).

Layton speculated that the codex as a whole lends itself in particular to
Valentinian interpretation. The Gospel of Philip is the clearest example of this,
but all the works—Layton argues—would have been amenable to, or at least
familiar to, the Valentinian outlook. This includes Thomas: ‘In some passages,
the Valentinian Gospe! of Philip closely parallels the Gospel according to Thom-
as, suggesting the attractiveness of Thomas, and the Jude Thomas tradition,
to Valentinian Gnosticism.®® This overall picture is supported, Layton notes,
by the colophon at the end of the Codex: ‘Remember me also, my brothers, in
your prayers. Peace to the saints, and to the spiritual’®® He sees this reference
to the ‘spiritual, or ‘pneumatics’ as strongly suggestive of a Valentinian read-
ership.”? Against this, one may question whether the title ‘pneumatics’ was so
restricted in usage, as well as how amenable to Valentinian readership was the
Apocryphon ofJohn.™ Another popular suggestion has been to see the Nag Ham-
madi codices as a whole as a collection produced and buried by monks from
the nearby Pachomian monastery.”2 This theory is also vulnerable on a number
of fronts.”® As a result, one must probably remain agnostic on the question of
whether a particular theological impulse lay behind Codex II.

to fit into such a scheme, however. See further on this discussion also Leonhardt-Balzer,
‘Redactional and Theological Relationship), 251.

67 Leonhardt-Balzer, ‘Redactional and Theological Relationship’, 262.

68 Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7, 6.

69 Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex II,2—7, 204: apl TaMEEYE 2 NACNHY 2[f] NETNIPOCEYXH
€[1]PHNH TOIC ATI01C MR NITINEYMATIKOC.

70  Schroter and Bethge follow Layton in understanding the connection in Codex II to mean
that Thomas was regarded as at least compatible with a Valentinian outlook. H.-G. Bethge
& J. Schroter, ‘Das Evangelium nach Thomas (NHC II, 2)) in Schenke, et al,, eds. Nag
Hammadi Deutsch, 1.151-181 (160).

71 On the theological differences between Valentinians and ‘Gnostics’ stricto sensu (the
Apocryphon of John being a product of the latter), see M.J. Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valen-
tinians in the Church Fathers’, JTS 40 (1989), 26—47 (34—47).

72 Seee.g. M. Meyer, The Gnostic Discoveries (New York: HarperCollins, 2005), 29.

73 See the survey of views on either side in Emmel, ‘The Coptic Gnostic Texts as Witnesses),
36.
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A Comparison of the Greek and Coptic Texts'

A detailed saying-by-saying comparison of the Greek and Coptic texts will be
found in the commentary below. Here an overview of the main issues in schol-
arship and in the texts will suffice. The general tenor of scholarship on Thomas
in recent times is that the Greek and Coptic are so different that they should
be treated as different recensions. Zockler speaks of ‘die Instabilitiat der Tex-
tiiberlieferung’,? while Popkes has remarked, more agnostically: ‘We just do not
know what the earliest text versions of the Gospel of Thomas looked like.® The
most lengthy argument for textual diversity comes in the recent monograph of
Eisele, strikingly titled Welcher Thomas? He talks of ‘unleugbare Unterschiede’
between the Greek and Coptic, arguing ‘dass wir es bei dem Thomasevangelium
nicht mit einem einzigen Thomas zu tun haben'* Marcovich emphasises that
one must assign equal weight to the Thomas used by Hippolytus, and so speaks
of ‘three very different recensions’®

On the other hand, as Turner has commented: ‘The extent of the Coptic
redaction must not, however, be exaggerated.’¢ Fitzmyer, while talking of ‘a
difference of recension’, nevertheless conceives of this in a minimal sense, con-
cluding on the same page that ‘in most cases we found an almost word-for-word
identity between the Greek and Coptic versions’: even where there are differ-
ences, ‘the Coptic recension supplies the tenor of the saying’? We will examine

1 Bibliography: Fitzmyer, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Logo?, 505-560; M. Marcovich, ‘Textual Criticism
on the Gospel of Thomas), JTS 20 (1969), 53—74; Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments),
99-101; W. Eisele, Welcher Thomas? Studien zur Text- und Uberlieferungsgeschichte des Thoma-
sevangeliums (WUNT; Tiibingen: Mohr, 2010); T. Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas: A Text-Critical
Look at the Transmission of the Gospel of Thomas’, in D.B. Wallace, ed. Revisiting the Cor-
ruption of the New Testament: Manuscript, Patristic, and Apocryphal Evidence (Grand Rapids:
Kregel, 2011), 189—228.

2 T.Zockler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium (NHMS 47; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 27.

3 E.E.Popkes, ‘About the Differing Approach to a Theological Heritage: Comments on the Rela-

tionship Between the Gospel of John, the Gospel of Thomas, and Qumran,, in J.H. Charles-

worth, ed. The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. 3: The Scrolls and Christian Origins (Waco,

TX: Baylor University Press, 2006), 281-318 (299).

Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 342, 250.

Marcovich, ‘Textual Criticism), 64.

Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 19.

N O ot B

Fitzmyer, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Logo?, 553.
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below both the differences and the similarities, in order to form a conclusion
about how dramatic the variations between Greek and Coptic are. Part of the
purpose of this section is to justify the enterprise of a commentary on Thomas
as a second-century work which can be presumed to have contained, in sub-
stance, what has come down to us in our fourth-century Coptic manuscript.
There are certainly differences between the Greek and Coptic versions which
exceed the ‘standard deviation’ that one generally sees in the transmission and
translation of the New Testament. Nevertheless, a case will be made here and
in the course of the commentary that (a) the differences are often exaggerated
and that there is a great deal of similarity between the Greek fragments and the
Coptic manuscript, and (b) the normal procedures of textual criticism can be
employed to determine which reading is more likely to be the earlier; in this
respect, Thomas is not a special case.

2.1 Differences: A Brief Sketch

In order to assess of the significance of the differences, it is necessary to group
these differences into their relevant categories. The following groups are in
ascending order of potential significance.

Imaginary Differences

Eisele lists among his ‘Unterschiede im Textinhalt zwischen der griechischen
und der koptischen Uberlieferung’ the following:8 (i) v tfj matptdt adtod and
et neqtme (GTh 311); (ii) moAg oixodopnpéwy and oymone eykwT tivoc (GTh
32); (iii) dtav Exdvonade xal py aioyuvdijte and poTan eTeTRWaKEK THYTH €2HY
unetnapne (GTh 37). In (i), tue is a standard equivalent of matpis. In (ii), there
isno difference at all, and the Coptic is perhaps the best possible equivalent (to
give one analogy, émoucodoundévtes and eayxkeT Ty TN in Eph. 2.20). The Coptic
in (iii) is a good translation of the Greek.

Differences between Coptic Thomas and restored Greek in lacunae must
also be consigned to this category. For example, the alleged contrast between
Jesus appearing to Thomas in P. Oxy. IV 654 and Thomas writing down in the
Coptic of the Prologue leads to Eisele’s conclusion that in the Coptic, Thomas
is promoted to the role of co-author. This is based, however, on the Greek being
restored on the basis of a parallel in John’s Gospel.®

8 Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 264, and accompanying table.
9 On the other hand, the conventional restoration on the basis of the Coptic (with its difficulty
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Translation Technique and the Differences between the Greek and
Coptic Languages
A further factor which must be taken into account is the differences between
the Greek and Coptic languages.

For example, Coptic is more tolerant of asyndeton than Greek is. Layton
has commented that asyndeton is ‘one of the most frequent’ ways of linking
clauses.’ In a more specialised study, Perttild calculated that Greek xaf is rep-
resented by asyndeton 43 % of the time in the Coptic of 1Samuel, commenting:
‘Asyndeton, the lack of any connective, is very common.™ In Thomas, neither of
the two instances of xal in GTh 28.2 has an equivalent word in Coptic; the same
situation applies in GTh 6.1; 26.27; 27.2; 30.2; 30/77.2 (cf. P. Oxy. I 1's untranslated
003¢ in 31.2), and apparently 38.2. The failure to observe this aspect of Coptic
translation technique mars Ricchuiti’s study: he sees a good deal of the fluidity
of the text of Thomas as consisting of additions in the Greek fragments, noting:
‘Many of those expansions are due to the tendency of the scribe of P. Oxy. 1 to
add the connective xai.2 (Cf. also the references above to 6.1 in P. Oxy. IV 654
and ?38.2 in P. Oxy. IV 655, however.) Ricchuiti’s overwhelming preference for
the shorter text,!® in combination with missing this aspect of Coptic syntax
means that the fluidity of Thomas’s textual transmission is exaggerated.

In GTh 39.2 the Coptic expands an element: what is probably merely ‘those
entering’ in the Greek corresponds to ‘those wishing to enter’ (neToYw® eBwK
eeoyn), for which there is not room in P. Oxy. IV 655.1 As Baarda has noted, how-
ever, this does not necessarily exemplify a free stance of the Coptic version to its
Greek Vorlage, or that it had a different Vorlage; Baarda notes several parallels
to the introduction of oywa in Coptic versions of Matthew and Luke, which he
explains on grounds of translation technique.l> One might compare with these
instances the French ‘Je vois la mer’ where the English holiday-maker prefers ‘I
can see the sea.

of perhaps having to take Owpd(s) as a nominative) is not without problems either. See
further discussion in the textual comment on the Prologue below (in main commentary).

10  B.Layton, A Coptic Grammar, 2nd rev. edn (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2004), 182 (§ 237).

11 E. Perttild, ‘How to Read the Greek Text behind the Sahidic Coptic) in A. Voitila & J. Joki-
ranta, eds. Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls
in Honour of Raija Sollamo (Leiden/ New York/ Koln: Brill, 2008), 367-377 (371).

12 Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas), 227.

13 One of the criteria named in Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas’, 193.

14  So,rightly, T. Baarda, ‘The Reading “Who Wished to Enter” in Coptic Tradition: Matt 23.23,
Luke 1152, and Thomas 39), NTS 52 (2006), 583591 (591).

15  Baarda, ‘The Reading “Who Wished to Enter”’, 583—591.
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Scribal Errors

Both the Greek and, especially, the Coptic text contain a number of examples
of transpositions, additions, deletions, and other kinds of errors which are stan-
dard fare in the transmission of any text. In addition to the clearer examples,
which are generally both easily recognisable and more trivial, there are also
some more hypothetical cases where the meaning is affected. For example,
the shift from ‘Treigning, shall rest’ in the Greek to ‘reigning over (the) all’ in
Coptic might be explained by a shift from ‘reigning, eroavamanaetar’ to ‘reign-
ing emavw mavta’ or, less likely, ‘reigning ava wavta’l6 Similarly, in GTh 6.4 the
Greek appears to have ‘before the truth, whereas the Coptic has ‘before the sky/
heaven' This has been explained by some as an inner-Coptic corruption, from
Tue (‘the truth’) to Tne (‘heaven’).l”

Substantive Differences

I do not mean to deny the fact that there are some significant differences
between the Greek fragments and the Coptic version (though I question the
quantity of those differences). There are four differences which might be re-
garded as of potential theological significance: (i) the absence of a reference to
‘raising’ in the Coptic of GTh 5; (ii) the Coptic’s removal of a reference to ‘God’
in the Greek of GTh 27; (iii) the placement of Greek 30.2—3 after GTh 77.1in the
Coptic, and (iv) the substantial abbreviation in the Coptic of GTh 36.

The first case, the omission of the Greek’s ‘nothing ... buried which [will
not be raised]’ (5.3) is difficult to evaluate. It would be rather flat-footed to
assert simply that the Greek Thomas espoused a doctrine of bodily resurrection
which the Coptic translator (or some other intermediary in the course of
transmission) wished to expunge. It may well be the case that the statement
was removed because it was regarded as suspicious, but it is far from clear that
the Greek original propounded a doctrine of resurrection. The parallel in the
statement, ‘[For there i]s nothing hidden which will not [become] pla[in], and
buried which [will not be raised]’ (5.2—3), might well suggest that the point
is the revelation and uncovering of what is previously hidden: a reference to
bodily resurrection in 5.3 would make a rather odd parallel to the statement
about the unveiling of what has been kept secret in 5.2. So it is not necessary to
see, indeed improbable that there is, a theological divergence between Greek
and Coptic here.

16 Fitzmyer, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Logo¢, 518.
17  The Berlin edition emends the Coptic text to Tue.
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Secondly, if the reading ‘kingdom of God’ is indeed correct in GTh 27, there
does seem to be an avoidance of such God-language in the Coptic, given the
equivocal use of the term noyTe in the rest of the text. With the straightfor-
wardly positive sense removed in GTh 27, one is left with the baffling usage
in GTh 30, and the perhaps surprising placement of ‘God’ in second position
between Caesar and Jesus in GTh 100 (‘give to Caesar ... give to God ... give to
me’). It remains possible, however, that there is nothing suspicious about God
having been left in GTh 100 in this position apparently inferior to Jesus; it may
simply be that a reference to Jesus is appended without thought to the conse-
quences.

It should be remembered that the third case, the moving of Greek 30.2—3
to GTh 77 is a difference of order, rather than of content. It is probably not
theologically motivated: the most commonly adopted explanation of the move
is that GTh 77.2—3 were joined to 77.1 at the Coptic stage by a catchword
connection, because GTh 77.1 and GTh 77.2 are linked by the catchword nwe,
in the double sense of ‘reach’ and ‘split’!® On the other hand, it may have some
knock-on effects. As we will see in the commentary, the move may encourage
a pantheistic or panchristic theology which would not arise so easily without
the juxtaposition in the Coptic text.

Fourthly and finally, the Coptic substantially abbreviates of the Greek of
GTh 36. (To make a crude comparison of length, the reduction is from 61
reconstructed words to the 19 words in my English translations of each version.)
The opening statement is similar in Greek and Coptic: ‘Do not worry from
morning to evening and from evening to morning about what you will wear’
The Greek also adds food as something which should not occasion worry,
and thereafter bolsters these points by referrring to the lilies of the field not
mentioned in the Coptic. Perhaps avoided as suspicious is the Greek’s ‘He will
[g]ive you your garments’, but, rather than theological suspicion, the cause
may have been avoidance of the awkwardness of a juxposition of provision
of garments in GTh 36 and undressing (in both Greek and Coptic) in GTh 37.
Therefore it may be smoothing out an inconsistency rather than theological
correction at work, though one cannot be sure.

18  See e.g. E. Haenchen, ‘Literatur zum Thomasevangelium (I), ThR 27 (1961), 147-178 (161—
162); C.M. Tuckett, ‘The Gospel of Thomas: Evidence for Jesus?, NTT 52 (1998), 17—32
(21 n. 17); E.E. Popkes, ‘“Ich bin das Licht"—Erwégungen zur Verhéltnisbestimmung des
Thomasevangeliums und der johanneischen Schriften anhand der Lichtmetaphorik’, in
J. Frey, ed. Kontexte des Johannesevangeliums (Tiibingen: Mohr, 2004), 641-674 (655); Pop-
kes, ‘Differing Approach’, 281-317.
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Clearly the Coptic is not a straightforwardly literal translation that would
enable us to reconstruct the Greek behind it.!° There are various kinds of differ-
ences, including substitutions, as well as additions and subtractions (although
we cannot necessarily distinguish between instances of these two).2% It is often
difficult, however, even in the four most substantive cases above, to see any sort
of consistent redactional programme or theological Tendenz in the translation
or transmission process.

2.2 Similarities

One of the problems in scholarship is that scholars often focus on these differ-
ences—which are after all more interesting. Eisele’s study, for example, notes
briefly which sayings exhibit ‘beachtliche Unterschiede’?! but then says noth-
ing more about those which apparently do not. The similarities are also worthy
of note.

Substantial Common Order in Greek and Coptic Texts
Asnoted above, the Greek fragments contain (imperfectly): Prologue + GTh1-7
(P. Oxy. IV 654), GTh 24 (P. Oxy. IV 655 fr. d), GTh 26-33 (P. Oxy. I 1), and GTh
36—39 (P. Oxy. IV 655). The only difference in order from the Coptic lies, as has
been noted, in P. Oxy. I 1, where Greek GTh 30 consists of Coptic GTh 30 + GTh
77.2—3. In P. Oxy. I 1 in particular, GTh 30 is the only saying with variation from
the Coptic.

Substantial Common Material in Greek and Coptic
Leaving aside the matter of the wording, the substance of the two sets of
material is very close. The only saying where there is serious discrepancy is in
GTh 37, where, as we have seen, the long Greek saying “against anxiety” is only
a single sentence in the Coptic.22

19  SJ. Gathercole, The Composition of the Gospel of Thomas: Original Language and Influences
(SNTSMS 51; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 36—37, and 43—104 passim.

20  Wedonot know whether, for example, a scribe (or the translator) has added Jesus’ in 37.2,
or if a scribe has omitted it.

21 Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 37.

22 Eisele noted that 5 / 15 had no substantial differences, but the numbering is quite confus-
ing. He lists as the ‘usable’ sayings for comparison Prol. + GTh 1; 2-6; 26—-28; 30-32; 36—37;
39, which do add up to 15 (with the Prologue and GTh 1 counting as one). But he then
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In particular, there is substantial similarity in meaning between the Greek
and the Coptic. As often happens in studies of versions, some scholars rush
to see a theological tendency in a translation on the basis of the meanest of
evidence: the problem lies often in a lack of a consistent pattern. In the case of
Thomas, even if there were an ‘anti-corporeal’ tendency in the omission of the
reference to resurrection in the Coptic of GTh 5, when it comes to GTh 28, the
Coptic clearly reproduces the ‘incarnational’ thought of the Greek.

Common Greek and Graeco-Coptic Vocabulary?3
One point not sufficiently recognised is how close the match is between items
of vocabulary in the Greek and Coptic texts. This is evident on examination of
the 27 Greek loan-words in the Coptic text where the Coptic text of Thomas
and the extant Greek overlap. The following is a list of all the Greek loan-words
which occur in sayings in the Coptic text of Thomas which are parallelled by
the Greek fragments:

P. Oxy. IV 654

GTh1 OEPMHNEIA: cf. Gk [ty éppnvei]av
GTh 2.2 20TaN: cf. Gk dtav

GTh 3.2 CeN earacea: cf. Gk Tij¢ BaAd [ aomc]
GTh 3.3 AANA: cf. Gk xai

Thereafter, in GTh 3.4-5 (20Tan, ToTe, A€) the Greek is lacunose.

GTh 4.1 €TBE MITOMOC: cf. Gk mept t0d téMOU
GThs.2 rap: Greek lacunose at this point
GTh 6.1 -NPNHCTEYE: cf. Gk &g wated[oopev]
GTh 6.1 ENEHMOCYNH: Greek lacunose at this point
GTh 61 €NaPTIAPATHPEL cf. Gk mapapygouev]
GTh7a MaKaPIOC: cf. Gk [pa]xcpt[og]

notes that 10 out of 15 display notable differences, namely: Prol. + GTh 1; 2-3; 5-6; 30; 36—
37. Hence it is only 8 out of 15 sayings with notable differences, with GTh 4; 26—28; 3132
and 39 (i.e. seven sayings)—on Eisele’s estimation—very similar.

23 The discussion here closely parallels that in Gathercole, Composition, 106-108. Since
constructing the list of parallel items of vocabulary, I notice that a very similar list appears
in P. Piovanelli, ‘Thomas in Edessa? Another Look at the Original Setting of the Gospel of
Thomas), in J. Dijkstra, J. Kroesen & Y. Kuiper, eds. Myths, Martyrs, and Modernity: Studies
in the History of Religions in Honour of Jan N. Bremmer (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 443—461.



A COMPARISON OF THE GREEK AND COPTIC TEXTS 21

P.Oxy. IV 655
GTh 24.1 (with nequaenTHc, enTornoc and TaNarkh) is not extant.

GTh 24.3 €MKOCMOC: cf. Gk [... x]éope

P Oxy.In

GTh 26.2 2OTaN: Greek lacunose at this point
GTh 26.2 TOTE: cf. Gk téte

GTh 274 €TETMPNHCTEYE: cf. Gk éav py) wotedont(e)
GTh 274 €MKOCMOC: cf. Gk tov xéapov

GTh 27.2 €TeTNTHEPE ... NcaB'BaToN:  cf. Gk édv i) oaBBationte
GTh 27.2 HMCAMBATON: cf. Gk 16 gapBartov

GTh 281 HIKOCMOC: cf. Gk o0 xdapov

GTh 281 eN capz: cf. Gk év apx[e]i

GTh 283 -TaYyXH: cf. Gk 1) Yoy pov

Thereafter, little of GTh 28 survives in Greek, and so what might have been parallel to
€TKOCMOC, TIKOCMOC, TINHN, 20TaN, ToTe and cenapmeTanoel is not extant. Only the very
end of GTh 29 survives in Greek, and so, similarly, what would have been parallel to

TCaP%, NN, M, cMa and aX\a is not extant.

GTh 30.2 H: No Gk parallel

GTh 311 TIPOHTHC: cf. Gk mpogyme

GTh 31.2 poeparieye: cf. Gk motel fepameiog
GTh 32 OYTIONIC: cf. Gk méAig

GTh 32 .o OYAE ... cf. Gk olte ... olte ...

GTh 33.2—3 (rap, 0YAE, aA\\a, TAYXNI) is not extant in Greek.

P. Oxy. IV 655
GTh 374 NEYMAOHTHC: cf. Gk of pafyral adtod
GTh g7.2 20TAN: cf. Gk 6tav

From GTh 37.3 to GTh 39.2 (TOTE, aTeTNPEMMOYMEL MPAPICAIOC, NIPAMMATEYC, NTTNMCIC,
oyte) the Greek is too lacunose to identify similarities or differences between Greek

and Coptic texts.
GTh 39.3 AE: cf. Gk &¢
GTh 39.3 HpoNIMOC: cf. Gk [@pdvt]uot

GTh 39.3 NaKepaloc: cf. Gk [a]xépat[ot]
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It can be observed that, in almost every case, there is a correspondence
between a borrowed Greek word in the Coptic and the Greek where that Greek
text is extant. The only exceptions are a case of axa (« xal in GTh 3.3), an
unparallelled use of n in GTh 30.2, and GTh 32's preference in Coptic for a
single oyae over the Greek’s olte ... olte ... . In the latter two cases the discrep-
ancy arises from a different syntax in the surrounding context; additionally, the
Greek paralleling the n in GTh 30.2 is uncertain. Moreover, as is widely recog-
nised, particles are the elements least predictably rendered in other Greek-
to-Coptic translations.?# This is a fairly remarkable statistic, making a Greek
Vorlage quite similar to our extant Greek fragments almost certain.

2.3 Some Analogies

A more detailed study of the variations in the transmission of Thomas in com-
parison with the transmission of other works, such as NT books and other
works, is a desideratum.5 In the absence of such a study, we can briefly sketch
some analogous cases. The Greek of the Sophia of Jesus Christ is very close to
the Coptic version (especially the Berlin manuscript): the similarity is greater
than is the case with Thomas. A closer analogy is the Gospel of Mary, where
there are numerous instances of different syntax, and some different vocabu-
lary: Tuckett discusses 21 differences, perhaps more comparable to the quantity
of differences between Greek and Coptic texts of Thomas.26 There is, however,
a very similar overall sense. Too far in the other direction of difference would
be the Aramaic Targums of the Hebrew Bible, which—put simply—are more
paraphrastic than the Coptic translation of Thomas. Or again, the version of

24  Mink comments that the use of Graeco-Coptic particles to translate Greek particles is
‘ziemlich wahllos’. G. Mink, ‘Die koptischen Versionen des Neuen Testaments: Die sprach-
lichen Probleme bei ihrer Bewertung fiir die griechische Textgeschichte) in K. Aland, ed.
Die alten Ubersetzungen des Neuen Testaments, die Kirchenviiterzitate und Lektionare: Der
gegenwdrtige Stand ihrer Erforschung und ihre Bedeutung fiir die griechische Textgeschichte
(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1972),160—299 (242). F. Feder, leremias, Lamentationes (Threni),
Epistula Ieremiae et Baruch (Biblia Sahidica; Berlin/ New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2002),
86-87, notes that in the Sahidic version of the Jeremiah corpus, xai can be represented by
Coptic words for ‘and’ (ayw, uf, 21), but also by aAxa, A€ or . Perttild, ‘How to Read the
Greek, 376, sums up the case of 1Samuel: ‘To read the Greek behind the Coptic text is in
the case of conjunctions mostly impossible.

25 Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas), 228.

26  Gos. Mary 18,89 has exprymnaze where the Greek does not have a form of youvd{w. For
discussion of the various differences, see Tuckett, Gospel of Mary, 119-133.
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the book of Tobit in the Alcala Bible (Complutensis 1) may be considered a
different recension, but this is appropriate for a paraphrase which is approxi-
mately 25 % longer than other Old Latin texts of Tobit.2” Although in the case of
Thomas we are primarily comparing Greek texts with a Coptic translation, one
can draw a partial analogy with aspects of the transmission of the Greek NT: for
example, Royse’s study of the scribal habits in the earliest NT papyri identifies
and discusses additions, omissions, leaps, transpositions, substitutions, confla-
tions, harmonisations and theological changes in P45, P46, P47, P66, P72 and
P75—the same features which one sees in the textual variation in Thomas.?® As
Ricchuiti has put it, ‘it should be noted that the scribes who copied the Gospel
[of Thomas] appear to fall victim to many of the exact same traps that corrupted
canonical texts.?9 In the light of this, even if the Greek texts are by no means
perfect, and the Coptic is a free or ‘adapted translation’3° the text-critical pro-
cess is not a hopeless one.

2.4 Conclusion

In sum, there are noteworthy textual differences between the Greek fragments
on the one hand, and the Coptic text on the other. (These differences will be the
subject of more extended textual comment in the relevant sections of the com-
mentary.) However, these differences have sometimes been exaggerated. The
important conclusion for the purposes of the commentary is that it is unneces-
sary to exegete the Greek and Coptic texts separately as different works or very
different recensions in need of separate treatments. There are occasionally dif-
ferent nuances of meaning between a Greek fragment and its corresponding
Coptic text, but these are not sufficient to prevent treating the texts as wit-
nesses to the same work. Rather, the similarities where the Coptic and Greek
do overlap are sufficient to imply that the Coptic text in substance goes back to
a second-century Greek original resembling our Oxyrhynchus fragments. Any
interpretation of Thomas needs to make clear what the textual basis is.3! As a
result of the considerations above, this commentary will not follow the model

27 See S. Weeks, S.J. Gathercole & L.T. Stuckenbruck, The Book of Tobit (Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter, 2004), 23—24.

28  ].R.Royse, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (Leiden/ Boston: Brill, 2008).

29 Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas), 227.

30  Fitzmyer, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Logo?, 553.

31 J. Schroter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte: Studien zur Rezeption der Logieniiberlieferung in
Markus, Q und Thomas (WMANT 76; Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 1997), 136.
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of that of Valantasis, who effectively provides two commentaries, one on the
Greek, one on the Coptic. Rather, it will assess competing readings in the tex-
tual comment on each saying in an attempt to identify which is the earliest.

Appended Note: Thomas as a ‘Rolling Corpus’?

Some scholars have seen the question ‘Welcher Thomas?’ as not merely con-
fined to the question of how to assess the relative significance of the Oxyrhyn-
chus fragments, Hippolytus’ citation and the Coptic text. There is also the
matter of Thomas’s compositional history to consider: surely there were vari-
ous Thomases at various compositional phases before the completion of the
final version? Wilson, for example, likened Thomas to a snowball-like ‘rolling
corpus’32 Likewise, DeConick’s work sees a core originating in Aramaic in the
mid-first century, with various accretions until the addition of the latest stra-
tum of Thomas in 80—120 CE.33 Fieger similarly reckons that we should assume
‘einen ldngeren Wachstumprozess’3* Others see less of a rolling corpus, and
more of a bipartite or tripartite composition. For example, Crossan and Arnal
see a process of two stages, whereas Puig reckons on three.35

Although it is impossible to prove the negative that there were no such
compositional stages and layers, I consider the case that there were such stages
not proven.3® There are a number of weaknesses both (1) in the arguments for

32 R.McL. Wilson, ‘Thomas and the Synoptic Gospels) ExpT 72 (1960), 36—39 (39).

33  See the chart of material in respective strata in A.D. DeConick, The Original Gospel of
Thomas in Translation: With a Commentary and New English Translation of the Complete
Gospel (LNTS 287; London/New York: T&T Clark International, 2006), 10.

34 M. Fieger, ‘Die Frau im Thomasevangelium, in R. Schulz & M. Gorg, eds. Lingua Restituta
Orientalis (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1990), 102107 (103); cf. F.B. Watson, Gospel Writing:
A Canonical Perspective (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2013), 221.

35  J.D.Crossan, The HistoricalJesus: The Life of a Mediterranean Jewish Peasant (San Francisco:
HarperCollins, 1991), 427, on Thomas I, which he considers complete ‘by the fifties, and
430 on Thomas Il (60—-80CE). W.E. Arnal, ‘The Rhetoric of Marginality: Apocalypticism,
Gnosticism, and Sayings Gospels, HTR 88 (1995), 471494, gives only a list of what can
be ascribed with confidence to the sapiential stratum (478 n. 17), and to the secondary
‘gnostic stratum’ (479 n. 32). He dates Thomas as a whole to the latter half of the first
century (489 n. 70). See A. Puig, Un Jestis desconocido: Las claves del evangelio gndstico de
Tomds (Barcelona: Ariel, 2008), 133-178, for what he assigns to different strata. See pp. 16
and 121 for the dates: 100-110 CE for Tomas}; c. 150 for Tomés2-2, and 200 for Tomas2-b.

36  There may be some differences from earlier drafts. E.g. S. Giversen, ‘Questions and Ans-
wers in the Gospel according to Thomas: The Composition of pl. 81,1418 and pl. 83,1427,
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multiple stages of composition, and (2) in the criteria used to place particular
logia in the relevant layers. We will examine these in turn.

1 Arguments for Multiple Stages of Composition
The Argument from Thomas'’s Form

There are two main parts to this: the fact that Thomas is a kind of list, and
the analogy of the Sentences of Sextus. On the first point, Sellew is an exam-
ple of one who has remarked that the form of Thomas affords it little protec-
tion against interpolation.3” A problem with this argument, however, is that
there is little evidence of interpolation in the period between the time of the
Oxyrhynchus fragments and the Coptic version. As Haenchen remarks, what-
ever snowballing may have taken place before c. 200 CE (the earliest likely date
for the Oxyrhynchus fragments), there is obviously not much between Greek
and Coptic stages.3® The similarity in order means that, for example, no one
between the Greek and Coptic stages wanted to add a saying between GTh 2
and 3, or between 4 and 5, etc. Given that there is no evidence that Thomas was
regarded as permeable between c. 200—350 CE, why should one suppose that it
had previously been?

Additionally, Wilson'’s influential comment that Thomas is a ‘rolling corpus’
is influenced by the analogy he draws with Chadwick’s assessment of the
Sentences of Sextus.3® However, the situation with the latter is quite different:
Chadwick’s comment that the two principal texts of Sextus ‘differ profoundly
in their order’ could not be said of the manuscripts of Thomas.*°

Acta Orientalia 25 (1960), 332—338, may well be right that sayings 6 and 14 could have been
a single dialogue originally.

37 P. Sellew, ‘The Gospel of Thomas: Prospects for Future Research), in ].D. Turner & A.
McGuire, eds. The Nag Hammadi Library after Fifty Years: Proceedings of the 1995 Society
of Biblical Literature Commemoration (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 327-346 (335).

38  E. Haenchen, ‘Literatur zum Thomasevangelium (Fortsetzung), ThR 27 (1961), 306-338
(314).

39  R.McL. Wilson, ‘““Thomas” and the Growth of the Gospels, HTR 53 (1960), 231—250 (231). See
A. Gagné, ‘Sectarianism, Secrecy and Self Definition: Relational Features between Jesus,
the Disciples and the Outsiders’, in T. Holmén, ed. Jesus in Continuum (WUNT; Tiibingen:
Mobhr Siebeck, 2012), 223-242 (230 n. 21), for a survey of those who have taken up this
idea. More recently, note P-H. Poirier, ‘L’Evangile selon Thomas (NH ILz2; P. Oxy. 1, 654,
655), Témoin de la théologie chrétienne primitive?, in J. Schréter, ed. The Apocryphal
Gospels within the Context of Early Christian Theology (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole: Peeters,
2013), 95-125 (118).

40  H. Chadwick, The Sentences of Sextus: A Contribution to the History of Christian Ethics
(Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1959), 3.
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Theological Inconsistency
This is often alleged to originate in multiple stages of composition.#! On this
issue, however, it is worth noting that assessments of doctrinal diversity within
Thomas do vary greatly from scholar to scholar.#? For some, the reference to
James' leadership in GTh 12 and the criticism of physical circumcision in GTh
53 display quite incompatible stances toward Jewish Christianity.#3 Or again, on
the theme of light’: ‘The interpreter who tries to harmonize this particular con-
tent of log. 24 with other sayings in the collection will be disappointed ... The
collection refers to light no fewer than six times, but all attempts to tie these say-
ings to a common underlying doctrine seem forced.** On the other hand, other
scholars seem quite capable of discussing particular themes in Thomas and giv-
ing accounts which hold together reasonably well. One thinks, for example, of
Uro’s nuanced treatments of authority in Thomas (which touches on the James
question), and of the topic of asceticism.*® In the latter, Uro identifies tenden-
cies rather than necessarily hard positions.*6 Popkes’ treatment of light symbol-
ism in Thomas produces a coherent account of the theme.*” The eschatology
of Thomas, sometimes considered contradictory, is in my judgment not too dif-
ficult to fit together.*® The sayings cannot be boiled down to a neat system,

”y

41 Seee.g. A.D. DeConick, ‘The Original “Gospel of Thomas”’, VC 56 (2002), 167-199 (167, 179—
180). DeConick cites the multiplicity of doublets, and the presence of divergent theological
perspectives as the two reasons necessitating explanation: ‘How can we account for, how
can we explain the presence of these contradictory materials and doublets in one text as
well as the presence of so many religious traditions?’ (167).

42 Neller and Davies, for example, have talked of the integrity of Thomas, and therefore do not
consider theological inconsistency to require such radical views of composition as does
DeConick. See K.V. Neller, ‘Diversity in the Gospel of Thomas: Clues for a New Direction?,
SecCent 7 (1989-1990), 1-18; S.L. Davies, ‘The Christology and Protology of the Gospel of
Thomas’, /BL 11 (1992), 663682 (664).

43 DeConick, ‘The Original Gospel of Thomas), 167.

44  T.Zockler, ‘Light within the Human Person: A Comparison of Matthew 6:22—23 and Gospel
of Thomas 24, /BL 120 (2001), 487—-499 (496).

45 R. Uro, ““Who Will be Our Leader?” Authority and Autonomy in the Gospel of Thomas),
in I. Dunderberg, C.M. Tuckett & K. Syreeni, eds. Fair Play: Diversity and Conflicts in
Early Christianity: Essays in Honour of Heikki Réisdnen (Leiden/ Boston/ Kéln: Brill, 2002),
457-485, and idem, ‘Asceticism and Anti-Familial Language in the Gospel of Thomas’, in
H. Moxnes, ed. Constructing Early Christian Families: Family as Social Reality and Metaphor
(London: Routledge, 1997), 216—234.

46 See Uro, ‘Asceticism and Anti-Familial Language’, 226.

47  Popkes, ‘Ich bin das Licht), 641-674.

48 See S.J. Gathercole, ““The Heavens and the Earth Will Be Rolled up”: The Eschatology of the
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but neither are they a chaotic mass of contradictions. On the other hand, Stead
offers the heterogeneity of audience as an explanation of Thomas’s diversity of
outlook.#9

One might observe that a view that the collection, because of its fissures and
inconcinnities, could not come from a single author merely moves the problem.
Given that Thomas is quite a short work, which ought to be manageable to
edit, we are left instead with an eccentric and/or unintelligent final editor
instead (which is of course perfectly possible). It is important to recognise that
an editor putting into a rather haphazard final form a ‘snowball’ which had
accumulated several layers would be just as capable of producing a similar work
by the compilation of multiple sources. Such inconsistencies are a problem
for any theory, as—if one finds the theological tensions intolerable—such
tensions indicate carelessness on the part of the final editor however long
the process of accretion has been,%® whether over the course of a century
(so DeConick), or in the short time it would take an editor to combine, for
example, the Gospel of the Hebrews and the Gospel of the Egyptians (thus early

Quispel).5!

The Presence of Doublets
There is not a problem with the presence of doublets per se, but their frequency
in Thomas has raised questions.’? Matthew and Luke both have doublets,
but just not as many as one finds in Thomas. Some, however, have identified
particular literary reasons for the doublets: this is the conclusion of the most

Gospel of Thomas', in H.-J. Eckstein, C. Landmesser & H. Lichtenberger, eds. Eschatologie—
Eschatology: The Sixth Durham-Tiibingen Research Symposium: Eschatology in Old Testa-
ment, Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity (Tiibingen, September 2009) (WUNT; Tiibin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 280-302.

49  G.C. Stead, ‘Some Reflections on the Gospel of Thomas), Studia Evangelica 3 (1964), 390—
402 (399-400).

50 DeConick, ‘The Original Gospel of Thomas’, 178, remarks that Arnal’s model of a kind of
two-stage composition faces the same problems as does a unified composition by a single
author.

51 See e.g. G. Quispel, ‘Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews’, NTS 12 (1966),
371-382 (373) for Quispel’s view of these two as the only sources. In the same article he
attributes Thomas’s doublets to the combining of these two sources (378). Quispel later
added a Hermetic source: see discussion of the development of his views in F.T. Fallon &
R. Cameron, ‘The Gospel of Thomas: A Forschungsbericht and Analysis, ANRW Principat
2.25.6 (1988), 4195—4251 (4217—4218).

52 See e.g. DeConick, ‘The Original Gospel of Thomas), 167.
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substantial study of them;>3 another scholar sees the later versions as the result
of improvisation upon the earlier forms.>* On the other hand, it may well be the
case again that the author of Thomas is simply not a skilled writer. Arnal prob-
ably rightly characterises the author/editor as ‘moderately educated’, but with
‘little literary sophistication’5®> Horman notes, not without some understate-
ment: ‘There is not, I think, a drive to literary excellence in Thomas.>6 As in the
case with theological inconsistency above, the doublets are a problem for any
theory, as—if one excludes the theory of subtle literary sophistication—they
indicate carelessness on the part of the final editor whether one envisages a
snowballing over a century or a process merely of combining multiple sources.
As Neller points out, scholars have taken doublets as evidence in either direc-
tion.5” On the other hand, it may be correct that the doublets are deliberate
rather than the result of carelessness. At least one of the doublets is introduced
in a way that makes it clear that it is known by the author/ editor to be a dou-
blet.>8 Thus Dewey’s view that the later versions are reworkings of the earlier
versions may be right.

53  J.Ma. Asgeirsson, ‘Arguments and Audience(s) in the Gospel of Thomas (Part II), SBLSP
(1998), 325—342 (329), identifying the doublets as inner-Thomasine growth, rather than
from assimilation of external sources. See also the first part in SBLSP (1997), 4785, where
the basic data is set out on pp. 49, 50 and 75. Cf. J-M. Sevrin, ‘Thomas, Q et le Jésus
de I'histoire} in A. Lindemann, ed. Sayings Source Q and the Historical Jesus (Louvain:
Leuven University/ Peeters, 2001), 461-476 (465), who takes the view that since a number
of the doublets appear in the last 20 sayings, they collectively function as a kind of
recapitulation. The pointis also noted by Stead, who deduces a rather different conclusion
from the facts, namely that the original conclusion was perhaps around GTh 100, but that
it was rather repetitiously expanded later (‘Some Reflections on the Gospel of Thomas),
401).

54  AJ. Dewey, Keep Speaking until you Find ...: Thomas and the School of Oral Mimesis’, in
R. Cameron & M.P. Miller, eds. Redescribing Christian Origins (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2004), 109-132 (117).

55  Arnal, ‘Rhetoric of Marginality, 489; cf. Sellew, who notes that some scholars regard
Thomas as ‘a sub-literary product’ (‘The Gospel of Thomas: Prospects for Future Research,
328).

56  J.F. Horman, ‘The Source of the Version of the Parable of the Sower in the Gospel of
Thomas’, NovT 21 (1979), 326—343 (343). He had just noted aspects of the phraseology of
Thomas as ‘surprisingly crude’, and reflecting ‘shockingly bad taste’ (342).

57  Seediscussion in Neller, ‘Diversity in the Gospel of Thomas), 3.

58  The statement in GTh 46 about knowing the kingdom by becoming a child is introduced
with T have said, harking back perhaps to the similar thought in GTh 22. According to
some interpreters, the comment about the world not being worthy of the one who finds
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Finally, none of the putative previous “editions” appears to have survived.
This may be regarded as a rather facile argument, akin to arguing against Q
on the basis that there is no manuscript of it. It needs to be remembered,
however, how shaky is the foundation on which the theory of multiple stages
of composition rests, and therefore such layers should certainly not be treated
as known entities.

2 The Problem with the Criteria for Assigning Sayings

There are serious difficulties with the criteria adopted by scholars for placing
particular sayings in particular strata. Two influential examples will be exam-
ined here, Crossan and DeConick. Crossan’s account is as follows:

There may be at least two separate layers in it. One was composed by
the fifties C.E., possibly in Jerusalem, under the aegis of James’s author-
ity (see Gos. Thom. 12). After his martyrdom in 62 C.E., the collection and
maybe also its community, migrated to Syrian Edessa. There a second
layer was added, possibly as early as the sixties or seventies, under the
aegis of the Thomas authority (see Gos. Thom. 13). The collection is inde-
pendent of the intracanonical Gospels [citing authorities]. Those twin
layers are identified, but tentatively and experimentally, as follows: the
earlier James-layer is now discernible primarily in those units with inde-
pendent attestation elsewhere and is placed in the first stratum (Gos.
Thom.I), the Thomas-layer is now discernible primarily in that which is
unique to this collection, or at least to the general Thomas tradition, and
is placed in the second stratum (Gos. Thom. II). That rather crude strati-
fication underlines the need for a better one, but it also emphasizes how
much of this collection is very, very early.5°

It should be noted that Crossan admits that his reconstruction is ‘crude’ and
proposed ‘tentatively and experimentally’. It nevertheless has a significant im-
pact on his reconstruction of Jesus.®° The ‘tentative’ mood remains, however:
the whole paragraph above rests on a ‘may be) with a further ‘maybe’ and
two ‘possiblys’ as well. Instead of ‘tentatively and experimentally’, one might

himself in GTh 11 is prefaced with ‘Did not Jesus say ...?, alerting the reader perhaps
to the similar statements in GTh 56 and 8o. See commentary on this saying below,
however.

59 Crossan, Historical Jesus, 427—428.

60  Sorightly C. Quarles, ‘The Use of the Gospel of Thomas in the Research on the Historical
Jesus of John Dominic Crossan’, CBQ 69 (2007), 517-536 (517-518).
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substitute ‘speculatively”: is there any substantive reason why sayings with
attestation elsewhere (especially the Synoptics) should be placed in the ear-
lier stratum whereas those not attested elsewhere should be consigned to the
later?

Some of the same problems are found in DeConick’s criteria, acknowledged
by Quarles to be more detailed than the method of Crossan.t! To cite the
explanation of her first criterion at length:

Secondary embellishments are very obvious when allegories and inter-
pretative clauses were added to sayings, especially clauses that represent
ideological positions common to later Christianity (i.e., L. 16c). Sayings
also were developed contextually through the creation of dialogues (i.e.,
L. 52 and 60) and question-answer units (i.e., L. 6a/14a and 51). In these
cases, the saying is interpreted by focusing or extending its discussion to
a particular topic, a topic which may have had little to do with the ker-
nel saying. The questions, usually introduced by the disciples, most often
represent concerns or issues from the later part of the first century (i.e.,
L. 53). The saying following the question most probably entered the ker-
nel simultaneous with the question since they seem to function as units
of explanatory material. It is less likely that a question alone was inserted
before a kernel saying, especially in cases where the saying reflects the
interests of later Christian discussions. The material that can be removed
because it shows signs of secondary literary development includes that
which has been shaped into dialogues (L. 13, 60), material which has been
introduced into the collection by questions from the disciples (6a/14a, 12,
18, 37, 51, 53, and 113) and material which has been added to a Logion in
order to provide an interpretation of that saying (16¢, 21c, 23b, 30a, 64b,
68b, 100c, 111b—C¢).52

This is the first of three ‘principles for discerning intra-traditions’. Its flaws
should be apparent: it is a fallacious form-critical rule that allegory is secondary,
and there is no reason why dialogues should be later accretions. The claim
that ‘the questions that the disciples pose are invariably the questions that the
community has raised and seeks to resolve’®® sees in principle a remarkable

61  Quarles, ‘Use of the Gospel of Thomas), 517 n. 3.

62 DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas), 188-189. See further eadem, Recovering the Origi-
nal Gospel of Thomas, 64-77.

63  DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 66.
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level of transparency in the text. Such a view is also unworkable in practice: for
example, the indirect questions in GTh 24 (‘show us the place where you are,
since it is necessary for us to seek after it') and GTh g1 (‘tell us who you are, so
that we might believe in you’) cannot simply be read as reflecting community
concerns straightforwardly, and they are in any case not answered directly by
Jesus in the respective logia.

The second principle is that certain sayings come into the collection as
responses to crises.* One difficulty with this criterion comes with understand-
ing the principle and the compositional model underlying it (at least in my
understanding). The following statements may be compared:

New sayings did not dribble into the text, one here, one there. On the
contrary, they entered the collection en masse at particular moments as
answers to questions about ideology or responses to crises situations.®>

Two pages later, one reads:

First, theleadership of James seems to have been threatened. The commu-
nity responded by promoting the maintenance of that connection (L. 12).
Also, the authority of the community’s hero, Thomas, seems to have been
challenged at some point in their history so they responded by adding the
introductory saying and Logion 13.56

There is a difficulty here with the fact that this second statement seems pre-
cisely to explain the entry of sayings ‘one here, one there’ as the result of very
specific events. (Indeed, the second composition stage is stated explicitly to
have only consisted of two sayings, each added for different reasons.6?) The
application of this principle in particular cases is also strained: for example,
DeConick sees responses to the delay of the parousia in a number of places
where it is extremely unlikely: these include the disciples’ question in GTh 20.1
(‘tell us what the kingdom of heaven is like’),68 GTh 38.2 (‘days are coming when

64  DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas’, 189-191. See further eadem, Recovering the Original
Gospel of Thomas, 77-95.

65 DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas), 189.

66 DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas), 191.

67  See DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 98. The sayings are GTh 12, the
result of a ‘leadership crisis), and GTh 68.2, the result of ‘relocation’.

68 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 106-107.
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you will seek after me but will not find me’),%° the collection of material in GTh
22,70 and the parable of the woman with the jar.”!

The third principle is flawed because it determines the outcome in advance.
DeConick divides it into two parts, each with an opening explanation:

a. Shifts in writing

As new groups of people joined the community, new types of sayings
would have been incorporated into the text, sayings which would have
reflected the needs, desires, beliefs, and interpretations of the shifting
constituency.”?

b. Shifts in reading

Not only would changes in the membership of the community have re-
sulted in new material entering the gospel but it would have resulted in
interpretative shifts within the interpretative reading of the gospel.”

Constructing history on the basis of what ‘would have been’ the case is clearly
an unsound procedure.

Finally, one can note the flaw in what DeConick sees as the corroborating
evidence for her approach. She sees remarkable convergences between the
reconstructed kernel of Thomas, on the one hand, and the Diatessaron and Q
on the other: ‘striking agreement between Tatian and the kernel Thomas,* and
the fact that no Thomas sayings with a Q parallel can be found in the later strata
(they all appear in the kernel)—this also cannot be coincidence’.? Indeed,
neither of these correlations are coincidental. In the first case, the correla-
tions between the Diatessaron and Thomas (leaving aside here the speculative
nature of any reconstruction of the Diatessaron), which are actually not as exact
as claimed,”® are in fact an inevitable result of the method. The kernel Gospel

69 Thus DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 155; eadem, Recovering the
Original Gospel of Thomas, 172.

70  DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 115, repeats the idea that the delay of
the eschaton is a key theme here, though again it is absent.

71 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 271.

72 DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas’, 191.

73 DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas’, 192.

74  DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas’, 197.

75  DeConick, ‘Original Gospel of Thomas’, 198.

76  DeConick notes two exceptions, GTh 1 and 113 (‘Original Gospel of Thomas’, 197); in fact,
the article of Quispel which she cites has others (GTh 12; 65; 76), and omits GTh 46; 74. See
G. Quispel, ‘I’ Evangile selon Thomas et le Diatessaron’, VC 13 (1959), 87-117 (89-95).
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has been reconstructed on the basis that distinctively Thomasine elements, or
other material reflective of later community concerns, etc., can be straightfor-
wardly be identified as subsequent accretions. The implicit basis for identifying
what is ‘primitive’ (as opposed to what reflects later decades) is therefore the
Jesus tradition in the Synoptics. Ergo, it is no surprise that when one compares
the kernel to the Diatessaron, the former (which contains mainly Synoptic
material) overlaps almost entirely with the latter, which by its very nature con-
tains all that Synoptic material. The same applies with DeConick’s comparison
with Q. When one strips Thomas down with the result that it contains largely
Synoptic material (again, having operated with the implicit assumption that
the Synoptic material defines to a large extent what is primitive), it is hardly
surprising that half of the remaining kernel overlaps with Q. It is no coincidence
at all, but an inevitable consequence.

This can quickly be seen by examining DeConick’s treatment of the dia-
logues.”” These should provide a useful test-case, since, as we have seen, DeCon-
ick avers that dialogues are some of the material most likely to contain easily
identifiable later material. 23 out of the 114 logia in Thomas are dialogues (GTh
6, 12, 13, 18, 20, 21, 22, 24, 37, 43, 51, 52, 53, 60, 61, 72, 79, 91, 99, 100, 104, 113,
114). DeConick sees kernel material in 11 out of these 23.78 Noticeably, with one
exception, all the material in these 11 logia located in the kernel is Synoptic
material, and the one exception might naturally be labeled ‘Synoptic-type'—
it is the negative form of the golden rule (6.2—3). The rest is all paralleled in
the Synoptic Gospels: 20.2—4 (the parable of the mustard seed), 21.10-11 (apho-
risms from the Synoptic Gospels), 24.3 (Synoptic saying), 61.1 (Synoptic saying),
72 and 79 (Synoptic dialogues), 91.2 (Synoptic saying), 99, 100.1-3 and 104 (Syn-
optic dialogues).

Conclusion

DeConick’s method is actually in practice remarkably similar to Crossan’s.
Since the ‘Synoptic Jesus’ tacitly provides a framework for assessing what is
primitive and what is later in Thomas, Crossan’s ‘Gos. Thom. I and DeConick’s

77  See DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 67-85. The categories ‘question
and answer units’ (67-68) and ‘dialogues’ (68-69) slightly confusingly do not include all
this material, and it is unclear why the latter category does not include the former.

78  The kernel gospel is that delineated in DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of
Thomas, 97—98.
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kernel both consist almost entirely of material paralleled in the Synoptic Gos-
pels. This occurs through what is largely a circular process. As a result, the cases
above arguing that Thomas is a rolling corpus cannot be regarded as proven.
The present commentary will therefore proceed without reliance on any such
speculative archaeology, and will instead examine the form(s) of the text which
we have in the extant manuscripts.



CHAPTER 3

Named Testimonia to Thomas'

The number of references to Thomas in late antiquity and beyond indicates
just how persistent curiosity or concern about works such as Thomas was.
Testimonia explicitly mentioning Thomas are merely listed here; the individual
passages have been discussed at greater length elsewhere.? The present list
roughly doubles the number noted in the most extensive previous catalogue,
that of Attridge.? This list consists of 3.1-39, which are fairly clear testimonia,
and 3.40—48 which are more dubious.

31 (?Ps-)Hippolytus, Ref. 5.7.20—21 (c. 225 CE)*

00 udvov (&) abTAVY EMIUapTUPEY Qaat T& Adyw ta Acouplwy puothpla xal Ppuydv
(3Ma xal T Alyumtiov) TEp THY TV YEYOVOTWY Xal YIWVOUEVWY XAl ETOMEVWY ETL
poncaplay xpuBopéviy opod xat pavepovpévny @UaLY, HVmep ¢yatl (TVv) évtog dvlpw-
o Pagtieioy odpavay yrovpévyy, Tept Mg Stoppndyy &v T@ xatd Owudy Emtypago-
uéve edaryyerin mapadiddaat Aéyovtes obtwg: "Epe 6 (ntdv ebpyoet év maudiotg drrd
ETQV EmTd- Exel Yap v TG TEToapeaxadexd Ty aldvt xpuPdpevos gavepodual.

Tolito 3¢ odx Eatv Xplatod 4G TrmoxpdToug Aéyovtog: ‘Emta éTddv Tl mortpog
Hutov. 80ev obtol TV dpyEyovoy QUaLY TAV EAwy v dpxeYdve TIBEuevoL oTtéppartt, To
‘Trmoxpatelov dxnxodTeg 6Tt EaTiv Huav Tatpodg Tatdiov Enta ETév, év Tolg Téooapat
(xol 8éxa) pacty Eteat, xotd TV OwpAy, elvat povepolpevoy.

They (i.e. the Naassenes) say not only that the mysteries of the Assyrians and
Phrygians support their own doctrine, (but also that the same is the case with

1 Bibliography: H.-C. Puech, ‘Une collection de paroles de Jésus récemment retrouvée: L’ évan-
gile selon Thomas’, Academie des Inscriptions et Belles Lettres: Comptes Rendus (1957),146-166,
esp. 149-152; Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments’, 103—-109; M. Grosso, Adyot Améxpvgot:
Aspetti della ricezione del Vangelo secondo Tommaso nel cristianesimo antico (PhD, University
of Turin, 2007), 24—38; S.R. Johnson, Hippolytus’s Refutatio and the Gospel of Thomas’, JECS 18
(2010), 305-326; S.J. Gathercole, ‘Named Testimonia to the Gospel of Thomas: An Expanded
Inventory and Analysis, HTR 105 (2012), 53-89.

2 Gathercole, ‘Named Testimonia to the Gospel of Thomas'.

Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments’, 103-109.
P. Wendland, ed. Hippolytus Werke. Dritte Band: Refutatio Omnium Haeresium (GCS 26; Leip-
zig: Hinrichs, 1916), 83.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2014 DOI: 10.1163/9789004273252_004
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those of the Egyptians) about the blessed nature—at the same time hidden and
appearing—of those that have been, are, and are yet to come. This, they say, is
the kingdom of heaven to be sought within man, about which they expressly
pass on a statement in the Gospel entitled ‘according to Thomas), as follows:
‘He who seeks me will find me in children from seven years old. For there, in
the fourteenth aeon I am hidden and yet appear.

But this is not from Christ but from Hippocrates, who said, ‘The child of
seven years is half of his father. From this they locate the original nature of
all things in its original seed, having heard this Hippocratic doctrine that ‘the
child of seven years is half of his father’ So they say that in four(teen) years,
according to Thomas, he is revealed.

3.2 Origen, Hom. in Luc. 1 (c. 233—244 CE)®

TS pévTol Emyeypapuévoy xatd Aiyvmtiovg edayyéAlov xal T EmLyeypoupevoy TAVY
dwdexa edoryyéhlov ot auyypdnpavtes Emeyeipyoav. 1Oy 8¢ étdAunoe xal Baotieidng
yednpout xotd Baotheidny edoryyéAtov. oMol uév odv émeyeipnoom. pépetal yap xal
T6 xatd Owudv edayyéAlov xal o xard Matdiov xal dMa mAeiova. Tadtd EoTt TGV
EmyelpNoavTwy: Ta 8¢ Tégoapa évov Tpoxpivel V) Tod Beod ExxAnaia.

Those, however, who composed what is entitled the Gospel according to the
Egyptians, and that entitled the Gospel of the Twelve—they ‘set their hands to
it" Basilides had already ventured to write the Gospe! according to Basilides.
Therefore ‘many have set their hands to it' For also in circulation is the Gospe!
according to Thomas, as well as the Gospel according to Matthias and many
others. These come from those who ‘set their hands to it, but the church of
God approves four alone.

3.3 Eusebius, HE 3.25.6 (c. 311-323 CE)®

.. O eldévar Eyotuev adTdg TE TAVTAG XAl TAG GVOATL TAY ATOTTOAWY TPOG TRV
alpeTie@v Tpopepopévag ol ws ITétpou xat Owud xat Matbia 1 xai Tvwv Tapd

5 M. Rauer, ed. Die Homilien zu Lukas in der Ubersetzung des Hieronymus und die griechischen
Reste der Homilien und des Lukas-Kommentars (Origenes Werke, 9; GCS 35; Berlin: Akademie-
Verlag, 1959), 5, 1. 9—11.

6 E. Schwarz, ed. Eusebius Werke. Zweiter Band: Die Kirchengeschichte I-V (GCS 9.1; Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1903), 252.
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ToOTOUG AMWY dayYEALA TIEPLEXOVTNS (SC. Ypapds) 1) wg Avdpéov xai Twdvvou xal
6V Ny dmootéhwy mpdEelg @V 008EV 0OSAUAG EV TUYYPAUUATL TRV XoTd TG
Sradoxds ExxANTLaaTIN@Y TIS dvnp €lg Ly dyaryely nEiwaey ...

... so that we might be able to know both these, and those put forward in the
names of the apostles by the heretics—whether writings consisting of Gospels
as if of Peter, or Thomas, or Matthias, or of any others in addition to them; or
Acts as if of Andrew or John or other apostles. For of them, no man from among
those churchmen of the successions has thought it appropriate to make any
reference in a work at all ...

3.4 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechesis 4.36 (c. 348 CE)”

T 8¢ wovijg Stabrens, Ta Téooapa pbvar edaryyEALar Ta 3& Aotma Pevdemtiypaga xal
BAafepa TuyydveL. Eypaoy xat Moviyaltot xatd Owpdy edoyyéhiov, dep edwdia Thg
edayYEAKTG TTpoTwVVpiag Emixeypwauévoy, StagBeipet Tag Puxds TOV ATAOUGTEPWY.

Of the New Testament, there are only four Gospels. The others are falsely
attributed and harmful. The Manichees wrote the ‘Gospel according to Thom-
as’, which is dabbed on the surface with the fragrance of the title ‘Gospel, but
which destroys the souls of simpler folk.

3.5 Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechesis 6.31 (c. 348 CE)8

TobhTou padntal Tpels yeydvaal, Owuds xai Badddg xal Epuds. undels dvayvwoxétw
76 xortd Owpdy edaryyghiov: o0 Ydip EoTiv €vog TAVY dwdexa oo Té WY, GAN EVog TGV
wox®v Te1&v Tod Madvy) pabntév.

He (Mani) had three disciples, Thomas, Baddas and Hermas. Let no-one read
the Gospel according to Thomas. For it is not from one of the twelve apostles,
but from one of the three evil disciples of Mani.

7 PG 33.500B.
8 PG 33.593A.
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3.6 Didymus the Blind, Commentary on Ecclesiastes 8,3—7 (second half
of fourth cent. cg)®

S1a Tobto yobv xat 6 pétepog Abyog dmaryopedel TV AVAYVWTY TGV ATOXPVQWY, ETEL
oM &[Pev]doypaendm. xal ypdag Tig Eméypapey adTd edaryy€[AL]ov &l TU)OL xaTA
Owpdv 1) xard TTE[tpov]. xai xaddv Tig dpxaiog énioxomog elmey &xxdotas|t]xds:
Aid To0710, PY|Tty, xwAbouey TV [EvT]evév TOV dmoxpdpwy Sid Todg i) Suvauévoug
S| ot]€Nhew Td &v adTols worTapyévta OT[ O alp|eBedv.

Therefore also our teaching forbids the reading of the apocrypha, since many
have been written under false names. Someone writes and then calls his book
a Gospel, whether it might be ‘according to Thomas’ or ‘according to Peter’!
But one ancient bishop of the church has put it well: ‘For this reason, he says,
‘we prevent the study of the apocrypha: because of those who are not able to
distinguish what has been combined in them by heretics.’

3.7 Jerome, Commentarium in Mattheum, Prologue (late fourth
cent. CE)'°

... Et perseverantia usque ad praesens tempus monumenta declarant, quae a
diversis auctoribus edita, diversarum hereseon fuere principia, ut est illud iuxta
Aegyptios, et Thoman, et Matthian, et Bartholomeum, duodecim quoque apos-
tolorum, et Basilidis atque Apellis, ac reliquorum quos enumerare longissimum
est.

... And works surviving up to the present time, which were composed by
various authors and have been the founts of diverse heresies, make it clear.
I am referring to that (Gospel) according to the Egyptians, and Thomas, and
Matthias, and Bartholomew;, as well as ‘of the Twelve Apostles’, and of Basilides,
and of Apelles, and of others whom it would take too long to enumerate.

9 G. Binder & L. Liesenborghs, eds. Didymos der Blinde. Kommentar zum Ecclesiastes. Teil L1:
Kommentar zu Eccl. Kap. 1,1-2,14 (Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlungen 25; Bonn:
Habelt, 1979), 22.

10  D.Hurst & M. Adriaen, eds. S. Hieronymi Presbyteri Commentariorum in Mattheum Libri IV
(CC, SL 77; Turnhout: Brepols, 1969), 1; also PL 26.17A.
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3.8 Ambrose, Expositio Evangelii secundum Lucam 1.2 (c. 389 CE)!!

Et aliud quidem fertur euangelium, quod duodecim scripsisse dicuntur. ausus
etiam Basilides euangelium scribere, quod dicitur secundum Basilidem. fertur
etiam aliud euangelium, quod scribitur secundum Thoman. novi aliud scrip-
tum secundum Matthian. legimus aliqua, ne legantur; legimus, ne ignoremus;
legimus, non ut teneamus, sed ut repudiemus et ut sciamus qualia sint in quibus
magnifici isti cor exaltant suum.

And indeed there is another Gospel in circulation, which the Twelve are said
to have written. Basilides has also ventured to write a Gospel, which is called
‘According to Basilides. There is also in circulation another Gospel, which
is entitled ‘According to Thomas’ I know of another entitled ‘According to
Matthias’. We have read some of them so that they may not be read; we have
read them so that we may not be ignorant of them; we have read them not in
order to hold to them, but to reject them and to know what the nature is of
these books in which those prideful men have elevated their hearts.

3.9 Philip of Side, Church History, Fragment (after 430 CE)'?

mAgloTol T@VY dpyaiwy TV Tewdvvov EmaToANv 0b Tpoaievtal £Tépov Tvog Twdvvou
T T olduevot. 1o 3¢ xal ‘EBpaious ebaryyéAtov wal 0 Aeyopevov IIéTpou xat Owud
TeEAEIWG ATTERAAOV alpeTOY TADTA TUYYPAUUATA AEYOVTES.

Most of the ancients did not accept the epistle of John, thinking it to be
of a different John. But they completely rejected the Gospe! according to the
Hebrews and those called ‘of Peter’, and ‘of Thomas), saying that they were the
compositions of heretics.

11 C. (Karl) Schenkl, ed. Sancti Ambrosii Opera. Pars Quarta: Expositio Evangelii secundum
Lucan (CSEL 32.4; Leipzig: Freytag, 1902), 10-11.

12 C. de Boor, Neue Fragmente des Papias, Hegesippus und Pierius in bisher unbekannten
Excerpten aus der Kirchegeschichte des Philippus Sidetes (TU 5/2; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1888),
169 (no. 4).
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310  Pseudo-Athanasius, Synopsis scripturae sacrae (c. 550 CE?)!3

Tig Néag maAw Awdnung avtideydpeva tadTa.

Iepiodot étpov, ITepiodot Twdavvov, Ieplodot Owud, Edaryyéhov xatd Owud, Al-
oty dmootéhwy, Khnpévtia, ¢§ v peteppdodnooy éxdeyévra td dAnbéatepa xal
Bedmvevata. TadTa T& dvoryvwardueva.

These are the disputed works of the New Testament:

The journeys of Peter; the Journeys of John; the Journeys of Thomas; the Gospel
according to Thomas; the Teaching of the Apostles; the Clementines. By these,
quite true and divinely inspired matters have been selected and paraphrased.
These are read.

3.11 Decretum Gelasianum 5.3 (sixth cent. CE)!*

Euangelium nomine Mathiae, apocryphum.

Euangelium nomine Barnabae, apocryphum.

Euangelium nomine lacobi minoris, apocryphum.

Euangelium nomine Petri apostoli, apocryphum.

Euangelium nomine Thomae quibus Manichaei utuntur, apocryphum.
Euangelia nomine Bartholomaei, apocrypha.

Euangelia nomine Andreae, apocrypha.

Euangelia quae falsavit Lucianus, apocrypha.

Euangelia quae falsavit Hesychius, apocrypha.

The Gospel with the name of Matthias, apocryphal.

The Gospel with the name of Barnabas, apocryphal.

The Gospel with the name of James the Less, apocryphal.

The Gospel with the name of the apostle Peter, apocryphal.

The Gospel with the name of Thomas, which the Manichees use, apocryphal.
Gospels with the name of Bartholomew, apocryphal.

Gospels with the name of Andrew, apocryphal.

Gospels which Lucianus has fabricated, apocryphal.

Gospels which Hesychius has fabricated, apocryphal.

13 PG 28.432B.
14  E. von Dobschiitz, Das Decretum Gelasianum de libris recipiendis et non recipiendis (TU
38/4; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1912), 11.
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312  Pseudo-Leontius of Byzantium, De sectis 3.2 (mid-late sixth
cent. CE)"®

obrot xal Bifia Tvd Eavtols xauvotopodat. Aéyouat yap edoryyEhtov xorrd Owudy ol
Doy, drep Npels odx topey.

These people also invent various books for themselves. For they talk of a Gospe!
according to Thomas, and of that according to Philip, books which we do not
recognise.

313  Timothy of Constantinople, De receptione haereticorum (late sixth
cent.?)!6

ot &' &’ adtod Beoatuyeic Maviyaiot xatvotopodaty Eautols Satpovicady Pipia, dmep
elot Tade:

To {&v Edaryyéhiov

‘0 Bnoavpds tig Lwijs

‘H tév 'ETIoToAGV 6pdg

‘H tév Muatplwy

‘H éntdAoyog AAoylov

‘H tév Edyé@v

‘H t6v xepodainy

‘H tév yrydvrwv Mpoyparteio

TO ¥td OwUdy edoryyEMov

U 10 xatd iAo edaryyEAtov

' Al mpdkeig Avdpéou tod dmootéiou
1p" 'H mevrexoudexdty mpog Aaodixels Emiatoln
Y’ Ta Ioudued Aeyopeva tod Kupiov ...

7 <. ™ R

D= YN O O

Those accursed Manichees after him (sc. Mani) invent devilish books for them-
selves, which are as follows:

1. The Living Gospel

2. The Treasure of Life

15 PG 86-1.1213C.
16 PG 86-1.21C.
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3. The Collection of Letters

4. The Collection of Mysteries

5. The Heptalogus of Alogius

6. The Collection of Prayers

7. The Collection of Kephalaia

8. The Deeds of the Giants

9. The Gospel according to Thomas

10. The Gospel according to Philip

11. The Acts of the Apostle Andrew

12. The Fifteenth Epistle: to the Laodiceans
13. The So-called Childhood Deeds of the Lord ...

3.14  Bede, In Lucae evangelii expositio 1, Prologue (late seventh, early
eighth cent.)!”

Denique nonnulli Thomae, alii Bartholomaei, quidam Matthiae, aliqui etiam
duodecim apostolorum titulo reperiuntur falso sua scripta praenotasse.

Finally, a few ‘Thomases’, various ‘Bartholomews), certain ‘Matthiases’, even
some ‘twelve apostles’ are found to have named their writings with false ti-
tles.

3.15 John of Damascus, Orationes de imaginibus tres 1116 (c. 730 CE)'®

Maviyaiot guvéypapay T xatd Owudy edaryyéMov ypdpate xal DElS TO xatd
Aéovta edaryyELov.

The Manichees composed the Gospel according to Thomas. As for you—go and
write the Gospel according to Leo!

17 PL 92.307C
18 P.B. Kotter, ed. Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos, vol. 3 (Patristische Texte und
Studien 17; Berlin: De Gruyter, 1975), 113.
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316  Actsofthe Second Council of Nicaea 6.5 (787 CE)!°

ol 16 xatd Owpdv Maviyalol Tapeianyayov edayyéhov, Smep 1) xaBoAixy) éxxAnaia
WG GMSTpLov eVTEPAS dToTTPEETAL.

And the Manichees have introduced that “Gospel according to Thomas”, which
the Catholic Church piously rejects as foreign.

3.17 (Anon.) Quaestiones uel Glosae in euangelio nomine: Quaestiones
euangelii 2 (late eighth cent.)2°

Sanctus Hieronimus dicit plures fuisse qui euangelia scripserunt, ut Lucas euan-
gelista testatur dicens: quoniam quidem multi conati sunt ordinare narrationem
rerum, quae in nobis conpletae sunt, sicut tradiderunt nobis qui ab initio ipsi
uiderunt, quia multos hereses (et) eorum doctores inuenimus praesumptiuo spir-
itu euangelia conscripsisse {et) nomina non sua sed aliorum praenotasse, quos
et lohannis in epistola sua anticristos uocat, qui et in carne minime dominum
confitebantur uenisse, et ideo ipsa falsa euangelia, quae scribebant, non sua sed
aliorum nomina praenotauerunt, ut facilius in errore inducerent; ut est illud apud
Aegiptios, euangelium Thoman, Mathian, Bartholomeum, duodecim quoque
apostolorum nomina, Basilidis atque Apellis et reliquorum quos enumerare long-
issimum est.

Saint Jerome says that there have been many who have written Gospels, as
Luke the Evangelist testifies: “Since many have undertaken to make an orderly
account of the things which have been fulfilled among us, just as those who
themselves saw from the beginning have passed down to us”, since we have
found many heresies and their teachers, with prideful spirits, to have composed
Gospels and called them not by their own names but by the names of others.
These teachers John calls in his Epistle ‘antichrists’, those who do not really
confess that the Lord has come in the flesh. And as such, they have not named
these same false Gospels, which they have written, with their own names
but with those of others, in order more easily to lead people into error. I am

19  Giovanni Domenico [].D.] Mansi, ed. Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio,
vol. 13 (Florence: Zatta, 1767), 293B.

20 R.E.McNally, ed. Scriptores Hiberniae Minores. Pars I (CCSL108B; Turnhout: Brepols, 1973),
133.
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speaking of that according to the Egyptians, the Gospel according to Thomas,
according to Mat(t)hias, Bartholomew, also the names of the twelve apostles,
of Basilides, and of Apelles, and of others whom it would take too long to
enumerate.

318  Paul the Deacon, Homily 59: In natali Sancti Lucae evangelistae
(end of eighth cent.)?!

et perseverantia usque ad praesens tempus monumenta declarant, quae diversis
auctoribus edita, diversarum haeresum fuerunt principia, ut est illud quod appel-
latur Evangelium juxta Aegyptios, secundum Thomam et Matthiam, et Bartholo-
maeum, duodecim quoque apostolos, ac Basilidem atque Apellem, et caeteros
quos enumerare longum est ...

... And works surviving up to the present time, which were composed by
various authors and have been the founts of diverse heresies, make it clear.
I am referring to that which is called the Gospel according to the Egyptians,
that according to Thomas, according to Matthias, and according to Bartholomew,
as well as according to the Twelve Apostles, and according to Basilides, and
according to Apelles, and others which it would take too long to enumerate

319  (Anon.), Commentariolus Byzantinus, Scholion §1 (no later than
ninth cent.)??

xplalg TOWMUATWY KEV V) AxPLBYS YVATIS TRV TTOWATwY AéyeTal: TadTy TH NxpBw-
KEVY] YVWOEL XPWUEVOS 6 YpaupaTinog Sl yivwaxew ta BipAia Ths exxdnalag mavta,
TOUTETTWY TV TraAatay xal xavyy Stadpayy, tva 8tav dxotoy euviy Eéwny xal oby-
yooppa 1) Toinpa Pevdés, uy SéEntan adtd tg dANBVdY, Emeid) Eo Ty edaryyEALo xaTd:
Ouwudy Aeydpevov. Sl 3€ YIVIIKEW TOV YPAUUATINOY TA OVOUATA XAl TAG Quvag TRV
EVOYYEALTTAY, ot ui) GMNOTpLov xal Peudeg edaryyéhov déEnTar:

21 PL 95.1533B.
22 A. Hilgard, ed. Scholia in Dionysii Thracis artem grammaticam (Grammatici Graeci I/3;
Leipzig: Teubner, 1901), 565-586 (568), and xxxvii on the date.
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Judgment of works is said to be accurate knowledge of those works. In making
use of this refined knowledge, the scholar must know all the books of the
church, that is, the Old and New Testaments, so that when he hears a foreign
phrase and a false book or work, he does not receive it as true—there is, after
all, also a Gospel according to Thomas! It is necessary for the scholar to know
the words and phrases of the Evangelists, so that he does not receive a different
and false Gospel.

3.20  Nicephorus, Chronographia brevis (c. 850 CE, perhaps earlier)?3
xai 8oa TG véag elaty dmdxpugar

o' Ieplodot ITétpov atiywy ,fv’

B" Tlepiodog Twdvvov atixwv By’

Y Tlepiodog Owud atiywv o’

3" Edaryyéhiov xatd Owpdy atiywy ot
Aoy dmoatéhwy atiywy ...

And these are the apocrypha of the New Testament:

The journeys of Peter: 2750 lines.

The journey of John: 2600 lines.

The journey of Thomas: 1600 lines.

The Gospel according to Thomas: 1300 lines.

EANE S-S S

The Teaching of the Apostles: 200 lines ...

3.21 George the Sinner, Chronicon breve 3.162 (ninth cent., after
842CE)?**

TohTou ¢ pabntal yeydvaat Tpels: Owpds, xai Bouddag, xat ‘Epuds, €& dv odtog 6
Owudg BiPhov e&édwue Aeyopuévny Edaryyéhiov xata Owudy: undels tolvuv dvarytve-
oxéTw TO xatd Owudv EdaryyéAlov. ob yap éatv €vog T@vV 1, GAN €vog TGV TPIQY
woe@v 100 Mavy uadntédv.

23 C. de Boor, ed. Nicephori Archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opuscula historica (Leipzig:
Teubner, 1880), 135; also PG 100.1060B.
24  PGuo.556C.
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He (Mani) had three disciples: Thomas, Bouddas and Hermas. Of these, this
Thomas produced a book called the ‘Gospel according to Thomas'. As such,
let no-one read the Gospel according to Thomas. For it is not from one of the
Twelve, but from one of the three evil disciples of Mani.

3.22 Peter of Sicily, Historia Manichaeorum seu Paulicianorum 67-68
(c. 870 CE)?5

padntat 3¢ TovTtov Tob dvtiyploTov Mdvevtog yeydvaat Swdexa: Xigtviog 6 TovTou
diddoxog, xai Owpds 6 T xat adTdv paviyoixdy edaryyéhov cuvtdEag, Bouddas te
xat ‘Eppag, "Adavtog xal Aduavtog, ov AméaTelAey gig Stdpopa wAlporTar xpuxa THg
TAGnG. eEnynTal 8¢ adtod xai dmopwpatiotal yeydvaow Tépak xal ‘Hpaxheidng
wat AgBoviog. bmfipyov 8¢ adTé xal Etepot nabdytal tpels Aydmiog 6 ™V ‘ErtdAoyov
ouvtdEag, xat Zapodag xai TaBptdBiog. undelg dvaryvwaxétw to xorrd Owpdy eday-
YEALOV: 00 Ydip EaTIv £VoG TAVY Stdexa AmoaTOAWY, AAN Evog TV Swdexa xax®v Tod
dvtiypiotov Mdvevtog pabntdv: wite m)v ‘Entdioyov Ayamiov, uite xTA.

There were twelve disciples of this antichrist Mani: Sisinnius his successor;
Thomas, who composed the Manichaean Gospel named according to him;
Bouddas and Hermas; Adantus, and Ademantus whom he (Mani) sent to dif-
ferent regions as a herald of that deception. Hierax, Heracleides and Aphtho-
nius were his interpreters and recorders. He had three other disciples: Agapius
(who composed the Heptalogus), Zarouas and Gabriabius. Let no-one read the
Gospel of Thomas. For it is not from one of the twelve disciples, but from one
of the twelve evil disciples of the antichrist Mani. Neither should one read the
Heptalogus of Agapius, nor ... etc.

3.23  Long Greek Abjuration Formula 3 (c. 870s)%6

dvadepartiln oy matépa Mdvevtog, otéxiov, ola Pevatiy xal tod Pevdods matépa,
wal ™y adtod pntépa Kapoaoav xat Tépaxa xal Hpoudheidny xal Agpboviov, Todg

25  D.Papachryssanthou, ‘Les sources grecques pour I histoire des Pauliciens d’ Asie Mineure
L. Pierre de Sicile. Histoire des Pauliciens, Travaux et mémoires 4 (1970), 3—67 (31); also
PG 104.1265C.

26 S.N.C.Lieu, ed., G. Fox & J. Sheldon, trs. Greek and Latin Sources on Manichaean Cosmogony
and Ethics (Corpus fontium Manichaeorum Series subsidia 6; Turnhout: Brepols, 2010),
140.
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DTOUVNUATIOTAS Xl EEVYNTAS TRV TOVTOV GUYYPAUUUAT®WY, Xal ToVG AouTtods adTod
padyytdg dmavrag, Ziotviov Tov Siddoyov g TolTov paviag, Owudv tév cuvtakde-
vov T ¥t aTov Aeydpevoy Edaryyélov, Boudav, ‘Epudy wTA.

I anathematize the father of Mani, Patecius, as aliar and the father of the lie, and
his mother Carossa, and Hierax, Heraclides and Aphthonius, the commenta-
tors and interpreters of his writings, and all the rest of his disciples: Sisinnius the
successor of his mania, Thomas who composed the Gospel said to be according
to him, Boudas, Hermas, etc.

3.24  Synodicon Orthodoxiae, Anathemata synodica 10 (tenth—eleventh
cent.)?’

T dmodeyopéve 1) aTépyovtt TO PiAlov T xohodpevov Afjupa, 1) Tag cuvtaryeioag
o’ ADTAVY TEVTE ETUTTOAAS, 1) TO xorta atotyelov BLAlov, 1) T6 xatd Owpdv edaryyé-
Atov, xail py) Bdedvosopéve taldto xal Stamtdovtt g &&lo vta TupdS TapavEAWUA
yevéaDay, avabepa.

To whomever accepts or has affection for the book called The Oracle, or the five
Epistles composed by them, or the Alphabetical Book, or the Gospel according
to Thomas, and does not abominate these and spit upon them as being worth
only to be burned: Anathema.

3.25  Pseudo-Photius, On the Recent Reappearance of the Manichaeans 50
(eleventh cent.)?8

pabntal uévrot tod Suowvidpov Mdvevtog yeyévaat Swdexa Xiatviog 6 xai T6 d&lwpa
advtod Thg duaoePods didaanaiog dvadetduevog, xal Owuds 6 Té xat’ adTév dvopa-
Lopevov cuvtadpevos Edvoryyéhtov, Bovdag e xai ‘Eppds xal Adduovtos xai Adei-
pavtog, 6v xal Stagdpolg Stémepe *Aipaat Tig TAAWS xal THS dmoataciag adTdv
XNPUXA ...

27 ] Gouillard, ‘Le Synodikon de I’ Orthodoxie’, Travaux et mémoires 2 (1967), 1-316. For the
anathemas, see ‘Appendix III. Les anathémes parasites de Ma, fol. 74-75" (= pp. 306—313;
also pp. 17-18).

28  W. Wolska-Conus, ‘Les sources grecques pour I histoire des Pauliciens d’ Asie Mineure III.
Photius: Récit de la réapparition des Manichéens) Travaux et mémoires 4 (1970), 99-173
(137); also PG 102.41B.
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There were, however, twelve disciples of the disreputable Mani: Sisinius, who
also succeded to his rank in impious teaching, and Thomas who composed the
Gospel named according to him, and Boudas and Hermas and Adamantus, and
Adimantus whom he also dispatched to various regions as a herald of their
deception and apostasy ...

3.26  Basilica (Scholia) Book 21, Title 1: Chapter 45.3 (eleventh cent.)?®

oi Mavévtog tod IIépgov pabyral ddo apyds eiodyovtes xat Svo Beovg, dyadov xat
oV PG, TV oy Bpyoxeioy afetodal T¢) Tovnpd adTHY ATOVEROVTES Xal THV XEVIV
Bragenuodaw. Eyovat O¢ Tivar edaryyEALa Tapéyypamta xatd Pilirmov xal Owudy.

The disciples of the Persian Mani adduce two principles and two Gods, a good
and an evil. They reject all piety, assigning it to the evil and blaspheming it
as vain. They have some Gospels which they have written additionally, that
‘according to Philip’ and that ‘according to Thomas

3.27  Athos, Iviron, 728 (56) = NT Ms. GA 1006: Gloss on Jn 7.53-8.11 (11th
cent.)3¢

TO xe@aAatov To0To Tod xaTd Owpdy edaryyeAiov €aTiv.

This chapter is from the Gospel according to Thomas.

3.28  Euthymius of Constantinople, Epistula Invectiva (c. mid—11th
cent.)3!

Ypaiget O €ig TO TTHAITELTXG TAV AlpeTK@Y 6 dytlog Kdptahog Tepogorduwy xat
Tolto, 4TI MpogExeTe, ddedqpol, Tod Wy Avayvaaxew TO xatd Owpdy edayyEALov,

29 D. Holwerda & H.J. Scheltema, eds. Basilicorum libri LX, Series B: Scholia (Scripta Univer-
sitatis Groninganae; Groningen: Wolters, 1959), 4:1268.

30 K. Lake, Texts from Mount Athos (Studia Biblica et Ecclesiastica, Vol. V, Part II; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1903), 173.

31 G. Ficker, Die Phundagiagiten: Ein Beitrag zur Ketzergeschichte des byzantinischen Mitte-
lalters (Leipzig: ].A. Barth, 1908), 161.
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émel obx €0t Tod dmoatéiov Xptatod Tod dANBvod Beod Npwy, I €Tépov Buud
atpetcod, Tod Mdvevtog uabytod.

Saint Cyril of Jerusalem also writes against the records of the heretics the fol-
lowing: ‘Be careful, brothers, not to read the Gospe!l according to Thomas, since
it is not of the apostle of Christ our true God, but of another—heretical—
Thomas, the disciple of Mani’

3.29  Theophylact of Ohrid, Vita Clementis Ochridensis 28 (late
eleventh—early twelfth cent.)32

el pév 0y g Moawviyadot T xartd Owpdy edaryyéAiov, oltwg DueTs G0 Tt Tpoeveyxely
Eyete TV TtV mept tod Tvedpartog Sidaoxokioy lonynoduevoy, Seifate Todto
AEXAVOVITUEVOY XAl TLTTNTOUEY, HAMoY 3¢ xal wg EDEPYETAS TIUYTopEY. €l 38 Téo-
capat pev dpxals 6 ths eindmaiag mapddetoog éx uids TyTis xeopévarg motileta,
Matfodov, Mdpxov, Aovxdv xai Twdvvny, oluat, cuwixate. 6 8¢ méuntov elodywy
edaryyEALOV TPLOXATAPATOS.

So if, like the Manichees with the Gospel according to Thomas, you likewise have
something else to offer which has introduced this teaching about the Spirit,
show us that it has been canonised, and we will be silent. More than that—we
will even honour you as benefactors. If the paradise of the church is watered
by four principles (albeit flowing from a single spring), then understand them,
as it were, to be Matthew, Mark, Luke and John. But he who introduces a fifth
Gospel is thrice-accursed.

3.30 Sargis Chnohali, Commentary on the Catholic Epistles, ‘Preface to
2Peter’ (1154)

(Armenian original)

Works produced by lost spirits:

The Feast of Mary, and the Gospel which is called ‘of Thomas’, and the Book of

32 A Milev, Gruckite zitija na Kliment Ochridski (Sofia, 1966 ), 76-146 (102).
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the Infancy of Christ, and others similar which, under a semblance of truth, have
aimed to introduce what the church of God has not accepted ... .33

3.31 Gratian, Decretum Pars 1, Distinctio 15, Canon 3, § 35 (early-mid
twelfth cent.)3*

Euangelium nomine Thaddei, apocrifum.

Euangelium nomine Thomae apostoli, quo utuntur Manichei, apocrifum.
Euangelium nomine Barnabae apostoli, apocrifum.

Euangelium nomine Bartolomaei apostoli, apocrifum.

Euangelium nomine Andreae apostoli, apocrifum.

Euangelia quae falsavit Lucianus, apocrifa.

Euangelia quae falsavit Hyrcius, apocrifa.

Gospel with the name of Thaddeus: apocryphal.

Gospel with the name of the Apostle Thomas, which the Manichees use:
apocryphal.

Gospel with the name of Barnabas: apocryphal.

Gospel with the name of Bartholomew: apocryphal.

Gospel with the name of Andrew: apocryphal.

Gospels which Lucianus has fabricated: apocryphal.

Gospels which Hyrcius has fabricated: apocryphal.

3.32  Ivo of Chartres, Decretum IV, 65 (c. eleventh—twelfth cent.)3°

Evangelium nomine Thaddaei, apocryphum.

Evangelium nomine Barnabae, apocryphum.

Evangelium Thomae apostoli quo Manichaei utuntur, apocryphum.
Evangelium nomine Bartholomaei apostoli, apocryphum.
Evangelium nomine Andreae apostoli, apocryphum.

33 On this, see V. Calzolari, ‘Les récits apocryphes de I'enfance dans la tradition arménienne’,
in C. Clivaz, A. Dettwiler, L. Devillers & E. Norelli (with the assistance of B. Bertho), Infancy
Gospels: Stories and Identities (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 560-587 (577).

34  E.Friedberg, ed. Corpus luris Canonici I: Decretum magistri Gratiani (Leipzig: Tauchnitz,
1879), 38.

35 PL 161.280C.
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Evangelia quae falsavit Lucianus, apocrypha.
Evangelia quae falsavit Ysius, apocrypha.

The Gospel in the name of Thaddaeus: apocryphal.

The Gospel in the name of Barnabas: apocryphal.

The Gospel of the apostle Thomas, which the Manichees use: apocryphal.
The Gospel in the name of the apostle Bartholomew: apocryphal.

The Gospel in the name of Andrew the apostle: apocryphal.

The Gospels which Lucian fabricated: apocryphal.

The Gospels which Ysius fabricated: apocryphal.

3.33  Peter Abelard, Sic et Non: Ex decretis Gelasii papae de libris
apocryphis (c. 1122-1142)36

Evangelia Taddei nomine, apocrifa.

Evangelia nomine Barnabae apostoli, apocrifa

Evangelia Thomae apostoli, quibus Manichaei utuntur, apocrifa.
Evangelia nomine Bartholomei apostoli, apocrifa.

Evangelia nomine Andreae apostoli, apocrifa.

Evangelia quae falsavit Lucianus, apocrifa.

Evangelia quae falsavit Ycius, apocrifa.

Gospels with the name of Thaddeus: apocryphal.

Gospels with the name of the apostle Barnabas: apocryphal.

Gospels with the name of the apostle Thomas, which the Manichees use:
apocryphal.

Gospels with the name of the apostle Bartholomew: apocryphal.

Gospels with the name of the apostle Andrew: apocryphal.

Gospels which Lucianus has fabricated: apocryphal.

Gospels which Ycius has fabricated: apocryphal.

51

36  B.B. Boyer & R. McKeon, eds. Peter Abailard. Sic et Non: A Critical Edition (Chicago/

London: University of Chicago Press, 1976-1977), 108-109 (109).
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3.34  Nicetas Seides, Conspectus librorum sacrorum 23 (twelfth cent.)3”

TO pévTol Emyeypapuévoy xata Aiyvmtiovg edayyéAlov xal TO ELyeypaupévoy TQV
Swdexa edaryyehiwv ol quyypdavtes Emexelpnoav. pépetatl 3¢ xal T xatd Owuay
edaryyEhtov. 1Sy 3¢ etéAunoe xal Bagtheldng ypdpat xatd Baotheldnv edayyéAtov.
ToMol pév odv Emeyeipnoay xai xatd Moatdiay xal 8o mAeiova ...

But those who composed the Gospel entitled ‘according to the Egyptians’ and
that entitled ‘Gospels (sic) of the twelve'—they ‘set their hands to it. There
is also a ‘Gospel according to Thomas’ in circulation. Basilides had already
ventured to write his ‘Gospel according to Basilides’. Indeed, then, ‘many have
set their hands to it’; there is also that according to Mathias, and many others ...

3.35 Thomas Aquinas, Catena aurea in Matthaeum, Preface (c. 1264)38

Hieronymus Super Matth. Circa numerum vero Evangelistarum sciendum est
plures fuisse qui Evangelia scripserunt, sicut et Lucas Evangelista testatur dicens:
Quoniam quidem multi conati sunt ordinare etc., et sicut perseverantia usque
ad praesens tempus monumenta declarant, quae a diversis auctoribus edita,
diversarum haereseum fuere principia, ut est illud iuxta Aegyptios, et Thomam et
Matthiam et Bartholomaeum, duodecim quoque apostolorum, et Basilidis, atque
Apellis, et reliquorum, quos enumerare longissimum est.

Jerome, On Matthew: Indeed, concerning the number of Evangelists, it is nec-
essary to know that there are rather many who have who have written Gospels,
just as Luke the Evangelist testifies: ‘Since indeed many have attempted to put
in order, etc.. And works surviving up to the present time, which were com-
posed by various authors and have been the founts of diverse heresies, make it
clear. I am referring to that (Gospel) according to the Egyptians, and Thomas,
and Matthias, and Bartholomew, as well as ‘of the Twelve Apostles’, and of
Basilides and Apelles, and others whom it would take too long to enumerate.

37  PN. Simotas, Nuajra Zeidov Zivoyis tiis Aylag Ipagiis (Analecta Vlatadon 42; Thessalonica:
Patriarchal Institute for Patristic Studies, 1984), 270.

38 A. Guarienti, Catena Aurea in Quattuor Evangelia I. Expositio in Matthaeum et Marcum
(Turin/ Rome: Marietti, 1953), 6.
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3.36  Thomas Aquinas, Catena aurea in Lucam 1.1 (between 1264 and
1274)°

Ambrosius in prooem. in Lucam. Nam sicut multi in Iudaeorum populo divino
infusi spiritu prophetaverunt, alii autem pseudoprophetae erant potius quam
prophetae; sic et nunc in novo testamento multi Evangelia scribere conati sunt,
quae boni nummularii non probarunt: et aliud quidem fertur Evangelium quod
duodecim scripsisse dicuntur: ausus est etiam Basilides Evangelium scribere: fer-
tur aliud secundum Thomam, et aliud secundum Matthiam.

Ambrose, on the Prologue to Luke. For just as many among the people of
the Jews were inspired by the divine Spirit and prophesied while others were
false prophets rather than prophets, so also now in the New Testament many
have tried to write Gospels which good moneyers have not approved. There
is indeed another Gospel in circulation which the Twelve are said to have
written. Basilides also ventured to write a Gospel; there is another in circulation
according to Thomas, and another according to Matthias.

3.37  Mechitar of Ayrivank, Chronicle 1, 33 (c.1285)*°
(Armenian original.)
Then according to the New [Testament]:

The Book of the Infancy of the Lord

The Gospel of Thomas

The Revelation of Peter

Three Wanderings of Paul

The Catholic Epistles of Barnabas and Judas (and) Thomas.

39 A. Guarienti, Catena Aurea in Quattuor Evangelia II. Expositio in Lucam et Ioannem (Turin/
Rome: Marietti, 1953), 6.

40  Translation here from M.E. Stone, ‘Armenian Canon Lists VI: Hebrew Names and Other
Attestations), HTR 94 (2001), 477—491 (485). For the original text, see H.S. Anasyan, Arme-
nian Bibliology, 5—18th Centuries (Erevan: Academy of Sciences, 1959), I.xl (in Armenian;
non vidj).
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Of St. Clement, “Which books are to be accepted?”
Acts, and

Apostolic Canons

The Revelation of John, which is called Pilalimsis
The Counsel of the Mother of God to the Apostles
The Books of Dionysius of Athens

The Epistle of Timothy

The Book of Crispos

The Words of Justos

The Orthodox Sermon

The Epistle of Barnabas.

3.38  Nicephorus Callistus, Historia ecclesiastica Book I1, 46 (late
thirteenth—early fourteenth cent.)*!

ITétpou @épe eimely, Owud te xai Matbaiov, Towg 8¢ xal Tvwy dMwy edaryyéAta
mepleyovoag xal IMpdEeis dmootéhwy Etépwy, domep agAVBpéoy xal Twdvvou mpo-
BaMovtar @v obitig Ty dmootoludv Stadbywv xal @V xabekhis S0 TITTIGY
TUYYPOPEWY UVElay TETOINTAL

Let us take the writings of Peter, and of Thomas and of Matthias, perhaps
also those which consist of some other Gospels and Acts of other Apostles,
just as they put out those of Andrew and John: of these none of the apostolic
successors and generations of ecclesiastical writers have kept any record.

3.39  Samaritan Chronicle I (manuscript dated 1616 CE)*2

DT OTPAR TWR MAWAN NPy Nva Awa owhws awnn onb A ompin o
omAY 158 07D 0%a 0ahY 1K

D0"™¥A DMWY 19D WRIA
00 0N 79NN TN NTWA 18D Uwn
WRI 2pyT WrTpn 11wa 180 whwn

41 PG 145.888C.
42 See].Macdonald & AJ.B. Higgins, ‘The Beginnings of Christianity according to the Samar-
itans), NTS 18 (1971), 54—80: date on 54; text and translation on 66—67.
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mhavn nwa 180 AN
oo on OB NMWa 80 Wnnn
AN WTpn NTWa 180 wwi

The community of the Nazarenes possessed thirty-five Gospels, apart from the
four which have already been mentioned. They are held to be all false. Here are
their titles:

The first: The Gospel-book of the Egyptians

The second:  The Gospel-book of the Birth of Blessed Virgin Mary
The third: The Gospel-book of Saint James the Greater

The fourth: ~ The Gospel-book of the Infancy

The fifth: The Gospel-book of Leucius and Seleucus

The sixth: The Gospel-book of Saint Thomas

Etc.

Possible Additional Instances
3.40  Origen, Commentary on John, Fragment 106 (mid-third century)+3

mepl 0¢ Tod ARG AdyeTal adT® “My) yivov dmiaTog dAAG TaTog” xal elg TO Svopa
3¢ 1o Ouwpd Ttoabra dv Aeydely, 8t OV pév dElwdnoopévwy Omd Tob cwtipog
peilovog Bewplog epl Thg &v T4 Bpet peTapoppricews adtod xal Tdv dpbévtwy év 888y
Muwaéwg xal "HAlov Ta ovépata petemoinaey, Tov 8¢ Aoimdv Sid todto Td dvoparTa
ol petemoinoey, Emel xal adtdpxy xal xaf’ Eavtd v Tapactiioat o éxdatov HBos.
mepl eV 0DV TV AotV &moatdAwy od viv mpdrettal Aéyew, mept 8¢ tod Owpd, 8¢
EppnvedeTat Aidupog, Sia tobto, Emel Sidupds Tig Tév Adyov v dmoypagpdpevos té Bela
Sioodds xal pupnis Xptotod Tols uév Ew év mapaPorais Aadobvrog, ot dlow 8¢ Toig
1dlog padnalis Ta mavTo EmAboVTOS.

Concerning how it is said to him, ‘Do not be unbelieving, but believe!, such
things could be addressed to the name of ‘Thomas, because he (the author
John) altered the names of those to be counted worthy by the Saviour of the
greater vision of his transfiguration when Moses and Elijah also appeared in
glory, but he did not change the names of the others, by reason of the fact that

43 E. Preuschen, ed. Origenes Werke, vol. 4, Das Johannesevangelium (GCS; Leipzig: Hinrichs,
1903), 561-562.
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those (names) were sufficient in and of themselves for presenting the person of
each. It is, therefore, not proposed at present to speak about the other apostles,
but about Thomas, which means ‘Twin), by reason of the fact that he was a twin
with respect to the word, recording the divine things twice, and an imitator of
the Christ who spoke to those outside in parables, but explained everything
privately to his particular disciples.

3.41  Pistis Sophial, 42—43 (c. third cent.)**

ACW)DIE G€ NTEPE 1C CAOTM EPINITIOC TEXAY NaY X€ CADTM PINIIIE TTMAKAPIOC
NTaAMAXE NMMAK X€ NTOK MN 6MAC MN MaO6A10C NENTAYTaAC NHTN @M MWOpH
MMYCTHPION €CE2 (D2X.E NIM €TN2X00Y MN NETNAAAY aYMD MN 2B NIM €TETNANAY
€pOoY ...

TENOY G€ NTOTN MIIQOMT NETNACRAl NaX€ NIM €FNaX00Y MN NetNaaay MN
NETNANAY €POOY 2YM NTAPMNTPE NZB NIM NTE TMNTEPO NMITHYE Nal 6€ NTEPeY-
X00Y NG11C MEXaY NNEYMAOHTHC X€ METE OYN MAAX.E MMOY ECDTM MAPEYCDTM ...

€TBE NM2XE NTAKX004 EPINIMNOC X€ NTOK MN 6MAC MN M2OOAI0C NE NTAY-
TaAC

NHTN MIIQOMT 21TM NA)OPTT MMYCTHPION €C2al N()AXE NIM NTE TMNTEPO MIOY-
OIN &Y NTETNPMNTPE 2aPO0Y CIDTM G€ TATAYE MBOX MIEIW)aX€ Mal 1€ NTa TEK-
GOM NOYO€EIN

TMPOPHTEYE MMOY MIMOYOEIW) ITM MOYCHC X€ 21ITN MNTPE CNaY aYW® MOMT €pe
2B NIM NAAREPATY NMWOMT MMNTPE TIE GIAITIOC MN 6(MMAC MN MAOOAI0C.

It happened that when Jesus heard Philip, he said to him: ‘Hear, Philip, you
blessed one, with whom I spoke; for you and Thomas and Matthew are those
to whom was granted, through the first mystery, to write all the words I will say,
and the things I will do, and everything you will see ... At this time now, it is
you three who will write every word I will say, and the things I will do, and the
things I will see. And I will bear witness to all things of the kingdom of Heaven.
When Jesus had said these things, he said to his disciples: ‘He who has ears to
hear, let him hear. ...

(Mary said:) ‘Concerning the word which you said to Philip: “You and Thom-
as and Matthew are the three to whom it has been given through the First
Mystery to write every word of the kingdom of Light, and to bear witness to

44  C. Schmidt & V. MacDermot, Pistis Sophia (NHS o; Leiden: Brill, 1978), 71-72 (= alt. 142,
144).
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them”, hear now that I give the interpretation of these words. It is this which
your light power once prophesied through Moses: “Through two and three
witnessess everything will be established.” The three witnesses are Philip and
Thomas and Matthew

3.42  P.Kell. Copt. 19, 1. 13-18 (mid-late fourth century)*>

MENETE NN[€K]YaAMOC €1T€ NOYIANIN €1T€ NPHMNKHME 200Y (NM) epe Tcpap|...|n
MIIPKE TEKEMATTENA €BaX €1C TKPICIC MMETPOC 2aTHK €[Pl MATT|OCTONOC H HMaN
AMa2TE NNNAG NAHA MN NYa[A]MOC N[OYIaN]IN €1C NPHMa aN 2aTHK 2Pl M[€]eTE
HMAY €1c RKAICIC G2 eRK[oY1 @R eRcam cart RRoYo Neo[YO]

Study [your] Psalms, whether Greek or Coptic, (every) day (?) ... Do not aban-
don your vow. Here, the Judgment of Peter is with you. [Do the] Apostolos; or
else master the Great Prayers and the Greek Psalms. Here too, the Sayings are
with you: study them! Here are the Prostrations. Write a little from time to time,
more and more ...

3.43  Faustus (late fourth century), apud Augustine, Contra Faustum 30.4
(397-398CE)*

mitto enim ceteros eiusdem domini nostri apostolos, Petrum et Andream, Thom-
am et illum inexpertum Ueneris inter ceteros beatum Iohannem, qui per diversa
possessionem boni istius inter uirgines ac pueros diuino praeconio cecinerunt for-
mam nobis atque adeo uobis ipsis faciundarum uirginum relinquentes. sed hos
quidem, ut dixi, praetereo, quia eos vos exclusistis ex canone facileque mente sac-
rilega uestra daemoniorum his potestis inportare doctrinas.

I pass over the other apostles of our Lord—Peter, Andrew, Thomas, and that
one unacquainted with Venus and blessed among the others, John. These in
various ways gave to young men and maidens by divine proclamation the

45 1. Gardner, A. Alcock & W.-P. Funk, Coptic Documentary Texts from Kellis. Volume 1 (Oxford:
Oxbow, 1999), 157, 160.

46 ]. Zycha, ed. Sancti Aureli Augustini De utilitate credendi: De duabus animabus. Contra For-
tunatum. Contra Adimantum. Contra epistulam fundamenti. Contra Faustum (CSEL XXV /1;
Vienna: Tempsky 1891), 751-752.
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possession of that good, leaving to us, and to you too, the pattern for making
virgins. ButI pass over them, as I say, because you (p/.) have excluded them from
the canon, and with your sacrilegious minds you are easily able to attribute to
them doctrines of demons.

3.44  Etheria, ‘Peregrinatio’ 19 (c. 400 CE)*’

Unde denuo proficiscens, peruenimus in nomine Christi dei nostri Edessam. Ubi
cum peruenissemus, statim perreximus ad ecclesiam et ad martyrium sancti
Thomae. Itaque ergo iuxta consuetudinem factis orationibus et cetera, quae con-
suetudo erat fieri in locis sanctis, nec non etiam et aliquanta ipsius sancti Thomae
ibi legimus.

From there I set off again, and we arrived in the name of our God Jesus Christ
at Edessa. When we had arrived, we immediately went to the church and the
martyry of St Thomas. So then, after saying prayers according to custom, and
doing everything else customary in holy places, we also read there a certain
number of works of St Thomas himself.

3.45 Innocentl, Epistula 6.7 (405CE)*®

Caetera autem, quae vel sub nomine Matthiae sive Jacobi minoris, vel sub nomine
Petri et Joannis, quae a quodam Leucio scripta sunt [vel sub nomine Andreae,
quae a Nexocharide et Leonida philosophis), vel sub nomine Thomae, et si qua
sunt alia, non solum repudianda, verum etiam noveris esse damnanda.

Others, however, which appear either under the name of Matthias or James
the Less, or under the name of Peter and John, which were written by a certain
Leucius [or under the name of Andrew, written by the philosophers Nexocharis
and Leonidas], or under the name of Thomas, and whatever others there may
be: these are not merely to be rejected, but are actually (as you know) to be
condemned.

47 H. Pétré, ed. Ethérie: - Journal de voyage (SC 21; Paris: Cerf, 1971), 162.
48 PL 20.502A.
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3.46  Attr. to John of Caesarea, Capita VII contra Manichaeos (late
sth—early 6th cent.?)+°

avabepartilew maoag Tag naviyainds BiBAovs, Tov Aeybuevov Tap’ avTols Onoaupdv
nal O vexpdv xal Bavatnedpov adtdv Edayyéhov, 6 éxelvol mhavwpevol Zav Eday-
YéAlov dmoxoholat, vexpwlévtes evtedev 13y dmd Beod, xal v o’ adTols dvopa-
Lopéwny BipAov Tév Amoxpbpwy.50

I anathematize all the Manichaean books, that which is called Treasure by
them, and their dead and deadly Gospel which they in their deception call the
Living Gospel, such that they are already thereby mortified from God, and what
is called by them the Book of Secrets.

3.47  Severus, Fragment (Cairo 8o10a), Verso, Col. 1 (early sixth cent.)>!

... NNKYNHTION MNNIIMKOC €a4KM NCMY NNXDMME NTEMPadH NNI[B]e NTE MNOY-
T€ A4A) PNNENTANPEYXE WYBM XO00Y ETENATEYRAIPECIC ETCOOYNE EINAX.E EMANH
MNOMMAC MEYMAOHTHC MNNENTAYX.00Y NG1 NPAIPETIKOC THPOY

... the circus games and the horse-races, when he foresook the books of divinely-
inspired Scripture, and read from the things which the myth-makers—who
are those of his abominable heresy—have spoken. I am speaking of Mani and
Thomas his disciple and all that the heretics have said.

3.48  Second Council of Lyons: Synopsis of the Canons against the Latins
10 (1273-1277)52

T} 3¢ dAneia Tobto o ddypa, TO moTedEW dTL xal €x Tob Yiod o Ivedpar éxmo-
peveTal, Owpd Tvog EaTwv alpeTeod, uadntod Tod Mdvevtog, g 6 dytog xal péyag
uapTupet KdptAhog petd xal dMwy arylwv.

49 Lieu, Greek and Latin Sources on Manichaean Cosmogony, n8.

50 Itis intended here to raise the possibility that the 3iAov t@v Anoxpdgwv might be the
Gospel of Thomas, given the Manichaean usage of Thomas, and the opening words of the
Gospel.

51 W.E. Crum, ‘Coptic Anecdota (II. Severus and the Heretics), JTS 44 (1943), 179—182.

52  J.Darrouzes & V. Laurent, Dossier grec de [’ Union de Lyon (1273-1277) (Archives de I’ orient
chrétien 16; Paris: Institut Francais d’ Etudes Byzantines, 1976), 564-573 (566).
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In truth, this dogma, this belief that the Spirit proceeds from the Son, comes
from a certain heretic Thomas, a disciple of Mani, as Saint Cyril the Great along
with other saints testifies.

Conclusions

It cannot be decisively ruled out that we may not always be dealing with
references to the same Gospel of Thomas in these references. It is possible that
some other work may be indicated, such as the Book of Thomas the Contender,
the Infancy Gospel of Thomas, or the Acts or Revelation of Thomas: as noted,
an Armenian list even mentions an Epistle of Thomas (3.37). Various factors
make these possibilities very improbable, however. The first and last of these
are unlikely candidates, since they do not appear to have been well-known
in antiquity. The Infancy Gospel of Thomas is an unlikely candidate because
the attribution of that work to Thomas is late: the name does not appear, for
example, in the early versions (the Syriac and the Old Latin).>® Additionally,
some of our authors above explicitly refer to a Gospel of Thomas, an Infancy
Gospel and a Revelation under separate names (n.b. two or all of these in
3.13, 37, and in a later part of the Gelasian Decree not cited above).5* It is
more probable that the testimonia in 3.1-39 refer to the same work, perhaps
in different forms.

It remains to ask the question of whether these testimonia may contribute
to the interpretation of Thomas. There are three possible lines of approach to
the work which are suggested by the Fathers. First there is Hippolytus’s sugges-
tion of a Naassene-Gnostic origin for Thomas; the view that Thomas is in any
conventional sense ‘Gnostic, however, has now rightly been criticised (see dis-
cussion in Appended Note after Introduction, § 10 below). Secondly, there is the
claim of the anonymous glossarist (3.17) of Thomas’s dubious christology. There
is a potential link here with GTh 28 and the statement of Jesus, ‘I appeared to
them in flesh’, but this is in fact not dissimilar from many conventional state-
ments about Jesus (see commentary on GTh 28). Furthermore, the glossarist
merely mentions Thomas in a list of other Gospels and is clearly intending to tar
them all with the same brush indiscriminately. Thirdly, although Theophylact
(3.29 above) adopts the anachronistic view of Manichaean origin, it is interest-

53  See A. Chartrand Burke, The Infancy Gospel of Thomas: The Text, its Origins, and its Trans-
mission (PhD, University of Toronto, 2001) 118, 249, 270 et passim.
54  See also Chartrand Burke, Infancy Gospel of Thomas, 15, 16.



NAMED TESTIMONIA TO THOMAS 61

ing that he appears to identify the centre of gravity of the Gospel of Thomas as
pneumatological.5® This is a questionable attribution as well, however.

One way in which these testimonia may contribute to our understanding of
Thomas, however, is in their possible relevance to the investigation of Thomas'’s
date, original language and provenance. The testimonium in § 3.1 provides a
helpful terminus ante quem, which helps to rule out Manichaean authorship
(see §7.5 below). The earliest instances here (up to the middle of the fourth
century: 3.1-6) are all Greek, which may be further support for a Greek original,
given that—to my knowledge—there is no balancing evidence in Syriac.56 On
the other hand, the earliest evidence is very widely scattered geographically
(and so perhaps not so useful for the discussion of provenance): first, in the
third century, in Rome (?Ps.-Hippolytus: 3.1) and Caesarea (Origen: 3.2), then
Jerusalem (Cyril: 3.4-5) and Alexandria (Didymus: 3.6) in the fourth century,
and so on. By the seventh and eighth centuries, Thomas is referred to as far
west as the British Isles (3.14, 17), and by the twelfth and thirteenth as far east
as Armenia (3.30, 37).

55 E. Hammerschmidt, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und die Manichéer), OrChr 46 (1962), 120—
123, argues that the appeal of Thomas to the Manichees lay in connection between the
‘twin theology’ and the conversion of Mani.

56  Onthe other hand, some Syriac literature (e.g. the Acts of Thomas) does betray knowledge
of the contents of Thomas, so this point cannot be pressed too far.



CHAPTER 4

Early References to the Contents of Thomas'

We move to surveying references to the contents of Thomas in later writers,
where there is no explicit reference to the title, but where dependence upon
Thomas may be likely, with a focus here on the strongest and most clear cases.
Discussion of such influence has been much more abundant than has treat-
ment of references to Thomas by name. Some of the more ambitious proposals
have been attempts to see the influence of Thomas on the canonical Gospels,
but these have generally been weighed in the balance and found wanting.
Mark’s,? Luke’s® and John’s Gospels* have all been the focus of attention in this
regard. Helmut Koester and Elaine Pagels have also argued in some detail for
the influence of Thomas upon the Dialogue of the Saviour, although this is by
no means unproblematic either.®

1 Bibliography: Many instances were noted early on by G. Garitte, ‘Le Premier Volume de
I'édition photographique des manuscrits gnostiques coptes et I' Evangile de Thomas, Muséon
70 (1957), 59—73 (66—67), and Puech, ‘Une collection de paroles de Jésus récemment retrouvée),
149-152 and 165-166; See now Grosso, Adyot Andxpvgor. For bibliography on Thomas and
Origen, and Thomas and Manichaean literature, see the notes accompanying the relevant
sections below.

2 S.L.Davies, ‘The Use of the Gospel of Thomas in the Gospel of Mark’, Neot 30 (1996 ), 307—334;
and (with K. Johnson), ‘Mark’s Use of the Gospel of Thomas: Part 2’, Neot 31 (1997), 233—261.

3 Seeesp. GJ. Riley, ‘The Influence of Thomas Christianity on Luke 12:14 and 5:39’, HTR 88 (1995),
229-234.

4 GJ. Riley, Resurrection Reconsidered: Thomas and John in Controversy (Minneapolis: Fortress,
1995); A.D. DeConick, Voices of the Mystics: Early Christian Discourse in the Gospels of John and
Thomas and Other Ancient Christian Literature (JSNTSuppS; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 2001); E.H. Pagels, Beyond Belief: The Secret Gospel of Thomas (New York: Random House,
2003). See the critical remarks to this school of thought in I. Dunderberg, The Beloved Disciple
in Conflict? Revisiting the Gospels of John and Thomas (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006),
and C.W. Skinner, John and Thomas—Gospels in Conflict? Johannine Characterization and
the Thomas Question (PTMS 115; Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2009). See further N. Perrin
& C.W. Skinner, ‘Recent Trends in Gospel of Thomas Research (1989—2011). Part II: Genre,
Theology and Relationship to the Gospel of John, Currents in Biblical Research 11 (2012), 65-86
(77-81), and most recently, I. Dunderberg, Johannine Traditions and Apocryphal Gospels), in
J. Schréter, ed. The Apocryphal Gospels within the Context of Early Christian Theology (Leuven/
Paris/ Walpole: Peeters, 2013), 67—-93 (70-82).

5 Koester and Pagels describe one section of Dialogue of the Saviour as ‘a commentary on Gos.
Thom. 2": see H. Koester & E. Pagels, ‘Introduction’, in S. Emmel, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex III,5:

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2014 DOI: 10.1163/9789004273252_005
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The principal area of difficulty lies in assessing the relationship between
Thomas and other roughly contemporaneous literature. It is not clear, for exam-
ple, whether GTh 22 has influenced the ‘two-one, outside-inside, male-female’
saying roughly paralleled in various places such as 2 Clem. 12.2 and the Gospel
of the Egyptians: we face similar difficulties dating these two works as we do
in the case of Thomas.® The same must be said for the Gospel of the Hebrews
cited by Clement of Alexandria, and so one must remain similarly agnostic
about the relationship between the ‘seeking-finding-marvelling-ruling-resting’
saying there, and the almost identical GTh 2.7 The very similar openings of
Thomas and the Gospel of Judas also suggest some relationship, but the nature
of that relationship remains obscure.® Again, despite the confident assertions
of many, it is very difficult to draw meaningful comparisons between the almost
completely lost text of the Diatessaron (which needs to be reconstructed) and
Thomas, most of which only survives in Coptic.® The question of the direction
of influence in the case of Thomas’s relationship to some of the textual tradi-
tions of the NT is also a knotty problem for the same reason.1°

The Dialogue of the Savior (NHS XXVT; Leiden: Brill, 1984), 1-17 (7). Later, they comment
that Dial. Sav. knows GTh 49, but not the Synoptic Gospels (‘Introduction’ 10). In Koester’s
own statement, ‘The Dialogue of the Savior (CG IIl,5) makes use of the GTh or a source
closely related to it; but the date of this Nag Hammadi text cannot be established with cer-
tainty’: see H. Koester, ‘Introduction’, in B. Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex I,2—7. Together
with XIIL2% Brit. Lib. Or.4926(1), and P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655. Volume One: Gospel according to
Thomas, Gospel according to Philip, Hypostasis of the Archons, and Indexes (NHS XX; Lei-
den: Brill, 1989), 38—49 (39). The problem with the idea that Thomas influences Dial. Sav.,
however, is that, while there are themes and language in common, there is nothing very
exact. Additionally, it is very hard to know which came first.

6 See e.g. W. Pratscher, Der zweite Clemensbrief (KAV 3; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ru-
precht, 2007), 62—64, on the problems of dating 2 Clement.

7 G. Heb.| Clement, Strom. 2.9.45.5 and 5.14.96.3; cf. also Eusebius, HE 2.13.7. For one con-
strual of the relationship between Thomas and G. Heb., see the tangled web woven in
Quispel, ‘Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews), 371—382.

8 Cf. (1) terminology for speech; (2) ‘which is hidden’ (eeun / eTeun); (3) relative clause:
‘which (theliving) Jesus spoke’ (enTaic... xo0y / iTa THC Waxe); (4) reference to the epony-
mous recipient of the revelation (Thomas/ Judas). On the similarities, see C. Gianotto, ‘Il
Vangelo secondo Tommaso e il problema storico di Gestt, in E. Prinzivalli, ed. Lenigma
Gesu. Fonti e metodi della ricerca storica (Rome: Carocci, 2008), 68—93 (71 . 7).

9 Cf. the conclusions, from different viewpoints, of e.g. G. Quispel, Tatian and the Gospel of
Thomas: Studies in the History of the Western Diatessaron (Leiden: Brill, 1975), and N. Perrin,
Thomas and Tatian: The Relationship between the Gospel of Thomas and the Diatessaron
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2002).

10  See e.g. G. Quispel, ‘'Evangile selon Thomas et le “Texte Occidentale” du Nouveau
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Even in the case of certain church fathers, such as Irenaeus and Clement,
who are likely to post-date Thomas, there remains the muddy question of
whether the author knows Thomas or both share a common source. Irenaeus,
for example, alludes to something like GTh 38.1 (‘Many times you have desired
to hear these words which I speak to you, and you have no other one from whom
to hear them’) in quoting a saying of Jesus from the works of the Marcosians,
which he takes as authentic: ‘Often have I desired to hear one of those words,
butI have had no-one who might say it to me’ (AH 1.20.2).1! Later, in the Demon-
stratio, a parallel to GTh 19.1 (‘Blessed is he who has come into being before
he has come into being’) is quoted, but attributed to Jeremiah: ‘Blessed is he
who was, before he became man’ (Dem. 44; tr. Robinson).!2 In Clement, there is
some similarity between GTh 27.1 (éav uy) wotedoyte Tov ¥dapov) and Clement’s
reference to the necessity ‘to fast from worldly things’ (Ecl. 14.1: T®v xooux@v
wotevew), and to blessing on those who fast from the world (Strom. 3.15.99.4:
paxdptot obtol elow of Tod xdouov ywotedovtes).!3 GTh 38.2 (‘Days are coming
when you will seek after me but will not find me’) finds a close parallel in some
manuscripts of Cyprian’s Testimonia (attributed to Baruch or Barach): ‘For the
time will come when both you and those who will have come after you seek
me ... but you will not find it/ me.’* In this as in the other cases, however, there
remains doubt about whether there is even indirect influence from Thomas.

On the other hand, there is a good deal that can be said, and which has
already been said, especially in the early days by H.-C. Puech and now by
M. Grosso.!® The aim here is merely to offer a brief summary of instances of the
influence of Thomas, whether that influence is direct or indirect. The texts are
generally presented here in English translation to facilitate comparison, and
because in some cases I claim no knowledge of the language (e.g. Armenian,
Sogdian).

Testament), VC 14 (1960), 204—215. On the other hand, Jongkind thinks that Scribe A of
Codex Sinaiticus might know some Thomas readings: D. Jongkind, ‘“The Lilies of the Field”
Reconsidered: Codex Sinaiticus and the Gospel of Thomas’, NovT 48 (2006), 209—216 (215).

11 Saepius concupivi audire unum ex sermonibus istis, et non habui qui diceret mihi; cf. Epipha-
nius, Pan. 34.18.13.

12 Somethinglike this is cited also by Lactantius (Div. Inst. 4.8.1), who applies it to Jesus alone:
‘Blessed is he who was, before he was born’ (beatus qui erat antequam nasceretur). Alooser
parallel exists in Gos. Truth 27,30—28,4.

13 On Clement and Thomas more broadly, see Grosso, Adyot Anéxpvgpot, 141-187.

14  Testim.3.29:veniet enim tempus, et quaeretis me et vos et qui postvos venerint, audire verbum
sapientiae et intellectus, et non invenietis.

15 In addition to the literature already noted, see the helpful synopsis in Grosso, Adyot
Améxpugor, 46-59.
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41 Reception among the Fathers

Hippolytus (c. 225 CE)

We have already noted the reference to the actual title of Thomas along with
the accompanying quotation (very roughly) of GTh 4.1 (Greek: ‘a man old in
days will not hesitate to ask a child seven days old about the place of life, and
he will live’) in Hippolytus, Refutatio 5.7.20: ‘He who seeks me will find me
in children from seven years old ..." Following shortly after this statement is
another possible allusion to Thomas, which Hippolytus also attributes to the
Naassenes:

Logion 11.3 Hippolytus, Refutatio 5.8.32

In the days when you ate what is dead, If you ate what was dead

you made it live. and made it live,

When you come into the light, what will you do when you eat what is
what will you do?! alive?!

Logan also takes the Preaching quoted by Hippolytus as containing ‘clear allu-
sions to the ascetic Nag Hammadi Gospel of Thomas’'6 and Grosso discusses a
number of other cases.'”

Origen (mid-third cent.)'8
GTh 23.1 (Jesus said, “I will choose you, one out of a thousand, and two out of
ten thousand”’) may be alluded to by Origen: ‘As it says, I suppose, “one out of
athousand and two out of ten thousand’, who are (also) the blessed apostles’.!®

16 Logan, The Gnostics, 78.

17  See Grosso, Adyot Ardxpvgpot, 65-138.

18  On Origen and Thomas, see M. Grosso, ‘Osservazioni sui testimonia origeniani del Vangelo
secondo Tommaso (in Luc. hom. 1,1; contra Celsum VIIL5; in Jer. hom. lat. 1,3; in Jesu Naue
hom. 1V,3), Adamantius 15 (2009) 177-194; S.C. Carlson, ‘Origen’s Use of the Gospel of
Thomas’ (Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, New
Orleans, November 24, 2009) forthcoming in print.

19 PeritouPascha 2.6.3; see B. Witte, ed. Die Schrift des Origenes “Uber das Passa”: Textausgabe
und Kommentar (Altenberger: Oros Verlag, 1993), 126: &g Aéyet, elg mov [€x] xthiwv xal 0o
&x poplwy, [Gv] xal of u[a]xaptot dmdatodot [Om]Hpxov.
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Origen’s introductory formula (‘As it says ...") suggests he is quoting a written
text here, and he shows clear signs elsewhere of knowing Thomas both by name
and by its contents (see also the parallels to this statement in §§ 4.4—5 below).

A version of GTh 69.2 (‘Blessed are those who hunger so that they may fill
belly of the one who desires’) is also found in Origen, Hom. in Lev. 10.2: ‘For we
have found it stated by the apostles in a certain book: “Blessed is he who, so
that he may help the poor man, even fasts for him.”’20

The fire saying in GTh 82 is quoted twice in Origen.?! Here we have an
interesting difference between the two passages in which Origen cites this
saying:22

GTh 82 Hom. Jer.L.1(III), 3 Hom. Josh. 4.3.

Jesus said, I have read somewhere But remember what is
the Saviour as saying—in  written:
fact, I am not sure (either
someone has imagined it
of the Saviour or has really
remembered it) whether it
is true that it was said. In

any case, the Saviour said

there:
‘He who is near me ‘He who is near me ‘those who come near to
is near the fire; is near the fire; me, come near to the fire!

and he who is far from me he who is far from me is far

is far from the kingdom. from the kingdom.

20  inuenimus enim in quodam libello ab apostolis dictum: beatus est qui etiam ieiunat pro eo
ut alat pauperem. On this, see S. Witetschek, ‘Going Hungry for a Purpose), JSNT 32 (2010),
379—393, as well as the commentary below.

21 See on the saying J. Jeremias, The Unknown Sayings of Jesus (London: SPCK, 21964), 66—73.

22 For texts, see A. Jaubert, ed. Origéne. Homélies sur Josué (SC 71; Paris: Cerf, 1960), 154: sed
memento quod scriptum est: qui approximant mihi approximant igni; P. Nautin & P. Husson,
eds. Origéne. Homélies sur Jérémie II: XII-XX et Homélies latines (SC 238; Paris: Cerf, 1977),
324: legi alicubi quasi Salvatore dicente—et quaero sive quis personam figuravit Salvatoris
sive in memoriam adduxit, an verum sit hoc quod dictum est—ait autem ibi Salvator: qui

iuxta me est, iuxta igne est; qui longe est a me, longe est a regno.



EARLY REFERENCES TO THE CONTENTS OF THOMAS 67

The Jeremiah Homilies probably predate those on Joshua (both c. 240—
250),23 so Origen’s initial doubts about the saying may have been forgotten
by the time of writing the later abbreviated version; his memory of the con-
tent also fades. The saying is quite probably derived from Thomas: both ref-
erences are introduced by a comment about Origen’s knowledge of a writ-
ten source. The comments of Hedrick and Mirecki here are extremely odd:
they remark that the reference here in Origen (as well as in other places)
is ‘due to independent acquisition from the oral tradition, and ‘represents
an independent performance of a saying acquired from the oral tradition.?*
This is strange considering that, despite the differences in Origen’s two state-
ments, he says first (in Hom. Jer.) that this is something he has read, and
second that this ‘is written’ (in Hom. Josh.). On the other hand, it is unlikely
that Origen would consciously have associated the saying with Thomas, given
his comments on it in his Luke commentary (see ‘Named Testimonia’: §3.2
above).25

Alooser parallel, to GTh 62 (‘I speak my mysteries to those who [are worthy
of my] mysteries’), might be present in Origen’s Commentary on Matthew. The
fact that Thomas's text is restored (and perhaps even restored on the basis of
a passage such as that of Origen) means that there is a degree of speculation
here, however.26

23 Jaubert, following Harnack, gives a date of c. 249—250 for the Joshua Homilies (Homélies
sur Josué, 9); Nautin & Husson, Origéne. Homélies sur Jérémie I: I-XI (SC 232; Paris: Cerf,
1976), 20, suggest a probable date of 240—246 for those on Jeremiah.

24  CW. Hedrick & P.A. Mirecki, Gospel of the Savior: A New Ancient Gospel (Santa Rosa:
Polebridge Press, 1999), 23. Similarly, Hedrick’s thought that Origen knew this saying from
somewhere other than Thomas is unnecessary (‘Thomas and the Synoptics: Aiming at a
Consensus), SecCent 7 (1990), 39-56 (45)).

25  One does not need to suppose that Origen has suppressed a reference to Thomas here,
contra RM. Grant & D.N. Freedman, The Secret Sayings of Jesus (New York: Doubleday,
1960), 9o.

26  E. Klostermann, ed. Origenes Matthduserkldrung, vol. I (Origen X; GCS 40; Leipzig: Hin-
richs, 1935), 315, Il. 22—27: %066 6 pev Tig Tapédwxe Tolg bmoelpiols VT THPLA Kol TEAETAS OUX
gmouvetds, 6 3¢ TIg puothpta Beod Tols dElotg, xal dvdoyov ol TotobTolg MVTTHPOLS TEAETES.
For discussion, see M. Grosso, ‘“I misteri ai degni”. Un possibile testimonium del Vangelo
secondo Tommaso in Origene, in Matth. Comm. XIV,14, Adamantius 16 (2010), 389—398;
idem, ‘A New Link between Origen and the Gospel of Thomas: Commentary on Matthew
14,14, VC 65 (2011), 249—256.
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Didymus the Blind (mid-fourth cent.)
The first part of GTh 7.2 (‘and cursed is the man whom the lion eats ...") survives
in Greek in Didymus, In Psalmos (on Ps. 43.12): odat (ydp) Té dv@pcdme 6v gdryetat
AEwv.27
Secondly, we have another parallel to GTh 82, which may resemble the
original Greek of GTh 82:28

GTh 82 Didymus, In Psalmos 88.8
Jesus said, Therefore the Saviour said:
‘He who is near me ‘He who is near me

is near the fire; is near the fire;

and he who is far from me he who is far from me

is far from the kingdom. is far from the kingdom.

Here the wording is identical, and may well—again—reflect direct influence
from Thomas: in addition to the striking parallel with GTh 7, we saw above
(‘Named Testimonia), § 3.6) that Didymus knew the Gospel of Thomas by name.
Furthermore, he was also acquainted with Manichees and claims to have con-
versed with them.2? On the other hand, it is possible that he may know GTh 82
(though probably not GTh 7) from his Alexandrian forebear, Origen.

27 M. Gronewald, Didymus der Blinde: Psalmenkommentar, vol. V (Papyrologische Texte und
Abhandlungen 12; Bonn: Habelt, 1970), 138-140; D. Lithrmann, ‘Die Geschichte von einer
Stinderin und andere apokryphe Jesusiiberlieferungen bei Didymos von Alexandrien),
NovT 32 (1990), 289316 (312—316: ‘Anhang: Logion 7 des Thomasevangeliums be Didymos
von Alexandrien’).

28 PG 39.1488: 3156 ¢notv 6 Zwtp* €yy0s pou €yylg Tod Tupds: 6 3¢ paxpdv &’ Euov mokpdv 4o
T Bathelog.

29 L Gardner & S.N.C. Lieu, trs. Manichaean Texts from the Roman Empire (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2004), 119-120.
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Ephrem (mid-fourth cent.?)
We encounter another close parallel to the fire saying in GTh 82 in a work
attributed to—and perhaps written by—Ephrem.3? The Syriac original is lost,
and the work only survives in Armenian.3!

GTh 82 Exposition of the Gospel 83

Jesus said, This is what our Saviour-redeemer said:
he says,

‘He who is near me ‘He who joins with me

is near the fire; joins with fire;

and he who is far from me is far from the  and he who is far from me is far from
kingdom. life.

Here, interestingly, we have a close parallel to the saying in the form in which
it is found in Gos. Sav. 71 (see § 4.2 below). Since the form of the saying with
‘life’ instead of ‘kingdom’ gained a life of its own, it is even harder to discern the
character of the influence.

Part of Ephrem’s Commentary on the Diatessaron (also surviving in Arme-
nian), shows perhaps the influence of GTh 30.1/2. Thomas has, in Greek xal 8ov
elg éottv udvog, Aéyw: &y eipu pet’ adtod (cf. Coptic GTh 30.2: ‘Where there are
two or one, I am with them’). To this one can compare Ephrem: ‘Where there
is one, there am I also ... and where there are two, there am I also.32

30  Onthe problem of authenticity, see G.A. Egan, ed. Saint Ephrem: An Exposition of the Gospel
(CSCO; Scriptores Armeniaci 5-6; Louvain: Sécretariat du CorpusSCO, 1968), Liix—xviii.

31 For the text and translation, see Egan, Exposition of the Gospel, 1:67 (text) and 2:62 (ET)
= J. Schéfers, ed. Eine altsyrische antimarcionitische Erkldrung von Parabeln des Herrn
(Mtinster: Aschendorff, 1917), 79.

32 Ephrem, Comm. Diat. 14.24; see L. Leloir, ed. Saint Ephraem: Commentaire de ['évangile
concordant (CSCO 137, 145; S.Arm. 1-2; Louvain: Durbecq, 1954), 1:200 (text), 2:144 (Latin
translation).
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The Pseudo-Macarian Corpus (late fourth cent.)33

In the early days of Thomas scholarship, Quispel and Baker independently
produced a list of parallels between Thomas and the Macarian corpus, with
both articles being published in the same issue of the Vigiliae Christianae.3*
As Quispel put it, ‘Macarius most probably knew the Gospel of Thomas and
alluded to it in his writings.3> Although there is a good number of potential
parallels to be considered, for reasons of space we will merely present some of
the better examples.36

GTh 113 Ps.-Macarius, Homilies 35.1.5

(Jesus said) As the Lord has said,

‘Rather, the kingdom of the Father is ‘The kingdom of God is spread out on
spread out upon the earth, and people the earth, and people do not look into
do not see it’ it/37

This instance is rightly regarded by Quispel and the editors of the Homilies as
the most compelling parallel, though there are others,38 including a possible
allusion to the doublet GTh 87/ 112:

33 For the date, see M. Plested, The Macarian Legacy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004),
16. On parallels with Thomas, see Grosso, Adyot Anéxpvgpot, 189—276.

34  A. Baker, ‘Pseudo-Macarius and the Gospel of Thomas’, VC 18 (1964), 215—-225; G. Quispel,
‘Syrian Thomas and the Syrian Macarius’, VC 18 (1964), 226—235.

35  Quispel, ‘Syrian Thomas and the Syrian Macarius) 227.

36  Grosso, Adyot Améxpugot, 189—276.

37 &g naw 6 xbplog' 1) fagtieia Tod Beod yapal HrAwTal xal of dv8pwot 0lx EuBAémovaty alThv.
Text in H. Berthold, ed. Makarios/ Symeon. Reden und Briefe (GCS; Berlin: Akademie Verlag,
1973), IL.43. See further P. Nagel, ‘Apokryphe Jesusworte in der koptischen Uberlieferung)
in J. Frey & J. Schroter, eds. Jesus in apokryphen Evangelieniiberlieferungen (WUNT 254;
Tiibingen: Mohr, 2010), 495-526 (513-514).

38 Berthold, Makarios/Symeon. Reden und Briefe, Llxix n. 1.
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Spiritual

GTh 87 GTh 12 Homilies 9.3.73° Homilies 1*°
‘Wretched is ‘Woe to the flesh ~ ‘Woe to the body, ‘Woe to the body,
the body which which depends on when itstandsonits when it stands on
depends on a the soul. own nature, because  its own nature,
body, it is destroyed and because it is

dies. destroyed and dies.
and wretched is Woe to the soul And woe also to the And woe to the soul,
the soul which which depends on soul, if it stands on its  if it stands on its
depends on these the flesh’ own nature alone ..’  own nature alone ...’
two.

The thought in Thomas and Macarius is rather different, though the language
and structure are similar. Perhaps dependent upon Pseudo-Macarius here is a
passage in Gregory Palamas, although his language moves further away from
Thomas, and he introduces his citation with the words, ‘I have also heard a
Father say ..."*#!

Another parallel to Thomas can be noted from Homilies 9, which is not
picked up by Quispel or Baker:42

39  Berthold, Makarios/Symeon. Reden und Briefe, 1.132—-133: obal T@ gwuatt ométav €l TV
gautod @uatv Eotnxey, 8Tt SragBeipeTar xal dmobvyjoxel xai odat 8¢ xal Tf Yuyd, omédtav €ig
™Y EauTig QUTY uévov ETTNXE ... .

40 H. Déorries, E. Klostermann & M. Kroeger, eds. Die 50 geistlichen Homilien des Makarios
(Patristische Texte und Studien 4; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1964), 12: odai gtpartt, 6méTay
elg T Eautod @uaty Eatyxey, 8t StagBeipeTat xal dmobvyioxer xai odat Puxd, &l elg T Eavthig
U pbvov Eatiie xad ig T EavThis Epya bvov Témotbe, ) Exovaa Beiov Ve HATOS XOtVWVIaY,
81 dmobvyoxet Lwfig alwviov Bedtyrog w xarabiwdeloa.

41 InDefence of the Hesychasts, 1 1.19: 'Eyo 3¢ xal 100 Aéyovtog dxolw matpés Oval owpartt, dtav
un Ty EEwdey mpooevéyxnTat Tpogy, xal odal Yuxfl, Say i Ty dvwdey EmidéEyTal xdptv.

42 For text, see Berthold, Makarios/ Symeon. Reden und Briefe, 1.127.
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GTh 24.2—-3 Homilies 9.2

He said to them: ‘Whoever has ears, let Therefore the Lord said, exhorting them:

him hear.

There is light within a person of light, ‘If you stand and do not turn,

and he gives light to the whole world. and are a light to the body,
behold, the whole body of the world is
lit.

If he does not give light, But if you, who are light, become dark

as you turn away from the good,

he is darkness. how great that darkness which is the
world.

In both Thomas and Macarius, the object of illumination is the world (unlike in
the Synoptic parallels). The resemblance oflanguage here is perhaps confirmed
by the fact that it is only shortly afterward that the preacher refers to the ‘woe’
from GTh 87/ n2.

Quispel adds two more examples which are reasonably good, and a number
of more speculative ventures which nevertheless are possible signs of influence
given what is clearer elsewhere in the corpus.*3

Baker'’s article adds six further parallels, though none is quite as close as
the initial example by Quispel. One which may be important is Thomas’s
supplement to Matt. 8.20/Lk. 9.58, in GTh 86: ‘Jesus said, “Foxes have holes
and birds have their nests, but the Son of Man has does not have a place to
lay his head and rest himself”". This Thomasine plus ‘and rest’ is picked up in
Pseudo-Macarius (New Homilies 6.4: xal dvamag).+*

Baker also notes that both Thomas and Macarius turn the statement about
the least in the kingdom being greater than John the Baptist into a statement

43 Quispel, ‘Syrian Thomas and the Syrian Macarius), 228, 232.

44  E.Klostermann & H. Berthold, eds. Neue Homilien des Makarios/ Symeon I. Aus Typus I
(TU 72= V/17; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1961), 26, 1l. 27—-29; Baker, ‘Pseudo-Macarius and
the Gospel of Thomas’, 219—220. Some have labelled this a Tatianic reading. See e.g. the
Diatessaron readings in Quispel, Tatian and the Gospel of Thomas, 187.
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about the little one’4> The others are less convincing.*6 Grosso’s excellent
treatment includes discussion of those places already discussed by Quispel and
Baker, and adds others: in all, he discusses 24 possible allusions to Thomas. He
concludes, however, that Quispel’s reference to the saying about the kingdom
being spread over the earth (GTh 113) and Baker’s Son of Man saying are the two
most compelling instances.*” There is also an intriguing connection between
the Macarian parable of the man carrying a bag of sand, and GTh g7 (see
commentary on this saying below), although the precise literary relationship
between the two is elusive.

The Liber Graduum (c. late fourth cent.)*®

Baker has noted a number of parallels with the Syriac Liber Graduum, generally
of the nature of short phrases.*® One of the more striking is the occurrence in
both works of ‘fasting to the world’ (GTh 27, and 5x in LG).5° Or again, the
opponents of Jesus in LG 660, 10 ‘call him the son of adultery’, a statement
parallel to GTh 105: ‘Whoever knows the Father and the Mother will be called
“son of an prostitute”’5! There are various other parallels which also suggest
influence from the Gospel, even if that influence on the Liber Graduum is rather
slender and perhaps indirect.

45 GTh 46/ Spiritual Homilies 28.6: see Baker, ‘Pseudo-Macarius and the Gospel of Thomas),
217—218.

46  E.g. the saying of Jesus about washing the outside and inside of the cup has some very
small shared variants in Thomas and Pseudo-Macarius: they have ‘you wash’ instead of
‘you cleanse’: see Baker, ‘Pseudo-Macarius and the Gospel of Thomas), 217. This is clearly
very minor, however, and again perhaps a Tatianic reading: see Quispel, Tatian and the
Gospel of Thomas, 187.

47  Grosso, Adyot Améxpugot, 273—274.

48  R.A.Kitchen & M.F.G. Parmentier, The Book of Steps: The Syriac Liber Graduum (Kalama-
zoo: Cistercian, 2004), viii, gives date of mid-late fourth century. I. Hausherr, ‘Quanam
aetate prodierit Liber Graduum, Orientalia Christiana Periodica 1 (1935), 495-502, gives
a date at the end of the fourth or beginning of the fifth century.

49  A. Baker, ‘The “Gospel of Thomas” and the Syriac “Liber Graduum”’, NTS 12 (1965-1966),
49-55.

50 Baker, ‘Gospel of Thomas and Syriac Liber Graduum, 50, as well as his ‘“Fasting to the
World”, JBL 84 (1965), 291-294; cf. also A. Guillaumont, ‘NHETEYEIN TON KOXMON
(P. Oxy.1, verso, 1. 5-6), BIFAO 61 (1962), 15—-23.

51 Baker, ‘Gospel of Thomas and Syriac Liber Graduum 51.
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Augustine (late fourth/ early fifth cent.)
Augustine had access to Mani's Fundamental Epistle and may have become
acquainted with Thomas when a Manichee (see § 4.4 below). Augustine adopts
Thomasine phraseology (probably unwittingly) for his own purposes in Sermon
on the Mount (c. 393 CE):52

GTh 3 (Co) Serm. Dom. Mont. 11, 5,17

‘If those who lead you say to you, But if the place of God is believed to

“Behold, the kingdom is in heaven’, be in the heavens—as it were, in the
superior parts of the world,

then the birds of heaven would precede then the birds are of greater

you. value because their life is nearer to
God.

Shenoute ( fourth—fifth cent.)
Richardson and Young have seen reference to the ‘making Mary male’ saying
(GTh 114) in Shenoute:52 ‘Does she (i.e. the wife) not need to pray, to hear the
sermon and to become godly in all things? Is the kingdom of heaven prepared
for males alone? Is it not prepared for women that they may enter it?’>* Young
also mounts an argument for a possible usage of GTh 21 by Shenoute.?>

52 For text, see A. Mutzenbecher, ed. Sancti Aurelii Augustini de Sermone Domini in Monte
(CCSL XXXV; Turnhout: Brepols, 1967), 107: sed si in caelis tamquam in superioribus mundi
partibus locum dei esse creditur, melioris meriti sunt aves, quarum vita est deo vicinior. For
discussion, see G. Quispel, ‘Saint Augustin et I’ Evangile selon Thomas), in (no editor),
Mélanges d’Histoire des Réligions offerts a Henri-Charles Puech (Paris: Presses Universi-
taires de France, 1974), 375-378.

53 C.C.Richardson, ‘The Gospel of Thomas: Gnostic or Encratite?’,in D. Neiman & M.A. Schat-
kin, eds. The Heritage of the Early Church: Essays in Honor of Georges Vasilievich Florovsky
(Rome: Pont. Institutum Studiorum Orientalium, 1973), 65-76 (65 n. 1); D.W. Young, ‘Milieu
of Nag Hammadi: Some Historical Considerations) VC 24 (1970), 127-137 (135; cf. 130).

54 ] Leipoldt, Sinuthii Archimandritae Vita et Opera Omnia, vol. IV (Paris: Gabalda, 1913), 38
1. 21-24 (tr. Young).

55  Young, ‘Milieu of Nag Hammadi) 132-134.
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Didascalia (third/fourth cent.)
A final example (perhaps not strictly ‘patristic’) is a striking parallel between
GTh 48 (‘If two make peace with one another in this one house, they will say
to the mountain, “Move away”, and it will move’) and the Latin version of the
Didascalia: ‘since it is written in the Gospel: “If two agree as one, and said to
this mountain, ‘Get up and throw yourself in the sea), it will happen”’ (Didasc.

15)'56

4.2 Reception in Nag Hammadi and Related Literature

Book of Thomas the Contender (late second cent.)
A number of scholars have drawn attention to the very probable influence of
Thomas upon other literature bearing the name of Thomas, such as the Book of
Thomas the Contender and the Acts of Thomas. Layton even talks of a ‘School of
St. Thomas’57 Poirier helpfully depicts the influence of Thomas on these other
two books as follows:58

Thomas
Act. Thom.
Thom. Cont.

The particular instances are these:

56  Quoniam scriptum est in evangelio: Duo si convenerunt in unum et dixerint monti huic: Tolle
et mitte te in mari, fiet. Text from R.H. Connolly, Didascalia Apostolorum: The Syriac Version
Translated and Accompanied by the Verona Latin Fragments (Oxford: Clarendon, 1929), 135
(cf. the Syriac in translation on 134); also cf. M.D. Gibson, tr. The Didascalia apostolorum in
English (London: Clay, 1903), 73; H. Achelis & J. Flemming, Die syrische Didaskalia (TU 25.2;
NF 10.2; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1904), 345.

57 See e.g. B. Layton, The Gnostic Scriptures (London: SCM, 1987), 357—409. For criticism
of this idea, see P.-H. Poirier, ‘Evangile de Thomas, Actes de Thomas, Livre de Thomas),
Apocrypha 7 (1996), 9-26 (24).

58 Poirier, ‘Evangile de Thomas, Actes de Thomas, Livre de Thomas), 25.
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GTh Prologue (Coptic)

Thom. Cont. 138,1-4 (= Prologue)

These are the secret sayings

which the living Jesus spoke and
Didymus Judas Thomas wrote them
down.

The secret words

which the saviour spoke to Judas
Thomas

which I, Mathaias, wrote down,

as I was walking, listening to them
speaking with one another.

GTh 2 (Greek [restored])

Thom. Cont. 140,42—141,2

Jesus says, ‘He who seeks should not stop
seeking until he finds. And when he
finds, he will be astonished, and when he
is astonished he will reign, and having
reigned he will rest’

And th[e saviour] answered, saying,
‘[Bles]sed is the wise man who has
sou[ght the truth, and who,] when he
has found it, has rested upon it forever
and has not feared those who wanted to
disturb him.

In the latter case, because this saying is fairly widely distributed (see commen-
tary below), it is possible that Thom. Cont. is dependent upon a different source;
if Thomas is the influence here, however, it is very probably the Greek version,
which is likely to have the element of ‘rest’ at the end, even though it is recon-
structed.

The Gospel of Philip (second-third cent.)
On the fairly well-founded assumption that the Gospel of Philip postdates
Thomas, there is a probable reference to GTh 19.1 (Jesus said, ‘Blessed is he who
has come into being before he has come into being’) in Gos. Phil. 64,9—12: ‘The
Lord said, “Blessed is he who is before he came into being”’5° One might com-
pare the parallels in Irenaeus and Lactantius noted above.

59  See discussion in see Nagel, ‘Apokryphe Jesusworte in der koptischen Uberlieferung) 519~
520; E.E. Popkes, ‘Von der Eschatologie zur Protologie: Transformationen apokalyptischer
Motive im Thomasevangelium), in M. Becker & M. Ohler, eds. Apokalyptik als Heraus-

forderung neutestamentlicher Theologie (WUNT 1I/214; Tiibingen: Mohr, 2006), 211233
(230—231).
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Also in Philip is a parallel to GTh 22.4 (‘When you make the two one, and
when you make the inside like the outside, and the outside like the inside, and
the above like the below ..."). There is just enough extant in the text of Philip
to see the influence here: ‘He said, “I have come to make [the things] be[low]
like the things [above, and the things] outside like those [inside]”’ (Gos. Phil.
67,30—34). The other versions of the saying (G. Egy. | Cassian/ Clem. Strom.
3.13.92; 2 Clem. 12; Mart. Petr. 9; Act. Phil. 140) do not have reference to both
‘below/ above’ and ‘inside/ outside) and these are adjacent in both Thomas and
Philip (albeit not in the same order). As such, a literary relationship is probable.

The Gospel of the Saviour (second-sixth cent.)
A fairly recently discovered example comes in the Gospel of the Saviour (or
Unknown Berlin Gospel):

GTh 82 Gos. Sav. 7150

Jesus said,

‘He who is near me ‘[He who is near me]
is near the fire; is near [the f]ire;

and he who is far from me he who is far from me
is far from the kingdom. is far from life.

The statement of Hedrick and Mirecki that the latest possible date is the second
half of the second century has been criticized by Plisch as optimistic and by
Emmel as speculative.6! As such, the insistence of Hedrick and Mirecki that

60  This number of 71 follows the versification in S. Emmel, ‘The Recently Published Gospel of
the Savior (“Unbekanntes Berliner Evangelium”): Righting the Order of Pages and Events),
HTR 95 (2002), 45—72. A translation can be found there (p. 57 for the relevant saying). For
the text, see Hedrick & Mirecki, Gospe! of the Savior, 40.

61 See. U-K. Plisch, Was nicht in der Bibel steht: Apokryphe Schriften des friihen Christen-
tums (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006), 28; Emmel, ‘The Recently Published
Gospel of the Savior’, 46, and further, ].L. Hagen, ‘Ein anderer Kontext fiir die Berliner und
Strasburger “Evangelienfragmente”: Das “Evangelium des Erlosers” und andere “Apostele-
vangelien” in der koptischen Literatur) in J. Frey & J. Schréter, eds. Jesus in apokryphen
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Gos. Sav’s version of this saying must go back to oral sources (as in their
interpretation of the situation in Origen) is questionable. As Emmel has shown,
Gos. Sav. knows Matthew and John (and perhaps also Revelation) in their final,
written forms.%2 Nevertheless, it is more probable that Gos. Sav. is not referring
to Thomas directly here, given that the modification of the saying with ‘life’ is
sufficiently well established to enter Ephrem’s Exposition as well.

2 Jeu (third cent.?)
Among various slight allusions in the works in the Bruce Codex, perhaps the
most substantive parallel to Thomas is the reference to the ‘five trees of the
Treasury of the Light, which are the unmoved trees’ (2 Jeu 50): cf. GTh 19.3: ‘five
trees in paradise, which do not move..

4.3 Reception in Apocryphal Acts

Acts of Thomas (early third cent.)53
This is the work which is probably most deeply influenced by Thomas. The
first relevant reference comes in the marvellous scene in which the donkey
addresses Thomas in the Acts. After addressing Thomas as the ‘twin of Christ),
the donkey—Ilike Thom. Cont.—alludes to the Prologue of Thomas:

GTh Prologue (Coptic) Ac. Thom. 39

These are the secret sayings which the ... the twin (3iSupog) of Christ, the

living Jesus spoke and Didymus Judas apostle of the Most High, the summustes
Thomas wrote them down. of the hidden word of Christ, the one

who received his hidden sayings ...

Evangelieniiberlieferungen: Beitrdge zu ausserkanonischen Jesusiiberlieferungen aus ver-
schiedenen Sprach- und Kulturtraditionen (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 339-371.

62  Emmel, ‘The Recently Published Gospel of the Savior’, 46, 51, 53, 55, 59.

63 See further Fallon & Cameron, ‘The Gospel of Thomas: A Forschungsbericht and Anal-
ysis), 4204; GJ. Riley, ‘Thomas Tradition and the Acts of Thomas', SBLSP (1991), 533—542.
P.-H. Poirier, ‘The Writings Ascribed to Thomas and the Thomas Tradition, in J.D. Turner
& A. McGuire eds. The Nag Hammadi Library after Fifty Years: Proceedings of the 1995 Soci-
ety of Biblical Literature Commemoration (NHMS 44; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 295-307 (302),
notes that Ac. Thom!s ‘precise knowledge’ of Thomas is ‘a well-known fact’.
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The similar language of hidden sayings (in Greek: ot Adyot oi [amdxpugot]/ Ta
dméxpupa Adyta) in connection with Thomas probably indicates influence here.
Again, there is influence in a later section of the Acts of Thomas, in which
Thomas is the speaker:

GTh13.6,8 Ac. Thom. 47

And he (Jesus) took him (Thomas), and ... you who separated me privately from
withdrew, and spoke three words to him  all my companions, and spoke to me
three words by which I am inflamed, and
Thomas said to them, ‘If I told you one of =~ which I am unable to speak to others.
the words which he spoke to me, you

would pick up stones and throw them at

me. But fire would come out of the

stones and burn you’

Another probable mark of influence, albeit a fleeting one, appears in Ac. Thom.
136 with its reference—reversing the order in the Gospel of Thomas—to ‘those
who rest, and, having rested, reign’ (cf. GTh 2.4-5 Greek: ‘he will reign, and
having reigned, he will rest’).

Martyrdom of Peter

Mart. Petr. 9 has some features in common with Thomas'’s version of the ‘mak-
ing the two one’ saying (cf. 2 Clem. 12; Clem. Strom. 3.13.92). GTh 22 has as the
condition for salvation ‘if you make ..." (cf. é&v py momjonre ... in Mart. Petr. 9),
and they share a reference to ‘the above like the below’ not present in other
versions.%4

There may be other allusions in other Acts, but these are rather more dis-
tant.55

64  ‘The above like the below’ does appear in Ac. Phil. 140, but this seems to be dependent
upon Mart. Petr. For the texts and discussion, see Pratscher, Der zweite Clemensbrief, 162.
65 In Ac. Jn 39, John says to the men of Ephesus: ‘And yet you are blinded in your hearts and
cannot recover your sight.’ This may refer to GTh 28.3 (tugAoi elow Tf) xapdia adT@V ¥l 00
BAémovaw ...). The language is fairly close, but the collocation of of hearts and seeing is a

common one.
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4.4 Reception in Manichaean Literature®®

We noted above (Introduction, §3: ‘Named Testimonia’) the abundance of
Patristic references to a connection between the Manichees and Thomas, even
though the work is not mentioned by name in any extant Manichaean text.
Despite this absence, there are numerous points at which Manichaean works
allude to Thomas, in one case in the form of an actual citation. Hammerschmidt
ascribes the importance of Thomas in Manichaeism to the parallel between
Mani'’s “conversion” and the identity of Thomas as the twin of Jesus, and even
identified Thomas with the Gospel of the Manichaeans.5” Funk has a slightly
different explanation of the function of Thomas in this context, arguing that
Mani or his followers were interested in Thomas because it helped to articulate
their ecclesiology and doctrine of election.®® Coyle is much more cautious

66 On Thomas and Manichaean literature in general, see Hammerschmidt, ‘Thomasevan-
gelium und die Manichéer) 120-123; J. Helderman, ‘Manichiische Ziige im Thomase-
vangelium, in S. Emmel, et al,, eds. Agypten und Nubien in spdtantiker und christlicher
Zeit: Akten des 6. Internationales Koptologenkongresses, Miinster, 20.—26. Juli (Wiesbaden:
Reichert, 1999), I1.483-494; H.-J. Klimkeit, ‘Apocryphal Gospels in Central and East Asia),
in idem & M. Heuser, eds. Studies in Manichean Literature and Art (NHMS XLVI; Lei-
den: Brill, 1999), 189—211; W.-P. Funk, ‘“Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehntausend”: Zitate
aus dem Thomasevangelium in den koptischen Manichaica), in H.-G. Bethge, S. Emmel,
K.L.King & I. Schletterer, eds. For the Children, Perfect Instruction: Studies in Honor of Hans-
Martin Schenke (NHMS 54; Leiden/ Boston: Brill, 2002), 67—94; J.K. Coyle, ‘The Gospel of
Thomas in Manichaeism?), in L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, eds. Collogue internationale:
“L'Evangile selon Thomas et les textes de Nag Hammadi”: Québec, 29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven:
Peeters, 2007), 75-91; P. Nagel, ‘Synoptische Evangelientraditionen im Thomasevangelium
und im Manichéismus), in J. Frey, J. Schréter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium:
Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 272—293;
Grosso, Adyor Amdxpugot, 277-304, and n.b. Grosso’s list on p. 303, which expands con-
siderably the number of possible influences of Thomas upon Manichaean literature (cf.
the list in Helderman, ‘Manichiische Ziige), 484—486). Studies of specific sayings include
P.A. Mirecki, ‘Coptic Manichaean Psalm 278 and Gospel of Thomas 37, in A. van Tonger-
loo & S. Giversen, eds. Manichaica Selecta: Studies Presented to Professor Julien Ries on the
Occasion of his Seventieth Birthday (Manichaean Studies, 1; Leuven: International Associa-
tion of Manichaean Studies and the Centre of the History of Religions, 1991), 243—262, and
J. Helderman, ‘Log 97 vom manichéischen Gesichtspunkt ausgesehen’, in W. Beltz, ed. Der
Gottesspruch in der koptischen Literatur: Hans-Martin Schenke zum 65. Geburtstag (Halle:
Druckerei der Martin-Luther-Universitit, 1994), 149-161.

67 Hammerschmidt, ‘Thomasevangelium und die Manichéer’, 123.

68 Funk, ‘Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehntausend’, g1—92.
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(indeed, over-cautious) in his conclusion that Manichaeans do not necessarily
know Thomas at all.®9

Mani, Epistula Fundamenti (mid-third cent.)

The first allusion, to Thomas’s Prologue + GTh 1, comes in Mani'’s own Epistula
Fundamenti, preserved by Augustine: ‘These are the saving words, from the
eternal and living source. Whoever hears them and first believes in them and
thereafter keeps what they point to, will never be liable to death ... (Epistula
Fundamenti fr. 2).7° Compare Thomas: ‘These are the secret sayings which the
living Jesus spoke and Didymus Judas Thomas wrote them down. And he said,
“Whoever finds the interpretation of these sayings will not taste death.”’

Kephalaia of the Teacher (1 Keph.) (late third cent.)

We have what looks like a quotation of GTh 5.1 (‘know the one who is before
your face, and what is hidden from you will be revealed to you’) in 7 Keph.
163:28-29: ‘Indeed, concerning the mystery that is hidden from the sects, the
saviour cast an allusion [to] his disciples: “Understand that which is before your
faces and that which is hidden from you will be revealed to you.”’”! A reference
to GTh 23.1 (‘I will choose you, one from a thousand, and two from ten thousand
...") is also apparent in 7 Keph. 285:24—25: ‘T have [ch]o[sen] yo[u], one [from a
thousand], two from ten thousand’ (cf. also §§ 4.1, 5).72

Kephalaia of the Wisdom of My Lord Mani (2 Keph.) (late third
cent.)”
It is unclear whether the Kephalaia of the Wisdom of my Lord Mani from the
Chester Beatty collection (2 Keph.) is simply a continuation of the Kephalaia of

69  Coyle, ‘The Gospel of Thomas in Manichaeism?, go—91.

70  Epistula Fundamenti, fr. 2 = Augustine, Contra epistulam fundamenti 11. See Zycha, ed.
Sancti Aureli Augustini De utilitate credendi, 206, and Contra Felicem 1.1 (J. Zycha, ed. Sancti
Aureli Augustini Contra Felicem de natura boni ... [CSEL XXV/2; Vienna: Tempsky, 1892],
8o1).

71 L Gardner, The Kephalaia of the Teacher: The Edited Coptic Manichaean Texts in Translation
with Commentary (NHMS; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 173; Funk, ‘Einer aus tausend, zwei aus
zehntausend), 74—75; Nagel, ‘Synoptische Evangelientraditionen, 288-289.

72 For a rougher parallel to the ‘one out of a thousand ..." saying, see Psalm-Book 4,18-21
(Bema-Psalm 220): see Nagel, ‘Apokryphe Jesusworte’, 506.

73 See Funk, ‘Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehntausend’, 79-85; Nagel, ‘Synoptische Evan-
gelientraditionen’, 282—284.
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the Teacher (the Berlin Kephalaia, or1 Keph.), or a distinct work.” Nevertheless,
it too has an important parallel with Thomas.

2 Keph.

Matt. 12.31-32 GTh 44 416:12-16/417:25—29
Therefore I say to you, Jesus said, (Mani the speaker, in
every sin and blasphemy 417:25—29).
will be forgiven men, but
blasphemy of the Spirit
will not be forgiven.

Whoever blasphemes the  The one who blasphemes

And whoever speaks a
word against the Son of
Man, it will be forgiven
him.

But whoever speaks
against the Holy Spirit,

it will not be forgiven him,
either in this age or in the
one to come.

(But he is guilty of an
everlasting sin [Mk 3:29]).

Father, he will be forgiven.

And whoever blasphemes
the Son,
he will be forgiven.

But whoever blasphemes
the Holy Spirit, he will not
be forgiven,

either on earth or in
heaven.

the Father, he will be
forgiven;

the one who blasphemes
the Son,
he will be forgiven;

the one who blasphemes
the Holy Spirit,

he will not be forgiven,
either on earth or in
heaven.

But he will be condemned

under [...] forever.

Thomas, then, can be seen to have introduced (a) a trinitarian structure to
what was originally only a bipartite contrast between the Son of Man and the
Holy Spirit, and (b) the gloss ‘neither on earth nor in heaven’ (instead of the
‘this age’/ ‘the age to come’ pairing).” The Kephalaia adopts both of Thomas’s

74 Gardner, Kephalaia, xix, notes the uncertainty, but comments that ‘the two codices may
well belong together’
75  On Thomas's adaptation of the saying, see Gathercole, Composition, 179—183. The trinitar-
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modifications here, while reintroducing an element of the canonical tradition
as well (Mk 3.29).

Manichaean Psalm-Book (end of third cent.)

The Psalm-Book provides three further instances. In the first, we find a close
parallel to GTh 3.3 (‘but the kingdom is inside you and outside of you’) in
Psalm-Book 160,20—-21: ‘The kingdom of heaven, behold it is inside us and,
behold, it is outside [us].7®

Shortly after this there appears to be a reference to Thomas in [...] trees in
paradise [... ... ] summer and winter’ (Psalm-Book 161,17—29); cf. GTh 19.3: ‘For
you have five trees in paradise, which do not move in summer or winter ...
Although the number in the Psalm-Book is missing, the context is a list of fives,
and so it is clear that we are dealing with five trees.

A little later is another:

Matt. 6.24/ Luke 16.13 GTh 47 Psalm-Book 1179:24—27

No-one (Lk: No servant) And it is impossible for It is impossible for a

can serve two masters: a servant to serve two servant ever to serve two
masters; masters.

either he will hate one and

love the other,

or he will cling to one otherwise he willhonour ~ He will please one
one
and despise the other. and insult the other. and despise the other.

ian structure of the blasphemy formula survives into medieval Catharism: see T. Baarda,
‘“Vader—Zoon—Heilige Geest”: Logion 44 van “Thomas”’, NedThT 51 (1997), 13-30 (21—
22). One of the passages cited by Baarda is translated into English, with its wider context
in F.P. Badham & F.C. Coneybeare, ‘Fragments of an Ancient (?Egyptian) Gospel used by
the Cathars of Albi, Hibbert Journal 11 (1913 ), 805-818 (814); see also the Tuscan gospel har-
mony: V. Todesco, A. Vaccari & M. Vattasso, Il Diatessaron in volgare Italiano: Testi inediti
dei secoli XIII-XIV (Vatican City: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1938), 244. ‘Son, rather
than Son of Man, is also found outside of the triadic structure (i.e. merely in contrast to
the Holy Spirit) in Synodicon Orthodoxiae 9.

76  See Nagel, ‘Apokryphe Jesusworte) 514.
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Nagel notes two similarities between GTh 47 and the Psalm-Book, over
against the Synoptic version: first, the similarity of the introduction (‘It is
impossible for a servant ..."), and second, the reproduction in the Psalm-Book
of the Thomasine “minus”.””

Later in the Psalm-Book there is a more difficult case:”®

GTh 37.2 Psalm-Book 11 278,26—30

Jesus said, The word of Jesus ...

‘When you undress and are not ‘The vain garment of this flesh I put off
ashamed, and take your clothes (saved and sanctified!);

and leave them under your feet like little I caused the clean feet of my soul to
children and tread upon them, trample confidently upon it;

then [you will s]ee the Son of the Living ~ the gods who are clothed with Christ,
One and you will not be afraid’ with them I stood in line.

The metaphorical use of undressing and trampling on the clothes, attributed
to Jesus in both Thomas and the Psalm perhaps indicates influence.” A poten-
tial difficulty here is that a similar statement can also be found in Clement
of Alexandria’s Gospel of the Egyptians. The Psalm-Book’s version is closer to
Thomas in this case, however.89

77 On the other hand, in its use of ‘despise’ (xatagpévnoet/ fqratadponn), the form in the
Psalm-Book is closer to that of Matthew/ Luke than Thomas. For text and discussion, see
Nagel, ‘Synoptische Evangelientraditionen, 284—288, and further, P. Nagel, ‘Der Spruch
vom Doppeldienst im Thomasevangelium (Logion 47) und im manichiischen Psalmen-
buch (Part I pl. 179, 27-29)), in W. Beltz, ed. Der Gottesspruch in der koptischen Literatur:
Hans-Martin Schenke zum 65. Geburtstag (Hallesche Beitrdge zur Orientwissenschaft 15;
Halle: Institut fiir Orientalistik, 1994), 75—-83, which has a very helpful synopsis of the var-
ious versions of this saying (81-83).

78  Text and translation in Mirecki, ‘Psalm 278 and Gospel of Thomas 37, 253.

79  Cf. Psalm-Book 254,23—24: ‘You [Jesus] have been released from the grievous bonds of the
flesh ... You have thrown upon the earth the garment of sickness. You have trampled upon
overweening pride.” (Mirecki, ‘Coptic Manichaean Psalm 278 and Gospel of Thomas 37,
256).

80  Clement, Strom. 3.13.92.2, merely makes reference (in citing Julian Cassian and G. Egy.) to
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Parthian and Sogdian Texts (seventh—tenth century?)

The ‘one out of a thousand, two out of ten thousand’ saying is again (cf. 7 Keph.
above) paralleled in a Parthian fragment of uncertain date, and is concerned,
like GTh 23.1, with election: ‘(Mani says:) Chosen and select are you out of many,
one from a thousand, and two from ten thousand’ (M 763, r II, 24—28).8! The
‘one out of a thousand, two out of ten thousand’ formula is known beyond the
Gospel of Thomas and the Manichaean tradition (see § 4.1 above), but it is in
these places—and in one Mandaean usage (see § 4.5 below)—that it is closely
associated with election.82 There are also looser parallels in other Manichaean
texts.53

The saying about ‘what eye has not seen, what ear has not heard etc. in
GTh 17 is distinctive in that it attributes the saying to Jesus, makes Jesus the
giver of the secret gift and adds the additional restriction ‘what hand has not
touched.8* These peculiarities of Thomas survive in M 789 = M 551,85 and the
reference to the hand (but not Jesus as giver) survives in So 18220,86 a Sogdian
fragment from an account of the mission of Mar Adda and Patek the teacher,

‘trampling on the garment of shame), so there is no talk of ‘undressing’ or the mention of
‘feet’, both of which occur in GTh and the Psalm-Book.

81 Text in M. Boyce, Reader in Manichaean Middle Persian, and Parthian: Texts with Notes (Lei-
den: Brill, 1975), 176; for discussion, see Funk, ‘Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehntausend),
85-92; Nagel, ‘Synoptische Evangelientraditionen’, 278—279.

82 Recall Funk’s point on election, already cited above (‘Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehn-
tausend, g1-92).

83  See 1 Keph. 187:32—-188:1: ‘I have chosen some from among many’ For text and German
translation, see Funk, ‘Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehntausend), 87; ET: Gardner, Kepha-
laia, 196; and Homilies 59:13—14: for ET, see Gardner & Lieu, Manichaean Texts, 88: ‘Where
are (they), the thousands whom you chose and the tens of thousands who (believed in)
you?’

84  The less prominent element of Jesus as the giver appears in Act. (Mart.) Petr. 39; on this,
and other attributions to Jesus see Nagel, ‘Apokryphe Jesusworte’, 504.

85  For texts and German translations of M 551 and M 789, see F.W.K. Miiller, ‘Handschriften-
Reste in Estrangelo-Schrift aus Turfan, Chinesisch-Turkistan. II. Teil, Abhandlungen der
koniglichen preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (1904), 67-68, where he comments
that they are two copies of the same work.

86 For So 18220, see text and German translation in W. Sundermann, Mitteliranische mani-
chdische Texte kirchengeschichtlichen Inhalts (Berliner Turfantexte 11; Berlin: Akademie,
1981), 38. ET in Gardner & Lieu, Manichaean Texts, n12. Bibliography: Funk, ‘Einer aus
tausend, zwei aus zehntausend, 68-69; Nagel, ‘Synoptische Evangelientraditionen’, 280—
281. On the date, see W. Sundermann, ‘Iranische Lebensbeschreibungen Manis, AO
(Copenhagen) 36 (1974), 125-149 (145).
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produced in Central Asia, but probably going back to an account produced in
Syriac or Parthian.87

Unnamed Apocryphon
Another case may be from a Manichaean source, but is not clearly so. In
c. 421, Augustine in his Contra adversarium Legis et Prophetarum (against both
Manichees and Marcionites: 1.1.1) cites ‘from some apocryphal scripture or
other’ (de scripturis nescio quibus apocryphis, 2.4.14). He quotes it with consid-
erable disapproval:88

GTh 52 Augustine, C. adv. Leg. Prophet. 2.4.14

His disciples said to him, But when the apostles asked

‘Twenty-four prophets spoke in Israel what should be thought about the
prophets of the Jews,

and did all of them speak about you?’ who were thought to have sung

something in the past about his coming,

He said to them, he was disturbed that they should still
think such things, and replied:

‘You have neglected the living one ‘You have abandoned the living one who

in front of you, is before you,

and spoken of the dead’ and are talking about the dead’

Despite these numerous instances (including or excluding the last case), it
needs to be remembered that Thomas does not really have a deep influence
on Manichaean literature.8°

87 In addition to Sundermann’s observations about dating, see also Gardner & Lieu, Mani-
chaean Texts, 11 n. 2.

88  PL 42.647: Sed Apostolis, inquit, Dominus noster interrogantibus de Iudaeorum Prophetis
quid sentiri deberet, qui de adventu eius aliquid cecinisse in praeteritum putabantur, com-
motus talia eos etiam nunc sentire, respondit: Dimisistis vivum qui ante vos est, de mortuis
fabulamini. See e.g. ].B. Bauer, ‘De agraphis genuinis evangelii secundum Thomam coptici,
Verbum Domini 37 (1959),129-146 (142); T. Baarda, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Old Tes-
tament), PIBA 26 (2003), 1-28 (4—6) on the meaning of the Latin of this apocryphal saying.

89  See, for example, the conclusion of Nagel's essay: ‘Der konkrete Textvergleich zeitigt
indessen nur marginalen Gebrauch des Thomasevangeliums bei den Manichdern’ (Nagel,
‘Synoptische Evangelientraditionen, 293).
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4.5 Mandaean Literature

This is an area which merits further exploration. One instance with possible
influence from Thomas is Mandaean Prayers 9o: ‘He chose one of out of a
thousand, and from two thousand he chose two’ (cf. references to GTh 23.1
already cited in §§ 4.1 and 4.4 above).?? Similar in the use of the 1:1000, 2:10000
language, but without reference to election is the Ginza.%

4.6 The Oxyrhynchus Shroud (fifth-sixth cent.)%2

One of the most interesting cases is the quotation from GTh 5 on a shroud
discovered in Oxyrhynchus:

GTh 5 (Greek) GTh 5 (Coptic) Oxyrhynchus Shroud

Jesus says, ‘K[now the one Jesus says, ‘Know the one  Jesus says,
who is befo]re your face, ~ who is before your face,

and [what is hidden] from and what is hidden from

you will be reveal[ed to you will be revealed to you.

you.]

[For there i]s nothing For nothing which is ‘There is nothing
hidden which will not hidden will not be

[become pl]ain, revealed’

and buried which [will not buried which will not be
be raised]’ raised.

9o  W.D. Stroker, Extracanonical Sayings of Jesus (Atlanta: Scholars, 1989), 187.

91  Right Ginza 305, 307.

92  First notice and text in H.-C. Puech, ‘Un logion de Jésus sur bandelette funéraire) Rev.
Hist. Rel. 147 (1955), 126—129: Aéyet Tnaods: ox éatwv Tebapuué| vov & odx éyepdyoetal. He dates
the item to the fifth or sixth century on palaeographical grounds (127). For a photograph,
see the frontispiece of H.-C. Puech, En Quéte de la Gnose II: Sur [’Evangile selon Thomas.
Esquisse d’une interprétation systématique (Paris: Gallimard, 1978), in which volume the
article with the text is reprinted (59—62). See now especially A. Luijendijk, ‘“Jesus says:

‘There Is Nothing Buried That Will Not Be Raised’” A Late-Antique Shroud with Gospel of

Thomas Logion 5 in Context), ZAC 15 (2011), 389—410.
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The overlap here is clearly with the Greek version, and not the Coptic.
Unfortunately, however, although the text has been published, the location of
the artefact itself is unknown to me. Puech reports that it was bought in 1953
by Roger Rémondon, and that he, Puech, then acquired it, but no-one to my
knowledge claims to have seen the object thereafter.93

4.7 Medieval Literature

There is a curious, and perhaps coincidental parallel to P. Oxy. I 1's &yetpov tov
AiBov (GTh 30.1) in the Suda (c. 1000 CE), which is followed by the Etymologicum
Gudianum (c. 1100).94

From the same Greek saying, something similar to GTh 30.2’s version of the
Matthean minyan xal &mov €lg éotiv puévog, Aéyw: &y elut pet’ adtod appears
much later in words attributed to God in an Albingensian Gospel: ‘Where there
was one who was his little one, he would himself be with him, and where there
were two likewise, and where there were three in the same manner.9> The same
work shares the trinitarian structure of Jesus’ blasphemy saying with GTh 44
and 2 Keph. 41612—16/417:25—29 discussed in 4.4 above.%6

In material related to the source of the Albigensian saying, there are various
parallels to the content of GTh 114, with Peter’s claim about the exclusion
of women from life (114.1), and Jesus’ promise to make them male (114.2),
so that thus transformed they have access to the kingdom (114.3). In various
confessions, similar points are made:

Confessio et depositio Arnaldi Cicredi: ‘[ the female spirits] go out from the
body of the woman and are changed into men ... because no woman can
enter his kingdom.9”

93  Luijendijk, ‘Late-Antique Shroud’, 390.

94  Forthe Sudareference, see G. Bernhardy, ed. Suidae lexicon Graece et Latine (Halle/ Braun-
schweig: Schwetschki, 1853), 78, line 17. On the Etymologicum Gudianum, see R. Reitzen-
stein, ‘Ein Zitat aus den Adyta Tnood’, ZNW 6 (1905), 203. For the text, see E.L. de Stefani,
ed. Etymologicum Gudianum, 1.2 (Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1965 [1920]), 393 line 22.

95 L von Déllinger, Beitrdge zur Sektengeschichte des Mittelalters, vol. 2 (Munich: Beck, 1890),
210; Badham & Coneybeare, ‘Fragments of an Ancient (? Egyptian) Gospel, 8og.

96  See Badham & Coneybeare, ‘Fragments of an Ancient (? Egyptian) Gospel, 814-815.

97  Dollinger, Beitrdage zur Sektengeschichte des Mittelalters, 151-152: egressi de corpore mulieris
convertebantur inviros ... quod nulla mulier ... ingrederetur regnum suum. I owe this and the
subsequent references to Puech, ‘Collection de paroles), 166.
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William Belibasta: ‘Women never enter, when they die, into the glory of
paradise, but, when they die, their souls enter into the bodies of males ...
they are changed into males, and God sends 18 angels to them and they
bring them in to the glory of paradise.'?8

Confessio Johannis Maurini: No woman has entered paradise, but when
women—heretical or believing—die, they are changed into men so that
thus they are able to enter paradise.9®

Confessio Petri Maurini: ‘'No women may enter paradise, and therefore
women ... when they die are turned into men in order to be saved. 00

The verbal similarities here are such as perhaps to suggest actual dependence
in some indirect way.

4.8 Conclusion

It is evident here that the contemporary scholarly confusion about Thomas is
to some extent reflected in the Protean character of Thomas in antiquity. The
diversity of its content and its literary form clearly meant that it was especially
amenable to very different groups. We have seen influence upon Manichaean
literature, with Thomas also influencing ascetic Syrian Christianity as well as
literature usually characterised as Sethian.

Might these allusions to Thomas also be suggestive for the illumination of
its origins? As far as the question of Thomas’s original language is concerned,
the evidence is too diverse to be of much help: we have influence even quite
early on of Thomasine phraseology in works originally composed in Latin,
Greek, Syriac, Coptic, as well as in Coptic, Armenian, Parthian and Sogdian
translations. As far as questions of Thomas’s provenance are concerned, the

98  Dollinger, Beitrdge zur Sektengeschichte des Mittelalters, 176-177: mulieres nunquam in-
trant, quando moriuntur, in gloriam paradisi, sed, quando moriuntur, animae earum subin-
trant corpora masculorum ... convertuntur in homines masculos, et deus mittit eis xviii ange-
los, et introducuntur ad gloriam paradisi.

99  Dollinger, Beitrdge zur Sektengeschichte des Mittelalters, 191: nulla mulier paradisum intra-
vit, sed quando mulieres haereticae vel credentes moriuntur, convertuntur in viros, ut sic
intrare possint paradisum.

100 Dollinger, Beitrige zur Sektengeschichte des Mittelalters, 219: nulla mulier intraret par-
adisum, et propter hoc mulieres ... quando moriuntur convertuntur in viros, ut salventur.
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same is probably true: Thomas seems to have enjoyed a wide distribution rather
quickly. The spread of Manichaeism meant that Thomas has been found in
works from the Latin West to Central Asia. There is some concentration of early
influence in Syria, but also evidence from Egypt as well.

Finally, we will see in the course of the commentary on individual sayings
that these references also offer some assistance with the exegesis of Thomas.
Some of the evidence here is particularly useful because the reception is often
not of the Coptic, but reflects pre-Coptic Greek forms of the sayings, as in
Hippolytus’ probable reference to GTh 11, which makes a good deal more sense
in Hippolytus’ Greek than it does in our Coptic version. Similarly, we have a
Greek form of part of GTh 113 in Pseudo-Macarius. Caution is needed here,
as we should not suppose that these authors preserve tout simple the original
form of Thomas, but the evidence should at least be borne in mind. To give
some examples, we will see in the commentary that the allusion to GTh 52 in
Augustine may clear up some of the difficulties in that saying, Pseudo-Macarius
may help with the puzzling parable in GTh g7, and Didymus with GTh 7.
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The Original Language of Thomas

The original language of Thomas began to be debated as soon as the Coptic
text was discovered.! One of the earliest effects of this discovery was that
Coptic became a candidate for the language of Thomas’s composition: this was
proposed by Garitte, but soon refuted.? Scholars have occasionally talked about
Hebrew underlying particular words or phrases, but none to my knowledge
have argued for a Hebrew composition in toto.3 The three serious options,
which have been argued for from the beginning and which are still maintained
by scholars, are Western Aramaic, Syriac and Greek.

1 Bibliography: A. Guillaumont, ‘Semitismes dans les logia de Jésus retrouvés a Nag Hamadyi,
Journal Asiatique 246 (1958), 13-123; G. Garitte, ‘Les “Logoi” d’ Oxyrhynque et I’apocryphe
copte dit “Evangile selon Thomas”, Muséon 73 (1960), 151-172; A. Guillaumont, ‘Les logia
d’ Oxyrhynchos sont-ils traduits du copte?, Muséon 73 (1960), 325-333; G. Garitte, ‘Les “Logoi”
d’Oxyrhynque sont traduits du copte, Muséon 73 (1960), 335-349; K. Kuhn, ‘Some Obser-
vations on the Coptic Gospel according to Thomas, Muséon 73 (1960), 317-323; P. Nagel,
‘Erwdgungen zum Thomas-Evangelium, in F. Altheim & R. Stiehl, eds. Die Araber in der
alten Welt, vol. V, part 2 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1969), 368—392; J.E. Ménard, ‘Les Prob-
lémes de I'Evangile selon Thomas) in M. Krause, ed. Essays on the Nag Hammadi Texts in
Honour of Alexander Bohlig (Leiden: Brill, 1972), 50-73; J.E. Ménard, ‘La tradition synoptique
et Evangile selon Thomas), in F. Paschke, . Dummer, J. Irmscher & K. Treu, eds., Uber-
lieferungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1981), 411-426 (415-417);
A. Guillaumont, ‘Les semitismes dans I’ Evangile selon Thomas: essai de classement’, in R. van
den Broek & M.]J. Vermaseren, eds. Studies in Gnosticism and Hellenistic Religions Presented
to Gilles Quispel on the Occasion of his 65th Birthday (Leiden: Brill, 1981), 190—204; A. Boh-
lig, ‘Das Problem araméischer Elemente in den Texten von Nag Hammadyi, in F. Junge, ed.
Studien zu Sprache und Religion Agyptens. Band 2: Religion (FS W. Westendorf) (Géttingen:
F. Junge, 1984), 983-1011; reprinted in A. Bohlig, Gnosis und Synkretismus: Gesammelte Auf-
sdtze zur spdtantiken Religionsgeschichte. 2. Teil (WUNT 48; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1989), 414—453;
Perrin, Thomas and Tatian; N. Perrin, NHC II,2 and the Oxyrhynchus Fragments (P.Oxy 1, 654,
655): Overlooked Evidence for a Syriac Gospel of Thomas’, VC 58 (2004), 138-151; DeConick,
Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 14-15 and passim; N. Perrin, ‘The Aramaic Origins
of the Gospel of Thomas—Revisited,, in J. Frey, J. Schréter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomase-
vangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2007),
50—59; Gathercole, Composition, 19-125.

2 The criticisms of Haenchen, ‘Literatur zum Thomasevangelium (I), 157160, are particularly
effective.

3 Marcovich, ‘Textual Criticism on the Gospel of Thomas), 53—-74 (59 on GTh 3).

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2014 DOI: 10.1163/9789004273252_006
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I will not repeat here how the discussion has unfolded, and this section
as a whole is an abbrevation of a longer treatment elsewhere.# I will confine
the discussion here to a survey of the problems attending Semitic theories of
Thomas's composition on the one hand, and the positive evidence for a Greek
original on the other.

5.1 Problems with Semitic Theories of Thomas’s Composition

The problems with Semitic theories can be seen at both the general and the
particular level. Arguments in favour of Western Aramaic or Syriac are usually
based on what is deemed to be a critical mass of Semitisms: so, for example,
DeConick prints a double-page table in the Introduction to her commentary,
listing 47 sayings out of 114 attesting possible Semitisms;® Perrin concludes that
a retroversion into Syriac reveals 502 catchwords.® If correct, these would be
almost incontrovertible evidence.

At the general level, however, there are considerable methodological prob-
lems with identifying Semitisms underneath our Greek and Coptic texts of
Thomas. Many Semitisms of course are insignificant as elements in an argu-
ment for a composition in a Semitic language, as they are elements of biblical
idiom, or ‘Septuagintalisms’, or Jewish idiom which exists in various different
languages.” One needs to be sure that the phrase in question is not merely
Greek or Coptic idiom, and conversely that the phrase can be Aramaic or Syr-
iac from the period of purported composition: this is especially difficult with
Syriac, where we have only a few inscriptions from the first two centuries CE.8
The most compelling instances of Semitisms are those where we can iden-
tify mistranslation (or simply overly wooden translation), or divergent trans-
lations: i.e. a Semitic original having been translated one way in the Synoptic
Gospels and a different way in Thomas. Even in these cases, however, detect-
ing such phenomena is extremely difficult.® Torrey remarked a century ago
that identification of mistranslation is ‘immensely valuable in the rare cases
where it is convincing: there is no other internal proof of translation which
is so immediately cogent’, but immediately added: ‘But the need of caution is

Gathercole, Composition, 19-125.

DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 14-15.
Perrin, Thomas and Tatian.

Gathercole, Composition, 29—32.

Gathercole, Composition, 25-29, 38—39.
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Gathercole, Composition, 32—38.
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greater here than anywhere else. The more experience one has in this field, the
more plainly he sees the constant danger of blundering ... Hence it happens
in nine cases out of ten that renewed study of the “mistranslations” which we
have discovered shows us that there was no translation at all, or else that it
was quite correct.’® The problem here—as also with supposed catchwords—
is that there is an awful lot of room for scholarly guesswork without controls.
The difficulty can be illustrated especially from GTh 61, as we will see, with the
explanations given for the statement that Jesus comes ‘as from one’ (ewc eBox
2N oya).

Moving to the particular level, we can explore GTh 61 among a small sample
of others.!!

GTh 83. In this parable Matthew’s fisherman collected the good fish (guv-
é\eEov T xadd in Matt. 13.48), while that of Thomas chose the large fish (ay-
cwTn MnNos NTBT). Some argue that ‘choosing’ and ‘collecting’ derive from Ara-
maic/Syriac gb’, which can mean both.12 The difference in the verbs, however,
is demanded by the two quite different stories: Matthew’s parable concerns
God’s vindication of the plural righteous (hence gathering), whereas Thomas
has a parable about choosing a single fish (in which a verb to ‘gather’ would be
nonsensical).

GTh 13.8. Here a mistranslation is alleged, in a reference to fire (masculine
in Coptic) burning with a feminine singular prefix on the verb (oyxweT ...
fcpwek), on the grounds that fire in Aramaic (%¢’, or nwr’) is feminine, unlike
Coptic kweT (masc.) and Greek ndp (neut.).!® However, if it is true that the
feminine subject of the Coptic verb is the result of interference from the source
language, one could equally explain this on the basis of Greek, perhaps by
nupt (‘fire’), or by the common biblical word AS€ (‘flame’, which would work
well in the context).

10  C.C. Torrey, ‘The Translations Made from the Original Aramaic Gospels) in D.G. Lyon &
G.F. Moore, eds. Studies in the History of Religions, Presented to Crawford Howell Toy (New
York: Macmillan, 1912), 269-317 (283, 284).

11 These are excerpted from the treatment in Gathercole, Composition, 43-104.

12 For Quispel’s arguments and (negative) evaluation of them, see T. Baarda, ‘Chose or
Collected, HTR 84 (1991), 373-397 (384). Guillaumont, ‘Les semitismes dans I'Evangile
selon Thomas’, 197-198, offers the Syriac on the basis of the verb gb’ being used in the
Syriac versions of Matt. 13.48; see also Baarda, ‘Chose or Collected, 386, although he is
very tentative about Thomas reflecting an Aramaic/ Syriac substratum here; cf. Perrin, ‘The
Aramaic Origins of the Gospel of Thomas—Revisited’, 56.

13 Guillaumont, ‘Les semitismes dans I'Evangile selon Thomas’, 196; DeConick, Original
Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 15, 84.
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GTh 21.5. One case which seems strikingly plausible is the curious phrase
‘his house of his kingdom’ (neyner fite TequiTepo), with the double-possessive
apparently a compelling instance of a Semitism."* However, among other dif-
ficulties with the theory, this might simply be a Copticism (cf. the examples in
Exegesis on the Soul132,1;133,13—-14; and Prov. 2.1 bo).

GTh 39.1. This woe condemns those who ‘receive’ or ‘take’ (x1) the key of
knowledge, whereas the Lukan parallel has them ‘taking away’ (aipew) the
key. Guillaumont, Quispel, DeConick and Perrin see this as evidence for a
divergent translation of an Aramaic original !> However, it must be questioned
whether the difference between Luke’s Greek and Thomas’s Coptic is sufficient
to warrant appeal to a hypothetical tertium. The verbs qi (a standard equivalent
for Greek aipw) and x1 frequently appear as variants for each other.!® This is
hardly surprising, given that the two Coptic verbs have overlapping semantic
fields. The divergence is not a considerable one.

GTh 61.2. As mentioned above, Jesus is said here to come (literally) ‘as from
one’ (pwc €BOX R oYa). Some see this as textually corrupt, but there are also
two equally ingenious proposals for both Greek and Aramaic Vorlagen: either
wg E&vog - &g EE £vdg — e eBOX el oya because Jesus is a guest (Eévog) of
Salome, or mn hd’, mhd’ (‘suddenly’) - eBox git ova, hence Salome’s question of
surprise.!” On the other hand, the Coptic might make sense as it stands, given
that according to Excerpta Theodoti 36.1, Theodotus’s Valentinians say that our
angels were put forth in unity and &g dmno évog mpoeAddvreg.18

GTh 100.1. Scholars have suggested that ‘tribute penny’ in the Synoptics
became Thomas’s ‘gold coin’ because both go back to Aramaic/ Syriac dynr.®
There are difficulties with this, however. The earliest evidence cited by Guey
for this is a bilingual Aramaic-Greek inscription from 193 CE. Additionally, in

14  H.Quecke, ‘“Sein Haus seines Konigsreiches”. Zum Thomasevangelium 85. 9f/, Muséon 76
(1963), 47-53; Guillaumont, ‘Les semitismes dans I' Evangile selon Thomas), 195.

15 Quispel, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the New Testament, 202; Guillaumont, ‘Les semi-
tismes dans I’ Evangile selon Thomas’, 199; DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Trans-
lation, 157, appears to allow either of Guillaumont’s or Quispel’s proposals; Perrin, ‘Aramaic
Origins of the Gospel of Thomas), 56—57.

16 For examples, see Crum 620a—b, 748a.

17  See commentary below for a fuller discussion of the scholarship.

18 I. Dunderberg, ‘Thomas’ I-sayings and the Gospel of John), in R. Uro, ed. Thomas at the
Crossroads (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 33-64 (51-53).

19 J. Guey, ‘Comment le “denier de César” de I'Evangile a-t-il pu devenir une piéce d’or?,
Bulletin de la Société frangaise de Numismatique 15 (1960), 478—479, followed by DeConick,
Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 274.
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this particular case, the inscription does not take it for granted that the denarii
are gold, but rather needs to specify this by referring to ‘three hundred old gold
denarii’ (xpvod madaid dnvapia tplaxdaia/ dnryn dy dhb tyqyn titm’h).2° As such,
the argument that a gold dinar/ denarius can only go back to a Semitic language
is left somewhat exposed.?! There is a problem of anachronism here in the idea
that an Aramaic dynr would naturally be translated into Greek in Thomas as
‘gold coin’. There is also considerable variability in how currency is translated
in versions of the Bible.

These six examples illustrate different aspects of the problem: (1) in GTh
8.3, the parable is actually very different from Matthew’s version, and so it is
impossible to see the two parables as both literal, but divergent, translations
of a shared Semitic source; (2) in GTh 13, a Greek explanation for the oddity in
the Coptic is just as readily available as an Aramaic/ Syriac one; (3) the oddity
(for English readers) in GTh 21.5 is explicable as a Copticism; (4) GTh 39.1is an
instance of an alleged divergent translation where the divergence in reality is
so small as to be insignificant; (5) in GTh 61.2, the two apparently compelling
explanations of mistranslations cannot possibly both be correct, and may well
indeed both be redundant since the Coptic could make sense as it stands; (6) in
GTh 100 the explanation relies on an anachronistic vocabulary of the Aramaic/
Syriac language.

5.2 Positive Evidence for an Original Greek Thomas

Even if the evidence for a Semitic composition is not strong, is there any
positive evidence that the original was Greek? Six points can be made briefly
here.22

Firstly, we can apply here the evidence, adduced for a different purpose
earlier (§2: ‘A Comparison of the Greek and Coptic Texts’), of the correspon-
dences between the Greek vocabulary of the Oxyrhynchus fragments and the

20  CISII/3/1 3948 (pp. 121-122). It is not always the case that this is specified, however: see
the discussions of the Res Gestae Divi Saporis, in which it is probably the case that the
500,000 denarii are gold (because we are dealing with the ransom price of a whole army):
see]. Guey, ‘Autour des Res Gestae Divi Saporis: 1. Deniers (d’ or) et deniers d’ or (de compte)
anciens), Syria 38 (1961), 261—274; T. Pekary, ‘Autour des Res Gestae Divi Saporis: 2. Le “tribut”
aux perses et les finances de Philippe I'arabe’, Syria 38 (1961), 275-283.

21 For further, more detailed criticism, see S. Witetschek, ‘Ein Goldstiick fiir Caesar? Anmer-
kungen zu EvThom 100, Apocrypha 19 (2008), 103—122.

22 For a more substantial discussion, see Gathercole, Composition, 105-125.
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Graeco-Coptic words employed in the Nag Hammadi text. We see there that
of the 27 Greek loan-words in the sections of the Coptic paralleled in the
Greek fragments, 24 are the same in Greek (e.g. in GTh 2.2 goTtan and Stav,
in GTh 3.2 cen eaxacca and Tig Bodd[oavs], etc.); the only exceptions are
three cases of the translation of particles. This striking level of correspon-
dence means at the very least that a Greek Vorlage to our Coptic text is a near
certainty (although this is different from proving a Greek original composi-
tion).

Secondly, we find in the Coptic manuscript a considerable density of Greek
loan-words in the whole of the text. This sort of density can also be found in
Coptic compositions, but there are also aspects of the Graeco-Coptic vocab-
ulary which merit comment as indicative of, again, a Greek Vorlage. These
include elements which are unusual in Coptic compositions, such as men ...
A€ ... (GTh 73) and aw ToyTo (GTh 21). The latter is particularly notewor-
thy, because pronouns are sometimes said to be elements of Greek which are
not found in Coptic.23 Also unusual are the inflected Greek forms in 14.3 (ka-
KON), 45.2 (araeon), 45.3—4 tris (nmonupon), and especially, in 87.1, Taxamwpon.
The implication of these second and third points is that to suppose a direct
translation from a Semitic language into Coptic (as required e.g. by the Semitic
explanation of GTh 13.8 discussed above) is extremely difficult.

In addition to these two points, which are strongly suggestive of a Greek
Vorlage to our Coptic manuscript, the remaining observations go further and
point in the direction of an original composition in Greek.

Thirdly, then, we can consider the testimonia to Thomas, and the mate-
rial evidence of the manuscripts. The fact that we have three Greek fragments
and a Coptic manuscript (with Greek being the language of origin of many
early works preserved in Coptic manuscripts) means that there is a prima
facie case for Greek as the original language of Thomas. Moreover, as noted
in the conclusion to Introduction, § 3, above, the fact that the first six testi-
monia (up to the middle of the fourth century) are in Greek is also sugges-
tive.

Fourthly, we have the fact that the overwhelming majority of ‘Gospels’ from
the period were composed in Greek. (Later, Gospels began to be written in Latin
and Coptic, but these are not really relevant to the time-frame of Thomas.?4)

23 WA. Girgis, ‘Greek Loan Words in Coptic (I), Bulletin de la Société d’Archéologie Copte 17
(1964), 63—73 (63); cf. the comment on Thomas by H.P. Houghton, ‘The Coptic Gospel of
Thomas’, Aegyptus 43 (1963), 107-140 (136): ‘Pronouns appear to be the form most rarely
borrowed. In fact, the ToyTo in this ata ToyTo is the only case.

24  E.g.the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew, composed in Latin.
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As far as Mark, Luke and John are concerned, the consensus now is for Greek
originals; the only debate has been over a possible Hebrew Matthew. The other
works to which Thomas is most closely related are also unanimously held to be
Greek: the Gospel of Judas,?> the Gospel of Peter,26 and the Gospel of Mary;?” the
Gospel of Philip is almost always taken to have been written in Greek, despite
its interest in Syrian themes and provenance.?8 The same may well be true of
P. Oxy. V 840, for which Kruger assumes a Greek original but suggests a Syr-
ian provenance.?® Even the corpus of so-called “Jewish-Christian” Gospels is by
no means a Semitic-language collection. As far as the Ebionite Gospel is con-
cerned, Epiphanius notes that the work twists the true diet of John the Baptist
from dcpideg (‘locusts’) to a honeyed €yxpig (a cake), a misprision that makes
best sense in Greek (Pan. 30.13.4-5).3° The Gospel of the Hebrews is known
in the second and third centuries in Greek, and only later in a Semitic lan-
guage. The earliest authors to refer to it are Greek authors based in Alexandria:
Clement, Origen, and Didymus seem to know it in Greek.3! About a Gospel of
the Nazoraeans (if such a work distinct from the other two Gospels existed)
hardly anything can be said with any certainty.32 Of the Infancy Gospels, the
Infancy Gospel of Thomas was sometimes regarded as a Syriac composition,

25  Seee.g. R.Kasser, M. Meyer & G. Wurst, eds. The Gospel of Judas (Washington DC: National
Geographic, 2006), 11.

26  Seee.g. H.B. Swete, The Gospel of St. Peter: The Text in Greek and English with Introduction,
Notes and Indices (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2005 [1893]), xliiii.

27 Tuckett, Gospel of Mary, 10-11; K. King, The Gospel of Mary Magdala (Santa Rosa, CA:
Polebridge Press, 2003), 8; A. Pasquier, L'Evangile selon Marie (BG 1) (BCNH 10; Québec:
Laval, 1983), 2.

28  J.E.Ménard, L'Evangt’le selon Philippe: Introduction, texte, traduction, commentaire (Stras-
bourg: Faculté de Théologie Catholique, 1967), 33-35, suggests that the Vorlage of the
Coptic text at least is Greek, and comments that the work originated in a ‘milieu syriaque’
(34) and an ‘ambiance syriaque’ (35), but makes no mention of a Syriac-language original.
W. Isenberg, ‘Tractate 3: The Gospel according to Philip: Introduction’, in Layton, ed. Nag
Hammadi Codex II,2—7 (Volume 1), 131-139 (134). He is followed by P. Foster, ‘The Gospel
of Philip in idem, ed. The Non-Canonical Gospels (New York/ London: T&T Clark, 2008),
68-83 (70 n. 24).

29  TJ. Kraus, MJ. Kruger & T. Nicklas, Gospel Fragments (OECGT; Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 2009), 167 (in reference to Syria), and 168 (in reference to the ‘Greek origi-
nal’).

30  Klauck, Apocryphal Gospels, 51.

31 Itisonly in the fourth century, with Jerome, that we have reference to the work as written
in Hebrew: Jerome apparently had to translate it himself into Greek and Latin (Vir. IlL. 2).

32 Klauck, Apocryphal Gospels, 37.
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but is not any longer.32 The Protevangelium of James is equally clearly a Greek
composition.3* The Armenian Gospel of the Infancy has been suggested as a Syr-
iac work, but has not yet been the subject of a study.3> A possible analogy to
an Aramaic Thomas might be Q, although—even leaving aside the question
of its existence—its original character is much debated. Additionally there is
76 Zuptoxdv associated with Hegesippus (HE 4.22.8), though this epithet could
be geographical or ethnic rather than linguistic. Overall, where we are deal-
ing with known extant texts for which we have enough information on which
to draw reasonably secure conclusions, the evidence points almost without
exception to Greek originals. The Gospel genre is overwhelmingly a Greek-
language genre.

Fifthly, a similar kind of argument can be made for the fact that the Gospel
of Thomas is extant in Nag Hammadi Codex II, which is essentially a (transla-
tion of a) Greek collection (as is probably the whole Nag Hammadi corpus).
The fact that Thomas appears as part of an originally Greek Nag Hammadi cor-
pus is circumstantial evidence for a Greek original. Some scholars have thought
that there may be exceptions,3¢ but by and large the majority accepts a pan-
Greek corpus. Indeed, one frequently encounters such comments as: ‘There
is no reason to believe that any of the Nag Hammadi tractates were origi-
nally written in Coptic or that any were translated from a language other than
Greek.37

Finally, the closeness of our Greek Thomas to its parallels in the Synoptic
Gospels and the Gospel of the Hebrews suggests that, like them, Thomas was
composed of tradition formulated in Greek. The evidence is as follows:

33  A. Chartrand-Burke, ‘The Infancy Gospel of Thomas’, in Foster, ed. Non-Canonical Gospels,
126138 (132 and n. 23). Assumed in R.F. Hock, The Infancy Gospels of James and Thomas
(Santa Rosa, CA: Polebridge, 1995), 99, in his reference to texts ‘both Greek and ver-
sional.

34  Assumed in Hock, Infancy Gospels of James and Thomas, 10, and esp. 12.

35  A. Terian, ed. The Armenian Gospel of the Infancy. With Three Early Versions of the Prote-
vangelium of James (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), xi, xxii—xxvi.

36  See the discussion of the views of Fecht (in favour of a Coptic original) and Nagel (a Syriac
original) on the Gospel of Truth in J.E. Ménard, L’ Evangile de vérité (NHS 2; Leiden: Brill,
1972), 9-17 (12, on the point about the word-plays); W. Beltz, ‘Die Apokalypse des Adam
(NHC V;5), Nag Hammadi Deutsch, 2.433—-441 (434), argues for an Aramaic original of Ap.
Adam.

37 F. Wisse, ‘Introduction to Codex VII' in B.A. Pearson, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex VII (NHS 30;
Leiden/ New York/ Koln, 1996), 11 n. 37.
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G. Heb. (Strom. 2.9.45.5) G. Heb. (Strom. 5.14.96.3)  Greek GTh 2

o0 madaeTat 6 {yThhv, un mawodabw 6 {y[tév Tod
{ntey
Ewg av ebpy- €wg av] elpy
ebpwv 3¢ xai 8o ebp[y
Qoupnonoetay, BapPBnénoetay,]
0 Bowpdaag BouPnOels 3¢ [xat Bop] BrBels
BagiAevael, BagiAevael, Boagideva(et)
xal 6 BagtAedaog BagtAedoag ¢ xa[1 BagtAeboag
GvamanoeTaL. ETAVATIYTETAL. dvara |Yjoetat.

Moving to the Synoptic tradition, we first encounter a parallel in GTh 4:

Mk 10.31 Matt. 19.30 Greek GTh 4
ot
moMol 3¢ EgovTa ToMol J¢ EgovTal ToMol Egovtal
Tp&ToL ETYaTol Tp&ToL ETyaTol [ p&tot Eoyarol]
xat [ol] Eoyatot TpdTOL. xai Eayatol Tp@TOL [xat] ot Eoyartol mpdTOL

Here we find a sequence of eight words identical with Matthew and Mark with
the exception in Thomas of the omission of 8¢, which is a consequence of the
introduction of éti. By contrast in the next case, in saying 5, the extant text
which survives corresponds more closely (indeed, exactly, as far as it survives)
to Luke:



100 CHAPTER 5

Mk 4.22 Lk. 8.7 Greek GTh 5
0V YAip ETTIV XPUTTTOV 0V YAip €TTWV XPUTTTOV [0d ydip éa]Tv xpumTdY
gav ) o pavepwdyj. 0 00 QavePOY YEVNTETAL 6 o0 awve[pov yewnoetat].

In the first visible text in P. Oxy. 11, there are thirteen words in sequence iden-
tical to the text of Luke in Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus and some other versions:

Lk. 6.42 (P75+W = NA2728)  Lk. 6.42 (XAC go etc.) Greek GTh 26

xat Tote StafAéPerg T ol ToTe StofAédetg exPodely  xal téte StaPAéels ExBoely
alolaleld TO XAPPOg TO XApPOg

T6 &v ¢ 6pBaAu@ Tod 70 &v T 6pBaAU® Tod T0 &v Q) 6pBaAU® Tod
83ehpod gou ExBokety. 63eAqod gou. 63eAqod gou.

In addition to the sequence of words is the fact that diafAénewy and xdpgpog
are quite rare, the 7LG indicating only 7 and 15 instances respectively of them
before the first century CE.38 We then have two sayings with parallels to the
Synoptic tradition without so great a level of correspondence:

Mk 6.4 Matt. 13.57 Lk. 4.24 Jn 4.44 Greek GTh 31
obx EoTv obx Eotv oddelg odx EaTiv SexTog
TROPN T TPOEN TG PO TS TPOPNTNSEV  TPOPAHTYG €V T]
dTipog €l ) dTinog el p) &v OexTog €TV T} Bla matpidt  matpidt adt[o]d.
&v Tj) matpidt T matpidt ... &v Tj) matpidt TIYV olx ExeL.

avTod. avTod.

38  Noticing xdpgog was apparently significant for Grenfell and Hunt identifying P. Oxy. 11 as
related to the NT gospels. See M. Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels: The Case for Thomas's
Familiarity with the Synoptics (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012), 28.
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There is no exact overlap here but there are some distinctive items of vocab-
ulary shared in common: matpic appears in all four versions, and Sextés in
Thomas and Luke. In GTh 32, there is again loose correspondence between
Thomas and its Synoptic parallel, but with the presence in both of some of the
same Greek forms (Stvortat, oA, xpuPiival, pous):

Matt. 5.14 Greek GTh 32

00 Svvartal OIS xpuffjvar Emdve Epoug TG oixoSopnuévy en’ dxpov [§]poug
UELUEWY). Unrov{s} xal éaprypéw olite me[a]elv

Svvarat obite xpu[ BlHvar

One might also note saying 39, although it is very fragmentary:

Matt. 10.16b Greek GTh 39.3 Coptic GTh 39.3
[Opels] O RTOTH A€

ylveade odv vei[veabe] wrie

ppdvipoL [ppdvt]uot HdPpONIMOC

&g ol 8¢elg w[s 3peig] Nee fiNgoy

ol dxépatot [xat &]xépat[ot] AYMD NAKEPAIOC

@G al TeploTepai [@g eprote]pali] Nee RRGPOMITE

In places in this saying where there is parallel material, it is strikingly close. In
spite of the lacunae in Greek Thomas, the adjectives are almost certainly the
same across all versions, and the variations very minor.

It is evident, then, that especially in the cases of GTh 2, 4, 5 and 26 we
have striking correspondences not only in the vocabulary used but also in
the inflections. In some cases this extends to a number of words in sequence.
It should be stressed that the point here is not to argue for the secondary
character of Thomas over against the Gospel of the Hebrews or the Synoptic
Gospels. The point is rather that the shared material suggests that Thomas
incorporated traditionally known Greek forms of these sayings. It is of course
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not impossible that this happened at a second stage, viz. that of a translation
from a Semitic Vorlage, but in that case one must suppose a very high degree of
assimilation to pre-existing versions.

In sum, these six factors mean first that a Greek Vorlage to the Coptic version
of Thomas is a virtual certainty, with proposals for a translation into Coptic
from another language being highly speculative. It is more difficult to prove
that the Greek is the original and that no Semitic text lies behind it: this would
require proving a negative. We have noted, however, that (1) the existence
of Greek witnesses and the absence of Semitic manuscripts at least lays the
burden of proof strongly on proposals for Aramaic/ Syriac originals, and that
both (4) Thomas's genre, and (5) the company which it keeps are strongly
suggestive of a Greek original. Moreover, (6) the close parallels in phraseology
between the Greek texts of Thomas and other Gospels are perhaps the strongest
evidence for the incorporation of Greek tradition at the stage of Thomas’s
composition. Overall, then, both on negative grounds (in the criticisms of the
Semitic hypotheses) and on positive grounds, there are strong reasons to hold
to a Greek original of Thomas.
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The Provenance of Thomas

We move now to Thomas'’s provenance.! The majority of scholars place Thomas
in Syria, a minority propose Egypt.2 We shall examine these views in turn.

6.1 Syria

The great majority of scholars state either that Edessa, or Syria more gener-
ally, should be regarded as Thomas’s provenance.® This was first suggested by
H.-C. Puech quite tentatively (‘Peut-étre ... soupconner ... pourrait étre ...").* It
was taken up much more strongly, and with a clearer specification of the city of
Edessa, in a number of publications by Quispel,® who considered it ‘certain that

1 Bibliography: L.W. Barnard, ‘The Origins and Emergence of the Church in Edessa during the
First Two Centuries A.D., VC 22 (1968), 161-175; B. Ehlers (Aland), ‘Kann das Thomasevan-
gelium aus Edessa stammen? Ein Beitrag zur Frithgeschichte des Christentums in Edessa),
NovT 12 (1970), 284—317; A.FJ. Klijn, ‘Christianity in Edessa and the Gospel of Thomas: On
Barbara Ehlers, “Kann das Thomasevangelium aus Edessa stammen?”’, NovT 14 (1972), 70—
77; B. Dehandschutter, ‘Le lieu d’ origine de l'Evangile selon Thomas’, Orientalia Lovaniensia
Periodica 6-7 (1975-1976), 125-131; ].-M. Sevrin, ‘L’ Evangile selon Thomas: paroles de Jésus et
révélation gnostique), Revue théologique de Louvain 8 (1977), 265-292 (273-276); M.R. Des-
jardins, ‘Where was the Gospel of Thomas Written?, Toronto Journal of Theology 8 (1992),
121-133; Piovanelli, ‘Thomas in Edessa? Another Look at the Original Setting of the Gospel
of Thomas', 443—461; S.J. Patterson, ‘The View from across the Euphrates, HTR 104 (2011), 41—
431

2 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas, 8, argues that the core of Thomas was composed in
Jerusalem, but this has not won many supporters.

3 D.E. Aune, ‘Assessing the Historical Value of the Apocryphal Jesus Traditions: A Critique of
Conflicting Methodologies), in ]J. Schréter & R. Brucker, eds. Der historische Jesus: Tenden-
zen und Perspektiven der gegenwdrtigen Forschung (BZNW 114; Berlin/ New York: Walter de
Gruyter, 2002), 243—272 (256); Barnard, ‘Origins and Emergence 165-166; R. Uro, Thomas:
Seeking the Historical Context of the Gospel of Thomas (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2003), 26-30,
137.

4 H.-C. Puech, ‘Une collection des paroles récemment découverte en Egypte, RHR 153 (1958),
129133 (130).

5 G. Quispel, ‘The Latin Tatian or the Gospel of Thomas in Limburg’, /BL 88 (1969), 321-330
(327); idem, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews’, 378; idem, ‘Syrian Thomas
and the Syrian Macarius), 234: Edessa.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2014 DOI: 10.1163/9789004273252_007
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this apocryphal Gospel originated in Edessa’® As an established Syriacist, Dri-
jvers added considerable weight to the Edessa hypothesis by his support for it.”
More recently, one can mention Klauck (‘Syria’), Plisch (‘Osrhoene/ E. Syria’),®
Marjanen (‘Syria, perhaps Edessa’),® or again with more specificity, Pearson
and Puig, as advocates of Edessa.l? Patterson has used the Edessene hypoth-
esis as an explanation for the contrasts between Thomas and the canonical
Gospels.!

The principal arguments for a Syrian provenance are fourfold: (1) the Syrian
character of the name ‘Judas Thomas’; (2) the earliest Syrian reception of
Thomas; (3) Thomas’s affinities with Syriac text-forms; (4) the affinity of Thomas
with Syriac literature such as the Odes of Solomon and the Acts of Thomas.
(Some would add to these the composition of Thomas in Syriac.) These can
briefly be explained.

The Name Judas Thomas
The Coptic version of Thomas records the name ‘Didymus Judas Thomas’ in
the Prologue, and although P. Oxy. IV 654 is fragmentary at this point, the
corresponding Greek is usually taken to refer to Judas Thomas.1? Klijn and
Drijvers are typical in arguing that this particular form of the name in Thomas
points in the direction of a Syrian provenance.’® This double name ‘Judas

6 G. Quispel, ‘Gospel of Thomas Revisited, in J. van Oort, ed. Gnostica, Judaica, Catholica:
Collected Essays of Gilles Quispel (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 175-225 (192); Perrin, Thomas: The
Other Gospel, 80: Edessa is ‘virtually indisputable’.

7 H.J.W. Drijvers, ‘Edessa und das jiidische Christentum, VC 24 (1970), 4-33 (17).

8 Klauck, Apocryphal Gospels, 108; U.-K. Plisch, The Gospel of Thomas: Original Text with
Commentary (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2008), 19—22.

9 A. Marjanen, The Gospel of Thomas: Original Text with Commentary (Peabody, MA: Hen-
drickson, 2008), 37.

10 B.A. Pearson, Ancient Gnosticism: Traditions and Literature (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2007),
267; Puig, Un Jesuis desconocido, 128.

11 Patterson, ‘The View from across the Euphrates..

12 On the names, see A.FJ. Klijn, John XIV 22 and the Name Judas Thomas), in (no editor),
Studies in John. Presented to Professor J.N. Sevenster on the Occasion of his Seventieth Birth-
day (Leiden: Brill, 1970), 88—96; ].J. Gunther, ‘The Meaning and Origin of the Name Judas
Thomas’, Muséon 93 (1980), 113-148; M. Janssen, ‘“Evangelium des Zwillings?” Das Thoma-
sevangelium als Thomas-Schrift, in J. Frey, ]. Schréter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevan-
gelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008),
222-248 (esp. 196-204), as well as the discussion of the incipit in the main body of the
commentary below.

13 Klijn, ‘Christianity in Edessa) 76—77; H.J.W. Drijvers, ‘Facts and Problems in Early Syriac-
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Thomas’ appears throughout Acts of Thomas, as well as in the Book of Thomas
the Contender (NH II 138,2), in the Curetonian Syriac of John 14.22, and the

Abgar correspondence as preserved in Eusebius (HE 1.13.11):

Jn14.22 P75 etc.  "Toddag ody 6 Toxapwtyg

Jni4.22D "Tovdag oy 6 dmd Kapuwtou

Jn14.22 syrs thwm’ (Lewis, Klijn)/ t'wm’ (Kiraz, Williams)
Jn14.22 syr¢ yhwd’ twm’

Ac. Thom. "Tovdag 6 xol Owpdg

Abgar corr. "Toddag 6 xal Owudsg

P. Oxy. IV 654 [Tovdag 6] xail Owpd(s)
Coptic Thomas  alaymoc ioyaac emmac
Thom. Cont. ioyAaC 6MAC

In contrast to the Abgar correspondence, and the Gospel and Acts of Thomas,
Papias, Irenaeus, Clement, Hippolytus and Origen use the simple form
‘Thomas’!5 Despite the questionable attribution of the Book of Thomas the Con-
tender to Syria, there is a pattern here. One might, however, set against this the
fact that names might very easily travel, but it does not appear that this name
has travelled far. One notable point is that when Eusebius is quoting from the
Abgar correspondence, he cites the name "lo0dag 6 xai Owudg, but elsewhere
only uses Owuds or Owpds (0) Aldupiog.

The Earliest Reception of Thomas
The arguments on the basis of the earliest reception of Thomas most often
draw attention to the use of Thomas in the Acts of Thomas, Acts of John and
the Gospel of Philip.16 This argument is not secure, however. Although the case

speaking Christianity’, SecCent 2 (1982), 157-175 (158), noting that the name Didymus Judas
Thomas is ‘characteristic of and restricted to’ Syrian literature; cf. also Zockler, Jesu Lehren
in Thomasevangelium, 19.

14  Some of this evidence is disputed by Klijn, who argues that the earliest form of the Acts
of Thomas has the name Judas, rather than Thomas (John XIV 22 and the Name Judas
Thomas), 92).

15  This is a much better comparison than that of Koester: ‘For control we can refer to
the non-Edessene Infancy Gospel of Thomas, in which the writer is called “Thomas, the

”y

Israelite (Philosopher)”’. As noted above in § 3, however, this attribution of IGT to Thomas
is very late. See Chartrand-Burke, The Infancy Gospel of Thomas, 118, 249, 270.
16 E.H. Pagels, ‘Response to Stephen Patterson, Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical

Literature 2008.
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for the influence of Thomas on the Acts is strong, the early reception of Thomas
is far wider. As we have seen in §1(‘Manuscripts’), § 3 (‘Named Testimonia’) and
§ 4 (‘Early References’) above, at the same time as Thomas’s influence upon
the Acts, there is also early evidence for Thomas in (a) Oxyrhynchus (P. Oxy.
I 1; IV 654; IV 655); (b) Rome (Hippolytus, Ref. 5.7.20—21); (c) the unknown
location of Hippolytus’s Naassenes, (d) Caesarea (Origen), as well as in the
places of origin of the Gospel of Philip and the Acts of Thomas, and of some of
the earliest Manichaean literature. As a result, the earliest reception of Thomas
is too diffuse to enable us to draw conclusions about provenance.

Affinities of Thomas and Syrian Text-Forms

Various scholars have noted parallels peculiar to Thomas and the Syriac ver-
sions of the Gospels. Quispel, Guillaumont and DeConick refer, for example, to
GTh 45 sharing the phrase ‘which is in his heart’ with Matt. 12.35 syr® and syr¢
(eTen meyenT, dblbh).)” Snodgrass notes that GTh 65 shares with Mk 12.1—5 (syr®)
and Lk. 20.12 (syr®) only two servants.’® A number of similar examples could be
adduced (DeConick has provided extensive lists of parallels in her commen-
tary), and they may suggest some sort of common milieu, although this needs
to be balanced with possible links between Thomas and other text-forms.®

Affinities with Other Syrian Literature
Perhaps the principal argument used for Thomas’s connection to Syria is its
theological similarities to other works associated with the area, particular in
those works with an ascetical or mystical bent. These include earlier literature
such as the Odes of Solomon,?° Tatian’s Oratio,? the Acts of Thomas,?? as well

17 G. Quispel, ‘Some Remarks on the Gospel of Thomas’, NTS 5 (1958-1959), 276—290 (286);
similarly, Guillaumont, ‘Les sémitismes dans I'Evangile selon Thomas: essai de classe-
ment), 197; DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 169.

18 K. Snodgrass, ‘The Parable of the Wicked Husbandmen: Is the Gospel of Thomas Version
the Original?, NTS 21 (1975), 142-144 (143).

19 See e.g. Quispel, ‘I’ Evangile selon Thomas et le “Texte Occidental”’, 204—215. As Turner
puts it: ‘we should think rather of a more widely diffused textual tradition dating from the
middle of the second century or slightly earlier’ (Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the
Evangelists, 26).

20  AF].Klijn, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und das altsyrische Christentum, VC15 (1961), 146159
(153-154); Klijn, ‘Christianity in Edessa and the Gospel of Thomas), 77; Desjardins, ‘Where
was the Gospel of Thomas Written?, 124—-125; Uro, Thomas, 29. Gunther, Judas Thomas),
137138 even sees influence from Odes upon Thomas.

21 Patterson, ‘View from across the Euphrates), 420.

22 Klijn, ‘Thomasevangelium und das altsyrische Christentum’, 154-159; idem, ‘Christianity
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later writings such as Aphrahat’s Demonstrations,?3 the Liber Graduum?* and
the Macarian corpus.?> There are important links between Thomas and some
of these writings: in the case of the Acts, however, this can be explained as
the influence of Thomas rather than by emergence from a common milieu.
In the cases of the Liber Graduum and the Macarian corpus there arises the
chronological problem, to which we will return: these works appear 200 years
later than Thomas, in a fourth-century milieu about which we know much more
than is the case for the second century.

There is a striking parallel in the Latin version of the Didascalia: quoniam
scriptum est in evangelio: Duo si convenerunt in unum et dixerint monti huic:
Tolle et mitte te in mari, fiet (Didasc. 15).26 (The Syriac version parallels Matthew
much more closely.) For some this has reinforced the theory of a Syrian prove-
nance.?’

A Syriac Composition as Evidence for Edessene Origin

If Syriac were the original language of Thomas, then an Edessene provenance
would be an almost inevitable conclusion. As has been argued above (Intro-
duction, §5: ‘Original Language’) and more extensively elsewhere, however,
a Syriac original is highly unlikely.2® On the other hand, to dispute Syriac as
the language of composition is not to dispute an Edessene origin, given the
Graeco-Aramaic bilingualism dominant in the city, at least in the second cen-
tury.29

in Edessa and the Gospel of Thomas), 77; Desjardins, ‘Where was the Gospel of Thomas
Written?’, 124-125.

23 P-H. Poirier, ‘L Evangile selon Thomas (log. 16 et 23) et Aphraate (Dém. XVIII, 10-11),
in (no editor), Mélanges Antoine Guillaumont: Contributions a ['étude des christianismes
orientaux. Avec une bibliographie du dédicataire (Geneva: Patrick Cramer, 1988), 1518
(17).

24  Baker, ‘Gospel of Thomas and the Syriac Liber Graduum, 49-55; J.-E. Ménard, ‘Beziehun-
gen des Philippus- und des Thomas-Evangeliums zur syrischen Welt, in KXW. Troger, ed.
Altes Testament, Friihjudentum, Gnosis (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus/ Mohn, 1980),
317—326; Desjardins, ‘Where was the Gospel of Thomas Written?’, 124-125.

25 Baker, ‘Pseudo-Macarius and the Gospel of Thomas), 215—225; Quispel, ‘Syrian Thomas and
the Syrian Macarius’, 226—235.

26  For the Latin text, see Connolly, Didascalia Apostolorum, 135 (cf. the Syriac in translation
oniz4).

27 Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 127.

28 See further Gathercole, Composition, 19-125.

29 Klijn, ‘Christianity in Edessa and the Gospel of Thomas’, 72—73; H.J.W. Drijvers & J.F. Healey,
The Old Syriac Inscriptions of Edessa and Osrhoene: Texts, Translations, and Commentary
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Antioch?
A fairly recent variant on the Syria-Edessa theory has been to propose Anti-
och as a nearby alternative. Desjardins considers a Greek original language
for Thomas to be damaging to an origin in Edessa, but still maintains a Syr-
ian provenance, placing Thomas in Antioch.3? Desjardins is followed here by
Piovanelli: ‘we will be better advised to gaze at Antioch on the Orontes as
the most plausible point of departure.3! Piovanelli’s reason for this is differ-
ent from that of Desjardins, namely that for a work as widely distributed as

Thomas one might more reasonably expect the more significant city of Anti-
och.32

Assessment
Overall, it is difficult to decide how strong these factors are. Some of the criti-
cisms which have been levelled at the Syria/Edessa hypothesis have not proven
successful. Ehlers’ argument that a Greek original makes composition in Edessa
unlikely on the grounds of the dominance of Syriac was already doubted when
itwas first made, and is now even more shaky.33 Nevertheless, there are still con-
siderable difficulties with locating Thomas in Syria because such attempts pre-
suppose that we have enough knowledge of Syrian religiosity in the early-mid
second century to be able to see that (reconstructed) milieu as the seed-bed
for Thomas. The great problem here is that in fact we know virtually noth-
ing. (There is no mention of Christianity or Judaism in the earliest inscrip-
tions.34) Ehlers’ other criticism of the Edessa hypothesis thus carries much
more weight, viz. that ‘die Frithgeschichte der Kirche Edessas liegt bisher weit-
gehend im Dunkel35 (Even Walter Bauer, many of whose conclusions come

(HO 42; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 38; pace S.K. Ross, Roman Edessa: Politics and Culture on the
Eastern Fringes of the Roman Empire, 114—242 CE (London/ New York: Routledge, 2001),
12.

30 Desjardins, ‘Where was the Gospel of Thomas Written?, 123. Desjardins underestimates
Klijn's arguments for the bilingualism of Edessa: as noted this has been reinforced more
recently by Drijvers and Healey: see the previous note.

31 Piovanelli, ‘Thomas in Edessa?, 461.

32 Piovanelli, ‘Thomas in Edessa?, 460—461.

33  Klijn, ‘Christianity in Edessa and the Gospel of Thomas’, 72—73; see more recently Drijvers
& Healey, The Old Syriac Inscriptions of Edessa and Osrhoene, 38.

34  See Drijvers & Healey, The Old Syriac Inscriptions of Edessa and Osrhoene, 39—41: ‘Religion
in the Inscriptions.

35 Ehlers, ‘Kann das Thomasevangelium aus Edessa stammen?, 284; Klijn, ‘Thomasevan-
gelium und das altsyrische Christentum’, 146-149 sets out our scant knowledge of second-
century Christianity in Syria.
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across as extremely confidently stated, admitted towards the end of his chap-
ter on Edessa: T have already had to assume much more than I would like, but
unfortunately, in this area, there is very little that one can know for sure.36)
We do have some more solid evidence for Edessa around the turn of the sec-
ond and third centuries CE: the activity of Tatian on his return to Edessa, the
evidence for the church building at the time of the flood in 201CE,37 and the
activity of Bardaisan and Palut (and, possibly, Quq and the Qugites) around the
same time.38 The Odes of Solomon are the only potentially Edessene writings
which can reasonably be regarded as contemporaneous with Thomas, but as
has been observed, while there are interesting points of contact with Thomas,
there are also significant differences:3° one might point, for example, to much
greater traditionalism of the Odes in its God-language (‘Lord) ‘my God, ‘most
high’, etc.) and theological motifs more broadly (‘mercy’, ‘grace’, ‘salvation), ‘righ-
teousness), etc.).

6.2 Egypt

The near-consensus about Syria has been questioned only by a small minority,
including Garitte,*® McArthur,*' Grobel,*? Davies (possibly),*3 and Dehand-
schutter. Some reasons for an Egyptian origin are not compelling, such as
Garitte’s theory of composition in Coptic, and Dehandschutter seeing the Osiris
myth in GTh 114.4* Nevertheless, Dehandschutter’s sentiment is still under-
standable: ‘Nous n’ avons pas compris pourquoi on n’a que fort rarement envis-

36  W. Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971
[1934]), 42.

37  J].B.Segal, Edessa: The Blessed City (Oxford: Clarendon, 1970), 24, 62; Drijvers & Healey, The
Old Syriac Inscriptions of Edessa and Osrhoene, 37.

38 Segal, Edessa, 81.

39  Klijn, ‘Thomasevangelium und das altsyrische Christentum, 153-154.

40 G. Garitte, ‘Les Paraboles du royaume dans I'“Evangile de Thomas”, in L. Cerfaux (with
G. Garitte), Recueil Lucien Cerfaux: études d’exégése et d’histoire religieuse de Monseigneur
Cerfaux (Gembloux: Duculot, 1962), I11.61-80 (73).

41 HXK. McArthur, ‘Dependence of the Gospel of Thomas on the Synoptics), ExpT 71 (1960),
286-287 (287).

42 K. Grobel, ‘How Gnostic is the Gospel of Thomas?, NTS 8 (1962), 367-373 (373)-

43 S.L. Davies, The Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 2nd edn (Oregon House, CA:
Bardic Press, 2005), 18-19.

44  Dehandschutter, ‘Lieu d’ origine’, 130-131
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agé I'Egypte pour lieu d’ origine de I'ET.45 His reasons, expressed elsewhere,
include (negatively) our ignorance of the religious currents of Edessa in the
second century,*6 and (positively) the ‘presence of Hermetic matter, Thomas’s
‘sapiential character, ‘acquaintance with Encratite tradition’ and ‘gnostic
reception of the gospel tradition’: these elements lead him to conclude that
Alexandria is the most likely place.#” In addition to these features one has the
obvious point of the material evidence: the three Oxyrhynchus fragments and
the Coptic manuscript were found in Egypt. On closer inspection, however, the
themes noted by Dehandschutter are not very distinctive to Egypt and were
much more diffuse, and the survival of our manuscripts of Thomas may be a
function of Egyptian weather rather than its metaphorical religious climate.

6.3 Evaluation

Is it possible to decide between Syria and Egypt?*® Is it necessary? The best
account of Thomas’s provenance is probably that of Davies, namely that we do
not really know.*® Arnal has noted that in its outlook, the Gospe! of Thomas is
in some respects a ‘religion of “anywhere”’5° and even in cases where Gospels
have many more geographical and cultural references than Thomas does,
uncertainty remains: as Morna Hooker has written of Mark, ‘the gospel was
composed somewhere in the Roman empire!>! In the end, then, it is probably

45 B. Dehandschutter, ‘Les Paraboles de I’ Evangile selon Thomas: la parabole du Trésor caché
(log109), ETL 47 (1971), 199219 (207).

46 Dehandschutter, ‘Lieu d’ origine, 125-126.

47 B. Dehandschutter, ‘Recent Research on the Gospel of Thomas), in F. van Segbroeck &
C.M. Tuckett, eds. The Four Gospels 1992: Festschrift Frans Neirynck, vol. IlI (Leuven: Peeters,
1992), 2257—2262 (2258 n. 8).

48  Inaparallel case, we can note Pratscher’s attempt to identify the provenance of 2 Clement,
which concludes that it is very difficult to choose between Syria and Egypt (Pratscher, Der
zweite Clemensbrief, 61).

49 Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 18-19, grants the possibility of Egypt,
though he ultimately says it is impossible to know. Ehlers is more definite that Edessa
is an extremely unlikely candidate, without proposing an alternative.

50  W. Arnal, ‘Blessed are the Solitary: The Paradox of a Thomas “Community”’ (SBL Paper,
201), using the language of ].Z. Smith, ‘Here, There, and Anywhere) in idem, Relating
Religion: Essays in the Study of Religion (Chicago/ London: University of Chicago Press,
2004), 323—339 (see esp. 329-334).

51 M.D. Hooker, A Commentary on the Gospel according to St. Mark (Black’s New Testament
Commentary; London: A. & C. Black, 1991), 8.
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best to admit our ignorance about Thomas’s provenance, while acknowledging
that Syria and Egypt are reasonable possibilities.5?

52

Some have approached the ‘provenance’ question from a different angle, that of the envi-
ronment of Thomas. So, for example, W.H.C. Frend, ‘Gospel of Thomas: Is Rehabilita-
tion Possible?, JTS 18 (1967), 13—26, considered Thomas ‘rural or semi-rural’ (25). Arnal,
‘Rhetoric of Marginality’, 489, has argued for a rural milieu on the grounds that in GTh
78, ‘the city is singled out for trenchant criticism, and that in GTh 63-65 the villains are
urbanised. The villain in GTh 63 is not clearly urban, however. It is also unclear, whatever
one makes of the vineyard owner in GTh 65, that the tenants are the heroes. Others, such
as those who locate Thomas in a city such as Edessa or Antioch are by implication taking
a different view. J.-M. Sevrin, ‘Un groupement de trois paraboles contre les richesses dans
I Evangile selon Thomas (63, 64, 65), in . Delorme, ed. Paraboles évangéliques: perspectives
nouveaux (Paris: Cerf, 1989), 425-439 (432), further maintains that in GTh 64 the buyers
and sellers in Thomas function in his anti-commercial interests, and suggest not a Galilean
village, but an urban milieu where one makes investments. In GTh 14.4, the Thomasine dis-
ciples are envisaged as going into the regions and districts (kag and xwpa ), which are vague
and therefore difficult to translate, but probably imply rural areas (cf. the woAig in Lk. 10.8).
It is notable, however, that these are the destinations, and not necessarily the base of the
Thomasine disciples (if there is such a base). Evidence for a rural setting might be found in
the location of Jesus in the countryside in GTh 78.1; on the other hand, the city is a positive
image in GTh 32. See the rather sceptical remarks about the social world behind Thomas
in R. Uro, ‘The Social World of the Gospel of Thomas’, in ].Ma. Asgeirsson, A.D. DeConick &
R. Uro, eds. Thomasine Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural World of the Gospel
of Thomas (NHMS 59; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 19—38 (e.g. 21). In sum, internal factors prob-
ably do not allow us to define the environment from which Thomas emerges, and such
assumptions should not be allowed to affect the interpretation of individual sayings or of
the overall work.
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The Date of Thomas (with Authorship)’

The question of date has been one of the most controverted issues in Thomas
research. Scholars currently propose dates from ‘prior to 50 CE’ (at least for its
core) on the one hand,? to the end of the second century on the other (see
Table below).? This range is to be attributed not merely to scholarly prejudice,
but also to the sheer difficulty of the question.

There are problems with dating a number of works from antiquity, and
Gospels are no exception: one difficulty which is a consequence of the genre
is that the authors are usually aiming deliberately to evoke a past generation
and not their own. An added problem with dating Thomas is that a number
of scholars claim a high degree of variability across time in the contents of
Thomas, from an early core which was built upon either by various additional
redactional layers, or by the additions of individual sayings at various times,
or both. Some scholars even propose abandoning the project of dating the
whole, and argue that it is better instead to attempt to date the individual
traditions or sayings.* As has been argued above, however (see ‘Appended Note:
Thomas as a “Rolling Corpus”’, following § 2), a number of the reasons for seeing
this compositional process of Thomas are flawed, and—despite indications of
occasional later additions, at the Coptic stage, for example—there are good
reasons for seeing the main body of Thomas as a compositional unity. As a
result, the aim of this section is to date Thomas as a whole.

There are various criteria which have been employed to date Thomas, and
these will be divided into three parts: (1) the evidence for a terminus ante

1 Bibliography: Surveys of the question include: Fallon & Cameron, ‘The Gospel of Thomas:
A Forschungsbericht and Analysis) 4224-4227; Schroter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 122-140;
SJ. Patterson, ‘Understanding the Gospel of Thomas Today’, in idem, J.M. Robinson & the
Berliner Arbeitskreis fiir koptisch-gnostische Schriften, The Fifth Gospel: The Gospel of Thomas
Comes of Age (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1998), 3375 (40—45); T. Baarda, ‘The
Gospel of Thomas', PIBA 26 (2003), 46—65 (53—-58); C.W. Skinner, What Are They Saying about
the Gospel of Thomas? (Mahwah: Paulist Press, 2012), 9—28; Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels,
157-174.

2 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 8.

3 B.Dehandschutter, ‘I’ Evangile de Thomas comme collection de paroles de Jesus’, in J. Delobel,
ed. Logia: Les paroles de Jesus/ The Sayings of Jesus (BETL 59; Leuven University Press/ Peeters,
1982), 507-515 (510).

4 Seee.g. Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 16.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2014 DOI: 10.1163/9789004273252_008



THE DATE OF THOMAS (WITH AUTHORSHIP) 113

quem, (2) the evidence for a terminus a quo, and (3) additional indications.
One challenge in dating Thomas lies in whether it is possible to avoid the
Scylla of over-precision—evident in Klijn’s dating of Thomas c. 150CE ‘mit
Sicherheit’>—and the Charybdis of agnosticism, evident in Attridge’s remark
that: ‘To fix any date before 200 is pure conjecture.’

7.1 Evidence for a terminus ante quem

The Papyrological Data

As we saw in the survey of the manuscript evidence above (Introduction, §1),
the papyri (P. Oxy. I 1; IV 654; IV 655) tend to be assigned dates in the third
century, especially the early or middle parts of that century. This provides,
roughly speaking, a terminus ante quem of around 200 CE.” As noted above in § 1,
however, a fresh examination of the palaeography of the Oxyrhynchus papyri
in the light of recent discoveries and methods is a desideratum. There has been
a tendency recently among papyrologists to date papyri rather later than was
the case in the twentieth century, or, to put the point more precisely, to assign
broader time frames rather than more exact dates.®

Testimonia
The testimonia to Thomas provide much the same answer. The earliest testi-
monium is that in (Ps.-?)Hippolytus, where ‘the Gospel according to Thomas’ is
named, and a rather garbled quotation supplied, in Ref. 5.7.20—21 (see Introduc-
tion, § 3.1, above).® The Refutatio is often dated to c. 222—235 CE, though Brent
has renewed the case for a slightly earlier date, during the life-time and episco-

5 Klijn, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und das altsyrische Christentum’, 146.

6 H.W. Attridge, in discussion after H. Koester, ‘Gnostic Writings as Witnesses for the Devel-
opment of the Sayings Tradition’, in B. Layton, ed. Rediscovery of Gnosticism, vol. 1 (Leiden:
Brill, 1980), 238-256 + ‘Discussion’, 256—261 (260).

7 P. Pokorny, A Commentary on the Gospel of Thomas: From Interpretations to the Interpreted
(London/ New York: T&T Clark, 2009), 4, puts the terminus at 180 CE without justifica-
tion.

8 See e.g. R. Bagnall, Early Christian Books in Egypt (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2009); B. Nongbri, ‘The Use and Abuse of P52: Papyrological Pitfalls in the Dating of the
Fourth Gospel, HTR 98 (2005), 23—48; D. Barker, ‘The Dating of New Testament Papyri),
NTS 57 (20m1) 571-582.

9 As noted above, other allusions to Thomas also come in this section, which discusses the
Naassenes.
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pacy of Callistus (c. 217-222).1% As a consequence, a terminus ante quem of the
first quarter of the third century also emerges here.

Thomas’s Influence on Other Writings

This has been an important factor for some scholars in the quest to date Thomas
very early. Nagel has seen Paul as bearing the marks of Thomas’s influence,
which would give a terminus ante quem of c. 50-60 CE;!! Davies has seen the
influence of Thomas upon Mark’s Gospel, meaning that Thomas would have
been written before c. 70 CE.12 Among others, Riley sees Thomas as influencing
Luke.!3 There is now also a body of opinion seeing Thomas as an impulse (neg-
atively) in the composition of John’s Gospel.!* As has been argued elsewhere,
however, none of these scenarios of influence can be regarded as realistic.!®

Even arguments for Thomas’s influence upon second century works are hard
to sustain. The chief difficulty, as we noted in § 4 above (‘Early References to the
Contents of Thomas’), lies in establishing the dates of the other works which
might have some sort of relationship to Thomas, such as 2 Clement, the Gospel
of the Egyptians, or the Celestial Dialogue. The most secure cases are those of the
Book of Thomas the Contender and the Acts of Thomas, from around 200/ early
third century. Again, therefore, a terminus ante quem of around 200 CE emerges
here too.

Thomas’ Depiction of James
Some other minor considerations have come into play in the establishment of
a terminus ante quem. A few scholars have argued, for example, that GTh 12 pre-
sumes that James is still alive making Thomas—or at least this saying—predate
62 CE.16 This is a rather speculative proposal, however (see the commentary on
this saying).

10 A Brent, Hippolytus & the Roman Church in the Third Century: Communities in Tension
before the Emergence of a Monarch-Bishop (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 289: ‘El. was completed
before the death of Callistus in 222’ (and passim).

11 Nagel, ‘Erwigungen zum Thomas-Evangelium, 368—392.

12 Davies, ‘The Use of the Gospel of Thomas in the Gospel of Mark’; idem and Johnson,
‘Mark’s Use of the Gospel of Thomas: Part Two'

13 Riley, ‘The Influence of Thomas Christianity on Luke 12:14 and 5:39’, 229—-235.

14  See esp. Riley, Resurrection Reconsidered; A.D. DeConick, Voices of the Mystics: Early Chris-
tian Discourse in the Gospels of John and Thomas and Other Ancient Christian Literature
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001); Pagels, Beyond Belief.

15 Gathercole, Composition, 145-249. See also (on the Synoptics), Goodacre, Thomas and the
Gospels. On Thomas and John, see Dunderberg, The Beloved Disciple in Conflict.

16 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 94—95: ‘Because this saying assumes
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Thomas and the Composition and Circulation of the Gospels

Stead commented that Thomas should be dated ‘probably not later than 140
A.D,, since (among other reasons) the writer is influenced by Matthew and Luke
and possibly by Mark but knows nothing of John.'” Judging the date of a work by
what it is ignorant of is difficult, however, as is identifying that ignorance.!® The
absence of John may have a reason, and Goodacre suggests Johannophobia’;'®
alternatively, it may simply be that the author or editor of Thomas moved in
circles in which the Synoptics were much more well known.2? Whatever the
explanation, one can point to analogies of works which show familiarity with
the Synoptics but not the Johannine account of Jesus—the Gospel of Judas is an
obvious case, and a significant one given that it may well post-date Thomas.?!

Thomas’s Lack of Gnostic Theological Development
In a related vein, Uro has located Thomas in the early second century (‘c. 100—
140’) because (in addition to other factors) there are ‘no signs of the demi-
urgical systems which gained popularity in early Christianity from the mid-
dle of the second century onwards.?? This argument is in danger of a kind of

that James is still alive and the leader of the Jerusalem Church, the Thomasine Church
must have been established in Syria sometime before James’ death in 62 c. Cf. SJ. Patter-
son, The Gospel of Thomas and Jesus (Sonoma, CA: Polebridge, 1993), 117, though conceding
it is far from certain (‘One might perhaps speculate ...").

17 Stead, ‘Some Reflections on the Gospel of Thomas’, 402. As a result of this, Perrin’s com-
plaint (Thomas and Tatian, 5-6) about the arbitrariness of the date of 140 CE so commonly
attributed to Thomas is unjustified. As Koester remarked, anticipating Perrin's comment:
‘140 was not an accidental choice’ (Koester, ‘Gnostic Writings as Witnesses), 259).

18  AF. Gregory, The Reception of Luke and Acts in the Period before Irenaeus: Looking for Luke
in the Second Century (WUNT II/169; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 353: ‘it is virtually
impossible to demonstrate non-use, never mind non-knowledge of a text.

19 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 183: ‘At a time when John is still battling for acceptance
in some Christian circles, Thomas'’s cause would not have been furthered by borrowing
sayings that do not have the Synoptic ring. Thomas wants his Jesus to sound like the Jesus
familiar to his audience, and the sayings from John are not going to help with that’

20  Some evidence for this might lie in the mention of ‘Matthew’ in GTh 13 (see commentary
ad loc. below).

21 SeeSJ. Gathercole, ‘Matthean or Lukan Priority? The Use of the NT Gospels in the Gospel
of Judas’, in G. Wurst & E.E. Popkes, eds. Judasevangelium und Codex Tchacos: Studien
zur religionsgeschichtlichen Verortung einer gnostischen Schriftensammlung (Tiibingen:
Mobhr, 2012), 291-302. Cf. P. Foster, The Gospel of Peter: Introduction, Critical Edition and
Commentary (TENTS; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 147, who sees it as a near certainty that Gos. Pet.
is influenced by Matthew and Luke, but sees the case for John as much less clear-cut.

22 Uro, Thomas, 135.
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evolutionary or teleological fallacy, according to which Thomas would have
availed itself of Gnostic ideas if it had been written later. The development of
theological systems in the second century was by no means linear.2® As we will
observe later, and especially in the course of the commentary, Thomas is influ-
enced by certain ideas related to Gnostic, Valentinian and similar concepts,
even if it is not itself Gnostic.

Interim Conclusion
In sum, the combined evidence of the papyrological data and the evidence
from the earliest testimonium in the Refutatio attributed to Hippolytus are the
only clear anchors for a terminus ante quem, namely one of around 200 CE. The
other arguments mounted are either simply false or at best inconclusive. These
factors also rule out the opinion, frequently expressed by the church fathers,
that Thomas is a Manichaean composition.24

7.2 Evidence for a terminus a quo

The question then becomes whether we can also provide an earliest possible
date. In addition to the banal point that the ‘dramatic date’ of the Gospel
necessitates a date post c. 30 CE, other factors have been deployed.

Tatian’s Influence upon Thomas?
‘If the Diatessaron provides a terminus a quo, the sayings collection must have
been composed sometime after 175C.E/2% Drijvers has also drawn a similar
conclusion to that of Perrin here.26 This ‘if, however, is a considerable one.

23 As Edwards argues, for example, the Valentinian system was influenced by Gnosticism,
but was less radically dualistic. See Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians in the Church
Fathers, 26—47.

24  For the testimonia attributing Thomas to Thomas the disciple of Mani, see above (Intro-
duction, § 3: Named Testimonia’). Mani’s ministry did not commence until c. 240 CE.

25 Perrin, Thomas and Tatian, 193. See further idem, ‘NHC II,2 and the Oxyrhynchus Frag-
ments), and ‘Thomas: The Fifth Gospel?, JETS 49 (2006), 67—80.

26 Drijvers, ‘Facts and Problems’, 173. Perrin also cites Ménard’s commentary on Thomas in
support of a post-Diatessaronic date, but Ménard five years later gave a date of 140 CE:
see, respectively, L’Evangile selon Thomas: Introduction, traduction, commentaire (NHS 5;
Leiden: Brill, 1975), 3, and ‘Beziehungen des Philippus- und des Thomas-Evangeliums
zur syrischen Welt, 325. Those who have cited Perrin approvingly include N.T. Wright,
Judas and the Gospel of Jesus (London: SPCK, 2006), 36. C.L. Blomberg, Jesus and the
Gospels: An Introduction and Survey (Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman, 22009), 39,
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In addition to the problems with supposing a Syriac Thomas noted above (see
Introduction, §5: ‘Original Language’), identifiable and significant links with
Tatian’s Diatessaron are hard to come by.27

Thomas and the Temple
A number of scholars have seen evidence for a terminus a quo in the allusions
to historical events in GTh 68 and 71:

GTh 68: Jesus said, ‘Blessed are you when they hate you and persecute
you. But they will not find a place where they have persecuted you.

GTh 71: Jesus said, ‘T will dest[roy thi]s house, and no-one will be able to
build it [...].

GTh 68 is rather unclear, but GTh 71 is more promising as evidence. The ‘house’
in GTh 71is almost certainly the Jerusalem temple in this saying (see comment
below ad loc.), and therefore the reference to its destruction has led scholars to
draw various conclusions about what date is presupposed in such a statement.
We can distinguish between ‘early’, ‘middle’ and ‘late’ dates assigned.

DeConick has ascribed this saying to her ‘kernel’ of Thomas, from 30-50 CE.
The reasons for this lie in the authenticity of the saying, and ‘the Jewish expec-
tations about the Temple in the New World, one of which was that it would
not be rebuilt (cf. Test. Moses 5-10; Rev. 21.22).28 These points are all question-
able, however. The authenticity of this version of the saying has not been widely
accepted, and nor has such an early kernel. On Jewish expectation, Revelation
21.22 is clearly a developed Christian view, and I have not been able to find ref-
erence to the non-rebuilding of the temple in the Testament of Moses. On the
other hand, expectation of a future temple was widespread (see commentary
on GTh 71 below).

Second, a ‘middle’ date is proposed by Dunderberg. He has argued that,
given a reference to the destruction of the temple, a date 70-100CE is most

presents Perrin’s theory as an option, as do R. Buth & B. Kvasnica, ‘Temple Authorities
and Tithe Evasion: The Linguistic Background and Impact of the Parable of the Vine-
yard, the Tenants and the Son), in R.S. Notley, M. Turnage & B. Becker eds. Jesus’ Last
Week: Jerusalem Studies in the Synoptic Gospels. Volume One (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 53-80
(61).

27  Seee.g. Gathercole, Composition, 41, and the bibliography mentioned there on the alleged
connections between Tatian and GTh 44—45, and Composition, 91—93 on GTh 86.

28 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 227.
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likely.2® The idea that ‘the rebuilding of the temple no longer seemed possible’3°
between 70-100, however, is difficult to defend. It was by no means universally
assumed immediately after 70 CE that the temple would remain the ruin which
we see today in the twenty-first century. Although Jesus’ saying about not
one stone being left upon another was later viewed as a guarantee of the
perpetual desolation of the temple, there is no clear statement to this effect
in the NT.3! Nor is this assumption held more widely. Barclay comments that
Josephus ‘had no reason to imagine that the recent demolition of the temple
would be permanent’32 citing Josephus’ remark that Moses foretold numerous
destructions, ‘but the God who made you will give back to your citizens both
cities and the temple, and the loss of these things will not happen just once, but
many times’ (AJ 4.314).32 Carleton Paget observes in connection with a similar
passage in the Jewish War: ‘It is clear elsewhere that he saw the destruction
of the temple in the context of other destructions of the same building (Bf
6.435—437), and so imagined its rebuilding as inevitable regardless of what any
Roman emperor may have decided.* As a result, one cannot assume a date of
shortly after 7o CE for this saying.

Thirdly, the saying might fit the period after the Bar Kochba revolt (i.e. post
135CE), as Hans-Martin Schenke and others have suggested.3> This is much
more likely, as after 135CE it became clear very quickly that the rebuilding of
the temple was a near impossibility. In this period, because of the removal
of Jews from Jerusalem, it really does appear extremely improbable that the
temple would ever be rebuilt. Furthermore, the destruction of the temple
did not really become a basis for anti-Jewish polemic until the mid-second

29 Dunderberg, ‘I-Sayings’, in Uro, Thomas at the Crossroads, 58; Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple
in Conflict?, 114.

30 Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict?, n4.

31 Matt. 24.1-2 is taken by Eusebius (Theoph. 418) and John Chrysostom (Gent. et Jud.
16.4) to be proof that the temple cannot be rebuilt. According to Philostorgius (Church
History 7.9a), Julian set out by his rebuilding project to prove these words of Christ to be
false.

32 ] Barclay, Against Apion. Flavius Josephus: Translation and Commentary (Leiden: Brill,
2006), 279.

33 0 pévrot Bedg 6 xtioag pdg mAelS Te ToAlTalg DueTépolg dmodwaet xal Tov vadv- Egeadat 8¢ TV
ToUTWY ool ovy dmak, GANG TToANdXIS.

34 ] Carleton Paget, ‘After 70 and All That: A Response to Martin Goodman’s Rome & Jeru-
salem’, JSNT 31 (2009), 339—365 n. 16.

35  H.-M. Schenke, ‘On the Compositional History of the Gospel of Thomas’, Forum 10 (1994),
9-30 (28); Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 166-170; cf. Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 16, on
the date of this saying rather than the work as a whole.
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century CE. This follows directly from the earlier point, since there would have
been a need for a reasonable degree of confidence about non-rebuilding for
a polemic about it to have any bite. This goes some way to explaining the
otherwise surprisingly late emergence of such polemic. As Carleton Paget has
commented:36

it is interesting to note that in so far as the destruction of Jerusalem and
the temple became a part of Christian self-understanding and polemic,
it was precisely in the wake of the Bar Cochba revolt, when the city
of Jerusalem became the new pagan Aelia Capitolina and Jews were
banned from its environs, that Christian authors began truly to exploit
its destruction.37

Shortly after the Bar Kochba revolt, then, Justin concludes that the destruc-
tion of the temple is the fulfilment of Isaiah’s prophecy (Isa. 64.10-12, in 1 Apol.
47). He remarks that capital punishment awaited any Jew who entered Aelia
Capitolina, and that the imperial decree was also (albeit unconsciously) predi-
cated upon the fulfilment of a prophecy (Jer. 50 [LXX 27]. 3) which foretold that
Jerusalem would be denuded of Jewish inhabitants (1 Apol. 47.5-6). Comment
on the depopulation of Jews from Jerusalem becomes frequent in Christian
writers from the second century on (e.g. Justin, Dial. 16.2; Aristo of Pella apud
Eusebius, HE 4.6.4). For Tertullian, it is confirmation of Jesus’ messiahship that
the Jews can only see the land ‘from far off’ (Jud. 12). Indeed, Origen shares
the view of Thomas, that the Jews ‘will not be restored’ (008" dnoxataotabioov-
tat), and Jerusalem had to ‘perish utterly’ (dpdnv amodwAévat). (C. Cels. 4.22),
although he is perhaps not entirely consistent on this point throughout his writ-
ings.38 Eusebius provides very clear evidence for the view that the destruction
of the temple is final, and that no-one should suppose it will be rebuilt: he writes
of the

36 Cf. also G.W.H. Lampe, ‘A.D. 70 in Christian Reflection’, in E. Bammel & C.F.D. Moule, eds.
Jesus and the Politics of his Day (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 153-171
(155).

37  Carleton Paget (‘After 70 and All That), 357 n. 29) refers to Justin, Dial. 16;17.1—4; 22,1Apol. 47
and Aristo of Pella (Eusebius, HE 4.6.4). M. Simon, Recherches d’Histoire Judéo-Chrétienne
(Paris: Mouton, 1962), 19, may well be right to include the Epistle of Barnabas as well,
though this is disputed: ‘L’ auteur s’ efforce ensuite de démontrer que tous les espoirs de
reconstruction du Temple de Jérusalem sont vains ..."

38  G. Sgherri, Chiesa e Sinagoga nelle opere di Origene (Milano: Vita e pensiero, 1982), 108—
109.
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final destruction of the place (mavtedods €pnuiog tod TémoL) ... Now let
no one imagine that, after the besieging of the place and the desolation
that would be in it, another renewal (dvovéwow) of it shall take place,
as there was in the times of Cyrus, ... and Antiochus Epiphanes ... and
Pompey.3?

Finally, for John Chrysostom the destruction (and the prevention of its recon-
struction) provides evidence of the power and divinity of Christ in the context
of the threat of rebuilding by Julian: ‘Christ built the Church and no one is able
to destroy it; he destroyed the temple and no one is able to rebuild it' (xaté\voe
ToV vadv xal o03elg adtov dvaatiioat ddvatar).4? The similarity with GTh 71 here
is remarkable. The confidence reflected in GTh 71 about the perpetuity of the
destruction, therefore, and the rhetoric of using this for polemical purposes,
means that the best fit is a post-Bar Kochba situation.

Thomas’s Literary Influences
One of the most signficant indications of Thomas'’s date arises from knowing
what has influenced it. I have argued elsewhere that Thomas is very probably
influenced by the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. (For a sketch of some of the
evidence, see §11.1 below.) Indeed, Thomas in GTh 13 reflects an understanding
of Matthew as authoritative, and expands upon certain redactional elements
of Luke.*! Furthermore, Thomas is influenced by some of the language of Paul’s
letter to the Romans, and perhaps also by 1Corinthians,*? as well as Hebrews
and a Two-Ways text which also influenced the Didache and Barnabas.*3® Of
these, the works generally dated latest are Matthew and Luke (usually thought
to be c. 80CE). As a result of these considerations, we have to reckon not
only with a terminus a quo of c. 8o CE, but with a later terminus because (a)
Matthew is thought by Thomas to have been recognised as an authoritative

39  Eusebius, Theoph. 4.20. See PW.L. Walker, Holy City, Holy Places? Christian Attitudes to
Jerusalem and the Holy Land in the Fourth Century (Oxford Early Christian Studies; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1990), 390—391.

40  John Chrysostom, Jud. et Gent.16.8 (PG 48.835); cf. 17.13. See R.L. Wilken, john Chrysostom
and the Jews: Rhetoric and Reality in the Late Fourth Century (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1983), 131.

41 Gathercole, ‘Luke in the Gospel of Thomas', NTS 57 (2011), 14-144; Composition, 129—224.

42 Gathercole, ‘The Influence of Paul on the Gospel of Thomas (§§53. 3 and 17)’, in J. Frey,
J.Schréter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie
(BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 72—94; Composition, 227-249.

43 Gathercole, Composition, 250—262, and 263—266 respectively.
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Gospel, and (b) these works—Matthew and Luke along with the others—must
all have circulated widely enough to influence Thomas. As a result, a date
before c. 100 CE is barely conceivable for such a distribution of literature and
recognition of the status of Matthew: Papias ( floruit c. 100CE) is the earliest
example.

Interim Conclusion
Having seen a terminus ante quem of c. 200 CE, we now have strong grounds
on the basis of Thomas’s allusion to the temple, and ‘literary influences’, for a
terminus a quo of 135 CE.

7.3 Further Indications of a Date in the Second Century

Thomas’s Use of the Term ‘the Jews’ (GTh 43)
Hedrick remarks: ‘the contrast between disciples and Jews situates the saying
at the end of the first century at the earliest (cf. the situation in the Gospel of
John ...)44In fact, Thomas's position is here even more stark than that of John,
since (1) GTh 43 has no counterbalancing statements such as John’s statement
of salvation coming from the Jews (Jn 4.22) or of Jesus’ own Jewish identity
(e.g. 4.9, 20), and (2) for Thomas the obstinacy of ‘the Jews’ is an assumption
which is sufficiently well-established to form the basis for a criticism of the
Jews, rather than something which needs to be argued. Thomas thus assumes
that this can be taken by readers as a negative statement, and that Judeopho-
bia’ is normal. The important point is—as in Hedrick’s comment—that ‘the
Jews’ are distinguished from the disciples, as is found elsewhere only in John

13.33-

Thomas on Circumcision (GTh 53)
Bauer and Ménard have argued that the stance on circumcision in GTh 53 in
relation to certain historical parallels ‘helps us to place the Logion in its proper
chronological setting’4> Jipp and Thate have also pointed to a range of material
from the second century, beginning with Ignatius, in which a sceptical or

44  CW. Hedrick, Unlocking the Secrets of the Gospel according to Thomas (Eugene, OR: Wipf
& Stock, 2010), 89.

45  ].B. Bauer, ‘The Synoptic Tradition in the Gospel of Thomas) in F.L. Cross, ed. Studia
Evangelica 111 (TU 88; Berlin: Akademie, 1964), 314317 (317); J.-E. Ménard, ‘Datation,
Histoire et archéologie 70 (1983), 12—13 (12); J.M. Robinson, ‘On Bridging the Gulf from Q to
the Gospel of Thomas (or vice versa), in C.W. Hedrick & R. Hodgson, eds. Nag Hammadi,
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negative position is taken by Christian authors towards circumcision.*6 There
are two particularly interesting parallels to Thomas going back to, or attributed
to, figures from the second century:

If it (circumcision) were an advantage, fathers would beget (children) by
their mothers already circumcised.
(GTh 53.2)

If God is so pleased with circumcision, why does the child not come out
of the womb circumcised?4”

For if circumcision were necessary, as you think, God would not have
made Adam uncircumcised.*8

In the first parallel, the objection is attributed to Q. Tineius Rufus, consular
governor of Judaea at the outbreak of the Bar Kochba revolt.*® Rufus was here
in dialogue with Akiba (d. 135).5° The second parallel is from Justin’s Dialogue
with Trypho, the most securely dateable instance (c. 160 CE).5! What is striking
in all three of these cases is not just the similarity of the objection’s content
but its form as well. Each is framed as an unreal conditional clause: If X were
true of circumcision, then surely Y would have followed! (Implication: Y is
not the case, ergo circumcision is ridiculous.) It seems very likely, then, that
these instances go back to a common milieu around the middle of the second
century. Certainly DeConick’s use of these parallels is dubious in that she cites

Gnosticism, and Early Christianity (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1986), 127175 (152), allows
that Ménard might be correct.

46 JW. Jipp & M.]. Thate, ‘Dating Thomas: Logion 53 as a Test Case for Dating the Gospe!
of Thomas within an Early Christian Trajectory’, Bulletin for Biblical Research 20 (2010),
221-240.

47  Tanhuma B 7 (18a) (Townsend numbering: 4.7 Leviticus 12.1ff,, Part VII). See J.T. Townsend,
Midrash Tanhuma: Translated into English with Introduction, Indices, and Brief Notes
(S. Buber Recension). Volume II (Exodus and Leviticus) (Hoboken, NJ: Ktav, 1997), 242.

48  Justin, Dial.19.3: €l yap v dvoryxale, 6 Soxebte, 0dx &v dpbBuartov 6 Bedg Emaoe Tov Addy ... .

49  See W. Eck, ‘Q.T. Rufus), Brill’s New Pauly 14:717.

50  Bauer, ‘Synoptic Tradition in the Gospel of Thomas’, 317.

51 Justin's Dialogue post-dates the First Apology (c. 153CE) and Justin probably died dur-
ing the prefecture of Q. Iunius Rufus (163-168 CE). See D. Minns & P. Parvis, eds. Justin,
Philosopher and Martyr: Apologies (OECT; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 32—
33
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the Tanhuma and Justin parallels, but concludes on the basis of them that this
accretion ‘belongs more to late first-century Christianity than earlier’52 GTh 53
fits better in the early- to mid-second century.

Other Factors

Other factors which scholars have invoked include Thomas'’s “secrecy” motif,53
and the presentation of Thomas as author.5* A minor possibility perhaps worth
noting is that the allusion to the dog in the manger fable in GTh 102 may reflect
a popularity of that image in the second century: the earliest other references
(cited in the commentary on GTh 102 below) are in Strato of Sardis (fl. n7-
135CE) and Lucian (c. 120-190). Perhaps more controversially in a scholarly
context where there is great suspicion in labelling Thomas as in any way Gnos-
tic, one can see Thomas as influenced by certain ideas which are closely related
to Gnostic, Valentinian and related ideas, even though it is not itself Gnos-
tic. The dialogue envisaged in GTh 50 between the souls of the elect and the
powers is closely related to similar dialogues attributed to the Marcosians by
Irenaeus, and which are found in Codex Tchacos and the Nag Hammadi litera-
ture. In Jesus’ dialogue with Salome in GTh 61 he states: ‘1 am he who is _from the
equal. As is explored in the commentary, this self-predication of ‘equality’ finds
its closest parallels in the Paraphrase of Shem and especially the Valentinian
Tripartite Tractate (Tri. Tract. 67,36—37). Again, even if the image theology in
GTh 83-84 is not necessarily fully Gnostic, the motif of ‘invisibility caused by
an overflow of divine light’ and the language of pre-existent images and their
revelation are taken by a number of scholars to be influenced by Gnostic, Valen-
tinian or similar ideas.5®

52 DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 91.

53  J. Frey, ‘Die Lilien und das Gewand: EvThom 36 und 37 als Paradigma fiir das Verhéltnis
des Thomasevangeliums zur synoptischen Uberlieferung), in J. Frey, J. Schréter & E.E. Pop-
kes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin:
Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 122-180 (178). For Frey, this (and the distance from Jewish piety
and the move in the direction of an ascetic and world-denying ethic) means that Thomas
cannot be first-century.

54  Goodacre identifies a movement from the anonymity of Mark and Matthew to the
increased authorial self-presentation in Luke, then more so in John, and finally even more
so in Thomas, in a way which is reflected in other second- and third-century works. See
Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 178-180. This may reflect a slightly over-evolutionary
understanding, however.

55 Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 192, where the quotation is also found.
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7.4 Conclusion

We have seen that the best fit for Thomas is some time after 135 and some time
before 200 CE. A terminus a quo is established by the various literary influences
upon Thomas and the confidence about the non-rebuilding of the temple in
GTh 71. At the other end, the papyri and the mention of Thomas in Hippolytus
give a fairly secure terminus ante quem of c. 200CEg/ early third century. The
affinities of certain elements of Thomas with other works from the second
century CE is apparent, as we will see further in the course of the commentary.
Although the scholarly forror vacui might recoil at assigning a time frame as
broad as ‘around the Antonine era}>¢ the temptation to pick a decade should
probably be resisted.

7.5 Addendum on Authorship

Itis conventional in introductions to commentaries to remark upon the author-
ship of the work under discussion. This was a matter of serious discussion in
antiquity, as has been seen in the treatment of the named testimonia to Thomas
(§3). As we saw there, Cyril of Jerusalem felt the need to emphasise that the
Gospel of Thomas was not written by the apostle but by ‘one of the three evil
disciples of Mani’ (see § 3.5 above); others such as Eusebius simply cast doubt
on the apostolic authorship of the work by calling the Gospel not ‘of’ or ‘accord-
ing to’ Thomas tout simple, but ws ... Owpd (§ 3.3). The consideration of the date
argued for above rules out both apostolic and Manichaean authorship alike:
Thomas is too late for the former but too early for the latter. Alas, the identity
of the author remains unknown.

56  The Antonines, viz. Antoninus Pius, Marcus Aurelius, Lucius Verus and Commodus,
reigned 138-192 CE.
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TABLE 2 A sample of proposed dates for Thomas

Scholar Date

DeConick core ‘prior to 50 CE’57

Davies between 50 and 70 CE;58 ‘50-57"%9

Patterson core = pre-62 CE?60 / ‘in the vicinity of 70-80 CE.6!
Koester perhaps first cent.

Dunderberg  70-10052

Robbins ‘toward the end of the first century’63

Gianotto end of first/ beginning of second century%+
Valantasis ‘probably around 100-110 CE or earlier’6>

Meyer second century, or late first66

Ehrman ‘probably ... sometime in the early second century’6”
Uro ‘early second century’: ‘c. 100-140'68

Bartsch second century®?

57 DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 8

58 Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 3.

59  Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 147.

60 Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 117.

61 Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 120; ‘Wisdom in Q and Thomas), 191; Fifth Gospel,
45: ‘not everything in the Gospel of Thomas comes from the first century’.

62  Dunderberg, ‘Thomas' I-Sayings and the Gospel of John, 64, commenting that John and
Thomas both emerge in ‘a common setting in early Christianity from 70 CE to the turn of
the first century”.

63 VK. Robbins, ‘Rhetorical Composition and Sources in the Gospel of Thomas), SBLSP 36
(1997), 86-114 (87).

64  C. Gianotto, ‘Quelques aspects de la polémique anti-juive dans I Evangile selon Thomas’,
in L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, eds. Colloque internationale: “L Evangile selon Thomas et
les textes de Nag Hammadi”: Québec, 2931 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 157-173 (173).

65 R. Valantasis, ‘Is the Gospel of Thomas Ascetical? Revisiting an Old Problem with a New
Theory’, JECS 7 (1999), 55—81 (60); cf. 77: ‘at the turn from the first to the second century, if
not earlier in the first century C.E..

66  M.W.Meyer, The Gospel of Thomas: The Hidden Sayings of Jesus (San Francisco: HarperOne,
22004), 10.

67  B.D. Ehrman, Jesus, Apocalyptic Prophet of a New Millennium (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1999), 88.

68 Uro, ‘Social World of the Gospel of Thomas), 34; Uro, Thomas, 135.

69  H.W. Bartsch, ‘Das Thomas-Evangelium und die synoptischen Evangelien: Zu G. Quispels
Bemerkungen zum Thomas-Evangelium), NTS 6 (1960), 249—261 (258).
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TABLE 2 A sample of proposed dates for Thomas (cont.)
Scholar Date

Schenke after 135 CE (final form)7?
Barnard c.140 CE™

Quispel 140 CE"2

Pearson c.140CE”3

Ménard c.140CE"4

Stead ‘probably not later than 140 A.D.75
Goodacre 140576

Turner c.150CE”?

Klijn certainly c. 150 CE”®

Kaestli mid-second century/ c. 150 CE”®
Chilton mid-second century3©

McArthur mid-second century®!

Hofius mid-second century®?

Sevrin second half of second century®3

70
71
72

73
74

75

76
77

78
79

8o

81
82

83

Schenke, ‘On the Compositional History of the Gospel of Thomas’, 28.

Barnard, ‘The Origins and Emergence of the Church in Edessa’, 165-166.

Quispel, ‘Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews), 378; ‘Syrian Thomas and the
Syrian Macarius), 234.

Pearson, Ancient Gnosticism, 267.

Ménard, ‘Beziehungen des Philippus- und des Thomas-Evangeliums zur syrischen Welt),
325.

Stead, ‘Some Reflections’, 402.

Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 171.

J.D. Turner, ‘The Book of Thomas: Introduction’, in B. Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex II,2—
7, together with XIII,2*, Brit. Lib. Or.4926(1), and P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655, vol. II (NHS 21; Leiden:
Brill, 1989), 173-178 (177).

Klijn, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und das altsyrische Christentum’, 146.

J.-D. Kaestli, ‘L Evangile de Thomas: son importance pour I'étude des paroles de Jésus et
du Gnosticisme chrétien’, Etudes théologiques et religieuses 54 (1979), 375-396 (377).

B.D. Chilton, ‘Recovering Jesus’ Mamzerut', in ].H. Charlesworth, ed. Jesus and Archaeology
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006), 84110 (96).

McArthur, ‘Dependence of the Gospel of Thomas on the Synoptics’, 287.

O. Hofius, ‘Das koptische Thomasevangelium und die Oxyrhynchus Papyri nr 1,654 und
655’ (I), EvTh 20 (1960), 21-42 (39).

Sevrin, ‘I Evangile selon Thomas: paroles de Jésus et révélation gnostique’, 276.
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Scholar Date

Baarda 150—2008%

Perrin last quarter of second century®®

Fitzmyer perhaps towards end of second century®6

Dehandschutter  end of second century®”

Drijvers ‘about A.D. 200’88 (previously: first half of second century)3?

84  Baarda, ‘The Gospel of Thomas’, 5358, 64.

85  Perrin, Thomas and Tatian, 193.

86  J.A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel according to Luke I-IX: Introduction, Translation and Notes
(Anchor; New York: Doubleday, 1981), 85.

87 Dehandschutter, ‘I Evangile de Thomas comme collection de paroles de Jesus), 510.

88 Drijvers, ‘Facts and Problems), 173.

89 For the earlier view, see Drijvers, ‘Edessa und das jiidische Christentum’, 17.



CHAPTER 8

The Structure of Thomas'

The general view that Thomas is not a particularly carefully ordered collection
or list is correct. Attempts to argue otherwise have included the following.2

— Janssens contends that there are five blocks: GTh 1—9, 1217, 18-38, 39-53
and the rest. One might ask, first: what about GTh 10-11? Moreover, her
conclusion that GTh 54-114 were added ‘péle-méle, with the author not
having intended to include them at the beginning, is something of a counsel
of despair.3

— Tripp makes the case that there are ten sections in Thomas, beginning at
GTh 1, 6, 12, 18, 20, 24, 37, 42, 43, 51, 99, 113 respectively.* No one has been
convinced of this, however: one problem is that some of Tripp’s sections are
extremely short (18-19 and 113—114), while another comprises almost half the
book (51-98).

1 Bibliography: R. Kasser, L'Evangile selon Thomas: presentation et commentaire théologique
(Neuchatel: Delachaux et Niestlé, 1961), 155-157; D.H. Tripp, ‘The Aim of the Gospel of Thomas),
ExpT 92 (1980), 41-44; M. Lelyveld, Les Logia de la vie dans 'Evangile selon Thomas: A la
recherche d’une tradition et d’une rédaction (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 13—22; Patterson, Gospel of
Thomas and Jesus, 99—102; BJ. Diebner, ‘Bemerkungen zur “Mitte” des Thomas-Evangeliums),
in C. Fluck, L. Langener & S. Richter, eds. Divitiae Aegypti: Koptologische und verwandte Stu-
dien zu Ehren von Martin Krause (Wiesbaden: Ludwig Reichert, 1995), 77-84; A.D. Callahan,
““No Rhyme or Reason”: The Hidden Logia of the Gospel of Thomas, HTR go (1997), 41—
426; Perrin, Thomas and Tatian; Davies, The Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 171-177
(Appendix I); A. Pasquier & F. Vouga, ‘Le genre littéraire et la structure argumentative de
I Evangile selon Thomas et leurs implications christologiques’, in L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier,
eds. Colloque internationale: “I' Evangile selon Thomas et les textes de Nag Hammadi”: Québec,
29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 335-362; R. Nordsieck, ‘Zur Kompositionsgeschichte
des Thomas-Evangeliums), BZ 52 (2008), 174—200, and see Nordsieck’s commentary on the
individual sayings: Das Thomas-Evangelium: Einleitung zur Frage des historischen Jesus, Kom-
mentierung aller 14 Logien (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 2004); P.J. Williams, ‘Alleged
Syriac Catchwords in the Gospel of Thomas), VC 63 (2009), 71-82.

2 See further Fallon & Cameron. ‘The Gospel of Thomas: A Forschungsbericht and Analysis),
4206—4208, for criticisms of attempts to construct thematic sections for Thomas.

3 Y.Janssens, ‘L’ Evangile selon Thomas et son charactére gnostique, Muséon 75 (1961), 301-325
(301-302).

4 Tripp, ‘The Aim of the Gospel of Thomas), 42.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2014 DOI: 10.1163/9789004273252_009
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— Davies argues that Thomas consists of four chapters, each beginning with a

“seek-and-you-shall-find” saying (GTh 2, 38, 59, 92) and then various themes
in sequence. As is evident from Davies’ synopsis, however, it is rare that all
the suggested themes appear,® and the sequence is not consistent.®
Nordsieck identifies seven blocks: GTh 2-17; 19.2—35; 38—48; 51-61.1; 62—76;
77-82, and finally 85-113 (the intervening sayings are redactional transi-
tions).” The problem here again is that some of the material fits the title
of the block whereas some does not;® or again that some sayings would
belong better in another block.® Since some of his instances of Stichwort-
Verbindung seem rather strained, his claims about the significance of an
absence of a link lose their force.1°

In addition to these quests for blocks or chapters in Thomas are two claims to
be able to identify a ‘middle’. Diebner takes the view that GTh 4950 are the
Gnostic ‘centre’ (in a theological and literary sense).!! With our enumeration
of Thomas's sayings this almost works (but not quite), but it is hard to see how
an ancient reader/ listener could have detected this. Puig has also proposed a
quite different centre, in GTh 62-67, although the reasons for this ‘arquitec-
tura’ are left quite vague.!> Other modest claims to structuring devices include

10

11

12

Only two of the eleven elements (seeking-finding, and renouncing the world) are found in
all four chapters; e.g. in the “Synoptic parables” section of each chapter, A has two, B has
none, and C and D each have three.

N.b. GTh 80 and 81 appearing in reverse order.

See the helpful summary in Nordsieck, ‘Kompositionsgeschichte’, 199—200.

To take the first block (‘Vom Suchen und Finden des Reiches Gottes’) as an example,
despite the fact that this is a theme of so much of Thomas, it is still difficult to see how
e.g. GTh 6, 9,10 and 14 clearly fit under this heading. Nordsieck, ‘Kompositionsgeschichte’,
176180, shows that they are linked by catchwords, but this does not strengthen the case
that they belong in a thematic block.

To take the first discourse as an example again, despite its title (‘Vom Suchen und Finden
des Reiches Gottes’), the majority of the sayings which thematize seeking and finding (e.g.
GTh 76, 92, 94, 107) are elsewhere.

E.g. in GTh15-16, Nordsieck, Thomas-Evangelium, 82, notes a connection in ‘throwing’ but
this only works in his German translation, not in the Coptic; compare e.g. his comments
on the significance of there being no linkage between GTh 1718 (Thomas-Evangelium,
89); the link between GTh 3132 consists in the the ‘assoziative Nihe’ between ‘city’ and
‘home town.

Diebner, ‘Bemerkungen zur “Mitte”’, 82.

Puig, Un Jestis desconocido, 122 and n. 122.



130 CHAPTER 8

seeing GTh 3 and 113 as forming an inclusio,!® and identifying GTh 114 as a
conclusion (see the commentary ad loc. below). Others have suggested that
doublets are placed towards the end of Thomas for the purpose of recapitu-
lation, whereas others see them as repetitious relics.!* There are nevertheless
three structuring devices which have been generally recognised, (1) the general
introduction to each saying with Jesus said’, (2) an opening section, albeit of
unclear length, and (3) the clusterings of sayings by genre, catchword or the-
matic link.15

81 “Jesus Said ...”

The first structuring device is obvious and can be summarised briefly: the
repeated refrain which begins most of the sayings: Jesus said’ (normally ne-
xe 1(ncoy)c, Aéyet I(nood)s). Jesus is the unique source of revelation (GTh
17), and this point is stressed in the structuring. It is found at the begin-
ning of the following sayings: GTh 2-5, 7-11 (8: ‘and he said’), 13-17, 19, 23,
25-36 (27: no intro.), 38—42, 44-50, 54-59, 61-71 (65: ‘he said’), 73-78, (74
‘he said’), 80—90, 92—98 (93: no intro.), 101-103 (101: no intro), 105-112 and
114.16

8.2 An Opening Section

In addition to the prologue and GTh 1, which stand outside of the Jesus said’
sequence, it is often thought that there is an introductory section defining
the raison d’étre of the book. Janssens, for example, saw an opening section,
GTh 1-9, whose aim was to define gnosis.'” King argues that GTh 1-6 are

13 Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Le genre littéraire et la structure argumentative’, 337 n. 3.

14  Sevrin, ‘Thomas, Q et le Jésus de I'histoire, 465, on the recapitulation; Stead, ‘Some
Reflections on the Gospel of Thomas), 401, thinks that the original conclusion was perhaps
around GTh 100, but that it was rather repetitiously expanded later.

15  Cf. Weeks’ observation that in Proverbs in the OT, a proverb might share with a neighbour
‘an initial letter, a catchword, or a form. See S.D.E. Weeks, Early Israelite Wisdom (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1994), 33.

16 Since the modern numeration of Thomas’s sayings is not infallible, some of the sayings
with no introduction or with a resumptive ‘and he said ... may have originally been
thought to belong with the previous logion.

17  Janssens, ‘I’ Evangile selon Thomas), 301.
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introductory, and ‘set out the main themes of the Gospel of Thomas'!8 There
is no consensus on the extent of the opening section, but it seems very likely
that GTh 2 belongs with the prologue and GTh 1, and this may well also be true
of at least GTh 3.

8.3 Links between Pairs/Clusters of Sayings

Scholars have also noticed the abundance of connections between individual
sayings whether by catchwords or common themes. These connections, espe-
cially in the form of catchwords, have been the subject of a fair degree of study.®
Patterson displays 60 linkages between sayings by catchwords.?? Nordsieck sees
catchword links or thematic connections between almost every saying and its
neighbours.?! These can be exaggerated, however. Callahan’s catchwords some-
times require emendation of the text,?2 and Perrin’s principal interest is in the
catchwords in a hypothetical Syriac Vorlage.?3 Some of Dehandschutter’s pro-
posed links consist merely of repetition of a common word such as ‘man’ (GTh
57—58;106-107),24 or ‘disciple’ (18—22),25 or ‘place’ (67—68).26 Here, a more cau-
tious approach will be taken, not including every possible link, but only the
most probable. It must be borne in mind at the outset that there is inevitably a
degree of uncertainty in the process, given that we are for most of Thomas deal-
ing with a translation. The present discussion will focus on linkages of three
different kinds, marked with a letter in the list below:27

18  K.L.King, ‘Kingdom in the Gospel of Thomas, Forum 3 (1987), 48-97 (59).

19 Inaddition to the scholars cited below, see also Kasser, I’ Evangile selon Thomas, 155-157.

20 Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 100-102.

21 Seethe opening remarks on each saying in Nordsieck’s commentary, Thomas-Evangelium.

22 Callahan, ‘No Rhyme or Reason’.

23 Perrin, Thomas and Tatian; see in response, Williams, ‘Alleged Syriac Catchwords’, and
Gathercole, Composition of the Gospel of Thomas, 24-104 (esp. 40—42).

24  Dehandschutter, ‘Les Paraboles de I’ Evangile selon Thomas, 211—212. Cf. A. Lindemann,
‘Zur Gleichnisinterpretation im Thomas-Evangelium), ZNW 71 (1980), 214-243 (216), on
GTh 7-8.

25 Dehandschutter, ‘Paraboles de I’ Evangile selon Thomas), 211.

26 B.Dehandschutter, ‘La Parabole de la perle (Mt 13:45-46) et L Evangile selon Thomas’, ETL
55 (1979), 243—265 (246 1. 10).

27 Cf. Callahan, ‘No Rhyme or Reason) 412: ‘matching catchphrases, lexical and conceptual
linking of sayings and sequences of sayings, the eclectic inclusion of earlier sayings collec-
tions, and the intercalation of sayings as a way of offering implicit intratextual commen-

)

tary’.
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CHAPTER 8

C: a ‘catchword’ link, i.e. a purely or principally linguistic connection
T: a thematic connection
F: a form in common (parable, impossibile)

0-1 C ‘these sayings/words..

1-2 C/T ‘find’ (catchword edploxw in Greek Vorlage?).

2-3 T reigning/ kingdom.

3-4 C ‘live’, and ‘son’/ ‘child’.

5-6 C/T ‘hidden’/ ‘revealed’; variations on the hidden-revealed

aphorism.

6-7 C/T? ‘eating’/ diet.

8-9 C/F ‘full’/ ‘fll’; two parables.?8

8-9-10 C ‘cast’.29

9-10 C ‘behold.

10-11 T? destruction of the cosmos?

11-12 T ‘heaven’.

12-13 C/T ‘righteous’/ ‘just’; theme of apostles’ status.3°

13-14 C ‘mouth’.

15-16 C? ‘father’.3!

18-19 C/T ‘know’, ‘will not taste death’; beginning/end,

protology/eschatology.

20-22 C ‘... are like ...’32

20-21 F parables.

21-22 C/T ‘disciples’ like ‘children’.

22-23 C/T ‘one), ‘single one’; oneness.

25-26 C/T ‘brother’ and ‘eye’; relation to brother.33

28 M. Carrez, ‘Quelques aspects christologiques de I'Evangile de Thomas), in F. van Seg-
broeck, et al., eds. The Four Gospels 1992: Festschrift Frans Neirynck (BETL 100; Leuven:
Leuven University Press/ Peeters, 1992), 2263—2276 (2274—2275), talks about six ‘ensem-
bles’ of parables: A: 8—9; B: 20—21; C: 56-58 (more tenuously); D: 62—65; F: 96—98; H: 107—
110.

29 R. Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La cristologia del Evangelio de Tomas), in idem, Estudios sobre
el Evangelio de Tomds (Fuentes Patristicas, Estudios 2; Madrid: Editorial Ciudad Nueva,
1997), 207—269 (245).

30  See commentary below, on the controverted relationship between GTh 12—13 (‘Appended
Note’ between the comments on the respective sayings).

31 The word is common in Thomas, however, and so may not be significant. The referent is
also different in each case.

32  Adifferent Coptic word is used in GTh 21, however.

33  B.E. Girtner, The Theology of the Gospel of Thomas (London: Collins/New York: Harper,
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26-27 C/T ‘see’.

27-28 C ‘world’.

28-29 C ‘flesh’.34

31-36 F aphorisms/ impossibilia.33

32-33 C ‘hidden.

36—-37 C/T ‘dressing’/ ‘undressing’; clothing.

38-39 T? seeking/ finding/ hidden.

39—40 T? Jews/ Judaism?

47-48 C ‘two’/ ‘one’.

48-49 T ‘one’/ ‘solitary’.36

49-50 C/T ‘elect, pre-existent kingdom/light.3”

50-51 C ‘rest’.

51-53 F disciples talk of traditional theme; Jesus’ radical reply.

51-52 C ‘dead.

52-53 T? Jewish(-Christian) themes.

55-56 C?/T worthiness (common &&tog in Greek Vorlage?).

58—-61 C/T live’ (59—61: death and life; 59—60 ‘while alive’).

60-61 C?/F|/T eating/ ‘rest’ (catchword dvamavaig in Greek Vorlage?);
vignettes.

63-65 F/T ‘A man ...";38 parables about commerce.3?

64-65 C ‘servant), ‘master’.

65—66 T? rejection?

68-69 C/F/T  ‘blessed, ‘persecuted'—beatitudes about persecution.*?

34

35

36

37

38
39

40

1961), 28-29, a ‘correspondence, in the theme of the relationship to one’s brother. Mon-
tefiore & Turner add GTh 24 to 25-26 seeing a common themes of ‘darkness, the eye and
beam in the eye’ (Thomas and the Evangelists, 80).

Gértner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 28. Possibly also link in theme: Riley, Resurrec-
tion Reconsidered, 129.

GTh 36 in Greek includes the impossibile, 'Who can add to your stature?” On impossibilia,
see H.D. Betz, The Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5:3-7:27 and Luke 6:20—49) (Hermeneia;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995), 161, 629.

Dehandschutter, ‘Parabole de la perle) 246.

Cf. Gértner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 29: the common theme of ‘the Gnostic’s
place of origin’.

Dehandschutter, ‘Paraboles de I’ Evangile selon Thomas), 212.

Sevrin, ‘Un groupement de trois paraboles contre les richesses’, 425-439; Carrez, ‘Quelques
aspects christologiques), 2274—2275.

PJ. Hartin, ‘The Search for the True Self in the Gospel of Thomas, the Book of Thomas and
the Hymn of the Pearl, HTS 55 (1999), 10011021 (1001-1003) probably stretches the text to
say 67—70 = common theme of ‘persecution and a knowledge of oneself".
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73-75
73-74
74-75
75-76
76-77
77-78
78-79
81-82
83-84
91—-92
92-95
96—98
96-97
98-99
100—101
103—-104
105—106
108-109
109-111
110—111
113-114

C/T
C

CHAPTER 8

many/ large vs few/ small contrast.
‘lord..

‘many’.

‘solitary’, ‘one’?4!

‘finding’ (Coptic order only?).42

‘come out’.

‘truth’

reigning/ kingdom.

‘image), ‘revelation’; image theology; link to Adam in 857
criticism of disciples’ ignorance.
aphorisms/ proverbs.

parables of the kingdom of the Father.#3
‘woman’

‘kingdom of my/ the father.

‘give) ‘to me.

‘come’.

‘son.

hiddenness/ revelation.*4

‘finding’.

‘world’ (+earth?).45

‘kingdom.

It is difficult to know how many of these were intended by the author or editor.
It is sometimes thought that catchwords are intended to facilitate memorisa-
tion and recall,6 but it is hard to see how, for example, ‘dead’ at the beginning
of GTh 51 would help the recall of GTh 52, where ‘dead’ appears at the end,
especially considering that death is such a common theme in Thomas. On the

other hand, in GTh 50-51, ‘rest’ (ananaycic) links the end of the former saying

to the beginning of the next: this would thus be a useful catchword.#” Another

41 Dehandschutter, ‘Parabole de la perle, 246.

42 Dehandschutter, ‘Parabole de la perle, 246.

43 R.Doran, ‘A Complex of Parables: GTh 96—98’, NovT 29 (1987), 347—352; Dehandschutter,

‘Parabolesdel’ Evangile selon Thomas), 211-212; the three parables constitute ‘eine Einheit),

according to Helderman, ‘Manichéische Ziige im Thomasevangelium’, 486.

44  Dehandschutter, ‘Paraboles de I Evangile selon Thomas), 212.

45 Dehandschutter, ‘Parabole de la perle) 246 n. 10.

46  Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 13; Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Le genre littéraire et la structure argumen-

tative’, 336.

47  Cf. also GTh 60-61 where repose/ rest (not the same in Coptic, but probably again dvd-
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form of linkage which would not be so evident to readers/ hearers consists of
the few examples of common order between Thomas and the Synoptics: GTh
32—33 (par. Matt. 5.14-15);*8 GTh 44—45 (par. Matt. 12.31-35);*° GTh 65-66 (cf.
also GTh 64 in Matt. 22.1-10), and GTh 92—94 (par. Matt. 7.7, 6, 7-8); next to
92—94 is more Sermon on the Mount material, in GTh 95 (cf. Lk. 6.30—35).5°
Kasser notes a certain amount of material as related to particular sections of
the Synoptic Gospels.5>!

8.4 Conclusion and Implications for Interpretation

Even though many of these catchwords may be accidental, there is clearly
a much greater proportion of links than one would conventionally find in a
piece of literature: even compared with the similar Gospe! of Philip, the catch-
words are much more extensive in Thomas.5? This may indicate that context is
significant, though not necessarily determinative, for the interpretation. Two
opposite extremes may be contrasted here. Lindemann, for example, consid-
ers that the pearl in the parable in GTh 76 might be identified as Jesus as he
is characterised in GTh 77, a view that most interpreters would regard as over-
contextualising.5® On the other hand, on GTh 36—37, Robinson insists that GTh
36 be understood purely on its own terms because Thomas is a ‘Sayings Gospel’,
a genre which—he argues—demands that sayings be treated separately.5* The

mawolg in Greek) links the end of GTh 60 with the beginning of GTh 61. Another, less
compelling instance is the link between the end of GTh 7 and the beginning of GTh 8,
where the catchword ‘man’ is not a very striking item of vocabulary, and one which also is
very common in Thomas.

48  Wilson, ‘Thomas and the Growth of the Gospels, 245; McArthur, ‘Gospel according to
Thomas), 63.

49  Wilson, ‘Thomas and the Growth of the Gospels), 243.

50  McArthur, ‘Gospel according to Thomas), 65, is right to comment that there are ‘a few
minor groupings which parallel the Synoptics’.

51  Kasser, L’Evangile selon Thomas, 155 (see ‘Section A’).

52 Isenberg, ‘Tractate 3: The Gospel according to Philip. Introduction’, 132, for example,
remarks that they are confined to particular parts.

53 Lindemann, ‘Gleichnisinterpretation’, 220.

54  J.M.Robinson, ‘A Pre-Canonical Greek Reading in Saying 36’ in idem, The Sayings Gospel Q:
Collected Essays (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2005), 845-883 (esp. 856—865), and 858:
‘P.Oxy. 655 is part of a sayings gospel, the Gospel of Thomas, where each saying stands on
its own feet’ Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom, 504, similarly states that the running
Jesus said ..." indicates that each saying should be taken on its own.
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present commentary will aim to avoid these extremes, both eschewing dog-
matic assertion about what a ‘Sayings Gospel’ may or may not entail, while also
attempting to steer clear of a kind of contextual parallelomania.



CHAPTER 9

The Genre of Thomas'

The topic of Thomas's genre is rarely discussed, although scholars of-
ten make passing remarks on the subject. The various suggestions proposed
are not all mutually exclusive, indeed some of them may overlap or
even be synonymous, depending on individual scholars’ definitions. Sugges-
tions include: ‘list)2 anthology?® florilegium,* gnomologion/ chreia-collec-

1 Bibliography: Lelyveld, Logia, 3-10; J.-M. Sevrin, ‘Remarques sur le genre littéraire de I'Evan-
gile selon Thomas (II,2)) in L. Painchaud & A. Pasquier, eds. Les textes de Nag Hammadi et
le probléme de leur classification. Actes du colloque tenu a Québec du 15 au 19 septembre 1993
(Bibliotheque copte de Nag Hammadi; Louvain: Peeters, 1995), 263—278; M.W. Meyer, ‘The
Beginning of the Gospel of Thomas), in idem, Secret Gospels: Essays on the Gospel of Thomas
and the Secret Gospel of Mark (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 2003), 39-53 (49—
51); Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Le genre littéraire et la structure argumentative 335-362; E.E. Popkes,
Das Menschenbild des Thomasevangeliums (WUNT 206; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), 7-
11; Perrin & Skinner, ‘Recent Trends in Gospel of Thomas Research’, 66—7o; Poirier, ‘L’Evangile
selon Thomas (NH ILz2; P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655), 103-117.

2 E.g. Patterson, ‘View from Across the Euphrates’, 414. See discussion of this in W.H. Kelber,
‘The Verbal Art in Q and Thomas: A Question of Epistemology’, in R.A. Horsley, ed. Oral
Performance, Popular Tradition, and Hidden Transcript in Q (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Lit-
erature, 2006), 25—-42 (38-39); Kelber considers Thomas a ‘list, though noting that this is not
the work’s own definition of itself, which is as a ‘sayings gospel’ (combining the Prologue
and subscriptio): see W.H. Kelber, ‘In the Beginning were the Words: The Apotheosis and Nar-
rative Displacement of the Logos, JAAR 58 (1990), 69—98 (78-80), and see bibliography for
discussion of genre of list’; cf. also J.D. Crossan, ‘Lists in Early Christianity, Semeia 55 (1991)
235—243. Patterson accepts Crossan’s classification of Thomas as a list: see S.J. Patterson, ‘The
Gospel of (Judas) Thomas and the Synoptic Problem, in P. Foster, A. Gregory, ].S. Kloppen-
borg & J. Verheyden, eds. New Studies in the Synoptic Problem: Oxford Conference, April 2008:
Essays in Honour of Christopher M. Tuckett (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole, MA: Peeters, 2011), 783—
808.

3 G.C. Stead, ‘New Gospel Discoveries), Theology 62 (1959), 321-327 (325); K M. Woschitz, ‘Das
Theologoumenon “den Anfang entdecken” (swir rap esox fTapxu) im koptischen “Evan-
gelium nach Thomas” (Logion 18: NHC II 84,9-17)), in N. Brox & A. Felber, eds. Anftinge der
Theologie. FS J.B. Bauer (Graz: Styria, 1987), 139-153 (139).

4 Votaw, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Sayings of Jesus’, 84; Sevrin, ‘Remarques sur le genre littéraire’, 278:
‘un florilege d’enseignements de Jésus), in fact, ‘un florilege inorganisé, also emphasising
that the form has the intention of provoking the reader to investigate further. See also
idem, ‘L’ évangile selon Thomas: Paroles de Jésus et révélation gnostique) 284—286, and idem,

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2014 DOI: 10.1163/9789004273252_010
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tion, ‘testimony book’,® ‘wisdom gospel,” sayings-collection,® sayings Gospel,®
logoi Sophon,!° sentence-collection!! and Gospel.!? None of these is especially
problematic, but some designations go further and account for more of
Thomas's features than others do.

‘List’ is accurate to some extent, but suffers from a lack of close analogies in
near contexts. The only other work which Crossan mentions in his discussion of
‘Sayings lists’ is Q, which is clearly not a list, containing as it does a considerable
number of narrative sections. Other lists noted by Crossan, such as the miracle
list in Epistula Apostolorum 4-5, the parable list in Apocryphon of James 8,1-10
are not comparable as they are extremely short, and embedded in other works.
The same is true of the sayings list in Dialogue of the Saviour 139,8—13, which
notes only three sayings in note form rather than in full. The classification
of Thomas as a ‘wisdom gospel also runs into difficulties; such a designation
implies that there were other ‘wisdom gospels’ around, such that Thomas could
be identified as belonging with them. If Q existed, it is far from clear that it
would have been classed as a Gospel.

James Robinson has been the great advocate of the ‘Gattung’ of Logoi sophon,
or ‘Words of the Wise’, again for Q and Thomas, on the basis of other collections
of sayings such as Proverbs, Mark 4 and Mishnah Abot.!® He makes the jump,
however, from saying that ‘the term logoi seems related to collections of sayings’
to the conclusion that this seems ‘thus to point toward logo: as a designation for
the Gattung of such collections’* There seems to be no positive reason to make

‘Thomas, Q et le Jésus de I'histoire) 469. Baarda, ‘The Gospel of Thomas), 57, refers to
Thomas as a florilegium on analogy with the Sentences of the Syriac Menander, the Sen-
tences of Pseudo-Phocylides, and the Sentences of Sextus.

5 J.S. Kloppenborg, The Formation of Q (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987), 289—306, on gnomolo-

gia in general, and 291, 301, 305306 on Thomas.

Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 86.

Patterson, ‘View from Across the Euphrates’, 416.

Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Genre littéraire, 336; Watson, Gospel Writing, 219.

© o3 O

Kelber, ‘In the Beginning), 79.

10  J.M. Robinson, LOGOI SOPHON: On the Gattung of Q) in .M. Robinson & H. Koester,
Trajectories through Early Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971), 71-113 (103). Cf. Meyer,
‘Beginning of the Gospel of Thomas), 43: Thomas ‘finds its generic place among the early
Christian traditions, oral or written, frequently described as logo: ... or logia ....

11 M. Mees, ‘Einige Uberlegungen zum Thomasevangelium, Vetera Christianorum 2 (1965),
151-163 (152-153).

12 Asin the colophon and patristic testimonia.

13 Cf. also Lelyveld, Logia, 3-10.

14 Robinson, LOGOI SOPHON’, 87.



THE GENRE OF THOMAS 139

this jump, however. Robinson’s conclusion that ‘Logoi’ eventually functions as
a ‘title’ seems largely conjectural.!®

Perhaps more promising are ‘anthology’ or ‘florilegium’ (the latter is merely
the Latin calque of the former), gnomologion, or ‘testimony book’ (e.g. 4Q174
and 4Q175),'6 and there are numerous anthologies in Greek literature as well:
some are excerpts of bons mots, or of particular authors (Euripides features
prominently), and one can find anthologies on particular subjects, such as
money, and the advantages and disadvantages of wives!'” It is not clear that
these are appropriate analogies, however, since this nomenclature strongly
implies an explicit reference to a selection of material. And while the Gospe! of
Thomas might appear that way to us, it is not clear that that is how the author or
editor viewed the work. Unlike the fourth Gospel’s claim that there were many
other events which could have been included in it (Jn 21.25), Thomas presents
his Gospel as a much more definitive and complete document in the Prologue:
‘These are the secret sayings which the living Jesus spoke ..."18 Although it may
seem like a fine distinction, a generic designation which uses the language
of collection, rather than selection is probably more appropriate. (It should be
remembered that the second element in anthology/ florilegium/ gnomologion
has nothing to do with ‘sayings’, but comes from Gk Aéyw/ Lat. lego, ‘choose),
‘cull’)

Probably the best answer to the problem of Thomas’s genre lies in elements
from the remaining options. These can be boiled down to two main genres, (1)
Gospel, and (2) chreia-, sentence-, or sayings-collection.!®

15 Robinson, LOGOI SOPHON’, 95.

16 J.A. Fitzmyer, ‘“4QTestimonia” and the New Testament, in idem, Essays on the Semitic
Background of the New Testament (London: G. Chapman, 1971), 59—-89. On the terminology
of florilegium, as applied to the Dead Sea Scrolls, see G.J. Brooke, ‘From Florilegium
or Midrash to Commentary: The Problem of Re-Naming an Adopted Manuscript, in
idem & J. Hogenhaven, eds. The Mermaid and the Partridge: Essays from the Copenhagen
Conference on Revising Texts from Cave Four (STD] 96; Leiden: Brill, 2011), 129-150. I am
grateful to George Brooke for his advice on this matter.

17  H. Chadwick, ‘Florilegium’, RAC 7.u131-1159 is still a very helpful survey. See 1132-1133 for
the instances noted above.

18  Itis possible that a distinction is implied between the secret sayings included in Thomas
and the public sayings known elsewhere, but ‘secret’ in the Prologue here probably does
not primarily (or only) mean ‘private’ but rather secret in meaning.

19  Poirier’s suggestion (L’Evangile selon Thomas (NH I1,2; P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655), Témoin de la
théologie chrétienne primitive?, 16-117) that Thomas belongs to a genre of sayings with
hidden meaning is possible, though perhaps too specific as a genre.
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Gospel

There is a strong prima facie case for the designation of Thomas as a Gospel.
First, much of the teaching of Jesus in Thomas overlaps with material in the
Synoptic Gospels (rather than with epistles or apocalypses). There are of course
considerable differences from the Synoptics, not least in Thomas’s lack of nar-
rative framework, but there are also important similarities. Thomas fits in well
with the helpfully flexible definition of Gregory and Tuckett: ‘As an overarching
criterion, we have tended to accept the distinction that many might instinc-
tively make, separating “Gospels” from other early Christian works (e.g. letters
of apostles, or accounts of the history of the early Church) on the basis that
“Gospels” make at least some claim to give direct reports of the life and/or
teaching of Jesus, but taking “life and teaching” broadly enough to include
accounts purporting to give teaching given by Jesus after his resurrection.20
Secondly, the Coptic text has the title in its subscriptio, and there is a consid-
erable amount of patristic evidence for the use of this title, beginning with
(?Ps.-)Hippolytus early in the third century (see above §3, ‘Named Testimo-
nia’). On the assumption that it post-dates Matthew, Mark, Luke and John, and
perhaps also the Gospel of Mary, there are already various Gospels in existence
when Thomas was written,; it is easy to see how Thomas would be recognised
as having formal similarities with its predecessors. Thirdly, Thomas shares with
other Gospels a ‘gospel’ in the sense of a saving message: just as John’s Gospel is
‘written so that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that
by believing you may have life in his name’ (Jn 20.31), so also Thomas is written
not merely to offer guidance for wise living, but to give a means of transcending
death (GTh1).

These observations render invalid three of the common criticisms leveled
at identifying Thomas as a Gospel. (i) Thomas does not comport with the
content of the Gospel genre because it is ‘advice’ rather than ‘news'?! As we
have seen, however, Thomas does claim to give knowledge of saving revelation;
moreover it does claim to be ‘news’ in that its revelation purports to have been
secret—eye has not seen it, nor has ear heard it, etc. (GTh 17). (ii) Thomas does
not comport with the narrative form of the NT Gospels. As Robinson has put it:
‘itis clear that The Gospel of Thomas was hardly designated by its original author
or compiler as a Gospel. Rather he or she would have called it a collection of

20  AF. Gregory & C.M. Tuckett, ‘New Editions of Non-Canonical Gospels, Theology 111 (2008),
178-184 (180).
21 Wright, Judas and the Gospel of Jesus, 29.
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sayings.?? Elsewhere, however, Robinson can call Thomas a ‘sayings gospel,?3
and the earlier statement implies a stability to the Gospel genre which is not
evident in the second century. (iii) Relatedly, and as is implied by Robinson,
‘Gospel’ is not part of the original designation of the work. We do not know this,
however, and the manuscript evidence and patristic testimonia may suggest
the contrary.

Sentence Collection/ Chreia Collection

Thomas might also be seen as a ‘chreia collection’ or ‘sentence collection’ On
the one hand, some collections such as the Sentences of Sextus (although prob-
ably roughly contemporaneous with Thomas) have the disadvantage that they
are merely yv@pay, i.e. single sentences expressing a complete thought.?* On
the other hand, there are some clear similarities. Sentence collections such as
those of Sextus can easily tolerate the juxtaposition of unrelated maxims along-
side connections made by theme or catchword.2> Some of the closest analogies
to Thomas are the sentence collections of Epicurus, the Kuriai doxai and the
Vaticanae sententiae.26 Pasquier & Vouga note as parallels the Manual of Epicte-
tus, the Maxims and Sentences of Epicurus, of Marcus Aurelius, of Porphyry,
and the Sentences of Sextus.2” We can take the Kuriai doxai of Epicurus as an
example of a sentence collection similar to Thomas:

(i) Comparablelength in total. Thomas consists of about 3000 words in Coptic,
to the approx. 1500 in the Kuriai doxai and 2500 in the Vatican sentence
collection.?8

22 ]J.M. Robinson, The Secrets of Judas: The Story of the Misunderstood Disciple & His Lost
Gospel (New York: Harper Collins, 12006), 75—76; similarly, Wright, Judas and the Gospel
of Jesus, 29: the ‘Gnostic’ writings such as Thomas ‘manifestly belong to a different genre’.

23 ]J.M. Robinson, ‘Foreword;, in J.S. Kloppenborg, M.W. Meyer, S.]. Patterson & M.G. Stein-
hauser, eds. Q-Thomas Reader (Sonoma, CA: Polebridge, 1990), vii—x (ix).

24  For this definition of yv&pai, see T. Morgan, Popular Morality in the Early Roman Empire
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 86. I am grateful to Teresa Morgan for her
help in grappling with some of the issues in the discussion of Thomas’s genre.

25  M.L.Turner, The Gospel According to Philip: The Sources and Coherence of an Early Christian
Collection (NHMS 38; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 114, characterises Sextus this way.

26  Noted by Kloppenborg, Formation of Q, 293.

27 Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Genre littéraire, 337

28  The Vatican sayings are the Kuriai doxai (1440 words) with an additional 1174 words.
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(ii) Comparable length of individual sections. The Kuriai doxai average c. 37
words in length and the Vatican sentences c. 32; Thomas averages c. 26.
(iif) Similar kind of introduction. Just as Thomas has an opening two or three
sayings setting out its stall, the Kuriai doxai begin with four opening sen-
tences which contain the principal statements about Epicurean pleasure:

KD 1: That which is blessed and incorruptible has no trouble himself
and brings no trouble to another; hence he is exempt from move-
ments of anger and partiality, for every such movement implies weak-
ness.

KD 2: Death is nothing to us; for the body, when it has been resolved
into its elements, has no feeling, and that which has no feeling is
nothing to us.

KD 3: The magnitude of pleasure reaches its limit in the removal of all
pain. When pleasure is present, so long as it is uninterrupted, there is
no pain either of body or of mind or of both together.

KD 4: Continuous pain does not last long in the flesh; on the contrary,
pain, if extreme, is present a very short time, and even that degree
of pain which barely outweighs pleasure in the flesh does not last
for many days together. Illnesses of long duration even permit of an
excess of pleasure over pain in the flesh.

The various characterisations of the Kuriai doxai, such as Lucretius’ patria
praecepta (DRN 3.9-13), Cicero’s ratae sententiae (Fin. 2.7.20) could equally
apply to Thomas.

Conclusion

It is suggested here, then, that Thomas is of mixed genre. It belongs in the
category of ‘Gospel, but the form of Jesus’ teaching is quite different from
that found in the canonical Gospel narratives, such that there is a focus on
Jesus’ sententiae. As a result, Kelber’s view of Thomas'’s self-presentation as a
‘sayings Gospel’ is a helpful one.?? In this respect, it is notable that the Gospel
of Thomas comports with a tendency in the second century to see Jesus as
a teacher: this is true both among non-Christians such as Galen, Lucian and
Mara bar Sarapion,3® but also among some second-century Christian writers

29  Kelber, ‘In the Beginning were the Words), 79.
30  Galen writes of the ‘school of Moses and Christ’ (On the Differences between Pulses 2.4);
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who inasmuch as they preserve Gospel material primarily preserve sayings (e.g.
2 Clement, Justin, 1 Apol. 15-17).3!

There is perhaps more research which might be undertaken into Thomas'’s
genre, as there are complexities involved which have only been touched upon
in this brief treatment here. For example, Kelber has suggested that there may
be a difference between Thomas’s assessment of itself, and how it might best
be classified by modern scholars.32 A further challenge concerns when ‘form’
or ‘genre’ ends, and ‘content’ begins: one might wonder whether it is legitimate
to include topics like ‘wisdom’ or even ‘Gospel’ in the sense of ‘good news’ in a
description of genre.

Lucian calls Jesus a law-giver and a sophist (Peregrinus 13); Mara bar Sarapion refers to the
‘new laws’ which Jesus, ‘the wise king), instituted.

31 Iam grateful to my colleague, James Carleton Paget, for pointing this out to me.

32 Kelber, ‘In the Beginning were the Words’, 78—8o.



CHAPTER 10

The Religious Outlook of Thomas'

A central problem for scholarship on Thomas has been to identify its theology
or religious outlook. This question has elicited a number of answers, in part
because of Thomas's enigmatic content, its form and its brevity. As Schroter has
remarked, Thomas has been taken variously to be a document of Gnosticism,
or of Jewish-Christian encratism, or of wisdom theology, or as an expression of
social radicalism.? Others have summarised Thomas as focused upon ‘unitive
mysticism’, or as a Valentinian product,* or as ‘an “orthodox” text from early
Syrian Christianity’? Scholars have often attempted to align Thomas with a
particular school of thought, and have aimed to fill in the gaps with the help
of literature from that school. The difficulty, however, is that Thomas does not
fit neatly (or even approximately) into any previously known hairesis. It is
therefore important, at least in the first instance, to look at Thomas as far as
possible on its own terms, even if there are limits to this, as Uro rightly notes.%
The aim here is to identify, if not a tidy theology, then at least Thomas’s central

1 Bibliography: General treatments include Gértner, Theology; Montefiore & Turner, Thomas
and the Evangelists, 79-116; Haenchen, ‘Literatur’, 316—337; Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Chris-
tian Wisdom; Zockler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 101-135; Uro, Thomas; Popkes, Men-
schenbild; J. Schréter, ‘Die Herausforderung einer theologischen Interpretation des Thoma-
sevangeliums), in J. Frey, J. Schroter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—
Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 435-460; J.W. Jipp, ‘Death
and the Human Predicament, Salvation as Transformation, and Bodily Practices in 1Corin-
thians and the Gospel of Thomas), in M.F. Bird & J. Willitts, eds. Paul and the Gospels: Chris-
tologies, Conflicts and Convergences (London/ New York: T&T Clark, 2o11), 242—266; Perrin &
Skinner, ‘Recent Trends in Gospel of Thomas Research’, 70—77; M. Grosso, ‘A Matter of Life and
Death: Theological Refractions of a Literary Motive in the Gospel of Thomas', in ]. Schroter,
ed. The Apocryphal Gospels within the Context of Early Christian Theology (BEThL; Leuven:
Peeters, 2013), 549-562.

2 Schroter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 124: ‘Man hat es als gnostisch, als judenchristlich-enkrati-
tisch, als weisheitlich oder als Ausdruck eines Sozialradikalismus gedeutet.

3 Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 105.

L. Cerfaux, ‘Les Paraboles du Royaume dans I’Evangile de Thomas), in idem, Recueil Lucien
Cerfaux: études d’exégése et d’histoire religieuse de Monseigneur Cerfaux (Gembloux: Duculot,
1962), I11.61-80 (76—80), is one of only a few scholars who take Thomas to be Valentinian.

5 E.g. DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 7.

6 Uro, Thomas, 4.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2014 DOI: 10.1163/9789004273252_011



THE RELIGIOUS OUTLOOK OF THOMAS 145

concerns as well as its more ambiguously articulated themes. The rough sketch
here is of course dependent upon various points of interpretation argued for in
the commentary below.

101 Theological Framework

Thomas'’s theology is fundamentally a soteriology: ‘Whoever finds the interpre-
tation of these sayings will not taste death’ (GTh 1). It is not primarily about
common wisdom, as alleged both by some members of the Jesus Seminar, as
well as by one of their staunchest critics.” For Thomas, the souls of the elect
had their origins in the realm of light, the kingdom of the Father (GTh 49-50).
Thomas provides instruction in how to return to that kingdom of the Father.

The Father

The Father is in one respect a prominent figure in Thomas, being mentioned 21
times.® On the other hand, it is striking that he is hardly a character at all; he is
not identified as an agent in any significant way, in contrast to Jesus. The most
that can probably be said is that he is characterised by ‘motion and rest’ like
the elect (GTh 50), as well as having an ‘image of light’ in GTh 83. He evidently
has a ‘will’ (99), and of course a Son (GTh 61; 64; 99), but especially a kingdom
(GTh 57; 76; 96-99; 113).

The Kingdom
Although the Synoptics talk of the kingdom as ‘prepared’ (Mk10.40; Matt. 25.34;
cf. Mk 10.40; Matt. 20.23), Thomas goes further, envisaging the kingdom as a
pre-existent, paradisal realm of light.® It is certainly not a geographical location

7 See e.g. H. Taussig, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Case for Jesus the Teacher of Common
Wisdom!, Forum 10 (1994), 31-46, and on the other hand Wright, judas and the Gospel of Jesus,
29: ‘the main difference is that, whereas the canonical gospels are news, “Thomas” and the
others are advice’ (although Wright is correct that Thomas is not principally concerned with
events).

8 Including GTh 101, but excluding 105.

9 On the kingdom, see E. Peretto, ‘Loghia del Signore e Vangelo di Tommaso) Rivista biblica 24
(1976), 13-56 (34—38), B.F. Miller, ‘A Study of the Theme of “Kingdom”. The Gospel according
to Thomas: Logion 18, NovT g (1967), 52—60, and especially King, ‘Kingdom, 48-97, and
H. Kvalbein, ‘The Kingdom of the Father in the Gospel of Thomas), in J. Fotopoulos, ed. The New
Testament and Early Christian Literature in Greco-Roman Context: Studies in Honor of David
E. Aune (NovTSupps 122; Leiden/ New York/ KolIn: Brill, 2006), 203—230.
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in the cosmos. It is closely associated with ‘light’ (49-50).1° The kingdom is
inside the elect, and outside of them (3); they came from it and will return
there (49). It can also be found (27.1; 49), known (46), and most of all, entered
(22 tris; 99; 114; cf. 39; 64; 75); or one can be ‘far from’ it (82). When the
disciples talk of the kingdom ‘coming’ (GTh 113), Jesus retorts that it is spread
out everywhere (113): other traditional, futuristic language is avoided.! There
is some sort of future expectation (‘days are coming’ in GTh 79), but this is not
related specifically to the kingdom, and even the rolling up of the heavens and
the earth do not have any effect upon the elect (GTh 11; 111).12 The categories
of ‘now’ and ‘not yet’ do not apply in Thomas, because the kingdom is an
ever-present, primordial paradise (18-19).13 The kingdom does not belong to
the rich and powerful, but to the poor (54) and child-like (22; 46).1 It is a place
of primeval unity (22), and ought to be visible, though it is obscured by people’s
blindness (113).

Creation and the Fall
Understanding the creation of the world in Thomas presents certain difficul-
ties. We should not expect a systematic account, and indeed we only have short
and elusive fragments. On some occasions, the creator figure is referred to in
feminine terms: Adam came from a ‘great power and great wealth’ (GTh 85),
and it is some sort of ‘true mother’ who gave Jesus life (101). These (along with
‘the Mother’ in GTh 105) might be suggestive of the Spirit (cf. 44) as involved in
creation, in two instances where it is clearly positive. It is tantalising, however,

10 Popkes, ‘Ich bin das Licht), 660, sees them probably correctly as equivalents.

11 There is no reference to it ‘coming’ in the future (cf. Matt. 6.10/ Lk. 1.2/ Did. 8.2; 2 Clem.
5.5), or that one might ‘inherit’ it (cf. Matt. 25.34; 1Cor. 6.9-10; 1Cor. 15.50; Gal. 5.21;
Eph. 5.5; Col. 112; Jas 2.5; Ignatius, Eph. 16.1; Philad. 2.3, and Polycarp, Phil. 5.3, citing
1Cor. 6.9-10). As King remarks: ‘the use of kingdom in the Gospel of Thomas is consis-
tently non-eschatological, nonapocalyptic’ (King, ‘Kingdom, 52). Zckler, Jesu Lehren im
Thomasevangelium, 179, rightly comments that Thomas is not an exponent of realised
eschatology. See further, Gathercole, ‘The Heavens and the Earth Will Be Rolled up’, 280—
302.

12 Gathercole, ‘The Heavens and the Earth Will Be Rolled up’, 280—302.

13 Cf. A. Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?’, in R. Uro, ed. Thomas at the Crossroads:
Essays on the Gospel of Thomas (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 107-139 (126): ‘a new reality,
the kingdom'.

14  Hence Patterson is correct to characterise the kingdom as countercultural: see S.J. Patter-
son, ‘Wisdom in Q and Thomas), in L.G. Perdue, B.B. Scott & W,J. Wiseman, eds. In Search
of Wisdom: Essays in Memory of John G. Gammie (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox,
1993), 187—221 (205, 220—221).
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that GTh 101 has a lacuna at a key point. In addition to GTh 77 (on which see
below), the only other place where one might see a creator is in GTh 89, but
that saying is also enigmatic.

Whatever the truth about creation, the tragic reality of the present is the
result of a fall. This is expressed in two main ways, which can be summarised as
a ‘falling apart’ and a ‘falling downward’. With respect to the former, Jesus states
that, ‘When you were one, you became two’ (11), and this theme of division
is picked up in a number of places. Jesus on the other hand ‘comes from the
undivided’ (GTh 61.3), and is emphatically not ‘a divider’ (72). A conception of
the fall as a separation appears in, among other places, the Valentinian myth,
according to which the enthymesis of Sophia was removed from the pleroma
and became Achamoth, an inferior form of Sophia (Irenaeus, AH 1.4.1), or as
in another version, in which the Word is divided in two (Tri. Trac. 77,11—36).
We will see that in Thomas the recovery of primordial unity is a key task in the
discipleship of the elect.

As far as the ‘downward’ fall is concerned, the spirit descends into physical
human bodies, as Jesus states: T am amazed at how this great wealth [sc. spirit]
has made its home in this poverty [i.e. the body, the flesh]’ (29). This is clearly
related in some unspecified way to the fall of Adam, and his death (85).1 So
there is a conception of a heavenly fall with mundane implications for human
beings. None of this is connected explicitly with sin, however, a topic which
plays a very small role in the Gospel of Thomas. The cause of this fall is unclear.

A number of options existed in Thomas’s intellectual environment for why
souls descended into bodies, many of which arise out of interpretations of
the Timaeus and the Phaedrus.® Alcinous lists four options: ‘either following
their turn in a numbered sequence, or by the will of the gods, or through
intemperance, or through love of the body; body and soul, after all, have a
certain affinity for one another, like fire and asphalt’!” lamblichus’s De Anima 23
discusses various accounts of ‘the activities which induce the soul to descend’,

15 This is almost certainly a human Adam here, hence his death, and the reference to him
(peculiarly) as associated with ‘those born of woman’ (GTh 46).

16 In addition to the discussions below, see ].M. Dillon, ‘The Descent of the Soul in Middle
Platonic and Gnostic Theory’, in B. Layton, ed. The Rediscovery of Gnosticism: 1. The School
of Valentinus (Leiden: E/J. Brill, 1980), 357-364; idem, The Middle Platonists: A Study of
Platonism, 80B.C. to A.D. 220 (London: Duckworth, 1977), 245-246, 293294, 359-360, 375,
and, especially on the impulses from Plato, B. Fleet, Plotinus Ennead IV.8: On the Descent
of the Soul into Bodies (Las Vegas/ Zurich/ Athens: Parmenides, 2012), 145-149.

17 Alcinous, Didaskalikos 25.6; translation in .M. Dillon, Alcinous: The Handbook of Platonism
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1993), 34, and see 155-158 for commentary on the passage.
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listing the following: a kind of desire for independence (Plotinus!®); ‘flight
from God’ (Empedocles), and ‘the rest which consists in change’ (Heraclitus),
‘derangement and deviation’ (the Gnostics), and ‘the erring judgment of a free
will’ (Albinus).! Iamblichus returns later to a very similar theme, where some
Platonists are described as taking the view that there are multiple modes of
descent (De Anima 26); in De Anima 27 Heraclitus’s view is repeated (souls must
be in motion because it is an effort for them to stay still), and two opinions of
Taurus or his followers are described, the completion of the number of souls in
the universe, and the demonstration of the divine life (cf. Alcinous’s first two
options?).20 Other explanations include the soul’s intention to administer the
material realm (Plutarch’s stranger;?! Plotinus, Enn. 4.8.4—5). Philo’s enigmatic
explanation is that the soul was ‘not able to overcome a satiety with divine
blessings’?2 The other distinction made is that between willing and unwilling
descent (Iamblichus, De Anima 27).23

Some of these are incompatible with Thomas. It is hard to imagine that for
Thomas, the soul-spirit, being ‘great wealth’, could have had evil propensities
or incompetence before its descent (the view attributed to Albinus or the
Gnostics). Additionally, Alcinous’s last option, where there is an attraction
between soul and body because of their mutual affinity (the view which he
probably holds himself), probably does not do justice to the way in which
Thomas portrays their rather more hostile relationship (see commentary on
GTh 87 and 112 below). The problem of characterising Thomas’s own view is
complicated further by imagery which defies systematisation: in GTh 57, the
evil is sown among the good, whereas in 21.2—3 and 29, the good has taken up
residence in what is alien. Two points which have not yet been brought into the
discussion perhaps deserve mention. Firstly, the ‘all coming forth’ from Jesus
in GTh 77 perhaps is suggestive of a fall of the light or pneumatic element,
and not necessarily a positive act of creation. Secondly, the view attributed
by Iamblichus to Heraclitus that ‘souls travel both the road up and the road
down and that for them to remain in place is toil but to change is rest’ may

18  ‘Primal otherness. Plotinus (Enn. 5.1.1) relates this primal otherness to a desire for inde-
pendence and ‘audacity’ (tolma).

19 Tr. J.F. Finamore & J.M. Dillon, eds. Iamblichus: De Anima. Text, Translation and Commen-
tary (Leiden/ Boston/ Kéln: Brill, 2002), 49; see 48 for text, and 135-136 for commentary.

20  See Finamore & Dillon, Iamblichus: De Anima, 54—55 for text and translation; 151-153 for
commentary.

21 Dillon, ‘The Descent of the Soul, 358—359.

22 Her. 240; see Dillon, ‘Descent of the Soul’, 362—363.

23  Fleet, Plotinus Ennead V.8, 150-151.
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have something in common with Thomas:?* ‘motion and rest’ are the ‘sign of
the Father’ in the elect in GTh 50, and, as we have seen, GTh 77 talks of the all
both ‘coming forth’ from Jesus (cf. the ‘road down’) and ‘extending to’ him (cf.
the ‘road up’). Such connections must remain speculative, however.

The World

Uncertainty about the character of the fall is one reason for a degree of ambigu-
ity in Thomas about the world, for which the Coptic uses the Greek loan word
kocmoc.25 On the one hand, Thomas seems very negative about the world: it is
described as a corpse (GTh 56), its implied ‘death’ putting it at the very neg-
ative extreme of Thomas’s moral spectrum.?®6 Some have seen this negativity
as arising from a demiurge who is responsible for creation, for example in the
reference to God/ god in the ‘Render unto Caesar’ pericope (GTh 100). On the
other hand, Zockler draws attention to the fact that according to GTh 24 the
world can be enlightened,?” and for Marjanen the world is the arena where sal-
vation is possible for people, with the same creator making both the inside and
the outside of the metaphorical cup (GTh 89).28

As one proceeds through Thomas, it is the negative elements which come
to the fore. One sees the ridiculousness of the kingdom being part of this
world—in the air or the sea (GTh 3). Jesus has cast fire on the world in GTh
10, and GTh 16 repeats this idea, adding ‘sword and war’. GTh 21 may imply that
the world belongs to other powers. The world is probably the implied object of
‘passing by’ in GTh 42. As noted, it is a corpse (56), and should be renounced
(110). There is an overridingly negative impression here. If the world is to be

24  lamblichus, De Anima 27: 636v te dvw xal xdtw Stamopedeabat Tag Puydg eiAnge xal T6 uév
olg ardols mpévety dipartov ebva, 0 8¢ uetaBdMew pépewy dvdmanaty.

25 For a good discussion of the ambiguities, see Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?, not-
ing that the world is the arena where salvation is possible for people (124), is a dangerous
threat (126), the world may have once been good when created but now bad, ‘although
this is nowhere explicitly stated’ (131).

26 Patterson, ‘View from Across the Euphrates’, 418, is a little too weak in talking of the world
as ‘simply something dead ... and as such a distraction ... which one should rightly view as
inferior and unworthy of devotion' Better is Sellew’s stronger statement, that the world is
the locus of death’, and ‘both a mortal and a morbid entity’. See P. Sellew, ‘Death, Body, and
the World in the Gospel of Thomas), in E.A. Livingstone, ed. Studia Patristica 31 (Leuven:
Peeters, 1997), 530534 (530). See further the discussion in the commentary below (ad GTh
1, Notes’).

27  Zbockler, ‘Light within the Human Person’, 495-496; cf. ‘a person’s light is not only interre-
lated with the world but sustains it’ (499).

28 Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?’ 124.
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illuminated, it is only because it is dark in the first place. It may be that the
positive illumination is confined to the world qua people: when Jesus stands
in the midst of the world in GTh 28, there xocuoc is glossed in anthropological
terms—as ‘them’—namely, the blind, empty and drunk who nevertheless have
the capacity to repent.

It is interesting that, in contrast to the world, ‘the all’ came forth from Jesus
and is identified with Jesus, and ‘the earth’ is the realm over which the kingdom
is spread out (GTh 113). This may point to different realms, as has already been
suggested (see further the commentary below). One can compare here the
contrast between the world and ‘the all’ (as well as the Pleroma) in the Treatise
on the Resurrection (46,34—39).2°

There is also a degree of ambiguity in the treatments of particular ‘worldly’
themes. Some are sharply rejected: the accumulation of wealth is frowned upon
and commerce shunned (see e.g. GTh 63-65), as are the finely clothed but
ignorant rulers of GTh 78. On the other hand, other items are treated merely
as matters of indifference, such as clothes (36: ‘do not be concerned ...") and
diet (14: ‘eat whatever is set before you’): this almost certainly means there
is no prohibition of eating meat.3° The same is true of money per se in GTh
95.2, where giving to those who cannot give it back signals at the same time
altruism and indifference to one’s own possession of money; similarly, one can
without hesitation give Caesar back what belongs to him (100) because it holds
no appeal to the true disciple.

The Body
Mirroring Thomas'’s view of the world is the perspective on the body. There
is certainly a stark contrast between the soul or spirit on the one side and
the body or flesh on the other. (The terms spirit and soul do not seem clearly
distinguished, nor do body and flesh.) As we saw in the discussion of the fall,
Jesus expresses his amazement that such great wealth, viz. the spirit, has come
to occupy a position of poverty, i.e. in the flesh (GTh 29.3). Thomas suggests
that this cohabitation is an ill, however, as there is a woe pronounced upon
the mutual dependence upon the flesh and soul in GTh 112. Less antithetically,
there is a contrast between the external, physical image on the one hand, and

29  ‘Strong is the system of the Pleroma, but small is that which went forth (from it) and
became the cosmos. But the All is that which is encompassed.

30  Pace FF. Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins outside the New Testament (London: Hod-
der and Stoughton, 1974), 110-156 (117): ‘eating of flesh was probably discouraged’; cf.
S.L. Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained (Woodstock: Skylight, 2002),
12.
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the pre-existent, spiritual image on the other (84), but not an opposition. It
is just possible that the body is neutral in Thomas’s mind. On the other hand,
two factors might point in the direction of a more negative perspective. For
one, the existence of the spirit in the body seems to correlate with the sense
of alienation which is explained as being “two”—divided, rather than a whole
unity. Another factor is that for some readers, the view of the world would have
rubbed off on their view of the physical body: it is difficult to keep these too far
apart. It is an outstanding question in the Platonism of the period whether the
body is the negative ‘fetter’ that it is in the Phaedo,?' or in fact something less
detrimental to the soul. Valentinians maintained that in the body and other
created institutions, ‘the likeness of the divine is rather eclipsed than wholly
obscured, as Edwards has put it, in contrast to the sharper negativity of the
Gnostics.32 Thomas does not seem to have taken a clear stance on this question,
while tending in a negative direction.

The History of Israel

Moving to the more mundane sphere of history, there are only brief allusions in
Thomas to Israel, which is perhaps seen as one of history’s unfortunate paren-
theses. As we have seen above, circumcision and ‘the Jews’ are characterised as
straightforwardly negative (GTh 43 and 53; see above § 7.3, and commentary ad
locc. below); the Pharisees (and Scribes) aim to prevent people from discover-
ing the truth in GTh 39 and 102; Israel may well be the illegitimate vine which
will be uprooted (GTh 40); the temple will be irrevocably destroyed (GTh 71).
More positive is John the Baptist, but as in Matthew 11 and Luke 7 he is primar-
ily the pinnacle of the old age, and inferior to anyone participating in Jesus’
kingdom (GTh 46).

Jesus and Revelation
It is probable that Thomas portrays Jesus as incarnate: he is fundamentally
‘light’ (GTh 77), but also entered the world as ‘flesh’ (GTh 28).32 Although there
is a sense in which the true disciple can be identified with Jesus (GTh 108) and
the disciple Thomas should not even call Jesus ‘master’ (GTh 13), nevertheless
in various ways Jesus retains a transcendence.3* He is, for example, the agent

31 InPlato, Phaed. 67D, Socrates talks of the soul éxAvopévyy domep éx Seapudv éx Tod owpatog.

32 Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians, 41.

33  This has sometimes been disputed, on the grounds that GTh 28's language of Jesus being
‘manifest in the flesh’ could have docetic overtones. This is not really an easily defensible
position, however: see commentary below on GTh 28.

34  Pace A. Marjanen, ‘The Portrait of Jesus in the Gospel of Thomas), in ]. Ma. Asgeirsson,
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of election (GTh 23) and judgment (GTh 10; 16); the elect are Ais disciples (55),
and are under his ‘lordship’ (9o); all are to give him his due (GTh 100), and
supremely, he is the light above all and the all in GTh 77. His relation to the
supreme divine being is as son (99), and he also appears to receive life in some
sense from another, feminine, spiritual being (105).3°

Central to the christology of Thomas, however, is his identity as revealer.
In GTh 17 this is highlighted: T will give you what eye has not seen, and
what ear has not heard, and what hand has not touched, nor has it ascended
to the heart of man’ The theme is picked up in GTh 38, highlighting Jesus
(and by implication the Gospe! of Thomas) as the unique source of revelation.
The format of the whole Gospel (‘Jesus says ..., Jesus says ..., Jesus says ...")
draws attention to just this point. The opening lines of the Gospel set out the
significance of this revelation entrusted to Thomas, this revelation which must
be rightly understood and which is the means to escaping death (Prologue +
GTh1).

(Self -)Knowledge
After a saying which expands upon the eschatological reward of escaping death
(2), we have another statement which probably glosses the comprehension
of Jesus’ revelation: GTh 3, with its reference to knowing oneself. Knowledge
is a central theme in the work. There are twenty-five instances of the word
cooyn in Thomas, twenty of which are of theological significance, with five
more casual instances.36 There is also the Greek loan-word rnwcic in GTh
39.1, and six instances of Coptic eme (probably five theological in intent).37
This is an extraordinary density of knowing’ vocabulary, given that Thomas
is such a short work. There is also a strong focus on the words of Jesus as the
source of this knowledge (Prologue; GTh 38 etc.). The references specifically
to ‘self-knowledge’ should not be understood as concerned with a kind of
psychological introspection, ‘self-knowledge’ in the sense of knowing one’s own

A.D. DeConick & R. Uro, eds. Thomasine Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural
World of the Gospel of Thomas (NHMS 59; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 209—219.

35 I am not persuaded that Jesus is in some sense the twin of the Father, as argued by
A. Gagné, Jésus, la lumiére et le Pére Vivant. Principe de gémellité dans I’ Evangile selon
Thomas’, Apocrypha 23 (2013), 209—221 (220—221), and earlier by R. Trevijano Etcheverria,
‘La cristologia del Evangelio de Tomas), in idem, Estudios sobre el Evangelio de Tomds,
207—269.

36 GTh 3.4 (bis), 3.5; 5.1;16.2;18.3;19.4; 46.2; 51.2; 56.1; 67; 69.1; 78.3; 80.1; 91.2 (bis); 103; 105; 109.1;
109.2. Casual: 12.1; 31.2; 65.4; 65.7; 97.37

37  GTh3.4; 21.5; 43.2; (62.2); 97.3; 98.2.
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personality, knowing one’s abilities and identity in relation to and comparison
with others. Rather, it is about knowing what you are in the grand theological
scheme of things—knowing about yourself. It is probably something close to
what is summarised in the words of the Valentinian Theodotus, who defines
knowledge (yv&aig) by way of the following questions:

Who were we and what have we become? Where were we and where are
we now cast? To where are we hastening and from what have we been
delivered? What is birth? What is rebirth?38

(For further parallels and discussion, see the commentary below on GTh 3.4.)
The answers to all these questions are thematised in Thomas: ‘Who were we and
what have we become? We were spirits pure and simple but are now divided
between spirit and body. ‘Where were we and where are we now cast? We were
in the primordial light, but have now been thrown into a corpse-like world.
‘“To where are we hastening and from what have we been delivered? We have
been delivered already from ignorance, and are now heading for—or better,
returning to—the perfected salvation which is already substantially possessed.

Salvation
This knowledge about oneself that Jesus reveals according to the Gospel of
Thomas, then, is the necessary condition for salvation. This state of salvation is
depicted in various ways as, for example, vision of the Father, ascendancy over
the cosmos, being in a united state (on which more below) and perhaps pre-
dominantly, ‘rest. DeConick rightly emphasises the motif of visionary experi-
ence in places such as GTh 59,3° and there is a good deal of visual language else-
where in Thomas (e.g. GTh 5;15; 27.2; 37; 38; 84), even if it is not the central idea
in Thomas. There is still a strong emphasis on text and textual interpretation
as precondition for salvation, and other soteriological motifs are also promi-
nent. Ascendancy over the cosmos is a key goal for true disciples, expressed
in terms of their reigning (GTh 2), and conversely of the obedience or service
which elements of the world will render (19.2; 48; 106): additionally, ‘the world
is not worthy’ of such disciples (56; 80; 111). ‘Rest’ is also another important
result (51; 60; 90), signalling freedom from the temptations of the world and—
ultimately—freedom from the labour of discipleship. It may be dangerous to

38  Clement, Exc. 78. 2.
39  A.D. DeConick, Seek to See Him: Ascent and Vision Mysticism in the Gospel of Thomas
(Leiden: Brill, 1996), 123-125.
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assign primacy to any particular image, but there is certainly widespread refer-
ence in Thomas to the cultivation or creation of a unitary personhood or nature
in the enacted discipleship of the elect, and this theme merits more extended
treatment.

10.2  The Practice of Discipleship in Thomas

We have above characterised the fall as a kind of disintegration, which is more
precisely a splitting of reality into binary opposites. There are various instances
of this. The audience itself is ‘two’ (11), but GTh 22 especially focuses on the
inside/ outside, above/ below, male/ female divisions. Existentially, loyalties are
divided (47) and the disciples ‘like the Jews’ operate with inconsistent distinc-
tions (43, 89). The ‘house’ can be divided (48; cf. 106). The distinction between
the internal ‘image’ and the external ‘likeness’ (84) recalls the inside/ outside
dichotomy, as does the false distinction between the inside and the outside of
the cup (89). The need for Mary and women in general to be assimilated to
maleness (114) reflects (though not exactly) the male/ female division in 22.
There are three aspects to the resolution of these divisions, which might be
called ‘self-union’, ‘gender union’ and ‘christological union’, and all these require
actualisation by the disciple. As Frend has noted, salvation is not conceived
as instantaneous, but rather results from ‘advance towards spiritual perfection
through the practice of ascetic virtues and repentance’4? Although one might
quibble with some of Frend’s terminology, the thought is a valid one. There are
quite distinctive images which express this side of Thomas’s theology. We will
examine these individually before exploring their potential coherence.

Self-Union
GTh 70 is the one place in Thomas where the standard verb ‘to save’ (Toyxo0) is
employed. The saving element in this saying is described in the language of that
which ‘you bring forth from yourselves' This probably refers to the true image,
or spirit, hidden within. It is this real image which needs to come to the fore,
and to take precedence over the external visible image presented in the body.#
A similar idea is perhaps found in the Gospel of Judas: ‘Let whoever is [strong]
among you men bring forth the perfect man and stand in the presence of my

40 Frend, ‘Gospel of Thomas), 16.
41 For an extensive discussion of Thomas’s image theology, see Popkes, Menschenbild, 215—
347.
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face’ (Gos. Jud. 35,2—6); compare also Gos. Mary 18,15-17. Relatedly, the Treatise
on the Resurrection comments that it is not our dead, external limbs which will
be resurrected, but the true living members (Treat. Res. 47,38-48,3). ‘Light’ is
another image used in Thomas to describe the saving, internal element (GTh
24).

GTh 22 similarly talks of ‘when you fashion eyes in the place of an eye, and a
hand in place of a hand, and a foot in place of a foot, and an image in place of an
image’ as preconditions for entering the kingdom. Here, the construction of a
new person is in some sense envisaged, although one might more properlylabel
this areunification and return to a primordial state. The conclusion—‘an image
in place of an image'—may well be a summary. The new, or true, person within
needs to supersede the external physical person. The two ‘images’ correspond
to those in GTh 84, the external ‘likeness’ as opposed to ‘your images which
came into being before you, and which neither die nor become manifest’.
The latter needs to swallow up the former. If GTh 70 spoke of bringing forth
and externalising the true image within, GTh 22 speaks slightly differently of
replacing the external with the internal. The emphasis here is on the new/
primordial identity, and the ‘intentional reformation of the self’ and creating
an ‘alternative symbolic universe’42

Somewhat different is the metaphor of ‘becoming a child’ (GTh 46; cf. 4,
21, 22, 37, 50), although this too connotes a primordial identity. In addition to
the connotations of asexuality and innocence, there is the element of childlike
nakedness without shame (37) evoking the Garden of Eden. This connection is
also made by Philo:

“And the two were naked, both Adam and his wife, and they were not
ashamed; but the serpent was the most subtle of all the beasts which were
on the earth, which the Lord God had made” (Gen. 2.25; 3.1). The mind,
which is clothed neither with vice nor with virtue, but really stripped of
both, is naked, like the soul of an infant child ...

(Leg. 2.53)

Thomas probably similarly sees the child-like state as that possessed by the
elect disciple who has reverted to primordial innocence. This is often, probably
correctly, seen as a reversion to a primordial state construed as an Adamic iden-
tity; a specifically Adamic state is not always strongly emphasised in Thomas,
however.

42 Valantasis, ‘Is the Gospel of Thomas Ascetical?, 61, 64.
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The ‘child’ imagery is linked to, and perhaps explicated by, two related
motifs, those of the unifying of the divided self, and of stripping naked.

Jesus in GTh 22 commends suckling babies as models of discipleship, and
then immediately talks in terms of ‘when you make the two one’, especially
the inside/ outside, above/ below, and male/ female. Hence Jesus exhorts the
disciples to participate in the resolution of the ‘inside/ outside’ dichotomy (cf.
also 48 and 106).43 There is some tension between unification and replacement
(for example of ‘outside’ and ‘inside’), but they have a similar field of reference.

The motif of ‘stripping off one’s clothes’, noted in the parable in GTh 21,
comes to prominence in GTh 37 as necessary for vision of Jesus. Whether this is
achievable in the present or is eschatological is unclear. The precise contours of
this expression are not especially relevant here: what is clear is that we have a
removal of the external, which connects with (indeed, constitutes the negative
element of) the replacement of the external with the internal in GTh 22.

We have here, then, various construals of the internal and external: (i)
bringing forth what is internal, (ii) replacing the external with the internal,
(iii) unifying external and internal, and (iv) removal of the external. It would
be rather churlish to decry any inconsistencies that may be present here. For
Thomas, (i) and (ii) are derived from the Gospel’s image theology, and (iii)
and (iv) are closely related to the ‘child’ motif. Across those two themes of
the image and the child, we have noted that (iv) can be seen as a component
of (ii), and—in particular—GTh 22 fuses both themes, with the child as the
symbol of the unified image. Additionally, they are all related to the primordial
state in which the eternal image within recovers its superiority over outward
physical likeness (although (iii) is surprising here). It is interesting that Philo
(in a passage already alluded to) can also combine these in the same primeval
setting of Genesis 1-2:

Observe that it is not the woman who cleaves to the man, but on the
contrary, the man to the woman, that is, the mind to sensation. For when
the better, namely, the mind, is united to the worse, namely, sensation,
it is then dissolved into the worse, that is the nature of the flesh, and

43  See J. Helderman, ‘Die Herrenworte iiber das Brautgemach im Thomasevangelium und
im Dialog des Erlosers) in W.L. Petersen, HJ. de Jonge & J.S. Vos, eds., Sayings of Jesus:
Canonical and Non-Canonical. Essays in Honour of Tjitze Baarda (Leiden, Brill, 1997), 69—88
(78), on the theme of the experience of the pneumatics of rest and unification with the
Father in the bridal chamber. According to Helderman, GTh 75 concerns the unification
with the saviour and with the heavenly self that is exclusively for the fully ascetical and
world-renouncing.



THE RELIGIOUS OUTLOOK OF THOMAS 157

into sensation, the cause of the passions. But when the worse, namely
sensation, follows the better, the mind, then it will no longer be flesh, but
both will be mind

(Leg. 2.50)

Here, the mind is fused with the flesh (cf. iii), but then when the mind becomes
the prominent element (cf. i) and the flesh follows the mind, then the flesh will
also become mind (cf. ii and iv). There is a degree of coherence in Thomas’s
account here without it being systematic.

Gender Union

This leads us in to the theme of ‘gender union’: just as male/ female division is
an aspect of the plight in Thomas, so the construction of an androgynous state
is part of the solution. As Klijn puts it, humanity was originally one but became
two by becoming male and female; the person needs to return to that unitary,
single state.*4 Klijn draws attention to Philo as again illuminating this theme.*>
(There are also Syrian and Talmudic parallels, but these come from a later
time.*6) Philo saw God as monad in contrast to the dyadic human (Deus 82—
84), and in contrast to divisible matter (Spec. 3.180). In fact, however, humanity
was originally not dyadic when existing as the uncontaminated image of God
(Opif.134).47 This is associated by Philo with man/ woman, where man is ‘mind’
and woman ‘sensation, as in the passage just quoted above (Leg. 2.50). A post-
mortem existence in which the duality is resolved into its original unity awaits
humanity.*8 Thomas is also similar in this respect to the Gospel of Philip, where
the separation of ‘Adam’ and ‘Eve’ is imagined as a fall in need of reversal:4°

44  AF] Klijn, ‘The “Single One” in the Gospel of Thomas), JBL 81 (1962), 271-278 (272—273).

45 Klijn, ‘Single One), 276.

46  Klijn, ‘Single One’, 275-276.

47  ‘And by this [viz. Gen. 2.7] he shows very clearly that there is a vast difference between
man as he is formed now, and the man who formerly came into being according to the
image of God. For one is now formed as perceptible, partaking of qualities, consisting of
body and soul, man or woman, by nature mortal. But the other made according to the
image was an idea, or a kind, or a seal, intelligible, incorporeal, neither male nor female,
incorruptible by nature’

48  Vit. Mos. 2.288: ‘Some time later, when he (Moses) was to make his pilgrimage from earth to
heaven, and abandon mortal life to be made immortal, he was summoned by the Father,
who resolved him, being two—soul and body, into a unit, transforming completely his
whole being into mind, pure as sunlight’

49  Also close to Thomas, as an instance of the unity of the person is (rmutatis mutandis)
Ignatius’s desire for the Magnesians’ ‘unity of flesh and spirit’ (Magn. 1.2).
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If the female had not separated from the male, the female and the male
would not have died. The separation of male and female was the begin-
ning of death. Christ came to heal the separation that was from the begin-
ning and reunite the two, in order to give life to those who died through
separation and unite them.

(Gos. Phil. 70,9-17)

A passage following shortly after this elaborates, and although it becomes
fragmentary, it may suggest that the unification of Adam’s soul and spirit are
analogous to the salvation of the addressees of Philip (70,23-28). The Gospel
of the Egyptians also makes the unification of male and female a condition of
salvation much as does the Gospel of Philip.

The unity in Thomas may not be best construed as entirely genderless, but
might be best described as ‘male androgyny’ (see commentary below on GTh
114). The way in which the male/ female distinction is treated in Thomas,
however, does not necessarily enable us to identify the gender dynamics in the
Thomas movement.5°

Christological Union

Finally, the resolution of cosmic division results in incorporation (perhaps even
absorption) of the person into Jesus himself (hence, ‘christological union’).
As GTh 108 has it: ‘Whoever drinks from my mouth will become like me. I
myself will become him ...’ (108.1-2). The degree of assimilation here is strong,
reflecting more than a Pauline imagery of being in Christ, and closer to the kind
of ‘unitive mysticism’! or opoiwatg 6@ in the strong sense in the Gospel of Eve
or the Gospel of Philip (see commentary on GTh 108 below). The precise nature
of this union in Thomas eludes us, however.

Concrete Requirements
More concretely, what is required is radical self-denial. This is expressed in the
traditional terms of taking up the cross (55), but also through the language of
‘fasting to the world’ and observing ‘sabbath’ (27), and renouncing power (81)
and the world (110). Obligations to parents (101) and to anything else must be
subordinated to the requirement of Jesus.

50  Cf. K. Corley, ‘Salome and Jesus at Table in the Gospel of Thomas, Semeia 86 (1999), 85-97
(85, 89), according to which GTh 61 and 114 betrays controversy in Thomas movement
about the status of women.

51 Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 105.
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More positively, there are a number of motifs which highlight the devotion
to the matters advocated in Thomas, summarised in GTh g9 as doing the will
of the Father, and elsewhere as seeking rest (60) or seeking the imperishable
treasure (76). The importance of seeking is reinforced by the fact that through-
out Thomas finding is a soteriological good (GTh 1; 2; 8; 27; 38; 49; 56; 58; 77%
80; 90; 92; 94; 977;107; 109.3; 110; 111). In addition to this language, salvation can
also be said to depend on particular attributes which are to be developed. Sin-
glemindedness, especially about true knowledge over against its alternatives,
is prominent in the parables (GTh 8; 76; 107), as well as in the aphorisms (e.g.
GTh 32—34). Also notable is the demand of exacting labour (GTh 2; 58; 107.3,
109.3)—related to the seeking motif. Discipleship is also characterised by readi-
ness, atheme employed most consistently in contexts of conflict imagery: being
armed in anticipation of robbery (GTh 21.47; 103) and being able to effect a
killing (98). Where this theme of readiness comes particularly into prominence,
however, is in the preparation of acquiring knowledge necessary for heavenly
ascent (GTh 50).

The knowledge of one’s place in relation to the kingdom and the cosmos
is highly relevant to this postmortem scenario envisaged in GTh 50. In the
personal eschatology set out in Thomas, the soul is asked a series of questions
about her identity, origin and characteristics. Hence, mastery of what Thomas
says about these themes is essential labour for the true disciple. As noted above
in §10.1, Thomas’s theology is fundamentally soteriological.

The Problem of “Asceticism” in Thomas
Some scholars have emphasised very strongly that for Thomas the goal of dis-
cipleship is apatheia and that permanent celibacy is a sine qua non for the
elect. Frend wrote of ‘complete sexual abnegation’2 and Turner of Thomas’s
‘fastidious abhorrence of sex’5? Richardson remarked that Thomas is ‘crystal
clear’ on the point;3* Lincoln stated not only that a requirement of chastity
was ‘certain), but added: ‘it is not unthinkable that even so extreme a mea-
sure as self-castration may have been practiced by the senior members of the
Thomas-community’.5> More recently, for DeConick, abstinence is the neces-
sary preparation for openness to visionary experience, which she argues is also

52 Frend, ‘Gospel of Thomas’, 17.

53  Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 96.

54  Richardson, ‘The Gospel of Thomas: Gnostic or Encratite?, 69.

55  B.Lincoln, ‘Thomas-Gospel and Thomas-Community: A New Approach to a Familiar Text’,
NovT19 (1977), 65-76 (75)-
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crucial to Thomas.5% Certainly there are places which might well be amenable
to such an interpretation, as for example in the references to ‘single ones’, and
perhaps a veiled condemnation of marriage in GTh 87.57

At the other extreme, Davies has stated that there is no such thing: ‘Thomas
never mentions either marriage or sexual continence.>® Indeed, with its indif-
ference to these themes, Thomas ‘contradicts encratism’.5° There is also some-
thing to be said for this understanding, given that early Christians and others in
Thomas'’s cultural environment were perfectly capable of talking clearly about
celibacy if they wanted to: Paul’s commendation (though not requirement) of
celibacy is clear (1Cor. 7.7), but the same is not true of Thomas. On the other
hand, is Thomas ever ‘crystal clear) and given the nature of the work, should we
expect such clarity?

More moderately, Uro notes that the talk of blessing on those who no longer
give birth is relegated to the future: Days are coming when you will say, “Blessed
are the womb which has not conceived and the breasts which have not given
milk”’ (79.3). Uro also warns against the danger of interpreting the ‘single ones’
as celibates against the background of rather later, fourth-century Syrian par-
allels. Nevertheless, the factors favouring singleness should not be dismissed
lightly either, even if there seems to be no clear prohibition of marriage.

If Uro is on the right track in rejecting a clear requirement for celibacy in
Thomas, it is probably also true to say that for those disciples who have ears
to hear, celibacy is the (strongly) commended life. A brief survey of Thomas
is illuminating in this respect. GTh 7 may include, among other things, a
condemnation of lust. The supreme being is ‘not born of woman’ (GTh 15).
The addition of ‘and they will stand as solitary’ to the saying about division
in the family (16) implies separation from the family. Child imagery, with its
potential connotations of asexual innocence, is very concentrated (4, 21, 22,
37, 46), with the relativisation of the male-female distinction in one of those
sayings (22), and some degree of contrast with ‘those born of woman'’ in another
(46). Certainly there is a redefinition of family in the Synoptic Gospels, but
it is notable that Thomas has taken over much of this material in, again, a
concentrated way (GTh 16 = Matt. 10.34—35/ Lk. 12.51-53; GTh 55 = Lk. 14.26;
GTh 79 = Lk. 11.27+23.29; GTh 99 = Mk 3.31-35&parr; GTh 101 = GTh 55 =
Lk. 14.26): material spread across Matthew, Mark and Luke is included in the
very much shorter Thomas. (Thomas is less than one-quarter the length of

56  Thus DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 79.
57  Plisch, Gospel of Thomas, 198.

58 Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 21.

59 Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 22.
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Matthew and Luke, slightly over one-quarter the length of John, and slightly
over one-third the length of Mark.6%) Salome, perhaps known from the Gospel
of the Egyptians as a celibate,%! is highlighted as a disciple in GTh 61. A marriage
is an excuse for avoiding (allegorically) discipleship in the parable about the
‘places of my Father’ in GTh 64. Only the solitary, ironically, will enter the true
bridal chamber (GTh 75). In contrast to the fertile, it is the barren who are
blessed in GTh 79. Perhaps the most negative statement about sex is that in
which a body dependent on another body is denounced as ‘wretched’ (87): at
risk of hair-splitting, however, ‘wretched), or ‘pitiable’, might not be so negative
as e.g. the ‘cursed’ state in GTh 7.2. In contrast to the biological family of Jesus,
the obedient are his true family (99), and the physical parents of disciples are
to be ‘hated’ (101). Thomas disciples are instead characterised as those who
know their true Father and Mother. In the treasure parable, the biological son is
ignorant, but the one who works achieves success (109). Women must become
male in order to enter the kingdom (114).

‘Asceticism’ and ‘encratism’ have probably become words too ill-defined to
be useful in Thomas scholarship at present. What should probably be said, how-
ever, is that in contrast to the extreme positions of both Richardson and Davies,
commendation (but not requirement) of celibacy is present in a concentrated
way. Accompanying this is a stance of indifference to and disregard for bio-
logical relations, as the statements above have already implied. As Uro rightly
notes, there is a ‘disregard for family ties’.62

10.3  Social Ethos and Practices

Less important in Thomas, but not irrelevant, are the various social attitudes
and practices enjoined. These are not extensive: Patterson rightly talks not so
much of a ‘community’ as a loosely structured movement, which is ‘not very
highly organized’6® Hence there is not a large set of community regulations.
There are no references to baptisms or eucharists, or observance of a literal

60 See the calculations in Gathercole, ‘Named Testimonia), 68.

61  Clement, Strom. 3.9.66.1—2.

62 Uro, ‘Asceticism and Anti-Familial Language’, 217; Cf. also, rather more strongly, DeConick,
Voices of the Mystics, 100; A.D. Jacobson, ‘Jesus Against the Family: The Dissolution of
Family Ties in the Gospel Tradition, in ].Ma. Asgeirsson, K. De Troyer & M.W. Meyer, eds.
From Quest to Q: Festschrift James M. Robinson (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2000),
189-218 (210-217).

63 Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 151.
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sabbath, though some have seen these.* There is, however, an emphasis on
speaking the truth and doing as you would be done by, but even these are
expressed in negative terms (GTh 6). More positive statements come in the
commands to love and guard a brother (25), to give generously (95), and in the
reference to social fasting (69.2).

Some have strongly emphasised the missionary outlook of the Thomas
movement as reflected in the document, most notably Patterson, who sees in
the work an itinerant radicalism—in Theissen’s term, ‘Wanderradikalismus’.65
(This is not to imply that Thomas is itself an evangelistic tract.) At the other
end, Popkes objects that some characteristics of ‘Wanderradikalismus’, such
as its Jewish-Christian character, are absent from Thomas, and that there are
only marginal hints of mission.®¢ This seems like an over-reaction. Others such
as Schroter, have struck a successful balance between over-emphasising and
undervaluing mission in Thomas.®” There does appear to be a kind of mission-
ary programme presupposed in the incorporation of the traditional synoptic
sayings about eating whatever is set before you when you go into different
places (GTh 14), and asking for labourers to be sent out into the great har-
vest (GTh 73). Thomas combines an exclusivity of loyalties with an openness
to accepting new converts on its own terms (cf. GTh 4). In the end, however, it
is difficult to be certain from Thomas the extent to which the movement was a
wandering mobile movement and the extent to which it was more static.

Another difficult element to assess is prayer. In one place prayer is—
remarkably—expressly condemned, alongside fasting and almsgiving (GTh
14). On the other hand, Thomas can also rather mysteriously say: ‘But when
the bridegroom leaves the bridal chamber, then let them fast and pray’ (104).
This might only be a problem, however, if GTh 104 refers—as does its Synop-
tic parallel—to Jesus’ death or ascension. In fact, the departure of the bride-
groom from the bridal chamber probably has a rather different meaning, since
it would be very odd for the bridal chamber—a soteriological image in Thomas
(75)—to refer to the world. A suitable parallel to this critical stance toward
prayer appears in the Gospe! of Philip (a work which particularly thematises
the bridal chamber), which has a close association with Thomas in the fathers

64  Pace e.g. Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian Wisdom, 119—121 (and 117-137 as a whole),
who follows J.Z. Smith that GTh 37 is about baptism, and thinks baptism is prominent in
Thomas.

65 Patterson, ‘Understanding the Gospel of Thomas Today’, 46—48; see further Patterson,
Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 121-214.

66  Popkes, Menschenbild, 75, 79.

67 Schroter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 227—236.
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and in Nag Hammadi Codex II:8 ‘The winter is the world, the summer the
other aeon. Let us sow in the world so that we may reap in the summer.
Therefore it is right for us not to pray in the winter’ (Gos. Phil. 52,26—-29). A
further similarity between Thomas and Philip, then, is that they both con-
nect the prohibition of prayer with a particular epoch of time. Even if Thomas
forbids prayer, however, or reinterprets it dramatically, there is still a resid-
ual prayer in 73: ‘Ask the Lord, therefore, to send out labourers to the har-
vest)

10.4 Thomas’s Views of Its Rivals

Thomas's theological positions are expressed not only in positive but also in
negative terms, i.e. over against other groups, references to which are always
oppositional. One might compare here the position of Justin who states that
there are some Christ-believers who wish to observe the law who despite their
weak-mindedness will be saved (Dial. 47), or the various systems which posit
an ‘in-between’ group, such as the psychics between the hylics and the pneu-
matics.®® On the other hand, closer to Thomas in this respect is the similarly
uncompromising stance of the Gospel of Judas, although the opposition in
Thomas is not given a cosmological and demonic explanation (though n.b. GTh
40).

The two main targets of criticism are non-Christian Judaism, and the wider
Christian movement which does not follow Thomas. There is a possible criti-
cism in GTh 67 of Gnostic and/or related groups who lay claim to knowledge
(for Thomas, falsely so-called): ‘Whoever knows all, but is deficient in one thing,
is deficient completely. The statement is too vague to allow certainty on the
point. Similarly, there may be criticism of Roman persecution in the reference
to ‘those who drag’ (ot €Axovteg) in GTh 3, but again there is not sufficient clarity
to be sure.

Non-Christian Judaism
Some have argued that Thomas is fundamentally Jewish Christian), usually
(at least in part) on the basis of the reference to James in GTh 12.7° This is a

68 On the association, see Gathercole, ‘Named Testimonia), 63.

69  Seee.g. the discussion in E. Thomassen, The Spiritual Seed—The Church of the ‘Valentini-
ans’ (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 51 (on Tri. Trac. 118,14-122,12) and 60 (on Irenaeus, AH 1.6.2), of
the tripartition of hylic-psychic-pneumatic in the Valentinian system.

70  Seee.g. G. Quispel, ‘The Discussion of Judaic Christianity’, VC 22 (1968), 81-93 (85).



164 CHAPTER 10

mistake, however: the reference to James does not necessitate seeing Thomas in
Jewish-Christian terms.” (The category Jewish-Christian’ is in any case a highly
problematic one.”?) As we have seen, Thomas is unreservedly critical of Jews
(GTh 43), the Pharisees (GTh 39; 102) and central aspects of Jewish theology
and practice (GTh 14; 52—53; 71, though in some cases as Christian elements).
Jesus and the disciples are not depicted as Jews or as belonging to Judaism.
As Lohr has put it: “Jesus der Jude” ist im EvThom nicht mehr erkennbar.73
Thomas is in GTh 14 totally negative towards prayer, alms and fasting, which
are not just useless but harmful; this attitude is neither explained nor justified,
but is simply in conflict with Thomas’s own ethical outlook.” The same is
true of the attitudes to circumcision, sabbath and temple, where Thomas’s
views bear comparison with Justin, Barnabas and the Epistle of Ptolemy to
Flora (and indeed with the views of pagans). The position according to which
Thomas is sharply critical of Jewish practices now attracts very wide support.”
The references to Jewish themes may indicate ‘contact’ and ‘encounter’ with
Judaism or Jewish Christianity, but certainly do not align Thomas with Jewish
Christianity.”® In fact, however, the comment about the ‘twenty-four prophets’
in GTh 52 betrays a confused ignorance of the Jewish subdivisions of Scripture:
there are twenty-four books but not twenty-four prophetic authors (Moses, for
example, was assumed to have written five, whereas the twelve minor prophets
only counted as one).

71 R.M. Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La incomprension de los discipulos en el Evangelio de Tomas),
in E.A. Livingstone, ed. Studia Patristica XVIL.1 (Elmsford, NY: Pergamon Press, 1982),
243-250 (247); Popkes, ‘About the Differing Approach to a Theological Heritage), 310, both
noting the use of James in Gnostic and related literature.

72 See discussion in J. Carleton Paget, Jewish Christianity’, in W. Horbury, W.D. Davies &
J. Sturdy, eds. The Cambridge History of Judaism, vol. 3 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999), 731-775-

73 H. Lohr, Jesus und die Tora als ethische Norm nach dem Thomas-Evangelium’, in J. Frey,
J. Schréter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theo-
logie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 363—379 (379); cf. Hedrick, Gospel
according to Thomas, 89, on the distinction between the disciples and the Jews.

74  Gianotto, ‘Quelques aspects de la polémique anti-juive’, 161-163.

75 See e.g. A. Marjanen, ‘Thomas and Jewish Religious Practices’, in R. Uro, ed. Thomas at the
Crossroads: Essays on the Gospel of Thomas (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998),163—183; Schréter,
Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 236; Popkes, Menschenbild, 55-65.

76  WR.G. Loader, Jesus’ Attitude Towards the Law: A Study in the Gospels (WUNT; Tiibingen:
Mobhr Siebeck, 1997), 502; cf. also P. Sellew, ‘Pious Practice and Social Formation in the
Gospel of Thomas), Forum 10 (1994), 47-56 (54).
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The Wider Christian Movement
Thomas is equally critical of non-Thomasine Christianity, which may of course
include not only the ‘magna ecclesia’ of the likes of Ignatius and Polycarp, but
also Valentinian and other movements. This critical stance is evident from
the negative valuation of Matthew and Peter in GTh 13, and via the criticisms
of disciples both in general (e.g. GTh 18) and as representatives of particular
theological views of biblical authority and resurrection (GTh 51-52).

The negativity here causes difficulties for the view taken by Stead and Pagels
that Thomas was intended as supplementary teaching for elite members who
also sat happily within communities such as the wider apostolic church, and
who also enjoyed one or more of the canonical Gospels.” It is a difficulty for
this view that the work presents itself as a document the acceptance of which
is necessary for salvation (as in GTh 1)—thereby excluding non-Thomasine
Christians.”® Similarly, several of the distinctive elements in Thomas are pre-
sented not as recommended ideal practices for reaching a higher spiritual
status, but as soteriological conditions. For example, in GTh 22.4-6, the con-
ditions of making the two one, the outside like the inside and the above like
the below, etc., are identified in 22.7 as necessary for entry into the king-
dom. Similarly, in GTh 27, fasting to the world and ‘sabbatising’ are condi-
tions for finding the kingdom and seeing the Father. GTh 13 also implies a
separatist stance.”® Finally, Thomas’s prohibitions of fasting, prayer and alms-
giving (GTh 6; 14), as well as its views on resurrection and scripture (GTh
51-52) and other matters, strongly suggest divergence from other movements
which countenanced such practices rather than affiliation with such move-
ments.

Cautionary Remarks
There is a need here for careful mirror-reading.8° Some exegeses of sayings
in Thomas have adopted too simplistic an approach, such as supposing that

77 See Pagels, Beyond Belief, 39—40; Stead, ‘Some Reflections on the Gospel of Thomas), 402:
‘envisaging a spiritual élite, but not consciously opposing this to conservative churchman-
ship!

78 See Gagné, ‘Sectarianism, Secrecy and Self Definition’, 241, on the point that secret teach-
ing in early Christianity is very often a matter of salvation, and not just an added bonus.

79 So, rightly, Perrin, Thomas, the Other Gospel, 119.

80  The cautions expressed by Barclay may be applied, mutatis mutandis, to the case of
Thomas. ].M.G. Barclay, ‘Mirror-Reading a Polemical Letter: Galatians as a Test-Case), JSNT
31 (1987), 73-93.
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‘the questions that the disciples pose are invariably the questions that the com-
munity has raised and seeks to resolve’8! and that in GTh 24.1 ‘the disciples’
question represents the voice of the community’82 Similarly, Trevijano Etchev-
erria gives voice to what is often assumed in Thomas scholarship, namely that
the motif of the incomprehension of the disciples represents the ignorance of
non-Gnostic Christianity and Judaism.3 But some questions of the disciples
(including 24.1) are rather more abstract (cf. also 91). There is, then, a serious
danger involved in mirror reading: as Uro has warned, the facts on the ground
cannot simply be read off the surface of Thomas.8*

10.5  Conclusion

A number of clear points emerge here. Thomas takes an uncompromising
stance towards its rivals. One could add to (a) non-Christian Judaism and (b)
the wider Christian movement, (c) the additional target of figures of authority
in the wider empire—‘your kings and your nobles’ (GTh 78; cf. 81), though these
are not assigned any particular religious views. Many of Thomas’s central theo-
logical themes, especially elements of the Gospel’s soteriology are sufficiently
evident.

On the other hand, some aspects of Thomas'’s theological ethical and stance
are more ambiguous, and there are certain points on which Thomas is simply
silent. Perhaps such ambiguities in Thomas were originally illusory and there
was a clear corpus of other works read alongside Thomas shaping its interpreta-
tion, with mystagogues who guaranteed the authoritative understanding, and
a set of practices lived out in the Thomas movement and simply assumed in
the Gospel. Or it could be that Thomas was intended all along to serve as an
impulse for all kinds of different interpretative results, though this is unlikely.
We also may have to reckon with the fact that some of the tensions left by the
author or editor may be the result of Thomas not having been written or edited
by a towering theological intellect and literary craftsman.8> Overall, however,
there is a good deal of consistency, and so perhaps E.P. Sanders’ verdict on
Paul is not so far off the truth for Thomas—that it may not be completely

81  DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 66.

82  DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 174.

83 Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La incomprensién de los discipulos’, 246.
84  Uro, ‘The Social World of the Gospel of Thomas), 2o0.

85  Arnal, ‘Rhetoric of Marginality’, 489.
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systematic, but it is reasonably coherent.8¢ That is, the thought reflected in
Thomas is not necessarily animated by a philosophical impulse towards logi-
cal doctrinal tidiness, but one can nevertheless make sense of Thomas’s reli-
gious outlook. As Marjanen has concluded: ‘it is nevertheless an exaggeration
to claim that the choice and interpretation of the material employed in the
Gospel is guided by no consistent theological and ideological line of thought.
On the contrary, in its chief theological emphases the Gospel of Thomas pro-
vides a fairly coherent picture.8” Because of this, one can attempt an exe-
gesis in the commentary below which does not need to see in Thomas a
haphazard series of sayings which may go off in all sorts of different direc-
tions.

The survey above has also aimed to highlight those works with which
Thomas can helpfully be compared (and more detailed evidence for this will be
found in the commentary below). Two important criteria are closeness in time
and partial overlap of theological approach. The difficulty with a number of
Syrian parallels is that they are not really contemporaneous with Thomas, but
generally come from around two centuries later. Conversely, Gnostic literature
begins at roughly the same time as the composition of Thomas, but as Turner
quipped, ‘aeons and syzygies are conspicuous by their absence’ from Thomas.88
As already noted, Thomas cannot be assigned to any particular group. There are
some early Christian works which are both contemporaneous with Thomas,
and in which quite similar moves are made (although their differences also
need to be borne in mind). The Gospe! of Philip shares a number of themes in
common, and probably quotes Thomas. The Dialogue of the Saviour is also close
in many respects. The Epistle of Ptolemy to Flora and Justin Martyr also share
some similar interpretative strategies, as does the Treatise on the Resurrection.
On some key themes, Philo offers important parallels. The Epistle of Barnabas
is usually dated either to the end of the first century or to the second quarter of
the second century, and its treatments of Jewish institutions such as sabbath,
circumcision and temple bear comparison with Thomas. These works will be
seen to be especially useful, alongside others, in the course of the commentary
below.

86  ‘Iview Paul as a coherent thinker, despite the unsystematic nature of his thought and the
variations in formulation’ (Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 433).

87  Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?’ 133; cf. Davies, Gospel of Thomas and Christian
Wisdom, 3: ‘although Thomas is by no means a systematic document, it does have a
comprehensible set of ideas.

88 Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 83.
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Appended Note: Is Thomas “Gnostic”?

Any scholar writing on Thomas must give at least some answer to the ques-
tion of whether Thomas is to be considered as ‘Gnostic’ The previous section
has gone a long way towards indicating the answer offered in this book, but
a more direct response can also be given. The debate on this matter is an old
one, dating back even to the earliest analyses of the Oxyrhynchus fragments.°
After the discovery of the Coptic text, a great many scholars used this clas-
sification.?? Some stated the point in fairly unambiguous terms; others, then
as now, identified a more primitive form of Thomas which was later overlaid
with Gnostic redaction;”! others have posited a non-Gnostic Greek version
which later became Gnostic in the hands of the Coptic translator.2 There have
always been dissenting voices, however. Quispel remarked early on that ‘the
mind of Pseudo-Thomas was not gnostic, but encratitic,?® and DeConick also
strongly resists a Gnostic characterization.?* Marjanen’s substantial discussion
also answers our question in the negative.%%

The question of whether Thomas is Gnostic of course depends upon one’s
definition of Gnosticism.?® One way of dealing with the question at a stroke,
however, is to say that there is no such thing as the Gnosticism of which
Thomas is sometimes alleged to be a part. In 1995, Michael Williams launched
a devastating attack on the modern construct of ‘Gnosticism/, arguing that it
is unhelpful for the purposes of scholarly classification of ancient texts.%” In
particular, Williams sought to show that the conventional cluster of motifs
associated with Gnosticism (protest exegesis, rejection of the world, hatred of
the body, etc.) cannot be found together as easily as has often been supposed.
Karen King’s What is Gnosticism? goes further both in its refusal to group texts

89 In Grenfell & Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV, 12, the ‘Gnostic’ character of both
P. Oxy. I1and IV 654 is discussed.

90 For a long list, see Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?’ 107.

91 See Puig, Un Jestis desconocido, for the most recent example of this approach.

92 Pearson, Ancient Gnosticism, 267.

93  Quispel, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews) 371-372. Grobel, ‘How
Gnostic is the Gospel of Thomas?, 367-373, was already similarly sceptical. Richardson,
‘The Gospel of Thomas: Gnostic or Encratite?, 65-76, prefers ‘Encratite’, though does not
exclude some Gnostic leanings.

94  See e.g. DeConick, Original Gospel of Thomas in Translation, 4.

95  Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?.

96 Schroter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte, 125-126.

97  Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”.
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together along traditional lines, and also in its emphasis on how Christian
theological concerns have meant that Gnosticism is not only inaccurate as a
category but also ideologically loaded and pernicious.%®

Can anything be salvaged from this wreckage? In fact, despite these protests,
there has been a somewhat neglected or unjustly criticized line of scholarship
which has argued that, irrespective of whether ‘Gnosticism’ has any validity as
a modern typological construct, it is clear that (1) ‘Gnostics’ is a designation
reserved in the earliest sources (both Christian and pagan) for an identifiable
group or cluster of groups; (2) these Gnostics are exclusive of a number of other
groups seen as heretical by the Fathers (Valentinians, and others whom one
might expect to be included, are in fact not), and (3) this is not merely an ironic
label given by the heresiologists, but a self-identification.?®

First, the Gnostics are a specifically identifiable group generally known by
this name. The Gnostics constitute—to use the language of Irenaeus, Porphyry
and Eusebius—a particular hairesis.°0 Irenaeus talks of ‘the so-called “Gnos-
tic” hairesis' 10! Edwards comments that, since it is ‘so-called’, the name ‘Gnostic’
is obviously a conventional one.l%2 Hippolytus’s language shows that he has
formed the same judgment independently, referring to the Gnostics as consti-
tuting a ‘school’ (ay0AY), just as did the followers of Cerinthus, and the Ebion-
ites.103

98 K.L. King, What is Gnosticism? (Cambridge, MA: Harvard/ Belknap Press, 2003). Williams,
Rethinking “Gnosticism”, 51-52, develops the category of ‘biblical demiurgical traditions’
which he argues avoids many of the pitfalls associated with the category of ‘Gnosticism,
but which in fact ‘would include a large percentage of the sources that today are usually
called “Gnostic”’ (52). King argues that Williams thus effectively lets in all the old problems
through the back door (What is Gnosticism, 214-216).

99 For this line, see especially Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians in the Church Fathers’;
idem, ‘Neglected Texts in the Study of Gnosticism, JTS 41 (1990), 26—50; idem, ‘Gnostic Eros
and Orphic Themes’, ZPE 88 (1991), 25—40; B. Layton, ‘Prolegomena to the Study of Gnos-
ticism), in L.M. White & O.L. Yarbrough, eds. The Social World of the First Christians: Essays
in Honor of Wayne Meeks (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1995), 334—350. Similarly, more
recently, D. Brakke, The Gnostics: Myth, Ritual, and Diversity in Early Christianity (Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2012). I am particularly indebted in the discussion
here to Mark Edwards’ pair of JTS articles.

100 Layton, ‘Prolegomena), 338, in reference to Irenaeus, AH 1.11.1, and the Gnostics as aipeticol
in Life of Plotinus 16. Cf. also Eusebius, HE 4.7.9, though Eusebius is, by his own admission,
dependent upon Irenaeus.

101 Irenaeus, AH 1.11.1: ) Aeyopéwn Tvwatiny alpeats.

102 Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians), 27.

103 Ref. 7.35.1: Theodotus derived his views éx i T@v I'vwotdv xat Kepivlou xat "EBiwvog
aXOATIG.
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Secondly, this hairesis is (perhaps surprisingly) narrowly defined. Irenaeus’s
first references clearly distinguish between Valentinians and Gnostics. Valenti-
nus derived his own doctrine by adapting that of the so-called ‘Gnostic’
heresy:194 Valentinus theorizes similarly to those falsely named Gnostics who
will be discussed separately by Irenaeus later on in Against Heresies.1°5 The
Valentinians attempted to be ‘more Gnostic than the Gnostics) and as such are
clearly distinct from them.106

On the other hand, Irenaeus’s Carpocratians are Gnostics (AH 1.25.6). Also
properly deserving of the name are those Barbelo-Gnostics whose principal
doctrines are contained in the famous myth (1.29), and those called Ophites,
Sethians and Cainites by the later rubricator (AH 1.30—31). As such, the I'vw-
oTixoi do not include Valentinians, Simon Magus, or the followers of Marcus
Magus.!9” Edwards’ conclusion about Irenaeus is surely correct: the term Gnos-
tic refers to ‘a cluster of heresies, loosely bound together by common images
and opinions, but none receiving definitive form in the works of any named
heresiarch'!98 The picture is the same in the rest of Against Heresies, where the
Gnostics are distinguished from the Marcionites and the Valentinians.!°® Hip-
polytus also distinguishes the Gnostics from Theodotus, Cerinthus, ‘Ebion’ and
Elchasai.'® Harnack had already noted Hippolytus’s distinction of the Gnos-
tics, Marcion and Valentinus.!! Edwards demonstrates further that the term
in Tertullian, Clement and Origen also has a particular rather than general

104 Irenaeus AH 111.1: ab ea quae dicitur gnostica haeresis antiquas in suum characterem
doctrinas transferens | &6 Tig Aeyopéws M'vwaotuds alpéoews Tag dpyds ig [Bov xapaxtipa
Sidaoxaeiov uebapudaog.

105 Irenaeus AH 1.1 similiter his qui dicentur a nobis falsi nominis Gnostici | édoypdTioey
duoiwg Tols prenoopévols 0’ NAY Pevdovipors Fvwartinols.

106  11L5: gnosticorum magis gnostici | Yvwotik@v yvwaotik@tepol. RP. Casey, ‘The Study of
Gnosticism, JTS 36 (1935), 45-60 (49), is correct on this point.

107 Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians, 30

108 Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians), 30.

109 Casey, ‘The Study of Gnosticism), 50, citing AH 1.5.1, 3; 3.2.7; 4.51.3; he does not consider
Irenaeus to be entirely consistent, however; cf. A. Rousseau & L. Doutreleau, ‘Note sur
I’emploi du terme yvwotixés dans le Livre I, in Irénée de Lyon: Contre les hérésies I/1 (Paris:
Cerf, 1965), 299—300.

110 Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians) 32: Hippolytus imitates Irenaeus’ ‘attention to the
language of his antagonists and his meticulously restricted application of their own
terms.

111 A. Harnack, Zur Quellenkritik der Geschichte des Gnosticismus, Zeitschrift fiir die his-
torische Theologie 44/ NF 38 (1874), 143—226 (222).
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reference.!? In sum, far from being a general designation for the heretical
massa perditionis, the I'vwatixol constitute a specific group.

Thirdly, these Gnostics were not only ‘so-called’ by others; they also identi-
fied themselves as such. This is stated not only by the church fathers but also
by Celsus, and is indirectly confirmed by Porphyry. Origen comments: ‘Let it
be admitted that [his usual formula for conceding to Celsus a point of fact]
there are some too who profess to be Gnostics''® Logan is therefore right that
Celsus is aware of a specific group who called themselves Gnostics.!'* Porphyry
also identified Plotinus’s treatise in Ennead 2.9 as ‘Against the Gnostics’ (Life of
Plotinus 5; 16). It is unlikely that Porphyry got the title from orthodox Chris-
tian critics of the Gnostics; he would more probably have heard it from the
members of the hairesis themselves. In this, again, the Platonists agree with
the fathers. According to Irenaeus, the Carpocratians call themselves Gnos-
tics.1’5 Hippolytus notes three times that the Naassenes identify themselves this
way.l6 Similarly Clement, who also names the disciples of a specific individual
(Prodicus) as those who took this name.l'”

What is the theological profile of these Gnostics? Here one sees a clear
convergence in how Irenaeus’s Barbelo-Gnostics, Hippolytus’s Naassenes and
Plotinus’s Gnostics answer questions of the nature of the creator god and his
creation. In the myth of Against Heresies 1.29, the being who created the world
contains Ignorance and Presumption. He created Evil, Jealousy, Envy, Discord
and Desire. After this, his mother Sophia retires, saddened, to the upper realms.
Thus the demiurge, finding himself alone, can declare in the language of the
Old Testament that he alone is god and there is no other beside him. A passage
from the Naassene Sermon in Hippolytus illustrates a very similar stance: ‘They
(the souls) were borne down into this murky fabrication (mAdoua) in order that
they might be enslaved to Esaldaeus, the Demiurge of this creation (xticews),
a fiery god, the fourth in number '8 Again, we have creation left alone in the

112 Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians), 33, 33—34, 34 respectively.

113 Contra Celsum 5.61 (Twveg xal émaryyeMépevor elvan I'vwatixot), tr. Chadwick. Both Chadwick
and the editions of the Contra Celsum by Koetschau (GCS) and Borret (Sources Chréti-
ennes) identify the words here as from Celsus.

114 Logan, The Gnostics, 11, 45.

115 AH1.25.6: Gnosticos se autem vocant. On this point, see Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentini-
ans), 28.

116  Ref. 5.2; 5.6.4; 5.11; cf. 5.23.3, where the disciples of Justin call themselves Gnostics. See
Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians), 31.

117 Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians), 33.

118 Ref. 5.7.30. Translation from Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians, 36, and note also
Edwards’s comment on the passage there.
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hands of an unsavoury deity. For Porphyry, Plotinus’s Gnostics can be glossed
as ‘those who say that the Demiurge of the world is evil and that the world is
evil'!!9 This reflects the account of Plotinus, who is horrified that ‘they reproach
this universe ... and blame the one who governs this universe’12° Plotinus is very
concerned to note how the Gnostics part company with Plato on this matter.
There is also, however, a marked difference between the Gnostics and the
monistic conception of the Valentinians, especially in the Valentinian hymn,
whose idea that spirit, ether, air, soul and flesh constitute a continuum ‘would
have perplexed and disgusted a Naassene’!2!

In summary, then, there is an identifiable cluster of groups called ‘the Gnos-
tics’ both by members of such groups themselves, as well as conventionally by
others. The Gnostics are marked off from other schools such as the Ebionites
and Valentinians, and this not through heresiological fiat but because of a dis-
tinctive theological profile.

Two criticisms of this approach (specifically addressed to Layton, though
more widely applicable) should be noted. King has criticised Layton on the
grounds that, having given a definition of what constitutes a Gnostic text, he
does not explain how he would categorize other works—an unfair criticism.122
She also remarks that with Layton’s approach, ‘we could end up back where
we started, that is, with the bugbear of essentialism. We could in theory, but
we need not, and with Layton’s and Edwards’ approach we actually do not.123
Secondly, Williams has responded that a difficulty lies in the lack of any first-
hand evidence for ‘Gnostic’ as a self-designation, and this despite the mass of
texts now available from Nag Hammadi. As Layton and Tuckett note, however,
many of the writings in question deal with mythologized history, and so do
not tend to discuss contemporaneous groups.>* Additionally, Williams him-
self appears to concede two crucial points. First, he refrains from concluding

119 Cf. the title of Ennead 2.9, ‘Against the Gnostics’, given in Life of Plotinus 5 and 16, with
the longer title given in Life 24. On the evidence of Plotinus, see Edwards, ‘Neglected
Texts'.

120  Enn. 2.9.6: ueppdpevol @3 ¢ mavti xal T Ttpog T adua xowwviay T Yuxf altiwpevot xal
oV Stotxolvta TO3E T AV PEYOVTES ... .

121 Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians), 41. The reference is Ref. 6.36.7.

122 King, What is Gnosticism, 168.

123 King, What is Gnosticism, 15: this follows on from the criticism that Layton’s approach
is ‘compatible with the essentializing approaches of origins and typology’. Even if it is
‘compatible’ with it, does it necessitate it?

124 Layton, ‘Prolegomena), 344; cf. Tuckett, The Gospel of Mary, 47. The Testimony of Truth is
an exception, with its various references to sects.
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whether Rousseau & Doutreleau or Brox is correct about the patristic use of
‘Gnostic’, because he is concerned with the modern category of ‘Gnosticism’: ‘If
Irenaeus does essentially limit the designation “gnostics” to a specific sect, as
Rousseau and Doutreleau contend, then his testimony at least offers no sup-
port for the modern inclusion of other groups such as the Valentinians under
the rubric “gnosticism” on the basis of self-designation'? Second, Clement of
Alexandria’s use of the designation ‘gnostic’, he says, is suggestive: ‘In spite of
the irony, the example of Clement'’s use of the term does enhance the credibil-
ity of reports that it was used by certain others.126 Neither Williams nor King,
then, lands a real blow against the idea that ‘Gnostic’ was a self-designation and
label for a ‘congeries’ of ‘related sects’12”

Against this background, it is hard to make a case for Thomas as Gnos-
tic, principally because it does not have a clearly demiurgic account of cre-
ation.'?8 GTh 85 recounts that ‘Adam came into being from a great power and
a great wealth’: the designation ‘a great power and a great wealth’ is undoubt-
edly a positive characterisation of the creative power(s) or originating princi-
ple(s) behind Adam, and it is likely that we are dealing with an earthly Adam
here given his unworthiness and fall to death in the rest of GTh 85.129 Marja-
nen may also be right that GTh 89, with its reference to the one who made
both the inside and the outside of the cup, is a positive statement about God
as creator, though the saying is more opaque. In any case, the account of
Adam having originated from a clearly positive force is good evidence against
Thomas being a Gnostic production. As we have seen, however, this is not the
end of the story: as Logan comments, Thomas ‘does not appear to be orig-
inally Gnostic, although it can easily be, and in its present form undoubt-
edly was, appropriated and reinterpreted by Gnostics.!3° The Naassenes are

125 Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, 37. N. Brox, Tvwartixol als Haresiologischer Terminus),
ZNW 5 (1966), 105-114, considers Irenaeus rather more liberal in his application of the
term.

126  Williams, Rethinking “Gnosticism”, 271 1. 6.

127 Edwards, ‘Gnostics and Valentinians), 34.

128 Cf. A.D. DeConick’s criticisms of the Gnostic hypothesis along similar lines: see Chapter 1
(‘The Problem: Is Thomas Gnostic?’) in Seek to See Him: Ascent and Vision Mysticism in the
Gospel of Thomas (VCSupps 33; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 3—27.

129 It is less likely that GTh 77 refers to Jesus as the creator in a traditional biblical sense:
see commentary on the logion below. GTh 12 has a reference to creation (James is one
‘for whom heaven and earth came into being’), but the reference here is highly formulaic.
Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?, n7-18, principally makes use of this saying, and
GTh 8.

130 Logan, The Gnostics, 69.
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a very early, indeed perhaps the first, example of the Gnostic use of Thomas.
Moreover, Thomas has probably been influenced by some Gnostic or related
ideas.

What of a milder designation for Thomas, such as ‘proto-gnostic’3! or
‘reflecting an incipient gnosticism’?!32 In fact, these labels are highly question-
able. In another context, Quentin Skinner has trenchantly attacked the ‘his-
torical absurdity’ which results from the anachronistic tendency to see earlier
writers as ‘anticipating’ later positions: ‘As the historian duly sets out in quest of
the idea he has characterized, he is very readily led to speak as if the fully devel-
oped form of the doctrine was always in some sense immanent in history, even
if various thinkers failed to “hit upon” it ..."133 The same problem can arise if we
conclude that Thomas is not Gnostic, but then ask how far advanced Thomas
is on the way to Gnosticism.!3* It is legitimate to draw comparisons between
Thomas and Gnosticism, but not to see the former as a staging post along the
way to the latter, especially if the view of Thomas’s date set out in § 7 above is
correct: in this case, Thomas in its final form may post-date the emergence of
Gnosticism.

In fact, it is very difficult to align Thomas very closely with any particu-
lar movement. As has been noted above, since Thomas was included in Nag
Hammadi Codex II, it might have been amenable to Valentinian usage. It does
not, however, correspond to Valentinian theology so closely that it can actu-
ally be categorised as a Valentinian product.!35 Again, it is difficult to classify
Thomas easily as Encratite. On one standard definition, Encratism involves ‘cer-
tain ascetic practices such as abstinence from sexual intercourse, meat and
wine’136 Thomas may have a negative valuation of the first of these, but on the
other hand is very tolerant on matters of diet (GTh 14). Or again, if one uses as

131 B.L. Mack, The Lost Gospel: The Book of Q and Christian Origins (San Francisco: Harper,
1993), 183.

132 RW.Funk, The Five Gospels: What did Jesus Really Say? The Search for the Authentic Words
of Jesus (San Francisco: HarperOne, 1996), 501.

133 Q. Skinner, ‘Meaning and Understanding in the History of Ideas, History and Theory 8
(1969), 3-53 (10, and 711 in general).

134 Marjanen answers the question of whether Thomas is Gnostic in the negative, but remarks
that Thomas's views ‘have moved a long way from the view of Jewish wisdom tradition
toward a Gnostic conception’ (‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?’, 139). Cf. Skinner, ‘Meaning
and Understanding) 12.

135 Marjanen notes L. Cerfaux and B. Gértner as proponents of this view, and rightly com-
ments that they have not been found persuasive (Marjanen, ‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?,
109 n. 9).

136  Richardson, ‘The Gospel of Thomas: Gnostic or Encratite?, 66.
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a criterion the account of the Encratites in Irenaeus (AH 1.28.1), there are com-
monalities, such as a pessimistic view of Adam (cf. GTh 85); on the other hand,
Irenaeus also attributes to Tatian and his followers ‘a system of certain invisible
aeons’ which is by no means clearly evident in Thomas.'37 Part of the fascina-
tion of Thomas is that it was apparently acceptable to such a wide variety of
different groups (Gnostics, Manichees, etc.), and yet is so difficult to pin down
in terms of its origins and of any genuinely close alignment with other known
works and movements.

137 The negative view of Adam which Irenaeus sees as distinctive to Tatian is not actually so
unique: cf. Hyp. Arch. 91,3—7: ‘They turned to their Adam and took him and expelled him
from the garden along with his wife; for they have no blessing, since they too are beneath
the curse. The Second Treatise of the Great Seth also includes Adam in its list of laughable
OT figures: ‘For Adam was a laughingstock, since he was made a counterfeit type of man
by the Hebdomad, as if he had become stronger than I and my brothers. We are innocent

with respect to him, since we have not sinned’ (62,27-34).



CHAPTER 11

Thomas, the New Testament
and the Historical Jesus'

The reason why Thomas has attracted so much attention (more attention
than, for example, the Gospel of Philip or the Gospel of Mary) is because it
is sometimes considered to be a source about Jesus additional to the New
Testament. It might even be considered an alternative to the NT Gospels.
This is not the place for a full treatment of the question; the aim here is
to sketch the main issues. Thomas has attracted wildly divergent opinions
about its importance for the study of the historical Jesus. On the one hand,
Beare commented early on that ‘it would be sheer delusion to imagine that
any substantial increase in our scanty knowledge of the Jesus of history will
ever be gained from Thomas or from any of the new Gnostic documents.? By

1 Bibliography: This covers only a fraction of the massive bibliography on this subject: Jeremias,
The Unknown Sayings of Jesus; B.D. Chilton, ‘The Gospel according to Thomas as a Source of
Jesus’ Teaching), in D. Wenham, ed. Jesus Tradition outside the Gospels (Sheffield: JSOT, 1984),
155-175; W.D. Stroker, ‘Extracanonical Parables and the Historical Jesus’, Semeia 44 (1988), 95—
120; SJ. Patterson, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Historical Jesus: Retrospectus and Prospec-
tus, SBLSP (1990), 614-636; Crossan, The Historical Jesus; Patterson, The Gospel of Thomas
and Jesus; Schréter, Erinnerung an Jesu Worte; Tuckett, ‘The Gospel of Thomas: Evidence for
Jesus?’; Sevrin, ‘Thomas, Q et le Jésus de I'histoire’; Aune, ‘Assessing the Historical Value of
the Apocryphal Jesus Traditions’; S.J. Patterson, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and Historical Jesus
Research), in L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, eds. Coptica—Gnostica—Manichaica. Mélanges
offerts a Wolf-Peter Funk (BCNH 7; Louvain: Peeters, 2006), 663—684; C.L. Quarles, ‘The Use of
the Gospel of Thomas in the Research on the Historical Jesus of John Dominic Crossan, CBQ
69 (2007), 517-607; N. Perrin, ‘Recent Trends in Gospel of Thomas Research (1991-2006): Part I,
The Historical Jesus and the Synoptic Gospels) Currents in Biblical Research 5 (2007), 183—206;
Gianotto, ‘Il Vangelo secondo Tommaso e il problema storico di Gestr, 68—-93 (esp. 86—93);
E.K.Broadhead, ‘The Thomas-Jesus Connection, in S.E. Porter & T. Holmén, eds. Handbook for
the Study of the Historical Jesus (Leiden: Brill, 2o11), II.2059—2080; S.J. Patterson, ‘The Gospel of
Thomas and the Historical Jesus’, in A.F. Gregory & C.M. Tuckett, eds. The Oxford Handbook to
the Early Christian Apocrypha (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015); S.J. Gathercole, ‘Early
Christian Apocrypha and the Historical Jesus: Other Gospels, in A.F. Gregory & C.M. Tuck-
ett, eds. The Oxford Handbook to the Early Christian Apocrypha (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2015); Nordsieck, Das Thomas-Evangelium, is the most sustained attempt to argue con-
sistently for the historicity of Thomas’s sayings in a commentary.

2 F.W. Beare, ‘Gospel according to Thomas: A Gnostic Manual, C/T 6 (1960), 102—112 (112).
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contrast, Sellew has remarked that ‘the discovery of Thomas in its Coptic form
revolutionised our approach to the historical Jesus question.® The situation is
more complex than these stark alternatives, however.*

For example, Quispel and Jeremias took the view—in their scholarly context
of Bultmannian scepticism—that Thomas served as a kind of external corrobo-
ration of the canonical Gospels: ‘the Gospel of Thomas confirms the trustwor-
thiness of the Bible’® (Revisionists such as Crossan, however, have also used
extra-canonical literature to multiply the attestation of a particular saying also
found in the Synoptics.) Some have taken the more relativistic position that all
the Gospels, Thomas and the canonical Gospels together, are equally interpre-
tations of Jesus. Franzmann gives voice to this approach in describing her study
of Jesus in the Nag Hammadi codices as ‘a valid investigation of the historical
Jesus since the texts belong to one strand of the many interpretive traditions
about him’6 A view of a different kind is adopted by Robinson. Despite his great
enthusiasm for the Nag Hammadi literature, he considers understanding of it
essential for the study of Jesus not because its contents supply new information
about Jesus, but because in it we learn how traditions about Jesus developed.”

How might one assess the usefulness of Thomas as a historical source for
Jesus? Theissen and Merz refer to the criteria of (a) independence (§11.1), and
(b) historical proximity, when referring to the usefulness of sources.® Such cri-
teria are widely accepted in historical study, and will serve as a a good starting
point. We will break down (b) historical proximity into two parts below, treat-
ing separately (§11.2) chronological proximity and (§11.3) cultural proximity.
After this, we will address two further issues: whether Thomas provides a histor-
ically plausible picture of Jesus overall (§11.4), and finally—at the micro- rather

For similarly negative remarks, see e.g. Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins outside the New
Testament, 155; Grant & Freedman, Secret Sayings, 20; J.P. Meier, A Marginal Jew, vol. 1.
Rethinking the Historical Jesus: The Roots of the Problem and the Person (New York: Doubleday,
1991), 140-141.

Sellew, ‘The Gospel of Thomas: Prospects for Future Research’, 332.

See further Gathercole, ‘Early Christian Apocrypha and the Historical Jesus.

G. Quispel, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the New Testament’, VC 11 (1957), 189—207 (207).

(2092 B SNV

M. Franzmann, Jesus in the Nag Hammadi Writings (London/ New York: Continuum, 2004),
21; cf. 207. Patterson, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and Historical Jesus Research, concludes that all
the gospels contain a kerygma which is based in some sense on Jesus as a theological criterion.
From a very different standpoint, a similar argument is made in Watson, Gospel Writing.

7 J.M.Robinson, ‘The Study of the Historical Jesus after Nag Hammadyi, Semeia 44 (1988), 45-55

(45)-

8 G. Theissen & A. Merz, The Historical Jesus: A Comprehensive Guide (London: SCM, 1998),
17-18.
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than macro-level—whether we might be able to find in Thomas (§11.5) more
primitive versions of sayings already known from the Synoptics, or even (§11.6)
new sayings.

111 Independence

Is Thomas independent of the Synoptic Gospels? If so, then it has the potential
to supplement them, or even—if it can be identified as a superior source—
undercut them. Even if not, Thomas could still do so, but its use would be
considerably diminished, in proportion to the degree of its dependence.

Most agree that there is some degree of influence from the Synoptic Gospels
upon the Coptic text, but some explain this influence as very marginal, and
perhaps simply the result of interference at a late stage in the transmission or
translation of Thomas.® The following factors, however, suggest that influence
from the Synoptic Gospels is more extensive. (For more detail, see the com-
mentary on the relevant sayings.)

1.  Knowledge of Matthew’s Gospel and its status. The most likely explana-
tion of the reference to Matthew in GTh 13 is that he is known to have a
Gospel attributed to him, and a Gospel which has some standing in early
Christianity at the time of Thomas.1°

2. Influence of the contents of Matthew. Unfortunately we know nothing
about the particular circumstances of how Thomas came to know the
contents of its sources and influences. Nevertheless, the evidence of Mat-
thean redaction of Mark in Thomas is highly probable, e.g. in GTh 13;
14 and 44." In these cases, Thomas has been influenced by the particu-
lar ‘overlay’ which Matthew has added to Markan pericopae. Even more
striking is the notable inclusion in Thomas of the Matthean language
of ‘the kingdom of heaven), which as Goodacre notes is a very pecu-
liarly Matthean formulation, appearing nowhere in Judaism pre-dating
Matthew, or elsewhere in the New Testament.!? Other more minor pieces

9 Davies, ‘The Use of the Gospel of Thomas in the Gospel of Mark’, 308; Patterson, Gospel of
Thomas and Jesus, 93; Robinson, ‘On Bridging the Gulf from Q to the Gospel of Thomas),
151. For responses, see esp. Tuckett, ‘Evidence for Jesus?, 26; Gathercole, Composition,
142-143.

10 Gathercole, Composition, 169-174.

11 See Gathercole, Composition, 168-184; Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 66—81.

12 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 68—69.
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13

14

15

of evidence may be mentioned, such as the word used for weed (z1zaron)
in GTh 57.13

Influence of the contents of Luke. Here again, there is evidence for
Thomas’s inclusion of redactional features, this time where Luke has
edited Mark. Perhaps surprisingly, given the popularity of Matthew in
early Christianity, influence of such features from Luke is more apparent
than that from Matthew. The examples here go back even to the influence
of Luke upon the Greek text, in the cases of GTh 5.2 and 311, but influ-
ence is also apparent further afield in the Coptic.'* In GTh 33.2—3; 65-66;
and 104, this is particularly noticeable, because Thomas absorbs a Lukan
redactional feature and expands upon it:

Mk 4.21: lamp on the lampstand (also in Matthew)

Lk. 8.16/11.33: lamp on the lampstand so those who go in may see

GTh 33.3: lamp on the lampstand so those who go in and come
out may see

Mk 12.1-9: no instances of ‘perhaps’ (also in Matthew)

Lk. 20.9-17: one instance of ‘perhaps’

GTh 65: two instances of ‘perhaps’

Mk 2.18-20: no reference to prayer (also in Matthew)

Lk. 5.33—-35: one reference to prayer

GTh104: two references to prayer

In these instances in particular, then, we can trace the evolution of sayings
from Mark via Luke to Thomas. Further evidence of Lukan redaction is
visible in GTh 47 and 99. Additional Lukan peculiarities can also be found
in Thomas.'®

J.P. Meier, ‘The Parable of the Wheat and the Weeds (Matthew 13:24—30): Is Thomas’s
Version (Logion 57) Independent? JBL 131 (2012), 715-732 (726—727): ‘This Greek noun
(probably of Semitic origin) does not occur in the LXX, in other Greek versions of the OT,
in secular Greek before the Christian era, or in the Apostolic Fathers. In the NT, it occurs
only in this parable of Matthew and its interpretation.’

See Gathercole, Composition, 185-208. See also Gathercole, ‘Luke in the Gospel of Thomas’,
and Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 82—96.

See e.g. ].P. Meier, ‘Is Luke’s Version of the Parable of the Rich Fool Reflected in the Coptic
Gospel of Thomas?, CBQ 74 (2012), 528-547 (544-546), and Goodacre, Thomas and the
Gospels, 89—90, on interior monologue in Luke and GTh 63.



180 CHAPTER 11

4.  The influence of Paul.!® This is especially apparent in GTh 53, where
Thomas not only includes words and ideas stemming from Rom. 2.25-3.2,
but also reflects the rhetorical arrangement as a dialogue. Influence is also
apparent probably in GTh 3 and 17.

5.  Negatively, the arguments for independence are negligible. Appeals to
lack of agreement in order are irrelevant to the case, and arguments
that there is a lack of verbal correspondence underestimate the extent
of that correspondence; on the difficulty of invoking form-critical rules to
conclude that this or that version of a Synoptic/Thomas saying is more
primitive, see §11.5 below, and the scholarly literature referred to there.

We can return to the question of the extent of dependence. In a previous
study, I examined the twenty sayings where we have parallels between Mark
and Thomas with, alongside those two, either Matthew or Luke. These are
the sayings where it would in principle be possible to detect the influence of
Matthean or Lukan redaction. The result was that in 11 out of 20 cases, Matthean
or Lukan redactional features are evident, leading to the conclusion that there
is significant influence from the Synoptics.'” (With Goodacre’s observations
about the kingdom of heaven/, this number should now include GTh 20, and
is therefore 12 out of 20.) As a result, a view of the independence of Thomas
from the Synoptics is difficult to entertain.

11.2 Historical Proximity (1): Chronological

Some of the factors just mentioned, most notably the influence of Matthew
and Luke, are also of significance for identifying the chronological position
of Thomas in early Christianity. As we have seen in the discussion of dating
(Introduction, §7: ‘Date of Thomas’) above, other factors also suggest a date
in the Antonine era, with c. 135 CE as a probable terminus a quo. A late date is
not a decisive factor against historical value,'® but on the other hand it is no
advantage either. There is clearly a difference between a historical time-frame
of within a generation or two of Jesus’ ministry, during which eyewitnesses

16 See further Gathercole, Composition, 227—249, and also idem, ‘The Influence of Paul on
the Gospel of Thomas’, 72—94.

17 Gathercole, Composition, 209—214.

18  Rightly, RJ. Bauckham, ‘The Study of Gospel Traditions Outside the Canonical Gospels:
Problems and Prospects, in D. Wenham, ed. Gospel Perspectives, vol. 5. The Jesus Tradition
Outside the Gospels (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1985), 369—403 (370).
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were living and active, and—by contrast—a time 100 years or more after Jesus’
ministry, by which time all eyewitnesses were dead. Coupled with the lack of
evidence for independence, the distance of Thomas from Jesus does not inspire
confidence.

1.3 Historical Proximity (2): Cultural

A further problem is that Thomas appears to betray ignorance of the realia of
first-century Palestine. This can be seen from a combination of factors.

First, there are in Thomas few of the social and cultural phenomena which
add verisimilitude to the canonical Gospels. Absent, for example, are detailed
geographical references to villages, rivers and mountains, as perhaps befits a
Gospel more ‘timeless’ in orientation: the only places referred to by Thomas
are ‘the world’ and Judaea’ (‘Israel’ is also perhaps a place in GTh 52, though it
may be the people). Similarly, there are no festivals. These absences certainly
show a lack of interest in such things, but can also lead one to wonder whether
the author knew of them at all.

Second, in addition to the absences is the fact that those social and cultural
features which are included are also found in the NT Gospels, and this may
further imply dependence. For example, the cast of characters in Thomas and
their names are all paralleled in the NT Gospels:

Jesus ('I(nood)g, 'In(aod)s, 1(1coy)c, w(coy)c, passim)

(Didymus) (Judas) Thomas ([To0d0g], Owpds, ALAYHMOC I0YAXC 6MMAC, Pro-
logue; ewmac (13.4, 7, 8 and subscriptio))

James (iakwsoc, 12.2)

Simon Peter (cimwn neTpoc, 13.2; 114.1)

Matthew (maeeat0c, 13.3)

Mary (mapipam, 21.1; 114.1)

*Pharisee (dapicaloc, 39.1;102)

Jew (ioyaaioc, 43.3)

John (the Baptist) (iwganNnHC TBATITICTHCE, 46.1 bis; IANNHC, 46.2)
Adam (aaam, 46.1; 85.1)

Israel (1cpann, 52.1)

Samaritan (camapertHc, 60.1)

Salome (caxmmn, 61.2).

*Caesar (Kalcap, 100.1-2 tris)

[*not unambiguously names]
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These names (in the case of the disciple Thomas’s names, their constituent
elements) are all found in the canonical Gospels, and none suggests a partic-
ularly primitive Semitic origin to Thomas, though the form of Thomas’s name
may reflect a Syrian milieu. Some specific or characteristic Jewish institutions
are mentioned, such as circumcision (GTh 53) and the temple (GTh 71), but
these were well known as Jewish distinctives not only from the NT, but across
the Roman empire.1®

Finally, in addition to the absences and perhaps dependent cultural fea-
tures, there are some surprising elements. To return to the names, Thomas’s
references to ‘Mary’ tout simple (GTh 21; 114) are odd: the author senses no
need—as do the canonical Gospels and the Gospe! of Philip—to specify which
Mary. Thomas also seems to confuse the enumeration of 24 biblical books with
the number of prophetic authors (GTh 52). In the Render unto Caesar peri-
cope in GTh 100, it is clearly an exaggeration to suppose that a bystander in
the temple would produce an aureus, a gold coin worth 25 times the Synop-
tics’ denarius. These perhaps most clearly give an impression of cultural dis-
tance.

In conclusion, then, (a) the absence of reassuring cultural features, (b) the
widely paralleled examples of those which do appear, and (c) the inconcin-
nities in some cases, do little to lend credence to the idea that the Gospel of
Thomas may be of value as a source for the historical Jesus. As Bruce put it
some time ago, ‘we feel that we are no longer in touch, even remotely, with
the evidence of eyewitnesses.?? Or, as he comments elsewhere, ‘the historical
and geographical setting—Palestine under the Romans and the Herods around
A.D. 30—has been almost entirely forgotten’?!

1.4 Thomas’s Overall Picture of Jesus

In addition to investigating individual sayings, one might also enquire into
the plausibility of the overall portrait of Jesus in the Gospel of Thomas. The
results here are at best mixed. On the one hand, for some readers, the absence
of miracles might lend credence to Thomas as reliable, non-supernatural tes-
timony. (This rough characterisation of Thomas as non-miraculous is a half-

19  See the survey of material in P. Schifer, Judeophobia: Attitudes Toward the Jews in the
Ancient World (Cambridge, MA: Harvard, 1997), 93105 on circumcision, and passim on
the temple.

20  FF. Bruce, ‘The Gospel of Thomas’, Faith and Thought 92 (1961), 3—23 (21).

21 Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins outside the New Testament, 155.
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truth, however: Jesus does claim some kind of divine incarnation in GTh 28,
cf. also 61; a presence that transcends space in Greek GTh 30, and that he
will destroy the temple in GTh 71. He makes other predictions requiring vary-
ing degrees of supernatural knowledge.) On the other hand, there are con-
siderable difficulties. The overall portrait of a Jesus who dismisses Old Testa-
ment prophecy as ‘dead), and condemns circumcision (GTh 52-53), and who
speaks in quasi-Platonist terms of the Father’s light image and eternal human
images (GTh 83-84) does seem historically very implausible. The arguments
that Thomas reflects a historical Jesus who was more likely to have been a
Cynic-type sage than an eschatological prophet have not been found convinc-
ing.22

L5 Thomas as a Source of Primitive Versions of Synoptic Sayings?

Other scholars have insisted on the need to comb the individual logia on a case-
by-case basis for more original versions of known sayings. Many of the argu-
ments for these run aground on their faulty assumptions about form-critical
laws: to invoke form-critical principles in order to conclude that this or that ver-
sion of a Synoptic/ Thomas saying is more primitive is fruitless, because such
form-critical laws simply do not exist.22 To take one example, Thomas's para-
ble of the Wicked Tenants (GTh 65) is thought by some to be simpler and more
elegant than its canonical parallels, and yet it is very likely to be influenced by
them.24

11.6 Thomas as a Source of New Sayings?

Some have also seen an opportunity to find new non-Synoptic sayings of Jesus
in Thomas. GTh 82 (‘he who is near me is near fire; he who is far from me is far
from the kingdom’) has been a prime candidate. Some have seen as authentic

22 On the former, see e.g. Crossan, Historical Jesus; cf. Taussig, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and
the Case for Jesus the Teacher of Common Wisdom' Against the anti-eschatological
view, see esp. Tuckett, ‘The Gospel of Thomas: Evidence for Jesus?, and more extensively,
D.C. Allison, Constructing Jesus: Memory, Imagination, History (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2010),
31-220.

23 On these arguments, see Gathercole, Composition, 129-144; Goodacre, Thomas and the
Gospels, 8—25.

24  See Gathercole, Composition,188-194, and further bibliography in the commentary below.
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Thomas'’s parable of the Assassin, in which a man drives his sword into a wall
as practice for killing someone, both because of its content but also because
it comes in a block of material (GTh 96-98) containing known traditional
material. (See further commentary below on GTh 82 and 98.) It is certainly
plausible to assume that Thomas might in principle have had access to material,
oral and/ or written, which preserved authentic agrapha.?> The written Gospels
did not replace oral tradition at a stroke, and one must also—as per Luke
11—reckon with the continuing existence of non-canonical written sources.
The difficulty in assessing such sayings in Thomas, however, lies not only with
the material itself but also in our scholarly tools, and in our ability to identify
authentic dominical words and deeds on an individual, case-by-case basis. The
‘crisis of criteriology’ which afflicts the study of the canonical Gospels is just as
great in the study of the Apocrypha.26

Conclusion

Overall, the prospects for the use of Thomas in historical Jesus research are slim.
Asscholarship currently stands, and with the primary sources that are available
to us at present, the Gospel of Thomas can hardly be regarded as useful in the
reconstruction of a historical picture of Jesus.

25 Hedrick, for example, sees Thomas, the Apocryphon of James, the Dialogue of the Saviour,
and the ‘Egerton’ Gospel, as deriving independently from the same pool of oral tradition
used by the Synoptic Gospels. C.W. Hedrick, ‘The Tyranny of the Synoptic Gospels) Semeia
44 (1988),1-8 (5).

26  M.D. Hooker, ‘Christology and Methodology’, NTS 17 (1971), 480—487; D.C. Allison, ‘How
to Marginalize the Traditional Criteria of Authenticity’, in T. Holmén & S.E. Porter, eds.
Handbook for the Study of the Historical Jesus, vol. 1: How to Study the Historical Jesus
(Leiden: Brill, 2o11), 3-30.
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The Plan of the Commentary

Although it may not have much value for the study of the historical Jesus,
Thomas is, however, a fascinating artefact from the second century, and it
is this artefact which we will explore in more detail in the commentary to
follow.

The commentary proceeds as follows. For each saying, a bibliography is
supplied which aims to provide the reader with the main secondary literature
(leaving aside brief 1—2 page treatments); this does not include extracts from
commentaries. The text (Coptic, and Greek where extant) is provided, in some
cases with a restoration exempli gratia of the Greek, i.e. a speculative text.
This is accompanied by translation(s). The commentary proper comes in three
parts.

(1) Textual Comment. After the texts are presented, any substantial or contro-
versial reconstructions of the text are justified, and the Coptic text is com-
pared with the Oxyrhynchus fragments where the Greek text survives. This
comparison has the overall aim of putting flesh of the bones of the argu-
ments made above in §2 (‘A Comparison of the Greek and Coptic Texts’)
about the transmission of Thomas. That is, while there are some signifi-
cant differences, we are not left with the rather hopeless situation of merely
being able to talk of multiple recensions of Thomas and having to remain
agnostic about the main contours of the earliest version of Thomas. (There
may be no textual comment on a saying where only the Coptic survives and
there has been no controversy over it.) It is usually possible to make a good
case for the Greek or Coptic (usually the Greek) representing in substance
the earlier reading.

(2) Interpretation. This earliest recoverable form of the text is the object of
the interpretation. As noted in the Preface, the main aim of this com-
mentary is to elucidate the meaning of the statements in Thomas in its
second-century context. This stands in contrast to some other commen-
taries, whose aims are rather to explore the pre-history of the text, or inves-
tigate the relative independence and primitivity of sayings in Thomas vis-
a-vis their Synoptic and other parallels. Again, in contrast to some other
commentators, such as Valantasis and Hedrick, the meaning of Thomas can
usually be understood without recourse to what are perhaps anachronis-
tically Derridean appeals to the text’s invitation to play. While the mean-

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2014 DOI: 10.1163/9789004273252_013
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ing of the text may be hidden in some sense, and in some places beyond
recovery, the present commentary is reasonably optimistic about the pos-
sibility in most cases of identifying stable and coherent sense in the logia.
The intention here is not to do this by tying Thomas down to the Pro-
crustean bed of an existing known school of thought, but it does never-
theless identify Thomas as a part of certain tendencies in the second cen-
tury, and sharing ideas in common with other early Christian and other
texts.

(3) Notes. Here some of the technical linguistic issues, catchword links across
sayings, and close parallels in other literature, are discussed, especially
where these support the discussion of the Interpretation.



Commentary
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Diacritical System in Greek and Coptic Texts

for the resolution of an abbreviation!

for the restoration of text (e.g. v) where ink survives but visual ambi-
guity exists?

for the restoration of missing text (e.g. [v]) where no ink survives
indicates missing or illegible text in the manuscript

for the editorial correction of a mistake or omission

for superfluous text written in error by the scribe, which should be
ignored

indicates text deleted by the scribe or a corrector

indicates text inserted subsequently above the line by the scribe or a
corrector

Abbreviations and Conventions in the Comments

translated text is underlined in the commentary in places where the
Greek text and Coptic version diverge
a later addition in the Coptic text

om. Co text omitted in the Coptic

Footnote Abbreviations

As noted in the Preface, references in the footnotes simply to the names of

particular scholars are references to their commentaries. The commentators
are: DeConick, Grant & Freedman, Grosso, Hedrick, Ménard, Nordsieck, Plisch,
Pokorny and Valantasis.

1 The so-called nomina sacra are left in their abbreviated forms, as they are probably not

merely abbreviations (see Introduction, § 1.1, above). This and other definitions in the list are

indebted to the crisp explanations in CII/P I.xxv, as well as the description of the ‘Leiden’

system referred to in E.G. Turner, Greek Papyri: An Introduction (Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 1968), 70.

2 Therefore even where a letter only partially survives, but only one possibility exists for

restoring the letter, there will be no underdotting. The rationale for this is drawn from

J-M. Robinson, ‘Interim Collations in Codex II and the Gospel of Thomas), in A. Bareau, ed.

Meélanges d’histoire des religions offerts a Henri-Charles Puech (Paris: Presses Universitaires de

France, 1974) 379-392 (387).



Prologue'

{ot} Tolor ot Adyot ol [drmbxpugot olg éld]Anoey S 6 {Av x[ataypdpovtog
"Tobda tod] xal Owpd. (Restoration exempli gratia).

These are the [secret] sayings [which] the living Jesus [spolke, [as Judas]
Thomas w(rote them down].

N2€l NE NAXE €OHIT €NTa IC €ETONR XO00Y aYM AYCaicoy NG1 ALAYMOC
10YAAC OMMAC

These are the secret sayings which the living Jesus spoke, and Didymus Judas
Thomas wrote them down.

1 Bibliography for Prologue: A.FJ. Klijn, John XIV 22 and the Name Judas Thomas) in (no
editor), Studies in John. Presented to Professor JN. Sevenster on the Occasion of his Seven-
tieth Birthday (Leiden: Brill, 1970), 88-96; M. Lelyveld, Les Logia de la vie dans I’Evang[le
selon Thomas: A la recherche d’une tradition et d’une rédaction (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 132~
137; R. Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomas el Mellizo (Evangelio de Tomas,
Log. 12 y 13), Salmanticensis 40 (1993), 97-119 (12-116); R. Uro, Thomas: Seeking the Histori-
cal Context of the Gospel of Thomas (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2003), 10-15; M.W. Meyer, ‘The
Beginning of the Gospel of Thomas’, in idem, Secret Gospels: Essays on the Gospel of Thomas
and the Secret Gospel of Mark (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 2003), 39-53 (41—
45); A. Pasquier & F. Vouga, ‘Le genre littéraire et la structure argumentative de I'Evangile
selon Thomas et leurs implications christologiques’, in L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, eds.
Colloque internationale: “L' Evangile selon Thomas et les textes de Nag Hammadi” Québec,
29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 335-362 (341-346); M. Janssen, ‘“Evangelium des
Zwillings?” Das Thomasevangelium als Thomas-Schrift, in J. Frey, J. Schriter & E.E. Pop-
kes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Wal-
ter de Gruyter, 2008), 222—250; P. Nagel, ‘Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 654, 1-5 und der Prolog des
Thomasevangeliums, ZNW 101 (2010), 267—293; W. Eisele, Welcher Thomas? Studien zur Text-
und Uberlieferungsgeschichte des Thomasevangeliums (WUNT; Tiibingen: Mohr, 2010), 47—
69.
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Textual Comment

It seems likely that the first ot in P. Oxy. IV 654 is a mistake (so Grenfell and
Hunt);? also possible are oftot of {ot} Adyor® and o{)tot of {ot} Adyor* This last
has the advantage of being the most natural Greek, but on the other hand
it requires two distinct emendations. It is possible that there is another mis-
take in the spelling ®wpa, which could be a scribal error, a spelling influenced
by the Syriac thwm’ | ttwm’ (as in the Jn 14.22 OS), or a simple orthographic
variant given the frequency of omitted sigmas in the papyri;® the alternative
is to take ‘Thomas’ as an indirect object in the dative,® or as part of a geni-
tive absolute clause (suggested above, though merely speculatively); another
possibility is that @wpa is the nominative form.” There is no clearly preferable
option.

The Coptic is unproblematic, and corresponds roughly to what survives of
the Greek. There is one clear divergence, in Thomas’s name: there is not room in
the Greek for ‘Didymus Judas Thomas’ as in the Coptic. The form in the Greek,
probably ‘[Judas] Thomas' is widely attested, especially in Syrian literature (see

2 B.P. Grenfell & A.S. Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri: Part IV (London: Egypt Exploration Fund,
1904), 3. Although it might seem unlikely to have a mistake so early in the copying process,
see the parallel instances noted in T. Wasserman, ‘The “Son of God” was in the Beginning’, /TS
62 (2011), 20-50 (45—-47).

3 H.W. Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments’, in B. Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex II,2-7.
Together with XIII,2* Brit. Lib. Or.4926(1), and P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655. Volume One: Gospel according
to Thomas, Gospel according to Philip, Hypostasis of the Archons, and Indexes (NHS 20; The
Coptic Gnostic Library; Leiden: Brill, 1989), 95-128 (113).

4 SoH.G. Evelyn White, The Sayings of Jesus from Oxyrhynchus (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1920), 1.

5 See E. Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit. Band 1: Laut- und
Wortlehre (Berlin/ Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter, 1923), 205—207.

6 Hofius and Eisele have sought to avoid presuming an error and—in part on the basis of
the scene in Jn 20.26-29—suppose a dative, and give x[al 0¢Beis Todda T@] xai Owud. See
O. Hofius, ‘Das koptische Thomasevangelium und die Oxyrhynchus Papyri nr 1,654 und 655),
EvTh 20 (1960), 21-42, 182—192 (24); Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 57. In addition to the difficulty
of reconstructing on the basis of a Johannine event, Nagel, ‘Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 654, 279—
280, notes that this reconstruction yields a rather short line. He supplies another option,
again on the basis of a number of parallels: x[al &wxev Tobda T@] xal Owud. See Nagel,
‘Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 654, 290 (for parallels to ‘giving words’) and 293 for his reconstruc-
tion.

7 See e.g. Introduction, 3.10 above: xatd Owud (at least in the Migne edition), where, if the
edition is correct, the form ®wud is apparently indeclinable.
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Introduction, § 6.1 above), hence the restoration here;? it is probably the earlier
form of the name in the text of the Prologue.® Eisele exaggerates the difference
between the Greek and Coptic in his view that the Coptic turns Thomas into
a co-author:!0 it assumes that we know what the Greek says (and that it says
something markedly different from the Coptic), and secondly, it confuses the
roles of scribe and author.

Given the fragmentary nature of the Greek, the Coptic must be the primary
basis for the interpretation, except where Thomas’s name is concerned.

Interpretation

These opening words are more a prologue than an incipit, the latter suggesting
a superscript title in the manuscript (‘here begins the Gospe! of Thomas’).!!
This prologue is part of a larger set of introductory statements (including GTh
1—2) which lay out the character of the book, the salvation that comes from
understanding it, and what will happen to the ideal reader of this Gospel. It
reflects the second-century emphases on Jesus as both a teacher of sayings (see
Introduction, § 9: ‘The Genre of Thomas’), and a revealer of secret truth (cf. the
Gospel of Mary and the Gospel of Judas).

The principal interpretative questions here are (a) the fictional setting of
the Gospel, (b) the implications of the sayings being ‘hidden, and (c) what this
Prologue says about the genre of Thomas.

First, the question of whether the setting of the Gospel is pre- or post-
resurrection has divided scholars: some have seen in the epithet ‘living’ an
implication of a post-Easter setting,'? but this is not a necessary consequence,
and the content of the Gospel suggests otherwise.l® Presumably, we are to

8 Eisele’s ‘Didymus Thomas’ (Welcher Thomas, 265) is less well attested.

9 Rightly, T. Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas: A Text-Critical Look at the Transmission of the
Gospel of Thomas), in D.B. Wallace, ed. Revisiting the Corruption of the New Testament:
Manuscript, Patristic, and Apocryphal Evidence (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2011), 189—228 (199).

10 Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 65,

11 Rightly WH.C. Frend, ‘The Gospel of Thomas: Is Rehabilitation Possible?, JTS 18 (1967),
13—26 (13 n. 5): ‘preamble’. Pace Meyer, ‘Beginning of the Gospel, 43. Still less do the
Prologue and GTh 1 together form a ‘title’ (so Plisch, 40).

12 Grant & Freedman, 18 (‘undoubtedly the risen Lord’); more cautiously, Hedrick, 19.

13 Plisch, 39, opts for a pre-easter setting. Despite the usage in the NT, the designation
‘living’ in Thomas is perhaps not best understood as ‘risen from the dead’: see notes
below.
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imagine Thomas as present throughout (cf. GTh 13) and recording the ministry
either at the time or later. This has parallels in both the Book of Thomas the
Contender as well as the much later Gospel of Barnabas.**

Second, there is the nature of the secrecy, of which there are two main views.
(1) Are the sayings themselves secret, i.e. not for a general audience, but only for
initiates?!5 Or (2), is it the meaning of the sayings which is secret?'6 (3) It may be
possible that both are in view.!” The solution is difficult. (1) is perhaps the more
natural interpretation of the wording: the similar opening of the Gospe!l of Judas
clearly has this sense (cf. also Gos. Mary 10,4-6; Gos. Eg. 11l 68,1-9); Thomas’s
pearls-before-swine saying may support it (GTh 93), as might other statements
(GTh13;38;92). In favour of (2), on the other hand, is the fact that many of these
sayings are not secret: some are known in the Synoptic Gospels,'® and some
non-Synoptic material is ‘public) indeed in one place a crowd is mentioned
(GTh 79).19 Also in favour of (2) is the fact that in GTh 1 (and 2) the stress is on
finding the interpretation of the sayings. These two points make interpretation
(2) the more attractive option. The sayings in Thomas thus often have a hidden
sense, which needs to be uncovered.

Thirdly, the question of genre has already been discussed more fully in the
Introduction (§9: ‘The Genre of Thomas’) above. What is evident specifically

14  Thom. Cont. 138,1—4: ‘The secret words which the Saviour spoke to Judas Thomas which
I, even I, Mathaias, wrote down, while I was walking, listening to them speak with one
another’ Cf. Gos. Barn.19.1: ‘And having said this Jesus sighed, saying: “O Lord, what thing is
this? For I have chosen twelve, and one of them is a devil.” The disciples were sore grieved
at this word; whereupon he who writes secretly questioned Jesus with tears, saying: “O
master, will Satan deceive me, and shall I then become reprobate?”’ Tr. in L. Ragg & L. Ragg,
The Gospel of Barnabas (Oxford: Clarendon, 1907), 37, 39.

15 S.J. Patterson, The Gospel of Thomas and Jesus (Sonoma, CA: Polebridge, 1993), 123; DeCon-
ick, 46; Plisch, 37.

16 E. Haenchen, Die Botschaft des Thomas-Evangeliums (Berlin: Topelmann, 1961), 36; S.L.
Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained (Woodstock: Skylight, 2002), 2. A
variant on this view is that of Nordsieck, 31, for whom the content, namely the kingdom
of God, is a mystery.

17  Valantasis, 31, 52—53; cf. the ambiguity in Hedrick, 19.

18  T. Baarda, ‘“If you do not sabbatize the Sabbath ...”: The Sabbath as God or World in
Gnostic Understanding (Ev. Thom., Log. 27)’ in R. van den Broeck, T. Baarda & J. Mansfeld,
eds. Knowledge of God in the Graeco-Roman World (EPRO 112; Leiden: Brill, 1988), 178—201
(179).

19 Cf. also the dialogues with the disciples, which can hardly be called secret, in GTh 6; 12;
13, etc. (and the sayings where the disciples are not marked, but the addressees are ‘you
plural) e.g. GTh 19; 23, etc.).
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from this saying is that Thomas is both like and unlike the canonical Gospels.
It consists of the words of Jesus which, as GTh 1 will make clear, give life, but
the narrative form of the canonical Gospels is obviously absent; the Prologue
states that Thomas is more like a sayings Gospel.20

Notes

These are the secret sayings. See above on the meaning of ‘secret’. Lelyveld sees
a contrast here with Deut. 1.1 (‘These are the sayings/words which Moses spoke
..."), i.e. between the living Jesus with his life-giving words, and the Torah.2!
Although this comes out in GTh 52, it is probably not intended at the outset.
There is a catchword connection between ‘these sayings’ here and GTh 1.

Which the living Jesus spoke. The epithet ‘living’ is notable here, given
the scarcity of titles applied to Jesus in Thomas.?? The epithet ‘the living one’
can be applied to Jesus in Gnostic and related literature,?® but it is also used
in the sense of ‘alive (from the dead)’ in Rev. 117-18; cf. Lk. 24.5. The title is
probably applied to Jesus in GTh 52; 99, 11 and perhaps 59 (cf. 37). It denotes
Jesus as himself characterised by true divine life and as the source of saving
life.2* Compare also the ‘living Father’ in GTh 3.4. The implication is probably
also that he speaks permanently through his words here in Thomas. Pasquier
& Vouga remark that there is nothing in the Prologue about Jesus’ author-
ity, and that the authority of the words lies not in the sayings’ origin but in
their effects.?> This is unlikely, because the Gospel must presuppose some
knowledge of Jesus, and the designation of Jesus as ‘living’ is a very elevated
one.

And (Co + Didymus) Judas Thomas wrote them down. The Thomas here
is clearly the disciple also seen in the canonical Gospels.26 The double-name

20 DeConick, 45.

21 Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 136. Cf. also the similar phrasing in Jer. 37.4 LXX; Bar. 1.1.

22 Plisch, 37.

23 Gos. Eg. 11,2 64,1; cf. Apoc. Peter 81,17-18. See B.E. Gértner, The Theology of the Gospel of
Thomas (London: Collins/New York: Harper, 1961), 98-100.

24  There is perhaps also a hint that Jesus is elevated over space and time: E. Rau, Jenseits
von Raum, Zeit und Gemeinschaft: “Christ-sein” nach dem Thomasevangelium’, NovT 45
(2003), 138-159 (138).

25 Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Genre littéraire’, 343, 350, 360.

26 Mk 3.8/ Matt. 10.3/ Lk. 6.15; Acts 113, and especially in John: 11.16; 14.5; 20.24—29. For
bibliography on Thomas in early Christianity, see G.W. Most, Doubting Thomas (London/
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‘[Judas] Thomas’ in the Greek?? may well be evidence of a Syrian provenance
(see Introduction, § 6: ‘Provenance’).28

The choice of Thomas probably reflects the fact that some other disciples’
names (especially Matthew) had already been ‘used’ as authors of Gospels (see
comment on GTh 13); it is not clear at this stage whether the Gospel of Thomas
aims to undercut other Gospels already in existence, though the secrecy motif
perhaps suggests Thomas’s claim to greater importance. The fact that Thomas
will appear later to be at such variance with Gospels such as Matthew (e.g. on
fasting, alms and prayer in GTh 14), suggests that Thomas'’s claim is more com-
petitive than complementary. (See discussion in Introduction, §10.5, above.)
Thomas’s special place in John's resurrection narrative may also have been an
impulse in his selection, but this is not certain.

The function of Thomas here is to guarantee the authenticity of these
‘words’:2? his modest role as a mere scribe does not detract from this. To define
him as a scribe®0 (rather than, e.g. a é¢punvevtys like Mark in Papias) is to guaran-
tee a pure and uncontaminated voice of Jesus. The effect of this, together with
the form of the rest of Thomas, is to create an immediate relationship between
Jesus and the reader.3!

Although the name ‘Thomas’ is related to the Aramaic/ Syriac for ‘twin’
(£'m(9)), there is probably no sense here that Thomas is Jesus’ twin.3? See
comment on GTh 108 below.

Harvard: Harvard University Press, 2005); M. Choat, ‘Thomas the “Wanderer” in a Coptic
List of the Apostles) Orientalia 74 (2005), 83-85.

27 See G.H.R. Horsley, ‘Names, Double’, ABD 4.1011-1017.

28 DeConick, 44. On the name, see the discussion in Klijn, John XIV 22 and the Name Judas
Thomas’; J.J. Gunther, ‘The Meaning and Origin of the Name Judas Thomas), Muséon 93
(1980), 113-148 (123-127).

29 Grosso, 110.

30  Valantasis, 51, calls him a mere ‘repository’.

31 Valantasis, 52, emphasises the relationship between the reader and the narrator, but this
quickly disappears.

32 DeConick, 45; Meyer, ‘Beginning of the Gospel of Thomas), 45; E.H. Pagels, Beyond Belief:
The Secret Gospel of Thomas (New York: Random House, 2003), 57; N. Perrin, Thomas,
the Other Gospel (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2007), 124. There is a shift from
the Gospel to the Acts of Thomas in this respect. Cf. P.-H. Poirier, ‘Evangile de Thomas,
Actes de Thomas, Livre de Thomas’, Apocrypha 7 (1996), 9—26 (22), who sees the Acts as a
development of what is already present in the Gospel, however.



Logion 1'

ol elmey [8¢ &v Ty Eppvel]av t@V Adywv Tolt[wv ebpy, Bovdtov] ob wi)
yevonTaL.

And he said, {Whoever finds the interpreta]tion of thes|e] sayings will not
taste [death].’

AYMD MEXAY X € METALE EOEPMHNEIR NNEEIWAXE qNaX1 T11€ AN MITMOY’

And he said, Whoever finds the interpretation of these sayings will not taste
death.’

Textual Comment

Where both texts are extant, the Greek and Coptic texts are essentially alike,
although the Greek is very lacunose.

Interpretation

The theme of this logion is still ‘these sayings’ mentioned in the Prologue. GTh
1 sets out what is to be done with them: the labour of interpretation (see GTh
2) is what is crucial, and that is the reader’s task.2 The soteriological import of
the words and their interpretation is evident. It is not the case that Thomas
is, for example, ‘une thérapie des urgences quotidiennes et plus générale-
ment aident a vivre’® Rather, Thomas is salvific in theme:* reading Thomas
is necessary to avoid tasting death, and in this sense Thomas can be called a

1 Bibliography for GTh 1: R. Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Gnosticismo y hermenéutica (Evangelio de
Tomas, logion 1), in idem, Estudios sobre el Evangelio de Tomds (Fuentes Patristicas, Estudios
2; Madrid: Editorial Ciudad Nueva, 1997), 151-178; Meyer, ‘The Beginning of the Gospel of
Thomas), 39-53.

2 Plisch, 39.

3 Pasquier & Vouga, ‘Le genre littéraire et la structure argumentative’, 360.
Grosso, 111.
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‘Gospel’. One can compare the similar language in John 8.51-52,° where it
is obedience to Jesus’ word which rescues from tasting death (cf. believing
in Jn 20.31), and Ignatius’s description of the bread of the eucharist—‘the
antidote against death’ (dvtiSotog o pn dmoBavely, Eph. 20.2). Plisch notes
that the words, as opposed to the deeds and fate, of Jesus are identified here
as central in Thomas.® The true disciple will transcend death and return to
paradise.

Notes

And he said. Although strictly speaking ambiguous (both Jesus and Thomas
are possible subjects),” the speaker here is almost certainly Jesus: ‘the incipit
presupposes Jesus to be the speaker of sayings and Thomas the recorder of
sayings'8

Whoever finds the interpretation of these sayings. The phrase ‘these say-
ings’ links the Prologue and GTh 1. ‘Finding’ the meaning is necessary because
the sayings are ‘secret’ (see discussion of Prologue above). The clear mes-
sage here is that the real sense of these sayings cannot merely be read off
the page. Rather, the ultimate meaning needs to be discovered. The process
which can lead to this discovery is explained in GTh 2. It seems unlikely that
from the author’s perspective the effort in interpretation is merely different in
degree, rather than in kind, by comparison with normal interpretative work.®
This perhaps downplays the spiritual or mystical element in the interpreta-
tion.

Will not taste death. Cf. also GTh 18; 19; 85 (and ‘seeing death’ in GTh
11). Although a pre-Christian Jewish idiom, the reference to ‘tasting death’ is
not evidence for a Semitic original of the saying.!® The point here is presum-

5 Some have claimed that GTh 1 betrays the influence of the Johannine parallel, but this
seems impossible to prove or disprove.

Plisch, 39.

Valantasis, 32, 54.

Meyer, ‘Beginning of the Gospel of Thomas), 46.

© o3 O

Patterson, Gospel of Thomas and Jesus, 123.

10  SJ. Gathercole, The Composition of the Gospel of Thomas: Original Language and Influences
(SNTSMS 51; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 44. Its pre-Christian origin is
suggested by its use in the Jesus tradition together with the reference in 4Ezra 6.26. It
comes in the NT in Heb. 2.9, in Mk 9.1 e¢ parr. as well as in John 8.52. B.D. Chilton, ‘“Not
to Taste Death”: A Jewish, Christian and Gnostic Usage’, in E.A. Livingstone, ed. Studia
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ably not that the disciples will avoid physical death, but rather that they will
transcend it, escaping its bitter effects (cf. the idiom in Hebrews 2.9).1! The
soul will instead continue eternally in the primordial paradise (cf. GTh 18-
19).

Death is one of the ultimate ills in Thomas. On one side of the divide is ‘the
living Jesus’ (Prologue), the ‘place of life’ (GTh 4), the living father/ living one
and his sons (3; cf. 37; 50; 59), living from the living one (111), and living spirits
(114). On the other side, the world is a corpse (GTh 56). Readers are also in
danger of becoming corpses and being eaten as a result; this is the opposite
of ‘rest’ (60). Blessing consists in finding life (GTh 58), whereas damnation
consists in tasting death (1; 18; 19), which is the result of being unworthy (85);
being killed is the opposite of salvation (70). The prophets are dismissed as
lifeless, in contrast to Jesus ‘the living one’ (GTh 52).12

Biblica 2: Papers on the Gospels (JSNTSuppS; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1980), 29—36, constructs
a theory, based on several passages from the midrashim, in which ‘not tasting death’ is an
idiom, ‘a quasi angelic trait, associated with figures such as Enoch (30). He remarks that
here ‘in Thomas the claim is made in full knowledge of its Jewish background’ (31). There
is an interesting parallel between GTh 85 and Genesis Rabbah, but there are problems with
the late dates generally of the texts adduced, and even then of whether the use of the idiom
is really ‘systematic’ (30).

11 To this extent, the view here in Thomas may overlap with the Epicurean idea that death
is by definition not strictly speaking experienced (Epicurus, Letter to Menoeceus 124—
127).

12 Although the connection between secret mysteries (as in the Prologue) and the renewal
of life (as here in GTh 1) is not uncommon in ancient mystery cults, it is possible there is
an Egyptian tradition exerting an influence here. Van Dijk has noted that there is some
evidence of late redactions of the Book of the Dead incorporating additional references to
the secrecy of the spells providing immortality. See J. van Dijk, ‘Early Christian Apocrypha
and the Secret Books of Ancient Egypt, in A. Hilhorst & G. van Kooten, eds. The Wisdom
of Egypt: Jewish, Early Christian and Gnostic Essays in Honour of Gerard P. Luttikhuizen
(AJEC 59; Leiden/ Boston: Brill, 2005), 419-428, esp. 425-426.
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2.1 [Aéyel 5] W) mowodobw 6 in[tdv tod {yrelv Ewg dv] ebpy, 2.2—3 xal Stav
ebp[1 2.3 BapPnbnoetal, xai Bau|Poels 2.4 factieda(et), 2.5 xa[l PactAedoag
gmavama |noeTat.

2.1 [ Jesus said,] ‘He who se[eks] should not stop [seeking until] he finds. 2.2
Andwhen [he] finds, 2.3 [ he will be astonished, and when he is aston)ished,
2.4 he will reign, 2.5 an[d having reigned], he will [rest].’

2.1 IEXE 1C MNTPEY'AO NG1 MET WINE €4 WINE WPANTEY GINE 2.2 aYD POTAN
€UWMANGINE UNX'Q)TPTP 2.3 AYD €MAN'Q)TOPTP YNAP WIHPE 2.4 YD YN
PPO €XM MITHPY

2.1 Jesus said, ‘He who seeks should not stop seeking until he finds. 2.2 And
when he finds, he will be troubled, 2.3 and when he is troubled, he will be
astonished, 2.4 and he will reign over the all’

Textual Comment

The reconstruction of the Greek text is generally uncontroversial.2 The Greek
and Coptic texts have two clear differences. First, while the Greek has the
sequence ‘find —» be astonished’ in the middle of the saying, the Coptic has in its
place ‘find - be troubled — be astonished’ The Coptic perhaps emphasises the

1 Bibliography for GTh 2: E. Bammel, ‘Rest and Rule) VC 23 (1969), 88—90; A.FJ. Klijn, Jewish-
Christian Gospel Tradition (VCSupps 17; Leiden/ New York/ Cologne: Brill, 1992), 47-51; T.
Zockler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium (NHMS 47; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 180-186; Meyer,
‘The Beginning of the Gospel of Thomas, 39—53; P. Nagel, ‘nexe ic—Zur Einleitung der Jesus-
logien im Thomasevangelium, Géttinger Miszellen 195 (2003), 73—-79; P. Luomanen, ‘“Let Him
Who Seeks, Continue Seeking”: The Relationship between the Jewish-Christian Gospels and
the Gospel of Thomas', in ] Ma. Asgeirsson, A.D. DeConick & R. Uro, eds. Thomasine Traditions
in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural World of the Gospel of Thomas (NHMS 59; Leiden: Brill,
2005), 119-153, esp. 128-130; U.-K. Plisch, The Gospel of Thomas: Original Text with Commen-
tary (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2008), 24—25: ‘Excursus: The introductory formula “Jesus
says” (nexe 1€ xe)’; Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 69—99.

2 The only point usually discussed is whether the final word is better taken to be [énavana]voe-
tat or [dvarma]foetat. The former is taken to be too long by DeConick, 98, and Grosso, 115, but
this is incorrect: with it, line 8 would be no longer than line 7.
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unsettling nature of the process of discovery. On the one hand, however, while
@TopTP is more consistently negative than fapféw,® the Coptic wyTopTp could
easily be a translation of it;* on a rough count of the 24 instances in the Sahidic
translation of the Synoptics, four are translations of 8aupéw or its cognates.
The variation in Clement’s citations of the version is also interesting: his first
reference to the version of the saying in the Gospe! of the Hebrews has 8avpdlw,
the second Bapféw.> Possibly the Coptic is a harmonising version, attempting
to combine the two, with 6avpdlw rendered very naturally as p gnupe,® and
fauPéw translated as wyropTp. Given the parallel with Clement’s second citation
of G. Heb., the text of P. Oxy. IV 654 here has a good claim to be the earliest
form.

Secondly, in place of the Greek’s conclusion to the sorites with (in all likeli-
hood, though there is some guesswork in the restoration) ‘he will reign, and
having reigned he will rest, the Coptic has ‘he will reign over the all. This
has the effect of reducing the emphasis on ‘rest, but clarifying the envisaged
rule as over the pan-cosmic domain. This may be the result of an error at the
Greek stage (either by a scribe, or the translator), where ‘reigning, will rest
(émavamanoetal)’ is misread as ‘reigning over all (¢émdvew mdvtwy; cf. Jn 3.31). Bam-
mel claims that the Coptic text ‘may be a degree less gnosticized, with the
absence of ‘rest’, but there is nothing distinctively Gnostic about rest.” The addi-
tion in the Coptic of reigning ‘over (the) all' does not dramatically change the
sense, as the superiority of the elect disciple over the cosmos is a theme very
widespread in Thomas. It ought also to be remembered that the reference to
‘rest’ is entirely a restoration, with only the common ending -noetat surviv-
ing.

3 Rightly, Luomanen, ‘Let Him Who Seeks, Continue Seeking), 129 n. 23. See LS] 783, and in the
Greek NT, where the senses of the verb (and its compound with €x-) as negative ‘alarm’ (cf.
in the LXX, 2Kgs 7.15; Wis. 17.3) and positive ‘wonder’ are fairly evenly distributed; cf. Crum,
597b—598b. In the Sahidic NT, all references to fappéw and its cognates either are translated
by wTopTp, or use oTe in some way.

4 Pace Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas), 201, who maintains that the Coptic ‘does not match up well
to the Greek’ here.

5 See Clement, Strom. 2.9.45.5: 1] xdv @ xaf’ ‘EBpaiovg edoryyehi, 6 Oavpdoog Baoiietoel, yéypa-
mra, xol 6 BactAedoag dvamayoetat, and Strom. 5.14.96.3: 00 TadoETaL 6 HTAY, Ewg 8v ebpy- €bpaV
3¢ BapPydnoetar, Saupnbels 3¢ Bactheloet, factAedong 3¢ émavamaroeTal.

6 Again, from a rough sample of the Synoptics, 26/45 instances of wnupe in the Sahidic go back
to fowpdlw and its cognates.

7 Bammel, ‘Rest and Rul€) go. The reverse might easily be the case: ‘being troubled’ (in the
Coptic text) is a major theme of Gnostic Paraphrase of Shem. See Valantasis, 57, for an
alternative explanation.
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There are a number of parallels to this saying, the closest of which are the
two references in Clement of Alexandria noted above: one is attributed to the
Gospel of the Hebrews.® These are usually used to assist in the reconstruction of
the lacunose Greek text of Thomas, though this may have the effect of distorting
the texts through over-harmonisation. The parallels in the Gospel of the Hebrews
suggest that in both the places just discussed, the Greek of Thomas represents
the earlier form of the text: it conforms very closely to Clement'’s citations of
the same formula.

Interpretation

This saying presents an ordo salutis, or ‘salvation ladder’® The object of the
‘seeking and finding’ harks back to the previous saying, where the theme is
precisely ‘finding’ the interpretation of Jesus’ sayings. GTh 2 declares that the
discovery of the Gospel’s interpretation is not a straightforward matter, as it
involves labour and is accompanied by emotional turbulence (amplified in the
Coptic).1° Klauck summarises the point of the Greek text nicely: ‘The logion
contains an intentional paradox: only the restless activity of seeking leads to
the rest for which one yearns'! The saying probably marks the conclusion of
the introductory section of Thomas, which delineates the character of the work
and the way it should be read.

8 There is clearly some relationship between Thomas here and the Gospel of the Hebrews as
cited by Clement, but it is hard to define. A more distant parallel is the saying attributed to
aAdytov Eyypagov used by Simon Magus and Helen, according to Eusebius (HE 2.13.7): who-
ever witnesses their rituals will first be ‘astounded’ (éxmAay®oeobat) and ‘dumbfounded’
(OapBwdnoeabat, from BapPéoual rather than fappéw). I owe this reference to Stephen Carl-
son. A still more distant parallel is Valentinus frag. 4, discussed in I. Dunderberg, ‘From
Thomas to Valentinus: Genesis Exegesis in Fragment 4 of Valentinus and Its Relationship
to the Gospel of Thomas), in J.Ma. Asgeirsson, A.D. DeConick & R. Uro, eds. Thomasine
Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural World of the Gospel of Thomas (NHMS 59;
Leiden: Brill, 2005), 221-237. Cf. also Thom. Cont. 140,41-141,43 (seeking, finding, resting),
and Thom. Cont.145,10-16; Ac. Thom.136; and 2 Apoc. Jas. 56,2—7 (all with ‘rest’ and ‘reign’);
2Clem. 5.5 has a collocation of ‘amazing), ‘rest) and ‘kingdom.

9 Bammel, ‘Rest and Rule), 89.

10 Davies, Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 2, remarks that it is achieved not by
grace but by effort!

11 H.J. Klauck, Apocryphal Gospels: An Introduction (London/New York: T&T Clark, 2003),
39.
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Notes

2.1 Jesus said. The Coptic phrase nexe 1ic corresponds (where the Greek is
extant) to Aéyet 'Ingods, and both are usually translated as Jesus said’!? Some,
however, especially within and under the influence of the Berliner Arbeit-
skreis, translate the phrases as Jesus says”!? the linguistic reason is that Aéyet is
present, and for some—allied to this—is the theological reason that Thomas
intends to convey the “Zeitlosigkeit’ of Jesus’ voice in the sayings.'* There are a
number of elements here to be disentangled. First, the Greek and Coptic are
not simply identical. In addition, factors of grammatical form, time, aspect,
Aktionsart and theology should not be confused. We shall treat the Coptic first
because it is simpler, and then move to the Greek.

Coptic nexe ic. The form nexe is an irregular form of the verb xw, and does
not belong to any particular Coptic conjugation. In function, however, it almost
always refers to an action in past time.!® (1) There is no differentiation in usage
in Thomas between nexe 1¢ and nexaq. For example, in the body of Thomas, the
parable of the Wise Fisherman (GTh 8) is introduced by ayw nexaq xe, whereas
in the next saying, the parable of the Sower (GTh 9) is introduced with nexe ic
xe. There is no perceptible difference in tense, aspect or Aktionsart; nexe- and
nexa- are semantically the same.

The fact that no particular timeless profundity can be derived from the form
of the verb is evident from the fact that the same form is used to introduce (a)
the speech of Jesus at the beginning of a logion; (b) Jesus’ speech in the middle

12 So e.g. B. Layton, ed. & T.O. Lambdin, tr. ‘The Gospel according to Thomas), in Layton, ed.
Nag Hammadi Codex II, 2—7, together with XIII,2*, Brit. Lib. Or.4926(1), and P. Oxy. 1, 654, 655,
vol. I (NHS 20; Leiden: Brill, 1989), 52—93.

13 Thus H.-G. Bethge & J. Schréter, ‘Das Evangelium nach Thomas (NHC II, 2), in H.-M.
Schenke, H.-G. Bethge & U.U. Kaiser, eds. Nag Hammadi Deutsch (GCS; Walter de Gruyter,
2001, 2003), L.151-181; K. Aland, ed. Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1996), 519 nn. 3—4; S.J. Patterson, J.M. Robinson & the Berliner Arbeit-
skreis fiir koptisch-gnostische Schriften, The Fifth Gospel: The Gospel of Thomas Comes of
Age (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1998), passim; so also in the commentaries
of Plisch and Pokorny.

14  ThusD. Lihrmann, Fragmente apokryph gewordener Evangelien in griechischer und latein-
ischer Sprache (Marburg: Elwert, 2000), 178; cf. C. Taylor, The Oxyrhynchus Logia and the
Apocryphal Gospels (Oxford: Clarendon, 1899), 19: the present tense of Aéyet gives it ‘a
present living force’; Plisch, 25: ‘timeless meaning’. Against this, see Ménard, 8o.

15  Nagel has adduced abundant linguistic evidence in favour of interpreting nexe with past
meaning (Nagel, ‘nexe Ic—Zur Einleitung der Jesuslogien, 73—79). Plisch, 24, is right to
note that there are exceptions.
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of a dialogue; (c) the speech of disciples or other figures, and (d) the speech of
characters in parables:

(a) GTh2;3;4;5;7;9, etc.

(b) e.g. GTh 13, Jesus said (nexe i) to the disciples, “Compare me and tell me
who I am like”. Simon Peter said ... Matthew said ... Thomas said ... Jesus
said (mexe 1¢), “I am not your master”’, etc. See further GTh 6.2; 12.2; 13.5;
18.2; 22.4; 37.2; 61.3; 104.2; 114.2.

(c) e.g. GTh 61.2: ‘Salome said (nexe)’; GTh 14.1: ‘Simon Peter said (nexe). See
further GTh 12.1;18.1; 20.1; 21.1; 24.1; 37.1, 72.1, 79.1, and 99.1.

(d) the master in the parable in GTh 64.11.

Given this variation of context, it seems arbitrary to translate nexe one way
for Jesus and another way for other characters. (Presumably their speech is
not marked by “Zeitlosigkeit’.) As a result of these considerations, Layton’s
general assessment of nexe-/ nexas, that it ‘signals direct discourse in past time),
appears to apply in the case of Thomas.'6

Greek Aéyel g/ Aéyel i. Here the situation is more complex, because unlike
in the Coptic, there is a difference of tenses between the Prologue + GTh 1 0on
the one hand, and the main body of the Gospel on the other. The Prologue
refers to Jesus speaking all the sayings with an aorist (éAdAncev); in GTh 1,
Jesus’ programmatic statement about the soteriological value of the words
is introduced with the aorist elnev. In what survives of the Greek elsewhere
(GTh 2ff), however, all the individual sayings of Jesus (and speech of the
disciples) are introduced with present tenses: Jesus Aéyet throughout; GTh 6
has ¢&etddovaty adTéy of pabntal adtod xal Aéyovow, and GTh 37 begins Aéyovow
avté ol padntal avtod. Clearly, in terms of time, these are past events (as
the Prologue has made clear). Nevertheless, the switch from aorist to present
forms does correspond to an aspectual distinction, in other words, the author
adopts two different viewpoints, varying the way in which the speech events
are presented as unfolding.!” The Prologue and GTh 1 together summarise
Jesus’ speaking as ‘complete and undifferentiated’!® In contrast, the ensuing
verbs which introduce Jesus’ speech in present tense-forms are imperfective in

16 B. Layton, A Coptic Grammar, 2nd rev. edn (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2004), 302 (§ 380).

17 S.E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament, 2nd edition (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1994), 2o0: differences of aspect are differences in ‘how the verbal action was per-
ceived to unfold’.

18 Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament, 21, picking up on his definition of perfective
aspect.
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aspect, and therefore (without reference in this case to the actual time of the
events) identify the act of speaking summarised in the Prologue as in progress
from the constructed viewpoint of the narrator in GTh 2 and following. On
this interpretation of the aorist/ present distinction, the narrator has in GTh
2ff. situated himself within the speech act described in the Prologue. Another
possibility should also be considered. It may be that, rather than specifying the
acts of speaking as in progress, the present tense-form verbs may in fact be
unspecified for tense: they do not need to be, because the discourse has been
introduced by an aorist.!

Theologically, the different tense-form cannot be said to sustain a reference
to ‘a present living force’ or ‘timeless meaning’ (This is not to say that such
a view of Jesus’ words might not be reached on other grounds, such as the
Prologue’s reference to the speaker as ‘the living Jesus’) As already noted,
the Greek fragments also preserve disciples’ speech introduced with present
tenses. Again, presumably their Greek speech is not marked by “Zeitlosigkeit’
any more than are their Coptic utterances.

2.1 He who seeks should not stop seeking until he finds. If the restoration
[eUpy] in the previous saying is correct (it is a natural equivalent of ge e- in
Coptic), then we have here a catchword connection between GTh 1-2, just as
the words ‘these sayings’ link the Prologue to GTh 1. Even if this restoration is
not right, the theme of finding’ clearly links them. The seeking-finding motif
is common both in the OT (Deut. 4.29; Prov. 8.17; 11.27; Jer. 29.13) and in the
Jesus tradition in Matthew and Luke (Matt. 7.7-8; Lk. 11.9—10) and Thomas (GTh
92; 94; cf. 38; 597; 76; 91; 107). Compare also IGT 5.3; Gos. Mary 8,20—21. While
Thomas elsewhere emphasises Jesus’ action as arevealer (e.g. GTh17), the stress
in this saying is very much on the human agency involved in the process of
discovery. The seeking here is ‘a process of “sapiential research”’ which leads to
the discovery of the interpretation of the sayings.2%

2.2—3 And when he finds, (Co + he will be troubled, and when he is trou-
bled,) he will be astonished. Both versions clearly indicate the wonder accom-
panying the discovery of the truth hidden in the Gospel. Here Thomas reverses
the Platonic aphorism (that wonder is the beginning of philosophy, in Theaete-
tus 155D),2! by making astonishment consequent upon finding. The Coptic
seems to suggest that there is a disturbing element as well. This may well allude

19 Iam grateful to Dr Robert Crellin (Greek Bible College, Athens) for discussing this with
me, and also for the advice of Dr Christian Askeland.

20 Kloppenborg, Formation of Q, 305.

21 Clement explicitly mentions this Theaetetus passage in Strom. 2.9.45.4 immediately prior
to his quotation of the Gospel according to the Hebrews.
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to the fact that the discovery of new knowledge often also has an uncomfortable
effect: this is an ancient commonplace, especially familiar from Plato’s cave
allegory.22 It probably features also in GTh 84.2: ‘When you see your images
which came into being before you—which neither die nor are revealed—
how much you will have to bear!"?3 (See further the commentary on GTh 84
below.)

2.3-4 And when he is astonished (om. Co), he will reign (Co + over the

all). In Greek the penultimate, and in Coptic the last, element is ‘rule’. Part of
this reference is no doubt ‘negative), in that it connotes that one is not under
the ultimate control of other people, or of one’s own passions.?* Being part of
the ‘kingless’ realm is common in Gnostic literature (see e.g. Gos. Jud. 53,24; cf.
Apoc. Adam 82,10-19; Orig. World, 127,7-14), and the control that comes to one
who is pure is a well-known theme (see e.g. Sent. Sext. 60).

Probably implicit already in the Greek (and made clearer in the Coptic) is
the theme of a cosmic authority extending beyond the anthropological and
social spheres. ‘The all’ in the Coptic is a controverted phrase in discussions
of Nag Hammadi texts and related literature: it has variously been taken to
mean in different places (a) the universe (i.e. heaven and earth), (b) the aeons
of the pleroma, (c) the totality of the pneumatic element, as well as being (d) a
christological title.25 The christological reference in GTh 77 cannot be in view
here, and Thomas cannot easily be seen elsewhere to have the mythological
trappings associated with some of the more complex senses (b) and (c). As
such, the reference in Coptic GTh 2 is almost certainly to (a), ‘all things) in
the sense of ‘the universe’26 The disciple is no longer slave to the cosmos but
supreme over it.27

22 On the general point, see e.g. Euripides, Hippol. 247: 16 yap 6pBodabat yvauny d3uvd;
on the ‘cave, see the references in Rep. 515E to dyelv, 6duvacfar and dyovaxtely, all
experiences of the one who had lived in the cave, when he encounters the light of the
sun.

23 The theme of ‘being troubled’ is also particularly strong in the Paraphrase of Shem.

24  DeConick, 49, highlights the latter.

25 For the different senses and scholarly views, see H. Ludin Jansen, ‘Der Begriff ntupq “Das
All", im Evangelium Veritatis, Acta Orientalia 31 (1968), 15-118, and A. Logan, ‘The Mean-
ing of the Term, “the All”,in Gnostic Thought), in E.A. Livingstone, ed. Studia Patristica XIV
(Berlin: Akademie, 1976), 203—208. I. Dunderberg, The Beloved Disciple in Conflict? Revisit-
ing the Gospels of John and Thomas (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 108, offers the
options of ‘believers’ or ‘visible world’ for ‘the all’ in GTh 77.1.

26  This also has the advantage of being the simplest sense, also parallelled in the NT, e.g.
Sahidic 1Cor 3.22 (bis).

27  Hofius, ‘Das koptische Thomasevangelium’ (I), 28.
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This position of the elect disciple over against material reality is probably
echoed in the service of the stones in GTh 19.2, the superiority of the elect to
the lilies in GTh 36.2 and the obedience of the mountains in GTh 48 and 106,
and stones in 13.8. The cosmos is not worthy of the true disciple (GTh 56; 80;
m).

2.5 And having reigned, he will rest (om. Co). Although there is no hint
of it in the Coptic, a reference to ‘rest’ is thoroughly in keeping with other

passages in Thomas which show an interest in the theme, with all the other
instances making it clear that the Coptic version is still concerned about it.28
The meaning of Thomas’s ‘rest’ terminology (avamadw, dvamavalg/ ananaycic,
synonymous with the native Coptic fiTon) is soteriological, with a more specific
connotation of relief from the world, and possibly also of divine, immovable
perfection (cf. the divine marks of ‘motion and rest’ in GTh 50; and the ‘stand-
ing’ motif: see notes on 16.4 below). Valantasis gives the glosses ‘equilibrium,
solitude’2? It is difficult to conclude with Vielhauer that the way ‘rest’ is used in
Thomas shows clear affinities to Gnostic texts.3? On the other hand, it is equally
difficult to conclude with DeConick that this saying is likely to be part of the
‘kernel’ of Thomas in part because rest is a theme which appears to belong to
the ‘old Jerusalem traditions’3! There may be a loose catchword link between
‘reigning’ here and the ‘kingdom’ in GTh 3.

28 See references to ananaycic in GTh 50; 51, 60 and go; #iton in GTh 86, and to resting in a
non-theological sense in GTh 61.

29 Valantasis, 33.

30  P. Vielhauer, ‘ANATTAYZIE: Zum gnostischen Hintergrund des Thomasevangelium), in
W. Eltester, ed. Apophoreta: Festschrift Ernst Haenchen (Berlin: Topelmann, 1964), 281—299
(299). ‘Rest’ is a dominant theme—and indeed a divine attribute—in the Nag Hammadi
Allogenes text, for example.

31 DeConick, 49.
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3.1 Aéyel |G €av] ol €Axovteg (O)udg [elmwow Dutv: i8cd] V) Pactieia &v
ovpa[ve, buag ednaetat] Ta metevd Tod ovp[avod- 3.2 v & elnwaty 6]t Ud
™V YNV éat|w, eloehedoovtat] ot ixBoeg Ths Badd[oang mpopbdaav]tes Dudg:
3.3 xai ) Bog[heio T@V 0dpavdv] Evtdg DGV [€]at [%dtds. 3.4 6 dv EquTtov]
V&, TadTV ebpn|ael, xal ote VUelg] Eavtods yvwaeab(e), [eloeade St viol]
gote ‘Duels’ Tod matpds Tod [AvTog: 3.5 €l O ] yvwo(ea)Pe Exvtols, €y [Tf)
nTwyela o] xal Duels éote V) mrw el ]

1 Bibliography for GTh 3: T.F. Glasson, ‘The Gospel of Thomas, Saying 3, and Deuteronomy
xxx. 1-14,, ExpT 78 (1966-1967), 151-152; P. Nagel, ‘Erwégungen zum Thomas-Evangelium, in
F. Altheim & R. Stiehl, eds. Die Araber in der alten Welt, vol. V, part 2 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
1969), 368-392;].-E. Ménard, ‘La Sagesse et le logion 3 de I Evangile selon Thomas), in F.L. Cross,
ed. Studia Patristica X: Papers presented to the Fifth International Conference on Patristic Stud-
ies held in Oxford, 1967 (TU 107; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1970), 137-140; D. Mueller, ‘Kingdom
of Heaven or Kingdom of God?, VC 27 (1973), 266—276; R. Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La escatologia
del Evangelio de Tomas, Salmanticensis 28 (1981), 415-441; Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 123-130;
J. Liebenberg, The Language of the Kingdom and Jesus: Parable, Aphorism, and Metaphor in
the Sayings Material Common to the Synoptic Tradition and the Gospel of Thomas (Berlin/
New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2001), 486—494; H. Kvalbein, ‘The Kingdom of the Father in the
Gospel of Thomas), in J. Fotopoulos, ed. The New Testament and Early Christian Literature in
Greco-Roman Context: Studies in Honor of David E. Aune (NovTSupps 122; Leiden/ New York/
Koln: Brill, 2006), 203—230; P. Schiingel, ‘Zur Neuiibersetzung des Thomasevangeliums in der
Alandschen Synopse’, NovT 48 (2006), 275-291; S.J. Gathercole, ‘The Influence of Paul on the
Gospel of Thomas (§§53. 3 and 17), in ]. Frey, J. Schroter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomase-
vangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008),
72—94; W. Eisele, ‘Ziehen, Fiithren und Verfithren: Eine begriffs- und motivgeschichtliche
Untersuchung zu EvThom 3,1, in . Frey, J. Schroter & E.E. Popkes, eds. Das Thomasevangelium:
Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 380—415;
C.W. Skinner, ‘The Gospel of Thomas’s Rejection of Paul’s Theological Ideas’, in M.F. Bird &
J. Willitts, eds. Paul and the Gospels: Christologies, Conflicts, and Convergences (LNTS; London:
T&T Clark, 2011), 220—241; S.J. Gathercole, ‘“The Heavens and the Earth Will Be Rolled up”: The
Eschatology of the Gospel of Thomas', in H.-J. Eckstein, C. Landmesser & H. Lichtenberger, eds.
Eschatologie—Eschatology: The Sixth Durham-Tiibingen Research Symposium: Eschatology in
Old Testament, Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity (Tiibingen, September 2009) (WUNT;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 280-302; Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 99-131; Gathercole, Compo-
sition, 44—47, 233—237; G.P. Luttikhuizen, ‘The Hidden Meaning of “The Kingdom Inside You
and Outside You” in the Gospel of Thomas', in ]. Schréter, ed. The Apocryphal Gospels within
the Context of Early Christian Theology (Leuven/ Paris/ Walpole: Peeters, 2013), 539-547.
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3.1 Je[sus] said, TIf] those who drag you away [say to you, “Behold,] the
kingdom is in heav[en]’, then the birds of hea[ven would precede you! 3.2
Ifthey say th)at it is under the earth, then the fish of the se[ a would precede]
youand [enter it]! 3.3 But the kin[gdom of heaven] is inside you [and outside
of you. 3.4 Whoever| knows [himself| will find it [and when you] know
yourselves, [ youwill know that] you are [sons] of the [living] Father. 3.5 [But
ifyou do not] know yourselves, [ you are] in [poverty), andyou are pover[ty].

3.1 MEXE 1IC X€ €YMAXO00C NHTN NGl NETCMK @HT THYTN X€ EICPHHTE
E€T'MNTEPO 2N TIE €E1E€ NPAXHT' NP (OPIT EPMOTN NTE TTE 3.2 EYW)ANX00C
NHTN X€ CPN ©3aAACCa €€1€ NTBT NaPp (OPIT €PMTN 3.3 dAAa TMNTEPO
CMIMETNROYN' YW CMMETNBAX' 3.4 20TaN €TETNWANCOYMN THYTN TOTE
CENACOYM(N) THNE aY(M TETNAEIME X€ NTMOTN M€ NWHPE MIMEWDT €TONR
3.5 EQDIE A€ TETNACOYMN THYTHN &N €E1€ TETNWOOIT 2N OYMNTZHKE AYD
NTOTN M€ TMNT2HKE

3.1 Jesus said, If those who lead you say to you, “Behold, the kingdom is in
heaven’, then the birds of heaven would precede you! 3.2 If they say to you
that it is in the sea, then the fish would precede you! 3.3 But the kingdom is
inside you and outside of you. 3.4 When you know yourselves, then you will
be known, and you will understand that you are sons of the living Father. 3.5
But ifyou do not know yourselves, you are in poverty and you are poverty.

Textual Comment

There are a number of differences between the Greek and Coptic texts here.
Perhaps the greatest difference lies at the beginning, in the discrepancy
between the envisaged opponents.? In Greek they are ol €\xovteg (0)pds, but
in Coptic neT'cawk eut ThyTN. While the latter is a fairly straightforward ref-
erence to ‘leaders’, the Greek yields a sense of greater force or violence being
forecast by Jesus.2 The Greek is more likely to be the earlier form of the text
here, and the Coptic a later smoothing out of the sense, or accidental introduc-
tion of gut-. An emendation of the Greek’s Y)udg to Opds in 3.1 seems demanded

2 Surprisingly, not noted by Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas, 202—203. For discussion of some
attempts at explanation, see Gathercole, Composition, 44—45. See Eisele, ‘Ziehen, Fithren und
Verfithren, for the most extensive discussion of the problem.

3 Cf. the uses in context of those taken to court (Jas. 2.6; cf. épéxovteg in Mart. Con. 2.7), or
subject to violent attack (Ac. 21.30).
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not only by the Coptic, but also by the dudg in 3.2. The Coptic’s separation of
‘birds’ from ‘of heaven’ is not too problematic.*

In 3.2, the reference to ‘sea’ has probably been transposed from the Greek’s
earlier ‘fish of the sea’ to one of the false locations of the kingdom in the
Coptic: ‘the sea’ corresponds to the Greek’s ‘under the earth’, but in biblical
cosmology this is not a great difference (both are associated with the tehom).
This three-tier cosmos of heaven-earth-sea is also found in the Shepherd of
Hermas, according to which God ‘fixed heaven, and laid the foundations of the
earth upon the waters’ (Herm. [Vis. 1] 3.4). There is also room in the Greek for
the fish to attract two verbs, hence the restoration [eioeAeboovtat] ot ix80eg Tig
BaAd [ oong mpogBdaav]tes. Some have made much of the difference between the
Greek xai (GTh 3.3) and the Coptic axa,® but the Coptic translation of Greek
particles is notoriously unpredictable.®

On 3.3, there has been debate over the kingdom language. In the Coptic
we have ‘kingdom’ tout simple, but in the Greek it looks as though there is a
modifier. Mueller has argued that, rather than ‘of heaven) this is ‘of God), since
the Greek might not avoid kingdom of God’ language as the Coptic does, and
the Coptic has left the modifier out (see further discussion on GTh 27).7 ‘Of
heaven), however, fits better with the space available (though, admittedly, is
odd in a saying which counters a kingdom within heaven).® Also in 3.3, Eisele’s
exclusion of xdtég, which corresponds well to the Coptic, is unwarranted.”

4 Some have suggested an emendation (see Layton & Lambdin, ‘The Gospel according to
Thomas', Nag Hammadi Codex II,2—7: Volume One, 53) but cf. the syntax in e.g. Manichaean
Psalm-Book 197, lines 14, 19, 23; 198, 20.

5 See N. Perrin, ‘NHC II,2 and the Oxyrhynchus Fragments (P.Oxy 1, 654, 655): Overlooked
Evidence for a Syriac Gospel of Thomas’, VC 58 (2004), 138-151 (149-150).

6 Gathercole, Composition, 46—47.

7 Mueller, Kingdom of Heaven or Kingdom of God?, 266—276. Greek GTh 27 might have
‘kingdom of God’ (see discussion on GTh 27 below), which is not found anywhere in the
Coptic.

8 DeConick, 52, and Grosso, 118, rightly note that to0 8eod is too short (and even more so if it
were to appear in contracted form as tov fu).

9 Eisele, Welcher Thomas, n5-18. His argument, for example, that it does not make sense to
talk of an external kingdom on the grounds that only the Coptic has self-knowledge and
knowledge of oneself by another (116) is not compelling: the point might equally be that
the externality of the kingdom lies in the dimension of Jesus’ transcendence. Similarly, the
argument that Hippolytus knew a form of the saying without xdxtés is not convincing (118).
(If Ref. 5.7.20 does allude to GTh 3, one could argue that the same paradox exists there as in
GTh 3, because Hippolytus attests both to the presence of the kingdom within, but also to the
presence of Jesus in the fourteenth aeon.)
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More significantly, in GTh 3.4, the phrase ‘whoever knows himself will find
it’ appears only in the Greek;!° while this is a more substantial difference in
wording, the statement is entirely consonant with the rest of the saying and
adds little to the overall sense. On the other hand, the addition, ‘(when you
know yourselves), youwill be known’ in 3.4 is distinctive to the Coptic. Ifall other
things were equal, it would be hard to decide which of the Greek and Coptic is
earlier; one can probably assume that the Greek is closer to the original.

Interpretation

The present dialogue between Jesus and the disciples has a number of difficul-
ties, the first of which is the identity of the opponents.l! Most scholars take them
to be Christian powers, ‘leading authorities whose message is obviously Chris-
tian ... whose claim to lead manifests itself in authority over interpretations of
Christian doctrines’? This may be correct, but the particular group targeted is
not especially clear: interestingly, Jesus is not criticising the view of the disciples
(as elsewhere when he is opposing ‘ecclesiastical’ teaching) but the views of a
third party. In any case, the main characteristic of these opponents is that they
are ot €EAxovteg (U)pdg, a much discussed epithet. The sense is probably of forc-
ing, bullying and cajoling, since the verb can have the general sense of getting
someone to do something against their will:'3 if the targets here are Christian, it
is hard to imagine €\xw having a physical sense; in a literal sense, the opponents
would have to be Roman authorities (see notes below).

Whoever these €\xovtes are, Thomas'’s polemic is against the localisation
of the kingdom of God in some particular heavenly or earthly sphere.'* This

10  Ascribal omission by parablepsis is not so easy to assume as in DeConick, 54.

11 Itis difficult to accept Eisele’s contention that Jesus’ own view is more in continuity with
the voices in 3.1and 3.2, given the ridicule attached to the views in 3.1-2. See Eisele, ‘Ziehen,
Fiihren und Verfiihren), 380—415.

12 Plisch, 43. Similarly, as we have seen, Trevijano Etcheverria comments that Thomas is
opposing ‘fantasias apocalipticas y concepciones religiosas populares demasiado crasas’
(‘La escatologia del Evangelio de Tomas’, 440, cf. 418: ‘los guias denunciados no serian otros
que los lideres eclesiasticos’).

13 This is the sense of é\xw in Plato, Rep. 458D (where it is associated with dvdyxy) and in
350D: the meaning is not really that of ‘Ziehen mit Worten’ (Eisele, ‘Ziehen, Fithren und
Verfithren, 389): even in the latter case it is more a matter of Thrasymmachus’s reluctance
and embarrassment, rather than Socrates’ speaking. In the former, despite the parallel
with meifw, words are not in view at all.

14  We have already noted Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La escatologia del Evangelio de Tomas), 415,
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comports with the Thomasine Jesus’ criticisms elsewhere (e.g.113.3). There isno
need for a transformation of the present cosmos, or anxious speculation about
the heavens and the earth passing away, because the kingdom is not located in
any of these realms.

A difficulty with the ‘anti-ecclesiastical’ view is that while a polemic against
a kingdom in heaven might fit,'> criticism of a kingdom ‘under the earth’ does
not. The accusation could, however, merely be impressionistic: a subterranean
kingdom might simply be a rhetorical reflex or counterpoint to one ‘above’. This
reference is probably in part influenced by the heaven/ abyss contrast found
elsewhere,16 but perhaps also by pagan views of afterlife under the earth.'”
Replacing this localised view of the kingdom is the counter-statement that
it is ‘inside you and outside you), in other words, anywhere and everywhere.
The reference to ‘inside you’ prompts mention of an interesting divergence
from some other Christian teaching of Thomas’s day, namely a theology of
self-knowledge.

418, on this point. Rightly also Eisele, ‘Ziehen, Fithren und Verfithren’, 380: ‘In EvThom 3
spricht Jesus von Personen, die das Reich (Gottes) an bestimmten Orten lokalisieren.

15 In addition to the NT’s association of kingdom and heaven, there is a closer identification
of heaven as the location of the kingdom in e.g. Diogn. 6.8; cf. 10.2.

16 For the influence of Rom. 10 at this point, see Gathercole, ‘The Influence of Paul on the
Gospel of Thomas’, and idem, Composition, 233—237.

17  Asubterranean kingdom where the dead go is a common feature of popular pagan mythol-
ogy (much more common than celestial immortality), rather than Judaeo-Christian tradi-
tion. In Jewish tradition, Sheol, the realm under the earth, is—far from being a kingdom—
very much a place of, at best, an insubstantial existence which is a mere shadow of the
vibrant life above ground. In any case, and more importantly, it is regarded by many
Jews and Christians at the time of Thomas as a merely temporary abode. The idea of
a positive netherworld is especially (though by no means exclusively) prominent in
Egypt, where by the Greco-Roman period there is already a long-established tradition
of thinking of the realm of the dead as either in the west or under the earth. See e.g.
E. Hornung, The Ancient Egyptian Books of the Afterlife (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1999). One also finds frequent reference to the underworld as the abode of the dead in
the so-called ‘Orphic’ Gold tablets, which are dispersed quite widely across Italy and
Greece. See A. Bernabé & A.L Jiménez San Cristébal, eds. Instructions for the Nether-
world: The Orphic Gold Tablets (Religions in the Greco-Roman World; Leiden: Brill, 2008).
Principally, however, this popular view is shaped by the epic tradition, especially as
it appears in Odyssey 11 and Aeneid 6. As the gold tablets illustrate, however, this is
not always a gloomy destiny; rather, it is a commonplace that there is a bright region
of the underworld where the pious (or, in a different religious context, the initiated)

go.



LOGION 3 211
Notes

3.1 If those who drag you away (Co: lead you) say to you. If the envisaged

opposition is probably Christians (see below ad 3.2), there cannot be any
real sense of Thomasine Christians being dragged into court on charges of
heresy. Nevertheless, there is a clear projection here of the image of forceful
persecution: EAxw (in contrast to cwk gut-) gives the impression of duress. This
is then softened in the Coptic version.

3.1-2 “Behold, the kingdom is in heaven”, then the birds of heaven would
precede you! If they say (Co + to you) that it is under the earth (Co: in the sea),
then the fish of the sea (om. Co) would precede you and enter it (om. Co)! As
noted above, the parody is of views locating the kingdom in some sphere within
the cosmos.!® This is the first reference in Thomas to the kingdom, a central
term in the Gospel. On the kingdom, see Introduction, §10.1 above. Thomas’s
opponents are clearly caricatured here: although a subterranean kingdom does
not really correspond to any known early Christian views,° it is still likely that
the opposition is to the magna ecclesia. Deuteronomy 30, via Romans 10, pro-
vides the heaven/ under-the-earth contrast, rather than identifiable mistaken
views of the afterlife.2® On the birds and the fish, compare Deut. 4.18; Job 12.7-8.

3.3 But the kingdom of heaven (om. Co) is inside you and outside of you.
The kingdom, then, is simultaneously all around (cf. GTh 13.4) as well as
within.?! Unlikely are the suggestions for how the kingdom can be both ‘inside’
and ‘outside’ proposed by Hedrick (‘an inner spiritual experience ... shared with

others of like mind’) and Valantasis (interior self-knowledge as well as ‘a new
understanding of the mundane world’).22 There is a parallel here with Thomas'’s
representation of Jesus, who also is closely identified with the ‘light within a
luminous person’ (GTh 24.3) while also transcending this world (GTh 10,16 and
28): he is at the same time both the light above all, and identified with the all
(GTh 77). The point is that the kingdom is both readily accessible but can never
be pinned down to a location.?3 The structure ‘neither X—nor Y—but within

18  So, rightly, Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La escatologia del Evangelio de Tomas), 415—441.

19 Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple, 36, takes the reference to heaven as strong counterevidence
to the view of DeConick that Thomas advocates heavenly journeys.

20  Gathercole, Composition, 233—237; cf. Glasson, ‘Gospel of Thomas, Saying 3’ 151-152.

21 See the helpful and accurate remarks in Luttikhuizen, ‘The Hidden Meaning of “The

»y

Kingdom Inside You and Outside You”’, 546.

22 Hedrick, 22; Valantasis, 59.

23 Cf. Plisch, 43: ‘The kingdom of God is, at the same time, in your grasp but unavailable. It
is not quite that the kingdom is unavailable, but rather that it cannot be tied down to a

particular place.
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you’ derives from Luke 17.21 (cf. GTh113),2* and Thomas has combined Luke 17.21
with Deut. 30.11-14/ Rom. 10, as Tertullian was later to do (Adv. Marc. 4.35).2% See
also comment on GTh 113 below.

3.4 Whoever knows himself will find it and ... (om. Co). Thomas attributes
to Jesus the yv&8t1 gavtév, a philosophical maxim also part of the general cul-
ture, and significant in theological writings. The phrase was famously inscribed

on the temple of Apollo at Delphi (Pausanias, Descr. 10.24.1), and much dis-
cussed in antiquity. In Plato’s Alcibiades it becomes particularly associated with
knowledge that a person is soul (Alc. 130E), and this idea continues into early
Christian literature. In various places the reference is not to ‘self-awareness’ in
the modern sense, but rather to knowledge about one’s nature:

Testimony of Truth: ‘And they have come to know themselves—[who they
are] or where they are [now] and what is the [place in] which they will
rest from their stupidity, [arriving] at knowledge.26

Teaching of Silvanus: ‘Before everything, know your birth. Know yourself,
that is, from what substance you are, or from what race ..."2”

Theodotus: ‘Now it is not merely the washing which liberates, but also the
knowledge: Who were we and what have we become? Where were we and
where are we now cast? To where are we hastening and from what have
we been delivered? What is birth? What is rebirth?'28

Clement: ‘(knowing) to what you have come ... and whose image you are,
what is your essence, and what your making and what your affinity to the
divine, and matters like these’29

Sextus: ‘If you know to what you have come, you will know yourself’30

24  ‘Nor shall they say, “Behold, it is here!” or, “It is there!”, for behold, the kingdom of God is
among you.

25  Gos. Mary 8,15-19, also has reference to Lk. 17.21.

26 Testim. Truth 35,25-36,3; cf. 44,30—45,6: ‘This, then, is the true testimony: When a man
knows himself and the God who is over the truth, he will be saved, and will be crowned
with the unfading crown.’

27  Teach. Silv. 92,10-14.

28  Clement, Exc. Theod. 78.2.

29  Clement, Strom. 5.4.23.1. See further Paed. 3.1.1, where Clement extols the value of self-
knowledge.

30  Sent. Sext. 398.
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For Thomas, knowledge of self is knowledge that the body is a mere corpse
(GTh 56; 58), and that the soul is a precious thing trapped in the poverty of this
body (GTh 29). In terms of knowledge of origins and destiny, this is expanded
upon in GTh 18 and 49—50, in which the soul is from the primordial kingdom
and ultimately returns there. This connection between self-knowledge and the
kingdom is not so much a sequential discovery of the nature of the self and
then of the kingdom,; rather, the two overlap.3! They are not co-extensive, how-
ever (see discussion of GTh 111 below). On knowing), see further Introduction,
§10.1.

3.4 When you know yourselves ... (Co + ... then you will be known, and ...).
The Coptic completes the symmetry by supplementing the apodosis here: the
Coptic may be indebted to Paul.32

3.4 You will know (Co: understand) that you are sons of the living Father.
This statement completes the textually complex sentence in GTh 3.4. With
‘sons of the Father, compare ‘sons of the light’ and ‘elect of the Father’ (GTh
50); GTh 101.2—-3 is a possible reference to the disciple’s divine Father, though
it is somewhat obscure because of a lacuna in the manuscript. GTh g9 also
has the fictive family of disciples. On the epithet ‘living’, see notes on Prologue
above. Possible, though perhaps unlikely, is a vague catchword or thematic link
between ‘sons’ and living here, and ‘child’ and ‘live’ in GTh 4.

3.5 But if you do not know yourselves, you are in poverty and you are
poverty. The alternative to this knowledge is defined as poverty. In a Jewish
context, poverty is often a positive metaphor when used in a spiritual sense (so

also in GTh 54); here—as usually elsewhere in the Nag Hammadi library—it is
clearly negative (cf. also GTh 29).32 The sense is clearly poverty in knowledge
and lack of spiritual wealth: cf. GTh 29.3; 81.1 and 85.1 below.34

31 Cf. Ménard’s formulation: ‘le Royaume, c’est la connaissance simultanée de nous-mémes
et de Dieu dans un méme acte’ (Ménard, ‘La Sagesse et le logion 3 de I' Evangile selon
Thomas’, 140).

32 Plisch, 44, specifically Gal. 4.9; cf. 1Cor. 13.12.

33  E.g in Ap. John II 27,24-27, Jesus answers John’s question about where the souls go of
those who turn away: ‘To that place where the angels of poverty go they will be taken,
the place where there is no repentance. Cf. Orig. World 1I n2,10-13: ‘Now when Adam
of light conceived the wish to enter his light, he was unable to do so because of the
poverty that had mingled with his light’; Auth. Teach. 27,25-27: ‘Our soul indeed is ill
because she dwells in a house of poverty’ (cf. GTh 29); Treat. Seth 58,20—22, where the
world becomes ‘poor’ when ‘the sun of the powers of the archons set’ and darkness took
them.

34  Valantasis, 34.
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4.1 [Aéyel WG] odx dmoxwnael Gvb[pwmog TaAaog NuE]pdv EmepwTha(at)
ot 13tov Emtavue] pdv mepl Tod témou [ § {wils, xal i ]oeT(at): 4.2 ‘St oMol

ggovtat [ pdtot Eoyarol xal] of Eoyatol TpdTOL, 4.3 Xatl [Egovta gig Evw |av.
Restoration of esp. 4.3 exempli gratia.

4. [Jesus said,] A m[an old in dalys will not hesitate to ask a ch[ild seven
dalys old about the place of [life, and] he will [live]. 4.2 Because many [who
are first] will be [last, and] the last will be first. 4.3 And [they will be as one].’

4.1 IEXE 1C YNAXNAY &N NG1 TIPMME NZANO 2N NEJROOY EXNE OYKOYEl NAYHPE
MHM €YeN Ca®){ NPOOY €TBE MTOMOC MIMNZ AYMD YNAMNY 4.2 X€ OYN 2ag
NQOPIT NaP 22€ 4.3 aYD NCEWDIIE OYa OYDT

4.1 Jesus said, ‘The man old in his days will not hesitate to ask a little child
seven days old about the place of life, and he will live. 4.2 Because many who
are first will be last. 4.3 And they will become one.’

Textual Comment

There are various small differences between the Greek and Coptic versions.?
Very minor is the difference between maidiov and the more expansive xoyer
nmupe mum. The Coptic’s article (‘the man’) is not paralleled in the Greek; the
veteran is in Greek probably ‘old of days) but is ‘old in his days’ in the Cop-

1 Bibliography for GTh 4: A.FJ. Klijn, ‘The “Single One” in the Gospel of Thomas, JBL 81
(1962), 271—278; H.C. Kee, ‘“Becoming a Child” in the Gospel of Thomas’, JBL 82 (1963),
307-314; Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 27—32; R. Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘El anciano preguntard
al nifio (Evangelio de Tomas Log. 4), Estudios Biblicos 50 (1992), 521-535; E.E. Popkes, Das
Menschenbild des Thomasevangeliums (WUNT 206; Titbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), 169-172.

2 Pace Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘El anciano preguntara al nifo’, 522—525, there are no close Syn-
optic parallels; Matt. 11.25-26 and Lk. 2.41-52 are not particularly similar. There may be some
relationship between GTh 4 and the Valentinus frag. 7 (Markschies’s numbering) in Hippoly-
tus, Ref. 6.42.2: ‘For Valentinus even says that he saw a small baby, recently born. This child
he asked and inquired who he was. And he replied saying that he was the Logos.’ Cf. also
Manichaean Psalm-Book 192,2—3: ‘The grey haired old men—the little children instruct them.
They that are six years old instruct them that are sixty years old.
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tic. The only possible significance of this could be the loss in translation of
an allusion to the Ancient of Days (mahatog Nuepdv in LXX & © of Dan. 7.9, 13;
cf. 7.22), although since only the -pé&v of the Greek wording survives, to assume
a Danielic reference here would be hazardous in any case; for such a specific
reference in the Greek we would probably also expect a definite article. The
Coptic also abbreviates the Greek’s ‘first last, last first’ saying by only including
the first half (Coptic: ‘Many who are first will be last’). The Greek is probably ear-
lier at this point, reflecting better than the Coptic the form of the saying in the
canonical parallels (though of course a later harmonisation remains possible).?

An additional layer of complexity, however, results from a reference in
(?Pseudo-)Hippolytus:*

This, they say, is the kingdom of heaven to be sought within man, about
which they pass on an explicit statement in the Gospel entitled ‘according
to Thomas’ (€v T xatd Ouudv émrypagopéve edayyerin), as follows: ‘He
who seeks me will find me in children from seven years old. For there, in
the fourteenth aeon I am hidden and yet appear’ (éué 6 {ytév ebprioet &v
moudiolg Ao ETAV EMTA. Exel Yap &V T TEToapeaHadexd Ty aidvl xpuBouevos
pavepodpat.)
(Ref. 5.7.20)

This comes in Hippolytus’ discussion of the Naassenes in the Refutatio which
dates to around 222—235 CE, and therefore reflects a source in use by Hippolytus
which would have been roughly contemporaneous with, or even earlier than,
the Oxyrhynchus fragments. Attridge rightly advocates caution about suppos-
ing a different recension of Thomas here in Hippolytus, however: ‘it may well be
that the citation in Hippolytus is but a garbled form of saying 4, distorted either
by Naassene exegesis or by Hippolytus or perhaps by both’> Lancellotti further
draws attention to the different meanings of the saying in Thomas and Hippoly-
tus, commenting that Hippolytus’s interest in the interiority of the kingdom is
not a concern here in the Greek and Coptic texts of GTh 4.6

3 Rightly, Ricchuiti, ‘Tracking Thomas’, 206.

4 On this passage, see further the discussion above in Introduction, § 3.1: Named Testimonia'’

5 H.W. Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments’, in B. Layton, ed. Nag Hammadi Codex II,2—7:
Volume One (Leiden: Brill, 1989), 113125 (103), contra Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘El anciano pre-
guntara al nifio’, 528 n. 26.

6 M.G. Lancellotti, The Naassenes: A Gnostic Identity among Judaism, Christianity, Classical and
Ancient Near Eastern Traditions (Forschungen zur Anthropologie und Religionsgeschichte,
35; Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2000), 347.
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Callahan makes the intriguing suggestion that ‘he will live’ in 4.1 be emended
to ‘he will be revealed’ (quaoywng for quawng), partly because it would solidify
the catchword connection of oywng across GTh 4-5-6, but also because of the
‘revealing’ in the Hippolytus parallel.” This should be rejected, however, since
the one revealed in Hippolytus is Jesus, whereas the one who ‘lives’ in Thomas
is the inquiring old man.

The restoration of the Greek in 4.3 is speculative. Some propose the impossi-
ble Greek xal [lg yewoouv]ow.8 Attridge’s xai [€elg &v xatavtioov]ow (cf. Eph. 4.13)
is possible.? The suggestion above is offered as an alternative possibility. Since it
is impossible to know, the interpretation of 4.3 below will rely upon the Coptic.

Interpretation

First, we should consider the imagery on the surface. The logic of it is: an old
man needs to ask a baby because the baby has only come from the place of life
very recently, whereas the old man is a long way away from it in time (and much
nearer to death). Although the image has a logic to it, it entails the reversal of
the social norm according to which children consult their elders (e.g. Deut. 6);
hence, the last shall be first, and the first shall be last (Mk 10.31/ Matt. 19.30; cf.
Matt. 20.16/ Lk. 13.30). This saying, however, is not ultimately about reversal, but
envisages a unification of the opposites (rather than their exchange of status).
Having acquired knowledge from the baby, the old man gains life and becomes
the baby’s equal.

The two characters therefore symbolise (i) the disciple who is acquainted
with the place of life, and (ii) those due to taste death. The point is therefore
probably that the truth may be sought by others from these ‘children’!® There
is almost certainly no hint here of an ascending believer confronted by an
archon, and asked to give a password in order to pass through to heaven.!!
What is evident is at least something of an openness to outsiders (see further
Introduction, §10.3 above).

7 A.D. Callahan, ‘No Rhyme or Reason: The Hidden Logia of the Gospel of Thomas, HTR go
(1997), 41-426 (413).

8 Hofius, ‘Das koptische Thomasevangelium’ (I), 32; DeConick, 58—59.

9 Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments), 115 (with apparatus).

10  Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘El anciano preguntara al nifio’, 522, 531; DeConick, 57.

11 Apossibility noted (but rejected) by Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘El anciano preguntara al nifio),
530-531, associating it with the view that the old man may be the Danielic Ancient of Days,
as probably in Apoc. Paul 22,23-30.
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Notes

4.1 A (Co: The) man old in (Co + his) days will not hesitate to ask. Notably, old
age here is valued negatively, in contrast to the biblical and cultural norm. This
is a reflex of the use of the baby as a positive symbol. The old man is a symbol
of the person estranged from life, because rather than having just been imbued
with new life like the baby, he is in decline and heading for death. Leipoldt
posits a play on words between xnay and xne-, but since both words are natural
translations of the Greek, this seems irrelevant.12

41 A (Co + little) child. This is the first use in Thomas of child imagery
to represent the true disciple: here (with the next phrase) the child is spec-
ified as a baby. Later, followers of the living Jesus are like children in a field
who strip off their clothes in GTh 21, and suckling infants are like those who
enter the kingdom in a saying which loosely parallels children with ‘making
the male and the female one and the same’ (GTh 22). Although the idea of
children as genderless is not explicit here, there is certainly elsewhere a strong
sense of the innocence of children, as especially in GTh 37, where the disci-
ples are like children who take off their clothes. There are various possible
connotations to the child imagery: newness of life (cf. Barn. 6.11); innocence
(Papias, LH fr. 15; Herm. [Mand. 2] 27.1), especially sexual innocence; or—
relatedly—Adamic androgyny.!® Thus far, however, we have not encountered
any theological depth to the imagery of the child, beyond the fact of the baby’s
proximity to the place, or source, of life. Later, other elements will be added,
such as the association (albeit loose) of children and asexuality in GTh 22.1—
5.

4.1 Seven days old. It is unlikely that the seven-day old child is living in the
perfect week’, before the fall.'* It is possible that the reference to a seven-day old
baby implies that he is not circumcised (with circumcision taking place on the
eighth day: Gen. 17.12; 21.4; Lev. 12.3; Lk. 1.59; 2.21; Phil. 3.5);1° this qualification
would then contribute to the anti-Jewish tenor of Thomas (cf. esp. the criticism
of physical circumcision in GTh 53). Another suggestion is that, on its seventh
day, the child is at rest, and therefore in possession of the rest in GTh 2.16 More

12 J. Leipoldt, Das Evangelium nach Thomas: Koptisch und deutsch (Berlin: Akademie, 1967),
56.

13 Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘El anciano preguntard al nifio’, 530.

14  Kee, ‘Becoming a Child), 311; Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘El anciano preguntara al nifio) 526.

15 M. Marcovich, ‘Textual Criticism on the Gospel of Thomas), JTS 20 (1969), 53—74 (62).

16 Implied in Y. Janssens, ‘I’ Evangile selon Thomas et son charactére gnostique, Muséon 75
(1961), 301325 (304).
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probably, the child is simply a very young baby in contrast to the old man, albeit
with a spiritually perfect age.l”

4.1 About the place of life. As noted, this perhaps offers the clue to the
interpretation of this saying, because the baby has recently come from this
place of life, and therefore—unlike the old man—has fresh experience of
it. The theological reference of the place of life is the pre-existent paradisal
kingdom, from which the elect have come, and to which they shall return (GTh
19; 49).18

4.1 And he will live. This must refer not to the baby, but to the old man, who,
having gained wisdom from the child, will now himself escape tasting death.
The assumption here is that the baby has replied, and instructed the old man.!®
In terms of the outlook of Thomas, this saying appears to reveal a quite positive
attitude towards outsiders (see Interpretation, and Introduction, §10.3 above).
The impression here is that converts are envisaged as coming into the Thomas
movement. There is not the degree of isolationism as is perhaps implied in a
few places (e.g. GTh 93).

4.2 Because many who are first will be last, and the last will be first (om.

Co). The scenario of an old man (the ‘first’) asking advice of a baby (‘the last’)
is already a reversal of the norm (e.g. Deut. 6.20: xai €éotat dtav épway) o€ 6
vidg gov alplov Aéywv ...) to draw attention to the exceptional nature of the
child or true disciple and his knowledge. This is reinforced by the inclusion
of the familiar Synoptic aphorism, with the form in Thomas almost identical
to some of the canonical instances (namely, Mk 10.31; Matt. 19.30; 20.16; Lk.
13.30).

4.3 And they will become one. The meaning of the phrase oya oywT (‘one’)
is debated, especially in Thomas in connection with the term monaxoc.2? The
point in 4.3 is not that the characters will become ‘single ones’ or ‘solitaries’!
(The sense of oya oywT is thus here slightly different from monaxoc: see

17 Great Pow. 36,11-12: ‘from the age of seven days up to one hundred and twenty years’.

18 Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 29.

19 Cf. Valentinus, fragment 7, already noted.

20 For discussion, see R. Charron, ‘A propos des oya oyoT et de la solitude divine dans
les textes de Nag Hammadi, in L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, eds. Coptica—Gnostica—
Manichaica: Mélanges offerts a Wolf-Peter Funk (BCNH 7; Louvain/ Paris: Peeters/ Laval:
Presses de I'Université Laval, 2006), 109-133: Charron sees slightly more synonymity
between oya oywT and monaxoc than the present commentary.

21 Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘El anciano preguntara al nifio) 534, refers to the reduction of
duality, especially sexual duality. Grosso, 120, also conflates the senses of oya oywT and

MON2XOC.
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Appended Note after GTh 16.) The phrase is also found in 22.4 in a context of
making two into one.?2 In addition to the parallels noted by Crum and Layton,?3
Jesus and the Father are oya oywT in the Gospel of the Saviour (98,60-62); in
Mark 10.9, no-one should separate the husband and wife whom God has made
noya noywT. (The meaning of ‘single ones’ would be especially inappropriate
here!) The reference is to the plurality of the collective being resolved into a
unity. Just as in GTh 22 the traditional dualities of male and female are made
Mmoya oyT, so here ‘old’ and ‘young’ are oya oywT.

22 In GTh 23, the sense is not quite so clear.

23 See Crum 494a and examples in Layton, Coptic Grammar, 123 (§158).
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5.1 Aéyet Mg y[vabi tov Eumpoa]fev Tijg Ses gov, xal [T6 xexaAvupuevov]
améd gov amoxoAvg(Bmaet[ai oot 5.2 00 Ydp éa]TvV XPUTTTEV & 0V Qatve[pdv
yewoetat] xol eboaupévov 6 o[ Ox éyepdnaéta.

5.1 Jesus said, TKnow the one who is befo]re your face, and [what is hidden]
from youwill be reveal[ed to you. 5.2 For there i|s nothing hidden which will
not [become] pla[in), 5.3 and buried which [will not be raised].’

5.1 IEXE 1C COYMN METMITMTO MITEKEO EBOX’ &Y MEOHIT EPOK’ YNAGMAIT €BOX
NaK' 5.2 MN AaaY FaP €YZHIT €NAOYMNY EBOX &N

5.1 Jesus said, ‘Know the one who is before your face, and what is hidden from
you will be revealed to you. 5.2 For there is nothing hidden which will not be
revealed.

Textual Comment

v

The Greek of 5.1 is often restored yv&8t 70 €unpoabev tig 8ewg gov (‘know what
is before your face’).2 A personal reference may be more likely in view of GTh
52.2 (cf. g1).

The Greek and Coptic texts agree up until the last clause, with the Greek’s
plus (5.3) of the raising of what is buried. This may have been omitted by the
Coptic for a theological reason, namely an opposition to a suspected bodily
resurrection. The restoration of this last clause is made more secure by its attes-

1 Bibliography for GTh 5: H.-C. Puech, ‘Un logion de Jésus sur bandelette funéraire’, Revue de
’Histoire des Religions 147 (1955), 126—129, repr. in H.-C. Puech, En Quéte de la Gnose, vol. II: Sur
I’évangile selon Thomas: Esquisse d’une interprétation systématique (Paris: Gallimard, 1978),
59—62; W. Schrage, ‘Evangelienzitate in den Oxyrhynchus-Logien und im koptischen Thomas-
evangelium, in W. Eltester, ed. Apophoreta: Festschrift Ernst Haenchen (Berlin: Toépelmann,
1964), 251-268; S.R. Johnson, ‘The Hidden/ Revealed Saying in the Greek and Coptic Versions
of Gos. Thom. 5 & 6, NovT 44 (2002), 176-185; A. Luijendijk, ‘“Jesus says: ‘There Is Nothing
Buried That Will Not Be Raised”” A Late-Antique Shroud with Gospel of Thomas Logion 5 in
Context), ZAC 15 (2011), 389—410; Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 131-149; A. Luijendijk, ‘An Orthodox
Corruption of the Gospel of Thomas’ (forthcoming).

2 See e.g. Attridge, ‘Appendix: The Greek Fragments’, 115.
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tation in the Oxyrhynchus shroud (fifth-sixth century): Aéyet 'Inoolg: odx éotv
Tebappévov 6 odx Eyepbnaétat which probably displays knowledge of Thomas.?
There may not be any significant theological difference between the Greek and
Coptic, however, as the reference to raising what is buried need not imply a
belief in bodily resurrection (despite its later usage, presumably to this effect,
in the shroud): more probably, it is another image alongside the revelation of
the hidden (5.1—2/ 6.5) and the uncovering of the covered (6.6). (See further
comments below.) Johnson's view that 5.3 is a secondary addition—included
to forge a link with GTh 6—is possible, but speculative.* He rightly draws atten-
tion to the curious fact that Greek GTh 5 is one ‘strophe’ longer than GTh 6
whereas in the Coptic, the situation is reversed.5 The plus in Greek GTh 5.3
(‘and buried which [will not be raised]’) corresponds closely to the plus in Cop-
tic GTh 6.6 (‘and nothing covered which will be left without being uncovered’).
More probable than 5.3 being a secondary addition is that Greek 5.3 was later
moved to GTh 6.6, rewritten to remove any suspicious sign of a possible refer-
ence to bodily resurrection.®

Interpretation

This saying promises further revelation to the person who knows Jesus. Knowl-
edge here is characterised not as self-knowledge but as knowledge of an exter-
nal Jesus, who is nevertheless near (‘in front of your face’). Valantasis sees a ref-
erence here to the accessibility of the sayings of Thomas to all which is possible,
but unlikely.” An impersonal sense of ‘what is before your face’ in 5.1 is possi-
ble, however: in this case the reference could be to the kingdom (cf. GTh 13),
or knowledge. The other main interpretative question is that of whether a lit-
eral reference to resurrection was intended in the Greek of 5.3. This is unlikely,
given that a reference to bodily resurrection would be strange paired with the
aphorism in 5.2, where the point is not the transformation from death to life
but from hiddenness to visibility. When the true disciple acquires the requisite
knowledge, the invisible kingdom becomes apparent in all its wonder.

3 See Puech’s discussion in ‘Un logion de Jésus) and En Quéte de la Gnose; the latter has a plate.
A parallel also appears in 1 Keph. 163:28—29.

Johnson, ‘The Hidden/ Revealed Saying’, 182-184.

Johnson, ‘The Hidden/Revealed Saying), 182.

See e.g. Puech, ‘Un logion de Jésus’, 128, on the difficulty.

N O ot B

Valantasis, 62. This interpretation is odd not least given Valantasis earlier comments about
the envisaged audience as ‘a select group of people’ (31, 52-53).
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Notes

5.1 Know the one who is before your face. Understanding Jesus and his revela-
tion is the precondition for the visionary experience promised in the rest of the
saying (see further GTh 27 on ‘seeing’). A reference to Jesus is more likely than
something impersonal (see above), and especially than ‘the nature of apparent
reality’8

5.1 And what is hidden from you will be revealed to you. This aphorism
probably has a particular meaning in Thomas. What is hidden at present is not
only the kingdom ‘outside of you’ (as in GTh 3), but also the element within,
the invisible image: this will come into view according to GTh 83-84. It may be
that the reference is more general.®

5.2 For there is nothing hidden which will not become plain (Co: be
revealed). Cf. GTh 6.5; Mk 4.22; Matt. 10.26; Lk. 8.17; 12.2, and looser parallels,
such as 2 Clem. 16.3. The connection with GTh 6 is not so much a catchword
link, but a larger thematic connection. The Greek text here is often—probably
correctly—taken to be dependent upon Luke.10

5.3 And buried which will not be raised (om. Co). There are two main

options for the meaning here: (1) a strong parallel to 5.2, in which case the focus
is again on revelation, or (2) a soteriological sense of a form of resurrection,
whether bodily or in some other sense. In the context of GTh 5 as a whole, the
most likely sense is the revelation of what is hidden: 5.2—3 are the justification
for the promise in 5.1b.

Valantasis, 62.

9 Hedrick, 27, who sees a promise of insight into the true nature of everything.

10  See e.g. CM. Tuckett, ‘Thomas and the Synoptics, NovT 30 (1988), 132-157 (145-146);
Gathercole, Composition, 186-187.



Logion 6

6.1 [é&]etdlovoty adtdv o[t mabnrai adTod xai Aé]youoy: TS o Ted[copey,
xal TS mpooevkdu]eba, xal mhs [Elenpoctvyy ﬁou/;copsv x]at Tl mopaty-
pNg[opev Tepl TRV PpwpdTw]v; 6.2 Aéyel g [N Peddeade 6.3 xal 8 Tt pio-]
elt(e), un motelt[ e 6.4 6t mavta Eumpocdev T]fis dAnb[e]lag dv[axaibmTeTal.
6.5 00 yap €aTt]v &[1]oxexp[vppuévoy O ob pavepdy EaTal. |

6.1 [His disciples] questioned him and [s)aid, ‘How [shallwe] fast? [And how
shall wle [pray]? And how [shall we give alms? Alnd what [diet shall we]
observe?’ 6.2 Jesus said, Do not lie 6.3 and what you hate,] do not do. 6.4
[Because all things are revealed in the presence of t|he truth. 6.5 [For there
is nothing| hid[den which will not be revealed.]’

6.1 2YXNOYY NGl NEYMAOHTHC MEXAY Nayg' X€ K'OYMD® €TPNPNHCTEYE YD
€) TE€ 6€ ENAMAHN ENaT ENEHMOCYNH YD ENAPTIAPATHPEL €0Y NGIOYDM' 6.2
MEXE IC X€ MITPXE GOA 6.3 YWD NMETETMMOCTE MMOY' MITpaay 6.4 X€ CEGONT
THPOY €BOX MIMEMTO €BOX NT(M)€ 6.5 MN AadY Tap €YRHIT EQNAOYWMNY EBOX
AN’ 6.6 YD MN XY €42OBC €YNAGD OYEWN GONMY

6.1 His disciples asked him and said to him, ‘Do youwant us to fast? And how
shallwe pray? Shallwe give alms? And what diet shallwe observe?’ 6.2 Jesus
said, ‘Do not lie, 6.3 and what you hate, do not do, 6.4 because all things are
manifest in the presence of the truth. 6.5 For there is nothing hidden which
will not be revealed, 6.6 and nothing covered which will be left without being
uncovered.’

1 Bibliography for GTh 6: S. Giversen, ‘Questions and Answers in the Gospel according to
Thomas: The composition of pl. 81,1418 and pl. 83,1427, Acta Orientalia 25 (1960), 332—338;
R. Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Las précticas de piedad en el Evangelio de Tomas (logion 6,14, 27y
104), Salmanticensis 31 (1984), 295-319; P. Sellew, ‘Pious Practice and Social Formation in the
Gospel of Thomas', Forum 10 (1994), 47-56; W.R.G. Loader, Jesus’ Attitude Towards the Law
(WUNT; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1997), 492—502; Johnson, ‘The Hidden/Revealed Saying), 176-185;
Eisele, Welcher Thomas, 131-149.
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Textual Comment

There are impressive similarities between the Greek and Coptic, including the
correspondences between the the Greek vocabulary in 6.1 and the Graeco-
Coptic loan-words (Ma®HTHC, PNHCTEYE, ENEHMOCYNH, priapaThpel). There are
also differences. Initially, the Coptic may slightly soften the Greek verb &&e-
tdlw. Thereafter the modifications are perhaps more significant: the Greek
questions about sow to fast, pray and give alms become in the first and last
Coptic questions about whether or not to do these things at all. The Greek’s
questions are probably the earlier versions, both because the text is earlier,
but also because the disciples’ questions tend not to be so radical in Thomas,
even if Jesus’ answers often are. There is an example in 6.1 of the Coptic lan-
guage’s preference for asyndeton (see Introduction, § 2.1, above): the xai before
the reference to almsgiving does not have a direct equivalent in the Coptic.
The same is again true if the restoration [xal A¢]youaw is correct. GTh 6.4 has
an interesting divergence (the Coptic reads FNEMTO €BOX W, ie. ‘in the pres-
ence of heaver’) which can be emended: the Greek’s ‘truth’ perhaps becomes
the Coptic’s ‘heaven’ by dAndeio » Tme » Tne.? Since the Greek does not have an
equivalent of 6.6, the Coptic is either an expansion, or the text has fallen out of
the Greek. As noted above on GTh 5, probably more likely is that Greek 5.3 has
been moved to GTh 6.6, and revised perhaps to remove possible reference to
resurrection. It may well be that there has been a displacement of text here or
later which has led to the questions in GTh 6.1 being separated from the more
direct answers in GTh 14.3

Interpretation

Here the disciples ask questions about the trio of fasting, prayer and alms-
giving, a traditional combination in both early Jewish and Christian piety
(cf. e.g. Tob. 12.8; Matt. 6.1-18; 2 Clem. 16.4), and about the topic of clean and
unclean foods.* Rather than explicitly condemning the trio (as happens in
GTh 14), here Jesus deflects the questions, probably thereby relativising these

2 DeConick, 65; Plisch, 50.

3 Giversen, ‘Questions and Answers.

4 2Clement interestingly grades these three traditional elements: ‘fasting is better than prayer,
almsgiving better than both’ (16.4), though this apparent downgrading of prayer is immedi-
ately qualified.
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practices.’ Traditional Jewish and Jewish-Christian piety which consists of fast-
ing, prayer, almsgiving and kosher eating should be rejected in favour of a sim-
ple, two-part moral code about words and deeds, involving an approximation
to the ninth commandment and the golden rule in its negative form. The moti-
vation to this ethical living is grounded in the omniscience of the divine or
in the future revelation of deeds (6.4—6). GTh 6 (in conjunction with 14) thus
belongs in a group of sayings critical of the institutions and customs of tradi-
tional Judaism, and of the strands of Christianity which inherited those insti-
tutions and customs from Judaism (cf. OT Scripture in GTh 52; circumcision
in 53, the temple in 71; perhaps ritual washing in 89). As a result, the Thomas
movement is quite different in character from some other contemporaneous
manifestations of Christianity. See further the discussion of GTh 14 below.

Loader raises the interesting question of how much Thomas reflects contact
between the Thomas movement and Judaism. He notes that ‘a comparatively
large number of the sayings reflect contact with Judaism and Jewish themes),
but that ‘the encounter with Judaism has taken place in association with Jewish
Christianity’® GTh 6 places the questions not on the lips of non-Christian
Jewish opponents, but in the mouths of the disciples, and so it is probably
correct to see this as an intra-Christian debate. Loader’s language of ‘contact’
and ‘encounter’ is also wisely left vague.

Notes

6.1 His disciples questioned (Co: asked) him and said (Co: + to him). Cf.
other sayings introduced by a question, request or statement from the disciples
collectively (GTh 6, 12, 18, 20, 24, 37, 43, 51, 52, 53, 91, 99, 100, 104, 113; cf. 21, 60,
72, 79, 114).

6.1 How shall we (Co: Do you want us to) fast? Here the disciples’ question
reflects diversity of opinion about fasting (cf. Did. 8.1; see further discussion
in GTh 27). In Hermas, the procedure for fasting is quite complex (Herm. 54
[Sim. 51].5-8; 56 [Sim. 5.3]). As noted above, the Coptic has probably made the
disciples’ question more radical.

6.1 And how shall we pray? The disciples’ question here might reflect the
question that triggers the Lord’s prayer in Luke 11.1 (‘Lord, teach us to pray ..."), as

5 Valantasis, 37: ‘the saying neither rejects nor advocates these practices, but rather it prob-
lematizes ..."; Hedrick, 28: Jesus ‘dismisses ritual acts as of no consequence’; cf. Plisch, 50.
6 Loader, Jesus’ Attitude Towards the Law, 502.
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well as questions about frequency and contents of prayer e.g. in Didache 8.2—3;
Hermas g [Vis. 3.1].6—7. The shocking response given to this question later in
GTh 14 is that prayer leads to condemnation.

6.1 And how (om. Co) shall we give alms? In some contexts almsgiving goes
hand in hand with fasting (see e.g. on GTh 69.2 below). For one example of
the mechanism of almsgiving, see 1Cor. 16.1—2; see further the notes on 27.1
below.

6.1 And what diet shall we observe? This lies outside the traditional trio ear-
lier in 6.1, and in GTh 14.1-3, but it is addressed in 14.4-5. For those who see
the Thomas movement as vegetarian (see notes below on GTh 7 and 14), or
as in contact or controversy with Judaism, this is a live question; the matter is
also treated in Barnabas 10, however, where there seems to be little controversy
among the addressees. It is possible that oywm in fisi(n)oywm makes a catch-
word link with GTh 7.

6.2 Do not lie. On this standard prohibition, cf. Exod. 20.16. The ethical
coverage in Jesus’ reply is wide, including words here in 6.2 and actions in what
follows in 6.3, although both are negative.

6.3 And what you hate, do not do. L.e. ‘What you hate other people doing to
you, do not do. This second element of Jesus’ response is the so-called ‘negative
form’ of the ‘golden rule’ (in its positive form, ‘whatever you wish others would
do to you, do to them as in e.g. Matt. 7.12). DeConick focuses on the Syrian
connections of this negative form (it is attested in the Acts of Thomas), but
Hannah notes that it spans a variety of early Jewish and Christian literature
in different languages.”

6.4 Because all things are revealed (Co: manifest) in the presence of the
truth (Co: heaven). We now move to the motivation for the actions in 6.2—3.

There is some ambiguity in the timing of the manifestation: the Greek is
lacunose, and the Coptic verb is stative, and thus tenseless.® The plain sight of
everything may be in the present, or it may be in a future event (as perhaps
suggested by the future tenses in 6.5-6). In the latter case, the future event
would presumably relate to the judgment scene’ in GTh 57.4, and end of the
cosmos in GTh 11 and 111. The reference is probably not to an ‘opening of the
books’ in which every deed is revealed, but here to an all-seeing divine realm.

7 DeConick, 63; D.D. Hannah, Epistula Apostolorum (OECGT; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
forthcoming), and D.A. deSilva, Introducing the Apocrypha (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2004), 83;
cf. also R.H. Connolly, ‘A Negative Golden Rule in the Syriac Acts of Thomas) JTS 36 (1935),
353-356. See e.g. Tob. 4.15; Ac. 15.20, 29 D; Did. 1.2; Aristides, Apol. 15 (Gk & Syr.); Theophilus,
Autolyc. 2.34.

8 On this, see Layton, Coptic Grammar, 435 (§ 525, and Table 29).
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6.5 For there is nothing hidden which will not be revealed. Cf. GTh 5.2 (see
comment above ad loc.); also Mk 4.22; Matt. 10.26; Lk. 8.17; 12.2. In GTh 6 here,
this aphorism is simply the negative flipside of the positive statement in 6.4.
Hedrick’s observation that this could refer to the enlightened disciple’s vision
into the human soul is perhaps unnecessarily speculative.®

6.6 (Co + And nothing covered which will be left without being uncov-
ered.) This is apparently synonymous with 6.5, still reinforcing negatively the
positive image in 6.4.

9 Hedrick, 29.
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7.1 ... [pa]xdpt[og] éotw [... ...] xat €ot[... ... ]v[...]
7.1... [Blless[ed] is ... ...] and ... is [...].

7.1 TIEX.E IC OYMAKAPIOC TIE TIMOYE! TIAEL €TE MPMME NAOYOMY aYMD NTE MMOYEL
MWIIE PPOME 7.2 2YD YBHT NG1 MPMME M€l €TE TIMOYEl NAOYOMY AYM
(nmpwue) NammIE (HMOYEN)

7.1 Jesus said, ‘Blessed is the lion which the man eats, and the lion becomes

man. 7.2 And cursed is the man whom the lion eats and the (man) becomes
(lion).”

Textual Comment

The first half of 7.1 is the only section of the Greek which can provide any
useful information, and it is not worthwhile to try to reconstruct what remains.?
What survives is compatible with the Coptic, and indeed there is again a
match between the one Greek loan word makapioc and the text of P. Oxy.
IV 654 at the same point ([pa]xdpt[og]). The first part of 7.2 survives in Greek
in Didymus the Blind: odai, yap, @ dvlpoimw ov ¢ayetar Aéwv.3 In practice,
however, we are completely dependent upon the Coptic version of Thomas
for the interpretation. Some scholars, even without knowledge of the Didymus
parallel, proposed an emendation in 7.2b from ayw nuoyer na@mrie PPOME to

1 Bibliography for GTh 7: HM. Jackson, The Lion Becomes Man: The Gnostic Leontomorphic
Creator and the Platonic Tradition (SBL Dissertation Series 81; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1985);
D. Lithrmann, ‘Die Geschichte von einer Siinderin und andere apokryphe Jesusiiberlieferun-
gen bei Didymos von Alexandrien’, NovT 32 (1990), 289—316 (312—316: ‘Anhang: Logion 7 des
Thomasevangeliums bei Didymos von Alexandrien’); S.J. Gathercole, ‘A Proposed Rereading
of P.Oxy. 654 line 41 (Gos. Thom. 7), HTR 99 (2006), 355-359; A. Crislip, ‘Lion and Human
in Gospel of Thomas Logion 7, JBL 126 (2007), 595-613; C. Losekam, ‘Der Lowe im Menschen
(Léwe-Mensch-Lowe)—EvThom 7, in R. Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu
(Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2007), 863-867.

2 Gathercole, ‘Proposed Rereading of P.Oxy. 654.

3 See Lithrmann, ‘Geschichte von einer Siinderin, 312—316. Edition in M. Gronewald, Didymus
der Blinde: Psalmenkommentar, vol. V (Papyrologische Texte und Abhandlungen 12; Bonn:
Habelt, 1970), 138-140.
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ayw npawme Nawrie iimoyer (from ‘and the lion becomes man’ to ‘and the man
becomes lion’),* which is made a near certainty by Didymus’s introduction
to 7.2a with the words: ‘But if ever a rational and rationally inclined man
(&vBpwmog) is nourished by some savage-hearted wild man or wicked force, he
becomes a lion (yivetat Aéwv)'.5

Interpretation

Bruce clarifies the literal meaning of GTh 7: ‘The point of this seems to be that
a lion, if eaten by a man, is ennobled by rising in the scale of being, whereas a
man, if eaten by a lion, is degraded to a lower status than was originally his ..."6
This, however, only scratches the surface of what is (perhaps along with GTh
42) the most enigmatic of all sayings in Thomas. There have been four main
approaches to it.”

(1) First, Jackson argues for multiple backgrounds in the Bible (especially the
Psalms), Platonism and Gnosticism,® with the result that the lion in GTh
7 symbolises ‘the body’s ravenous appetites which threaten to devour the
spiritual man and bury him in the material world), or again, ‘the roaring,
ravenous appetites of the flesh, especially those for its generation, that
constantly threaten to devour the spiritual man’? The beatitude in 7.1 refers
to the way in which ‘the ferocity of the leontomorphic demiurge can be
mollified’ when the passions are brought under control; the curse comes
upon man when it is the appetites which take control.!® Crislip makes
two criticisms of this view, namely that Jackson’s position depends on a
‘gnosticising interpretation’ of the saying, which is unnecessary, and also

4 See e.g. A. Guillaumont, H.-C. Puech, G. Quispel, W. Till & Y. ‘Abd al Masih, eds. The
Gospel according to Thomas: Coptic Text Established and Translated (Leiden: Brill, 1959),
4; Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 57; Nordsieck, 51; DeConick, 66. Plisch, 51, retains
the text as it stands.

5 See the full text and translation of the relevant passage below.

6 F.F. Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins outside the New Testament (London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1974), 115.

7 I follow here in part the helpful taxonomy of Crislip.

8 Jackson, Lion Becomes Man, esp. 43, 45 (Psalms), 181 (Psalms and Gnosticism), and 184 on
the NH text of Plato.

9 Jackson, Lion Becomes Man, 176,183.

10  Jackson, Lion Becomes Man, 211.
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that Jackson’s link with the account of the soul in the Nag Hammadi text of
the Republic is unconvincing.!!

(2) An element of Jackson’s view, namely the connection between the lion
and the demiurge, is brought to the fore in Baarda’s treatment: the latter
identifies the lion as the demiurge, and argues that for Thomas, the person
who knows himself is higher than that creator god in status.!2

(3) One of Valantasis’s suggested interpretations differs from that of Jackson
principally in taking the reference to ‘eating’ more literally.!® In short,
this saying is critical of the sustained practice of eating meat, because in
absorbing the flesh of animals, the human being becomes subsumed into
‘the lower rungs of the hierarchy of being’!* As a result, the saying supports
a programme of ascetical fasting. Crislip makes the valid criticism, however,
that it would be odd to speak of meat-eating in terms of eating lions, which
was hardly regular practice.l®

(4) Most recently, Crislip has proposed that the saying is about the resurrec-
tion, and sets the statement in the context of early Christian discussions
of the destiny of the righteous who have been eaten by animals. The lan-
guage of lion eating man would, Crislip argues, suggest to the reader or
hearer the question of what would happen to the man (understood as a
Christian).16 The answer, in keeping with patristic discussions of people
who have been eaten, is that the man will nevertheless participate in the
resurrection. Indeed, the lion which the man eats is blessed (7.1) because
in being absorbed into the human being, the lion also participates in the
resurrection! There are problems here as well, however. First, Crislip com-
ments that the lion eaten by man is blessed ‘especially given the rarity with
which such a dietary circumstance might happen’!? But this is a weakness
in the argument, rather than a strength. Macarisms do not usually deal with

11 Crislip, ‘Lion and Human, 600—603.

12 T.Baarda, ‘The Gospel of Thomas’, PIBA 26 (2003), 46—65 (49).

13 Valantasis, 65.

14  Valantasis, 65.

15 Crislip, ‘Lion and Human’, 604.

16 Crislip, ‘Lion and Human,, 607.

17 Crislip, ‘Lion and Human', 608. R.M. Grant, ‘Notes on the Gospel of Thomas’, VC 13 (1959),
170-180 (170), remarks that it is possible that GTh 7 ‘refers to the medicinal eating of lion
meat’, but G.C. Stead, ‘Some Reflections on the Gospel of Thomas), in F.L. Cross, ed. Studia
Evangelica 111 (TU 88; Berlin: Akademie, 1964), 390402 (394), did not think that there was
sufficient parallel evidence for this. According to Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 57,
Heracleon talks of lion as food, but Leipoldt gives no particulars.
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situations of such extreme rarity. It would seem odd to discuss in this way a
circumstance which no reader would have encountered. Secondly, there is
the serious problem that the man eaten by the lion is cursed in 7.2, rather
than included in the resurrection. Crislip’s solution is to appeal to the fact
that Jesus in Gal. 3.3 is cursed, and that he was also resurrected.!8 But this
seems far-fetched, requiring readers to fill in a lot of logical blanks to get
to this sense. The author could hardly expect a reader reasonably to see
‘cursed’ but think ‘destined to be resurrected’ Thirdly, Crislip claims that
his interpretation clarifies the use of the ‘lion’, because it links with patris-
tic use of Daniel 6, in which Daniel is thrown to the lions. But the problem
here should be obvious: the whole point of the story is that Daniel is not
eaten, whereas the man in GTh 7.2 is.

Overall, the most likely interpretation is a chastened version of the view of
Jackson.!® Crislip is correct that the saying is not necessarily Gnostic (in the
sense employed in this commentary: see Introduction, ‘Appended Note: Is
Thomas “Gnostic”?, above), but his criticism of Jackson’s appeal to the Platonic
background is not decisive: Jackson refers to a great number of other sources
in addition to Plato.2? The saying should still be understood as the warning of
the threat of passionate appetites: 7.1—it is good when a person controls these
appetites, but, 7.2—disastrous when one succumbs to them.?! One important
piece of evidence for this was unknown to Jackson and not referred to by Crislip.
(It was published by Lithrmann in1990.) This is the use of a version of the saying
by Didymus the Blind (discussed in the treatment of the text above), who also
takes the point of being consumed by the lion as being consumed by savagery
or wildness or irrationality:

... having been [fed] by the teacher, and having become his nourishment,
he will not be alion. Therefore blessed is he, and he is blessed not because
he is a lion but because he has become a man. But if ever a rational and
rationally inclined man is nourished by some savage-hearted wild man or

18 Crislip, ‘Lion and Human’, 609.

19  Asapproximately in Losekam, ‘Der Léwe im Menschen’, 866, for whom the lion represents
‘die negativen, gottfernen Dinge’, in conflict with the man, viz. ‘die Gottesnahe’, where the
sense is neither narrowly sexual, and certainly not sacramental.

20  See also e.g. the Teaching of Silvanus, where the bestial life is associated with the ‘fires
of fornication’ (105,2-10, 26—32). In Authoritative Teaching, the ‘man-eaters’ are demons
subjecting people to temptation (29,17-30,25).

21 Similarly, Gértner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 163; Ménard, 88.
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wicked force, he becomes a lion, and such a person is wretched, for: “Woe
to the man whom the lion eats.”22
(Commentary on Psalms 316,1-4)

Here we have another use of not just similar imagery, but the same saying,
in which the lion refers to ‘some savage-hearted wild man or wicked force’.
The majority view, according to which the lion in GTh 7 symbolises the bodily
passions,?3 is almost certainly correct, though it is possible that the meaning is
evil influences in a wider sense.?*

Notes

7.1 Blessed is the lion which the man eats, and the lion becomes man. This
is the first of eleven beatitudes in Thomas: GTh 7; 18; 19; 49; 54; 58; 68; 69.1;
69.2; 79.2; 103.25 GTh 79.1 is excluded from this list as it is not spoken by Jesus;
similarly, 79.3 is attributed by Jesus to others. This first half communicates the
point that the best situation for the lion,?6 i.e. the passions, is to be subdued
by the man. It is possible that oywm in both GTh 6—7 forges a catchword link;
pwme, however, is such a common word in Thomas that its appearance in both
GTh 7 and 8 is probably not significant.

7.2 And cursed is the man whom the lion eats and the man becomes lion.
In contrast to the number of macarisms, this is the only ‘cursed’ formula in
Thomas; the woes in GTh 102 and 112 have a very similar tone, however (cf.
the milder ‘wretched’ formula in GTh 87). This latter half makes the point that
doomed is the person who is consumed by his appetites (‘wWhom the lion eats’)
and is taken over by or identified with those passions (‘becomes lion’).

22 For the text, see Gronewald, Didymos der Blinde. Psalmenkommentar V, 138-140: [ Bpw6e]ig
U716 o0 Sidaaudhov xai Tpogy) alTod Yeyewpévos odx Eatat Aéwv. did TodTo padptéds oty
xal paxopilletan oty 8Tt Aéwv éativ, dAN &Tt dvBpwTtog yéyovev. el 8¢ mote dvBpwog Aoyindg
xal Aoyds xvod[ pevo g H7d wpoBdpou Tvog dypiov dvlpwmov #) movnpds Suvdpews Bpwdein,
yivetat AMéwv xal Tdhag o Tlv 6 To]todtog- “odat” yap “T@) dvBpimyw v dyeTat Adwy”.

23  DeConick, 67.

24  Thus Nordsieck, 52.

25 For a brief discussion of the beatitudes in Thomas, see D.W. Kim, ‘What Shall We Do? The
Community Rules of Thomas in the “Fifth Gospel”’, Biblica 88 (2007), 393—414 (406—410).

26  The argument in Hofius, ‘Das koptische Thomasevangelium’ (I), 35 n. 54, and 4142 n. 72,
that moyer means something like ‘corpse’, from the stem woy; is very unlikely given (a) the
Greek Didymus parallel adduced by Lithrmann, and (b) the lack of attestation of a form
of voy with the additional letters.
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8.1 ay nexay Xe€ €npmME TNTMN aYOYMPE PPMNPHT TMa€l NTAPNOYXE
NTEUABMD €03AACCA 2AYCMK MMOC €2Pal 2N 0aAACCA ECMER NTBT NKOYEl 8.2
NEPal NPHTOY 242€ aYNOG NTBT €ENANOYY' NG1OYWPE PPMNSHT 8.3 aqNOYXE
NNKOYE! THPOY NTBT €BOX €[ME|CHT' €0aAaCCA AYCIOTIT MINOG NTBT XWPIC
21ce 8.4 METEOYN MaaX€ MMOY ECADTHM MaPEY COTH

1 Bibliography for GTh 8: C.-H. Hunzinger, ‘Unbekannte Gleichnisse Jesu aus dem Thomas-
Evangelium, in W. Eltester, ed. Judentum, Urchristentum, Kirche: Festschrift fiir Joachim
Jeremias (BZNW 26; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1960), 209220 (217—220); W. Schrage, Das
Verhiltnis des Thomas-Evangeliums zur synoptischen Tradition und zu den koptischen Evan-
gelieniibersetzungen: Zugleich ein Beitrag zur gnostischen Synoptikerdeutung (BZNW; Berlin:
Topelmann, 1964), 37—42; ].B. Bauer, ‘The Synoptic Tradition in the Gospel of Thomas), in
F.L. Cross, ed. Studia Evangelica III (TU 88; Berlin: Akademie, 1964), 314—317; P. Nagel, ‘Die
Parabel vom klugen Fischer in Thomasevangelium von Nag Hammadyi, in R. Stiehl & H.E. Stier,
eds. Beitrdge zur Alten Geschichte und deren Nachleben. FS Franz Altheim (Berlin: De Gruyter,
1969), 518-524; A. Lindemann, ‘Zur Gleichnisinterpretation im Thomas-Evangelium), ZNW
71 (1980), 214—243 (216—219); W.G. Morrice, ‘The Parable of the Dragnet and the Gospel of
Thomas', ExpT 85 (1983-1984), 269—273; T. Baarda, ‘“Chose” or “Collected”: Concerning an
Aramaism in Logion 8 of the Gospel of Thomas and the Question of Independence’, HTR
84 (1991), 373—397; T. Baarda, ‘The Parable of the Fisherman in the Heliand: The Old Saxon
Version of Matthew 13:47-50, Amsterdamer Beitrdge zur dlteren Germanistik 36 (1992), 39—
58; T. Baarda, ‘Philoxenus and the Parable of the Fisherman: Concerning the Diatessaron
Text of Mt 13,47-50), in F. van Segbroeck, et al.,, eds. The Four Gospels 1992: Festschrift Frans
Neirynck (BETL 100; Leuven: Peeters, 1992), 1403-1423; T. Baarda, ‘Clement of Alexandria and
the Parable of the Fisherman: Matthew 13, 47-48 or Independent Tradition?, in C. Focant,
ed. The Synoptic Gospels: Source Criticism and the New Literary Criticism (BETL 110; Leuven:
Peeters, 1993), 582—598; R. Cameron, ‘Myth and History in the Gospel of Thomas’, Apocrypha
8 (1997), 193205 (199—202); Zickler, Jesu Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 138-144; Liebenberg,
Language of the Kingdom, 267—275; ]. Liebenberg, ‘To Know How to Find, To Find without
Knowing: Wisdom in the Gospel of Thomas, HTS 59 (2003), 102—109; S.J. Patterson, ‘The Para-
ble of the Catch of Fish: A Brief History (On Matthew 13:47—50 and Gospel of Thom 8)) in
L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, eds. Colloque internationale: “L’ Evangile selon Thomas et les
textes de Nag Hammadi” Québec, 29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 363-376; E.E. Pop-
kes, ‘Der wihlerische Fischer—EvThom 8, in R. Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gle-
ichnisse Jesu (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2007), 868-872; M. Grosso, ‘Trasmissione
e ricezione della parabola del pescatore (Vangelo secondo Tommaso 8,-3), in M. Pesce &
M. Rescio, eds. La trasmissione delle parole di Gesu nei primi tre secoli (Brescia: Morcelliana,

2011), 101-118.
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8.1 And he said, ‘The man is like a wise fisherman, who cast his net into the
sea. He pulled it up from the sea full of small fish. 8.2 Among them the wise
fisherman found a good, large fish. 8.3 He cast all the little fish out i[n]to the
sea, and he chose the large fish without being troubled. 8.4 He who has ears
to hear, let him hear.’

Textual Comment

Plisch may be correct that the introduction, ‘The man is like ..." is a textual
corruption of an earlier form, ‘The kingdom is like ...’2

Interpretation

This is the first of 14 parables in Thomas, 11 of which are paralleled in the Synop-
tic Gospels (GTh 8; 9; 20; 57; 63; 64; 65; 76; 96; 107; 109), and three of which are
unique (21; 97; 98).3 This parable is found, in a quite different form, in Matthew
(Matt. 13.47—48), and there are other parallels in early Christian literature,* and
in fable traditions.> There are two main options for the interpretation of the

2 Plisch, 53.

3 The literature on the parables in Thomas is enormous. See, for example, Lindemann, ‘Zur
Gleichnisinterpretation’; C.L. Blomberg, ‘Tradition and Redaction in the Parables of the
Gospel of Thomas), in D. Wenham, ed. Jesus Tradition outside the Gospels (Sheffield: JSOT,
1984), 177—205; C.H. Hedrick, Parables as Poetic Fictions: The Creative Voice of Jesus (Peabody,
MA: Hendrickson, 1994): see esp. the helpful synopsis of Thomas’s parables and those in the
NT Gospels on pp. 252—253; Liebenberg, Language of the Kingdom and Jesus; Zimmermann,
ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 851-931.

4 Some parallels have given rise to a view that early Christian authors were aware of a version of
the parable like that of Thomas; the parallels are not especially close, however. (i) In the case of
Clement (Strom.1.1.16.3; 6.11.95.3), there are numerous differences. Bauer, ‘Synoptic Tradition),
315-316, nevertheless, considers that Strom. 1.1.16.3 is quoting a proverb also drawn upon by
Thomas. (ii) The parallels between Philoxenus and Thomas are negligible. (iii) Similarly, the
Heliand is so late that it is not likely to contain significant parallels of relevance to the second
century. (iv) The Epitaph of Abercius has Christ as the huge fish: ixfbv dmé myfic movpeyédy
xabopdv (lines 13-14). (v) Authoritative Teaching (VI 29,3-30,25) is quite different. Here, the
righteous are the fish trapped in nets cast by the adversary. See on the Clement parallels,
Baarda, ‘Clement of Alexandria and the Parable of the Fisherman’, and Grosso, ‘Trasmissione
e ricezione’, 109—-115.

5 E.g. Babrius, Fable 4 (Perry 282), which is entirely different, because it states that being a
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parable. (1) It is possible that this is a parable about divine election: the selec-
tion of the one great fish and the discarding of the many others could be seen
as aligning with the statement about divine election in GTh 23 (‘I shall choose
you, one out of a thousand ...").6 This interpretation of the parable is unlikely,
however. The parable is quite different from its parallel in Matthew, where God
is the fisherman (Matt. 13.47—50), nor do the other extra-biblical parallels shed
much light on the meaning in Thomas.” (2) There are three reasons in particular
for seeing the parable, as most scholars do, rather as about the human choice
of the kingdom.

First, this interpretation is in line with the similar parables elsewhere in
Thomas, namely the parables of the pearl, and of the lost sheep:®

GThS GTh 76 GThioy
Principal actor: wise fisherman  shrewd merchant shepherd
Action: fishing/ finding  finding/ buying searching/ finding
Precious possession:  a fish pearl alone one sheep
Quality of the one: large [unfailing, enduring]® largest
Alternative: small fish rest of merchandise ninety-nine
Treatment of these:  thrown back sold left behind

These three are very similar in structure, then, and the parable of the pearl is
clearly explained as a parable of discipleship.

A second reason for taking the parable this way is the introduction: ‘The man
is like ... While this may be the result of a textual corruption of a more original

little fish is advisable, since one can literally ‘slip through the net’ and thus avoid danger,
unlike great people who are constantly in danger. See B.E. Perry, Fables: Babrius and Phaedrus
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1965), 8—9.

6 Montefiore & Turner, Thomas and the Evangelists, 55, averring that the large fish is the
‘true gnostic. Grant & Freedman, 127, offer both the ‘divine’ and ‘human’ interpretations
as possibilities; DeConick, 68 (following Quispel), remarks that the interpretation of the
fisherman as Jesus probably became more prominent in the later development of Thomas.

7 The most widely discussed parallel is that in Clement, Strom. 6.11.95.3, where there is a similar
focus on ‘the man’ The similarity is not especially strong, however, since the distinctive
feature of Thomas, namely the choice of a single fish, does not appear there.

8 Hunzinger, ‘Unbekannte Gleichnisse Jesu) 217-220, and Lindemann, ‘Gleichnisinterpreta-
tion, 216—219, interpret along the same lines as the parable of the precious pearl.

9 This description features in the explanation of the parable.



236 LOGION 8

‘The kingdom of heaven is like a man ..., as it stands, the parable refers to the
ideal human being. The subject is not any person in general, because the point
of comparison is the wise fisherman.!?

Thirdly, it may already be possible that there is some christological signif-
icance to the ‘large fish’ In the second-century Epitaph of Abercius, Christ is
likened to a ‘huge fish’ (lines 13—14).' On the other hand, this final reason may
not be so decisive, as there are various possibilities for the meaning of the large
fish (see notes on 8.3 below).

In sum, the most likely interpretation of the parable is that the focus is on
the human necessity of choosing the kingdom of God, and not only that, but
also ridding oneself of any competing allegiances, as in the parallels in GTh 76
and 107.12

Notes

8.1 The man is like a wise fisherman, who cast his net into the sea. Some schol-
ars have seen here a theology of the ideal “Man” (in a cosmic, Adamic sense),
since the parable is introduced with ‘man’ rather than the kingdom,'3 but this is
not supported by Thomas elsewhere. Cameron emphasises the wisdom of the
fisherman here,'* which will be fully apparent later in 8.3. The net here is a drag-
net, as in Matthew’s parable and the Aesopic fable (Babrius 4 = Perry 282).15 The
introduction with the word pwwe is probably not an intentional link with GTh
7, because the word is so common.

8.1—2 He pulled it up from the sea full of small fish. Among them the wise
fisherman found a good, large fish. The contrast of ‘small’ vs. ‘good, large’
prepares for the fact that the choice which the disciple makes is a good one.
It anticipates the fact that what marks out the lost sheep in GTh 107 is that

10  Plisch, 53.

11 Cf Tertullian, Bapt.1. Still valuable as a survey of the evidence is C.R. Morey, ‘The Origin of
the Fish Symbol, Princeton Theological Review 8 (1910), 93-106, 231-246, 401-432; 9 (1911),
268-289; 10 (1912), 178-198.

12 Similarly, Grosso, ‘Trasmissione e ricezione), 109.

13 Grant & Freedman, 126; Hedrick, 31.

14  Cameron, ‘Myth and History’, 199-202, though perhaps pushing it too far in the direction
of Greek ‘cunning’ (ufjtig); the focus of the parable seems to lie more in his discernment of
the one great fish.

15  Matthew and Aesop both have goryijvy. Crum, 2, notes that aBw means a dragnet (~ goryvvy)
as opposed to wueg, a casting net (~ dixtuov, dupiBAnatpov).



LOGION 8 237

it is the largest and most beloved sheep. uee in both GTh 8 and g may be an
intentional catchword connection.

8.3 He cast all the little fish out into the sea. At risk of over-extending the
allegory in this parable, the disciple here is depicted as giving up attachments
to worldly privileges and desires.

8.3 And he chose the large fish. The reference in the ‘fish’ could be to knowl-
edge,' or Jesus himself;!” other more speculative ideas have been proposed.’®
A more general reference to the kingdom and knowledge is perhaps more likely
than a specific reference to Jesus.

8.3 Without being troubled.’® Here, the fisherman, without pain, without a
pang of regret, threw all the small fry back into the sea and kept the one.2° The
phrase therefore emphasises the indifference which the disciple has towards
the allures of the world which compete with discipleship: true disciples will
not feel pain turning their backs on what others cherish. Morrice comments
that the message of the parable in Thomas is the joy of discovery which must
be accompanied by great sacrifice, but the point of the phrase xwpic 2ice is that
it does not feel to the disciple like a great sacrifice.?! One might draw a contrast
here with the rich man when he heard the demands of discipleship in Mark
10.22: ‘upset at this saying, he went away grieving’. The wise fisherman has the
opposite experience. Another possibility is that the sense is ‘without toil’ (cf.
Philo, Imm. 91-92), in which case the contrast is with those who think that
the discovery of the truth only comes with great labour (see Clement, Strom.
1.1.16.3). This would not fit well with Thomas’s employment oflabour elsewhere,
however, except perhaps as a parallel to the ‘easy yoke’ in GTh go.

16 Lindemann, ‘Gleichnisinterpretation’, 218; Popkes, ‘Der wihlerische Fischer’, 871-872.

17 Plisch, 54.

18  E.g. Liebenberg (‘Know How to Find, 109) who sees this parable, like GTh 109, as about
finding revelation in the mundane. He underestimates the allegorical dimension. Valan-
tasis, 67, has ‘themselves and the truth’ as the ultimate things to be found by the reader.
A bizarre interpretation is found in H. Koester, Ancient Christian Gospels: Their History
and Development (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1990), 104: ‘Thomas has pre-
served the intent of the wisdom parable better than Matthew: it is a wisdom parable, told
about the discovery of one’s own destiny .... Hedrick, 31, also highlights the theme of wis-
dom. Grosso, 127, is right to note that the parable is more than sapiential, however, and
DeConick, 68, notes the crucial point that wisdom is not the object of the search.

19 Ongucg, see P. Nagel, ‘Das Gleichnis vom zerbrochenen Krug. EvThom Logion 97, ZNW 92
(2001), 229—256 (244—256).

20 Bauer, ‘Synoptic Tradition in the Gospel of Thomas), 315, has ‘without regret’, though this
is a little weak as a translation.

21 Morrice, ‘Parable of the Dragnet), 272.
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8.4 He who has ears to hear, let him hear. This is the first instance of
this phrase, which is much more concentrated in Thomas than elsewhere:??
it appears (not always in exactly the same form) in GTh 8, 21, 24, 63, 65 and
96.23 In five out of the six cases, it is appended to parabolic material: GTh
24 is unusual in that the formula introduces an image. The phrase does not
necessarily mean that the accompanying material is more important than the
rest, or more mysterious than the rest; it does tend to follow sayings in Thomas
which are especially amenable to allegorical interpretation, however (GTh 8;
21; 65; 96).

22 Inaddition to the parallels in the Synoptics (Mk 4.9, 23; Matt. 11.15; 13.9; Lk. 8.8;14.35) and
Revelation (2.7, 11, 17, 29; 3.6, 13, 22; 13.9), see also Gos. Mary 8,10-11. For further parallels,
see Ménard, go—91.

23 See discussion in ].N. Birdsall, ‘Luke XII. 16ff. and the Gospel of Thomas, JTS 13 (1962),
332-336.
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9.1 MEXE IC X€ EICZHHTE' AY€El EBOX NG1 MET CITE AYMER TOOT AYNOYXE 9.2
220€INE MEN 2€ €XN TERIH' 2YEl NG1 NPAAATE AYKATYOY 9.3 @NKOOYE 2Y2€ €XN
TTETPa AYM MIOYXE NOYNE EMECHT €ITKAQ 2YMD MITOYTEYE PMC €2Pal €TTIE 9.4
AY® PRKOOYE 2Y2€ €XN RWO(N)TE aYMET MIEGPOS 2YM AMIYNT OYOMOY 9.5
AYM A2NKOOYE 2€ €EXN MMKA2 ETNANOYY aYMD a4t KAPTOC €2Pal €TTIE ENANOYY'
aq(Y)1 NCE €COTE aYMD WEXOYWDT €COTE

9.1 jJesus said, ‘Behold, the sower went forth and filled his hand and sowed.
9.2 Some fell onto the path, and the birds came and gleaned them. 9.3 Others
fell onto rock and did not take root in the ground and produce ears upwards.
9.4 And others fell onto thorns. They choked the seed, and worms ate them.
9.5 But others fell onto the good soil, and it yielded good fruit upwards. It
brought sixty per measure and one hundred and twenty per measure.’

Interpretation

This is the second of Thomas’s parables (on these, see ad GTh 8). Versions of
the sower parable are also found in Mk 4.3-8/ Matt. 13.3-8/ Lk. 8.5-8, and it is
mentioned under the title ‘The Seed’ in Ap. Jas. 8,3, and Hippolytus reports a
Naassene interpretation of it (Ref. 5.8.28—29).2 The other seed parables in GTh
20 and 57 may also be relevant here. Plisch comments that the main point in the
story on the surface lies in the ‘opposites of (endangered) seed and (abundant)
produce’; this translates into a meaning where a ‘humble and much endangered
beginning contrasts with a surprising result that exceeds all expectations.® The
element of danger, and the different destinies of the seeds, mark this parable
as different from the parable of the Mustard Seed in GTh 20. The ‘good soil’ is
also an important ingredient.* The point is presumably that despite the fact
that in many spheres revelation (the seed) does not result in the kingdom

1 Bibliography for GTh g: Schrage, Verhdltnis, 42—48; ].F. Horman, ‘The Source of the Version
of the Parable of the Sower in the Gospel of Thomas), NovT 21 (1979), 326—343; Liebenberg,
Language of the Kingdom, 406—414; Gathercole, Composition, 49-51.

2 Cf. also 1Clem. 24.5; Justin, Dial. 125, and possibly IGT 1.1; P. Egerton 2 fr. 2v.

3 Plisch, 56.

4 Rightly, K. Dronsch, ‘Vom Fruchtbringen (Sémann mit Deutung)—Mk 4,3—9.(10-12.)13—20’, in
Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleichnisse Jesu, 297313 (310).
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(the fruit) becoming manifest; it will nevertheless be explosively productive
in the future, and indeed already may be so among true disciples. There has
also been discussion of the identity of the sower, but the sower figure is not
particularly important in the parable: he initiates the story, but thereafter plays
no role.

Notes

9.1 Behold, the sower went forth and filled his hand and sowed. The reference
to the filling of the hand here is obscure. In the OT, it is a Hebrew idiom, which
goes into Greek, meaning ordination to the priesthood (e.g. Exod. 32.29; Lev.
8.33; Jdg. 17.5). Blomberg takes it instead to be a reference to the pleroma.® It
may, however, simply be an insignificant detail. Possibly ueg in both GTh 8 and
g intentionally forges a catchword connection between the sayings (as might
elcennTe). Noyxe (‘cast, ‘threw’; here ‘sowed’) links GTh 8, g9 and 10.

9.2 Some fell onto the path, and the birds came and gleaned them. The
variations from the Synoptics in the preposition (exR, ‘onto’) and the final
verb (aykatqoy, ‘gleaned them’) do not need to be explained by recourse to
an Aramaic or Syriac original.”

9.3 Others fell onto rock and did not take root in the ground and produce
ears upwards. On the ‘upwards’ see below on g.5.

9.4 And others fell onto thorns. They choked the seed, and worms ate
them. The worms are a distinctive feature of Thomas’s version of the parable,
but it is hard to see any special significance in them. It is probably just an added
colourful image. There is a slight discrepancy in the Coptic between the ‘seed’
in the singular, and the plural object of the eating.

9.5 But others fell onto the good soil, and it yielded good fruit upwards.
Some have seen a Gnostic ascent implied in the production of ‘good fruit
upwards’8 The expression probably goes back to idiomatic Greek, however: cf.
the ‘root’ dvw @dovoa in Deut 29.17 LXX and Heb. 12.15.

5 The sower is most probably Jesus here, the seed may be his revelation; less likely is the view of
Valantasis, 68-69, who, despite his focus on the ambiguity of the parable, ultimately points to
the disciples as the sowers. If the sower had been more single-minded, Valantasis comments,
he could have just sowed on good soil; so also the disciple should be single-minded.

6 Blomberg, ‘Tradition and Redaction in the Parables’, 185.

7 Gathercole, Composition, 49-51.

8 Bruce, Jesus and Christian Origins, 116, noting the Naassene view; Grant & Freedman, 128;
Blomberg, ‘Tradition and Redaction in the Parables’, 185.
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9.5 It brought sixty per measure and one hundred and twenty per measure.
Blomberg’s statement that the number 120 is a perfect number in some forms
of Gnosticism may not be correct.%Although it is the number of years Noah
preached before the flood (Concept 43,21—22), and the number of years in
a grand old age (Concept 36,12), this may not be relevant to the number of
measures of a crop. The 60 and 120 in Thomas may simply be natural variation,
especially given the references to 30 and 60 in Mark, and 60 in Matthew (Mk 4.8;
Matt.13.8; cf. just 100 in Lk. 8.8); against this background, Thomas'’s climactic 120
is quite logical .10

9 Blomberg, ‘Tradition and Redaction in the Parables’, 186.
10 Grant & Freedman, 128.
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MEXE 1C X€ 2EINOYXE NOYKMET €XN MKOCMOC aYWM EICPHHTE Tape? €poy’
WANTEYXEPO

Jesus said, Thave cast fire upon the world, and behold I am guarding it until
it burns.

Interpretation

This saying has a close parallel in Luke 12.49. The two main questions here are
the meaning of the symbol of fire, and what are guarded and burning in the
second half of the saying.

On the former, (1) Plisch takes fire as purification, whereby ‘the decision
to follow Jesus can have serious, painful consequences for an individual’?
DeConick takes the fire in a similar purificatory way, whose aim is ‘to destroy
the lusts of the soul'3 (2) Davies argues that it is Jesus’ words.* (3) Pokorny
sees it as Jesus’ potent proclamation of the kingdom and its inner power’5 (4)
Valantasis, on the other hand, takes the fire as judgment, and more specifically
the Thomas community as an instantiation of Jesus’ judgment upon the world,
but which being very small is in need of ‘guarding’ by the originator of the fire.6

Fire is an ambiguous symbol, so any interpretation must be a hesitant one.
The view (1) of Plisch and DeConick does not quite do justice to the fact that
the target of the fire is cosmological rather than anthropological. Views (2) and
(3) are possibilities. Valantasis’s position (4) is probably correct to see judgment
in view, but it is more likely to be a destructive phenomenon, rather than the
community. A destructive sense perhaps gains support from GTh 11, where
some components of the world are said to pass away.

The second half of the saying is ambiguous: because both kweT (‘fire’) and
xocHoc (‘world’) are masculine, either could be the antecedent of the two ‘its’.

1 Bibliography for GTh 10: SJ. Patterson, ‘Fire and Dissension: Ipsissima Vox Jesu in Q 12:49,
51-527, Forum 5 (1989), 121-139.

Plisch, 58.

DeConick, 76.

Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 10

Pokorny, 50.

[o209) B SN CUI N

Valantasis, 69—70.
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Plisch helpfully sets out the four ways of construing the statement, depending
on how the ‘its’ are understood:

(i) Tam guarding the fire until the fire burns.

(ii) Tam guarding the fire until the world burns.
(iif) Iam guarding the world until the fire burns.
(iv) Iam guarding the world until the world burns.”

Commentators rightly tend to reject (ii) and (iii) as envisaging a jarring change
of subject. Valantasis, Plisch and Grosso advocate option (i) of the list above,
while Grant & Freedman go for (iv).8 It is unclear, however, whether (i) really
makes sense, because if Jesus has cast fire on the earth already (unlike in
Luke 12.49), then it is not quite coherent to talk of a time ‘until it (the fire)
burns’ Some translators have given the translation ‘until it blazes, implying
‘until the fire burns with its full force’ in contrast to the flicker which Jesus
has already brought; the Coptic verb xepo, however, does not necessarily mean
anything more than kindle or burn.® In contrast, it makes very good sense
that, having cast fire upon the earth, Jesus guards the world until the world
burns up. Perhaps like the parable of the Weeds in GTh 57, this saying answers
the question of why this wicked world is continuing to exist. Its continued
existence is only temporary: the corpse of the world (GTh 56) will certainly in
the end be cremated.

Notes

I have cast fire upon the world. T have cast’ (aemoyxe) forges a link with
the references to casting/throwing (noyxe) in the previous two sayings (8.1, 3;
9.1). Thomas differs from Luke here in the absence of reference to ‘coming)°
and in the reference to ‘world’ instead of Luke’s ‘earth’ The reference to the
‘world’ should perhaps not be seen merely as the sphere of human existence
(pace Plisch and DeConick above), but rather as the corpse-like system and
entity which it is elsewhere in Thomas (cf. GTh 21, 27, 56, 80, 110). As has
been noted in connection with Luke 12.49, this saying presupposes an exalted

Plisch, 57; also Grosso, 129.
Grosso, 129; Grant & Freedman, 128.

© o 3

Crum 781b—782a.
10  Some have proposed an emendation to include ‘coming’, however: aei(e1) enoyxe instead
of the text’s aemoyxe (Plisch, 58 n. 2).
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picture of Jesus as one who stands over against the world in judgment, with
the authority of a divine judge (in contrast to Elijah, who asks God to send
fire).!

And behold I am guarding it until it burns. This half of the saying differs
more markedly from ‘and how I wish it were already kindled’ in Luke 12.49. In
Thomas the image is thus of Jesus keeping or preserving the world from being
burned up until the right time. ‘Behold’ (eicennte) may link GTh 10 verbally to
GTho.

11 Gathercole, Preexistent Son, 161-163.
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11.1 TIEXE 1C X.€ TEEINE NAPIIAPATE AYM TETNTIIE MMOC NAPIIAPATE 11.2 AYD
NETMOOYT CEONP aN aY(M NETONP CENAMOY aN 11.3 NPOOY NETETNOYMM
MIMETMOOYT NETETNEIPE MMOY MIIETONR 20TAN ETETNMANDMIIE M MOYOEIN
OY METETNaAY 11.4 &M $OOY E€TETNO NOY2 ATETNEIPE MICNAY SOTAN A€
E€TETN Y2WMMIE NCNaY OY ME ETETNNaAY

111 Jesus said, ‘This heaven will pass away, and the one above it will pass
away. 1.2 But the dead will not live, and the living will not die. 1.3 In the
days when you ate what is dead you made it live. When you come into the
light, what willyou do?!11.4 On the day when you were one, you became two.
But when you become two, what will you do?’

Textual Comment

As it stands, the Coptic of 11.3 is rather obscure, and probably corrupt. There is,
however, an illuminating parallel to it in Hippolytus (Ref. 5.8.32):

If you ate what is dead and made it live, what then would you produce/
accomplish if you ate what is living? (ei vexpa épdryete xai {Bvra énomjoare,
Tl &v Lvrta pdryvTe, TOWOETE;)

1 Bibliography for GTh 1: Klijn, ‘The “Single One” in the Gospel of Thomas’; R. Trevijano
Etcheverria, ‘La escatologia del Evangelio de Tomas', Salmanticensis 28 (1981), 415-441; A.
Hogeterp, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Historical Jesus: The Case of Eschatology’, in
A. Hilhorst & G. van Kooten, eds. The Wisdom of Egypt: Jewish, Early Christian and Gnos-
tic Essays in Honour of Gerard P. Luttikhuizen (AJEC 59; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2005), 381-396;
E.E. Popkes, ‘Von der Eschatologie zur Protologie: Transformationen apokalyptischer Motive
im Thomasevangelium, in M. Becker & M. Ohler, eds. Apokalyptik als Herausforderung neutes-
tamentlicher Theologie (WUNT II/214; Tiibingen: Mohr, 2006), 211-233; E.E. Popkes, ‘Von der
Uberwindung der Entzweiung—EvThom 11} in R. Zimmermann, ed. Kompendium der Gleich-
nisse Jesu (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2007), 873-877; Gathercole, ‘The Heavens and
the Earth Will Be Rolled up), 280—302.
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There are significant differences in the content of Hippolytus’ Naassene
version.2 Hippolytus’ syntax may illuminate our Thomas parallel, however,
making clear the relationship between the two halves of 11.3.

GTh.3:
Protasis:  (If) when you ate what is dead you made it live,
Apodosis:  when you come into the light, what will you achieve?!

This is of course a conjectural reconstruction, but it does make sense of this
part of the saying. The protasis would then refer to quotidian human activ-
ity in this world, the apodosis to the more exalted state (see further on 11.3
below).

Interpretation

Nordsieck notes perhaps appropriately that GTh 10-11 are linked by the theme
of ‘Weltuntergang’® GTh 1 is itself ‘a small collection of sayings, with 1112 and
3—4 each forming a pair.# There is alooser connection between 11.1-2 and 11.3—4,
though there is the common theme of death, life, and the end. In terms of GTh
nasawhole, (1) Valantasis has argued that the elements are basically unrelated,
and so the components ‘challenge rational reflection’ in their juxtapositions.
(2) Pokorny states that GTh 11 is ‘a reinterpretation of Jesus’ teaching in a
way that stresses the ascetic repression of sexuality’ It is far from clear that
sexuality is a theme here, however, and—against Valantasis—GTh 11 does
divide into two parts, each of which makes sense. (For the interpretations of
the components, see notes below.) Whether there is an overarching theme is
less obvious: there may be a common theme of eschatology in 11.1-3, with a
warning attached to 11.4’s harking back to the fall, but this remains in the realms
of possibility; nevertheless, the eschatological content of this logion should not
be underestimated.®

The ‘living’ are understood by the Naassenes to refer to rational faculties.
Nordsieck, 61.

Pokorny, 51.

Valantasis, 70.

[o209) B SN CUI N

Popkes, ‘Von der Eschatologie zur Protologie), 215, 224, underestimates its significance; escha-
tology is not to be disregarded simply because there is no final judgment.
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Notes

11.1 This heaven will pass away, and the one above it will pass away. The idea
of heavens passing away is a familiar one in early Christianity.” The language
of passing away, perhaps like that of ‘rolling up’ in GTh 111, might suggest a
more placid disintegration and demise than is implied by the language of
destruction and ekpurosis in other texts.® The unusual phrase ‘this heaven),
refers almost certainly to the visible heaven nearest to earth, in contrast to
the higher ‘one above it. Multi-layered heavens are also a commonplace in
early Judaism and Christianity.® It is possible that the lower two stages of
heaven are regarded as temporary in contrast to the third layer of heaven which
corresponds in some texts to paradise (e.g. 2 Cor. 12.2—4). The specification of
two heavens dissolving may relate to the point made in 2 Clement, according
to which ‘some [i.e. not all] of the heavens will dissolve’ (toaxygovtal Tiveg
@V odpavav, 2 Clem. 16.3). Valantasis, by contrast, insists that the heavenly
realms in their totality pass away in GTh 11.19 Both this pan-heavenly view, and
the assumption that paradise is the third heaven in Thomas, are conjectures,
however.

11.2 But the dead will not live, and the living will not die. Literally, ‘But the
dead do not live ..., but a future sense is very likely. This statement probably
stands in contrast to 111, because the point is that the disappearance of the
heavens does not make any difference either to the elect (‘the living’) or to
others (‘the dead’)."! Both remain in their existing states. It is a feature of
Thomas that eschatology is not absent, but it is insignificant.1? The world in
its present form is temporary, but the end of the world does not bring about
a change of state (e.g. a resurrection) for the ‘living’—such a change would be
superfluous. Similarly, the ‘dead’ are already in a state of perdition.

11.3 In the days when you ate what is dead you made it live. When you come
into the light, what will you do?! There have been various explanations of the
contrast here. Plisch considers the background here possibly to be sacramental,

7 Cf. Matt. 5.8; Lk. 16.17; Mark 13.31/ Matt. 24.35/ Luke 21.33; 2 Pet. 3.10; Rev. 21.1.
Gathercole, ‘The Heavens and the Earth Will Be Rolled up’, 296—297.

9 See the discussions of various works in P.R. Gooder, Only the Third Heaven? 2 Corinthians
12.1-10 and Heavenly Ascent (London/ New York: Continuum/ T&T Clark, 2006).

10  Valantasis, 71.

11 The living’ and the ‘dead’ here are spiritually so; the reference is not to physical life and
death. So rightly Grosso, 132.

12 Gathercole, ‘The Heavens and the Earth Will Be Rolled up’, 294—298; cf. Popkes, ‘Von der
Eschatologie zur Protologie’, 223.



248 LOGION 11

either in a Christian eucharistic, or a pagan sense, which is then opposed
to being in the light.!® DeConick, on the other hand, sees two definitions of
the means to true life, eating as opposed to baptism into the light.!* Davies
considers it a criticism of meat eating.!®

The contrast in 11.3, however, is perhaps more straightforward (especially
when informed by the Hippolytus parallel).'6 Thomas in the first half grants
the extraordinary power of a natural human process: when a human being con-
sumes dead meat or plant matter, these are absorbed and become living tissue.
How much greater, then, are human possibilities when a person reaches salva-
tion and comes into the light? The question ‘what will you do?’ is thus about
achievement (what will you be able to accomplish!), rather than expressing a
moral dilemma. If there is a contrast in the saying between life ‘pre- and post-
conversion, then the implication may be that the disciples only ate meat in
their past life and are vegetarian in the present, but this is unclear: plant mat-
ter is also dead when it is consumed.

11.4 On the day when you were one, you became two. But when you become
two, what will you do? This saying forms a contrast to 11.3. The former referred
to those achieving great things going on to do even greater things. This saying
appears to lament what has happened to the fallen, and to wonder what further
catastrophes might happen to them. In the first sentence, the language is a little
awkward, but the reference seems to be to a kind of fall in which the primordial
unity was fractured into a duality. The ‘becoming two’ is based on Gen. 2.21-22,
with a play on Gen. 2.24: instead of the two becoming one, the one has become
two.!” This is the fractured situation in which the fallen currently exist (see
further the Introduction, §10.1, above). But—Jesus imagines—if this lapse was
possible in an ideal state, surely now that the situation is worse, ‘you’ could
plummet again into a yet more disastrous condition. For the same question in
a similar context, cf. Teach. Silv. 105,33—34. DeConick is correct that implied in
the question is a ‘dire situation’!8

13 Plisch, 59.

14  DeConick, 79.

15 Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 12.

16 There is no substantive connection with GTh 7 and 60, although they also treat consump-
tion: these sayings concern the danger of being consumed, which is not in view in GTh
1.3.

17  The ‘becoming two’ probably refers to the disintegration and division of humanity and
individual persons, rather than (so Plisch, 59) to marriage qua obstacle to salvation.

18  DeConick, 79.
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12.1 MEXE MMAOHTHC NIC X€ TNCOOYN X€ KNaBMK NTOOTN NIM' M€ €TNaP
NOG €2Pail €X(DN 12.2 MEXE IC NAY X€ MMa NTATETNEl MMAY €TETNABDK M)
TAKMBOC MAIKAIOC MAE1 NT TTIE MN K22 ()WTIE €ETBHT]

12.1 The disciples said to Jesus, ‘We know that you will depart from us. Who
will be leader over us?’ 12.2 Jesus said to them, ‘Wherever you have come
from, you shall go to James the Just, for the sake of whom heaven and earth
came into being.

Interpretation

The disciples’ question may have some relation to Mark 9.31—34, which like
GTh 12 consists of a passion prediction (although a different kind of ‘departure’
is possible in Thomas), followed by the disciples asking which of them is
the leader. In Thomas, after the death of Jesus, the disciples are envisaged as
dispersed, but they are to congregate around ‘James.? There have been two
principal debates about this saying: first, whether James is meant here as the
historical figure or as a primarily symbolic figure in some other respect, and
second whether the commendation of James is serious or ironic.? On the first
question, the main lines of the problem are as follows.

1 Bibliography for GTh 12: A.F. Walls, ‘References to the Apostles in the Gospel of Thomas),
NTS 7 (1960-1961), 266—270; Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomas el Mellizo),
133-162; . Painter, Just James: The Brother of Jesus in History and Tradition (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1999), 160-163; R. Uro, ‘“Who Will Be Our Leader?” Authority and Autonomy in the
Gospel of Thomas), in I. Dunderberg, C.M. Tuckett & K. Syreeni, eds. Fair Play: Diversity and
Conflicts in Early Christianity. Essays in Honour of Heikki Réisdnen (NovTSupps 103; Leiden/
Boston/ Cologne: Brill, 2002), 457—48s5; PJ. Hartin, James of Jerusalem: Heir to Jesus of Nazareth
(Collegeville, Minnesota: Liturgical Press, 2004), 115-140; Popkes, Menschenbild, 84—9o.

2 Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomas el Mellizo’, 9g.

3 Related to the two options provided here is the question of whether this saying is “Jewish-
Christian” or “Gnostic” (see the views canvassed in Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Santiago el Justo
y Tomas el Mellizo’, 106-107). Frend sees the reference to James as clearly Jewish-Christian
(‘Gospel of Thomas), 16). W.R.G. Loader, Jesus’ Attitude Towards the Law (WUNT; Tiibingen:
Mohr, 1997), 501-502, on the other hand, sees opposition to Jewish Christianity. Trevijano
Etcheverria and Popkes point to the wider usage of James in places such as the Nag Hammadi
corpus, and therefore conclude that James is not necessarily a Jewish-Christian reference
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(1) ‘Going to James’ could refer to the historical James. Bauckham and DeCon-
ick argue that the saying goes back to James’s lifetime, DeConick specifying
that ‘a significant threat to James’ authority must have occurred within the
community’.* There are some difficulties with this view. The Sitz im Leben
of the saying is the ministry of Jesus, so at the literary level, the saying cer-
tainly does assume that James is alive—just as Thomas assumes that Mary,
Peter, Matthew, Salome et al. are also alive. It is a leap to assume, how-
ever, via a form of mirror-reading, that James is still alive at the time of
writing, especially that the saying reflects conflict over James’ authority.?
(One might compare Apoc. Paul 19,1518, where the child, the Holy Spirit,

here: see R. Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La incomprension de los discipulos en el Evangelio de
Tomas), in E.A. Livingstone, ed. Studia Patristica XVIL1 (Elmsford, NY: Pergamon Press, 1982),
243-250 (247); E.E. Popkes, ‘About the Differing Approach to a Theological Heritage: Com-
ments on the Relationship Between the Gospel of John, the Gospel of Thomas, and Qumran’,
in J.H. Charlesworth, ed. The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. 3: The Scrolls and Christian
Origins (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2006), 281-318 (310). For Grant, the anti-Jewish
character of Thomas ‘means that the James to whom the disciples will go is presumably the
hero of the Anabathmoi Iakobou, opposed to the temple, to the sacrifices, and to the fire on
the altar’: Grant, ‘Notes on the Gospel of Thomas), 172; similarly Ménard, 8. It may be that the
saying originated in a Jewish-Christian milieu, however: Richard Bauckham has suggested to
me the possibility that the explanation for the depiction of James in GTh 12 lies in Prov 10:25b,
which can be translated, ‘the righteous man is the foundation of the world’ (email correspon-
dence, 26.vii.2013).

4 RJ.Bauckham, James and the Jerusalem Church’, inidem, ed. The Book of Acts in its Palestinian
Setting (Carlisle: Paternoster/Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 415480 (451); A.D. DeConick,
Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas: A History of the Gospel and its Growth (LNTS 286;
London/New York: T&T Clark International, 2005), 94—-95: ‘Based on the content of the logion,
this addition to the original collection must have occurred before 62 CE when James died but
not necessarily during the initial formation of the Thomasine community. In fact, I am con-
vinced that this saying actually accrued in the collection as the result of the community’s
first crisis—a significant threat to James’ authority must have occurred within the commu-
nity. What that threat was, is difficult to tell from the accretion. What we can say confidently,
however, is that at an early point in their history, the Thomasine Christians questioned the
legitimacy and authority of the Jerusalem Church. They opted, at this juncture at least, to
maintain their connection with Jerusalem and the leadership of James. Because this say-
ing assumes that James is still alive and the leader of the Jerusalem Church, the Thomasine
Church must have been established in Syria sometime before James’ death in 62 CE.

5 More restrained than DeConick is Bauckham, James and the Jerusalem Church’, 451: ‘The
saying very probably dates from James’ lifetime ... The saying probably reflects the outook of
the early Jewish Christian mission to east Syria, some of whose traditions were later taken
over by the Gospel of Thomas which originates in that area’
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tells Paul to ‘go to’ the other apostles.) Mirror-reading is difficult enough
when one is dealing with an epistle,® but when one is reading a collection
of sayings with a fictional Sitz im Leben the difficulties are magnified even
further: see the Notes below on the centralised authority of James over the
other apostles, and the title ‘the Just) features which together line up most
closely with the portraits of James in the second and third centuries CE.

(2) Valantasis offers some different options for a symbolic James, suggesting

10

11

that he represents ‘a tradition, or an authoritative method, or some other
authoritative agency'” One possibility, therefore, is that James is a kind of
symbol of a traditionally Jewish Christianity in some form. Furthermore,
a number thought that James was a channel for an alternative, authori-
tative revelatory tradition. This is evident from particular attachment to
James in three Nag Hammadi works, (a) the Apocryphon of James, (b) First
Apocalypse of James (also extant in Codex Tchacos as James), where James
rebukes the twelve,® and especially (c) Second Apocalypse of James.® One
may add (d) the Ascents of James mentioned by Epiphanius.!® He perhaps
also plays a role in (e) Gos. Eg., where James the great’ is one of the ‘great
atpatyyol’ who appear to the incorruptible on the great Seth’s journey,!!

M.D. Hooker, ‘Were There False Teachers at Colossae?, in B. Lindars & S.S. Smalley, eds.
Christ and Spirit in the New Testament. Essays in Honour of C.F.D. Moule (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1973), 315-331, esp. 315; J.M.G. Barclay, ‘Mirror-Reading a
Polemical Letter: Galatians as a Test Case’, JSNT 31 (1987), 73—93 noting, at 84, that some
think it impossible!

Valantasis, 74.

In1 Apoc. Jas. 42, James reveals, and rebukes the twelve.

See e.g. 2 Apoc. Jas. 55,3-56,7: ...  wish to reveal through you and the [Spirit of Power], in
order that he might reveal [to those] who are yours. And those who wish to enter, and who
seek to walk in the way that is before the door, open the good door through you. And they
follow you; they enter [and you] escort them inside, and give a reward to each one who
is ready for it. For you are not the redeemer or helper of strangers. You are an illuminator
and a redeemer of those who are mine, and now of those who are yours. You shall reveal
(to them); you shall bring good among them all. You [they shall] admire because of every
powerful (deed). You are he whom the heavens bless. You he shall envy, he [who has] called
himselfyour [Lord] ... For your sake they will be told these things and will come to rest. For
your sake they will reign and become kings. For your sake they will have pity on whomever
they have pity’

Epiphanius, Pan. 30.16.7.

These atpayyol are heavenly bringers of salvation according to A. Bohlig & F. Wisse, Nag
Hammadi Codices III, 2 and IV, 2. The Gospel of The Egyptians (The Holy Book of the Great
Invisible Spirit) (CGL; NHS 4; Leiden: Brill, 1975), 194.
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as well as in (f) Hippolytus’ report about the Naassenes, who apparently

traced their revelation back, viaMariamne, to James (Hippolytus, Ref. 5.7.1);

(g) the Gospel of the Hebrews (ad Jerome, Vir. Ill. 2) gives James a private res-

urrection appearance. In summary, James is:

— recipient of special revelation—Ap. Jas.; 1 Apoc. Jas.; Naassenes

— author of a book—Ap. Jas. (with Peter); 1 Apoc. Jas. (scribe = Addai); 2
Apoc. Jas. (scribe = Mareim)

— ascender—Ap. Jas. 15,5-16,11

— revealer/ illuminator and deliverer—2 Apoc. Jas. 55,15-56,14

— authoritative heavenly figure—Gos. Eg. I11,2 64,1213

Before the merits of these two options (historical or symbolic) are evaluated,
the second—directly connected—question of whether the praise of James is
meant seriously also needs to be raised. On (1) the ‘serious’ reading, James is
commended here as an authority, but there is also the possibility (2) that the
reference to James is actually intended to undercut him in one or both of two
ways: it is possible that, given what the previous saying has said about the
impermanence of heaven, he is damned with faint praise as the one for whom
heaven and earth came into being; or, he is perhaps set up as a leader in GTh
12, only to be superseded in GTh 13 by Thomas as a superior model disciple (see
further the Appended Note below on the relation between GTh 12 and 13).

As aresult, there are four options which are possible in theory: (a) a historical
James commended in all seriousness, (b) a ‘serious’ symbolic figure, (c) an
ironically meant historical figure, and (d) an ironic reference to a symbolic
figure.

Probably the most likely of these is (b). The difficulty with the ironic readings
in (c) and (d) is that it may well attribute a level of sophistication to the
author which is not warranted. While it is possible, there does not seem to be
any comparable instance elsewhere in Thomas. Moreover, the formula about
‘heaven and earth’ employed here is in any case scarcely, if ever, meant literally
elsewhere—it is clear hyperbole. The idea of a replacement of James with
Thomas in GTh 13 is also not necessary, given that literature in parallel with
the Gospel of Thomas can often accommodate more than one authority figure
without any sense of competition (again, see the Appended Note below). The
difficulty with a view of James (a) as a historical figure is difficult within Thomas
as it stands, unless one supposes that the work is extremely early. Similarly, for
James to function as a symbol of Jewish Christianity’ is extremely problematic
given the criticism in Thomas of such traditional Jewish practices as fasting,
almsgiving and prayer (GTh 6, 14), as well as Scripture and circumcision (GTh

52-53).



LOGION 12 253

In favour of option (b), then, are the numerous parallels to James as a figure
embodying a revelatory—or in some other sense ‘spiritual'—tradition. Perhaps
the content of this tradition is best understood negatively: as a brother of the
Lord rather than a disciple/ apostle, he can undercut the authority of the twelve
(with the possible exception of Thomas), and perhaps the Peter/ Matthew
tradition of GTh 13 in particular.!2

Notes

12.1 The disciples said to Jesus, ‘We know that you will depart from us.’ On
sayings introduced by the disciples, see ad GTh 6. The reference here may be
to Jesus’ passion or a form of ascension. The disciples are very knowledgeable
here by comparison with the canonical Gospels, where they are shocked (e.g.
Mk 8.31—32) or confused (e.g. Mk 9.31—-32) by Jesus’ passion predictions.

12.1 Who will be leader over us? As noted, this question might echo Mark
9.33—34, with its discussion of which disciple was the greatest (compare Coptic
Mark’s nm rie mnos eTngHTOY With M e eTnap NO6 e2pai exon in Thomas).
The implied answer wished for (as is explicit in Mark) might well also in
Thomas be one of the disciples themselves.

12.2 Jesus said, ‘Wherever you have come from."® The wording of the text
is peculiar here. Scholars generally (rightly) take the reference here to be to
the scattering of the disciples in their missionary activity. On the surface, it
looks as if Jesus is talking about their origins (as Judaeans, Galileans, etc.). More
probably the verb is to be understood in a future perfect sense: ‘Wherever you
shall have come from (when you start going to James).

12 As Walls put it, early on in Thomas research: James, brother and intimate of the Lord, is
superior to all the other apostles’ (‘References to the Apostles) 267); cf. Painter’s comment
that Thomas is a polemic against Peter’s leadership (Just James, 162). As Dunderberg,
Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 193, rightly notes, however, GTh g9 relativizes the family
relations of Jesus.

13 The phrase nua fraretiel fvay has yielded diverse translations: e.g. ‘wherever you
come from’ (DeConick, Plisch; cf. Grosso) or ‘wherever you are’ (Lambdin). (Hedrick, 37,
‘when that happens’ is a fudge.) Crum, 196b, notes a parallel in Shenoute, with entayet
umMay meaning ‘whence they came’. Cf. also the different arguments for this sense of 12.2
in U-K. Plisch, ‘Probleme und Lésungen. Bemerkungen zu einer Neuiibersetzung des
Thomasevangeliums (NHC 11,2), in S. Emmel, et al., eds. Agypten und Nubien in spéitantiker
und christlicher Zeit: Akten des 6. Internationalen Koptologenkongressen in Miinster 20.-26.
Juli 1996 (Wiesbaden: Reichert, 1999), II.523-528 (526). Plisch, 61, also notes the contrast
between e1 and Bwk in the saying.
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12.2 You shall go to James. At the literal level, within the framework of
the dialogue, this saying ‘gives to James the authority at the centre to which,
wherever their missionary travels take them, they are to look’# The status
accorded to James here corresponds most closely to the jakobusbild of the
Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions, according to which James was appointed
bishop in Jerusalem by Jesus himself (Recogn. 1.43),'5 and the twelve all reported
to him (1.44; 1.64);'¢ indeed, he is called James the chief of bishops’ and James
the archbishop’ (1.68; 1.73). Since such a status is in some sense comparable to
that given to Peter in Matt. 16.18-19, GTh 12 may have, as does GTh 13 following,
an anti-Petrine note.

12.2 The Just. The only other place in Thomas where the epithet aikaioc
appears is in GTh 13, so there may be a deliberate catchword link between the
two sayings. Different views have been suggested for when James received the
title ‘the Just. Hegesippus said that it went back to the time of Jesus. DeConick
has stated that it passed to James on the death of Jesus, when the former
assumed the leadership of the Jerusalem church.” Ward and Pokorny suggest
that it was given to James after his martyrdom.8

The earliest references to the title ‘the Just’ appear in the Gospel of the
Hebrews, Hegesippus and in Clement’s Hypotyposeis.!® As far as earlier sources
are concerned, Paul calls James ‘the brother of the Lord’ (Gal. 1.19), and Jose-
phus similarly designated him ‘the brother of Jesus’ (Ant. 20.197—203). This was
the early way of distinguishing him from other Jameses, i.e. from James the son
of Zebedee (‘James the brother of John, in Acts 12.2), James the son of Alphaeus
and James the Less. Hegesippus's claim that James ‘has been called by everyone
“the Just”, from the times of the Lord until now’ is—like much of Hegesippus
on James—fanciful.2° The title ‘the Just’ is probably a later—perhaps second-
century—development, another of the many later features (such as Nazirate

14  Bauckham, James and the Jerusalem Church’, 451.

15  James is four more times called James the bishop’ (1.66 bis, 70, 72).

16 According to Recogn. 1.17, Peter received a command from James to send him an account
of his activities every year.

17 DeConick, 81.

18  R.B. Ward, James of Jerusalem in the First Two Centuries, ANRW 2.26.1 (1992), 779-812
(8o1); Pokorny, 52.

19 See apud Jerome, Vir. Ill. 2, Eusebius, HE 2.1.3, and HE 2.23.4 respectively.

20  S.Chepey, Nazirites in Late Second Temple Judaism. A Survey of Ancient Jewish Writings, the
New Testament, Archaeological Evidence, and Other Writings from Late Antiquity (Ancient
Judaism and Early Christianity 60; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 175.
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and priesthood) read back into James’ own lifetime.?2! Ward may be right in
suggesting that the title ‘came to be affixed to James as a martyr title after his
death’:22 the term is associated with the martyred in Wis. 2.17—20, those killed
unjustly in Jas. 5.6, and Jesus specifically in his death in Lk. 23.47 and 1Jn 2.1-2
(cf. 1Pet. 3.18; Acts 3.14; 7.52, 22.14). This is probable, but must not be pressed,
since in a parallel case, Simon the Just is according to Josephus so-named for
‘his piety to God and his benevolence to his countrymen’ (Ant. 12.43; 12.157);
Josephus is not clear about whether he thought this title was granted during
Simon’s lifetime or not.2% James’ epithet may merely have this general sense,
though the connotation of righteous and therefore unjustly killed is probably
also important.

12.2 For the sake of whom heaven and earth came into being. ‘Heaven’ may
intentionally link GTh 12 to GTh 11, where the word also appears. GTh 12.2 as a
whole has various reasonably close parallels in Jewish tradition (and in some
early Christian works).24 Perhaps the earliest is T Mos. 1.12—13, where Moses
says, ‘He (God) created the world on behalf of his people .... Around 100CE,
4Ezra deduces from Isa. 40.15 (where the nations are ‘like a drop in a bucket’)
that this world was created for Israel (4 Ezra 6.55-59; also 7.11). The same idea
comes in 2 Baruch, where there is some ambiguity about the creation of the
world for Adam and for Israel (2Bar. 1418-19). Baruch adds a third basis for
creation in the next chapter, this time in reference both to this world and the
world to come: ‘And with regard to the righteous ones, those whom you said
the world has come on their account: yes, also that which is coming is on
their account’ (2 Bar. 15.7; cf. 21.24). Sifre Deuteronomy has a strong focus on
the place of Israel, who appear to be identified with the righteous: the whole
world—heaven and earth—was created for their sake (Sifre Deut. § 47, ad 11.21
bis). With the reference to the righteous, then, we have a close parallel to the
statement about James. Hence Bammel’s conclusion that the creation of the
world for Israel is ‘an idea very common in Jewish sources.?® Finally, in the

21 Ward, James of Jerusalem, 8o1; Chepey, Nazirites, 176. On James’ Nazirate, see E. Zuckschw-
erdt, ‘Das Nazirdat des Herrenbruders Jakobus nach Hegesipp (Euseb, h. e. I1 23, 5-6 ), ZNW
68 (1977), 276—287.

22 Ward, James of Jerusalem, 8o1.

23  Hegesippus’ explanation is that James was holy from his mother’s womb. 1 Apoc. Jas
explains the title from James’ work as a servant to the angry just’ god (Codex Tchacos 1
Apoc. Jas. 18,16—20).

24  For Jewish parallels, see esp. Bammel, ‘Rest and Rule’, 89 n. 7; for early Christian instances,
cf. Frend, ‘Gospel of Thomas’, 16-17.

25  Bammel, ‘Rest and Rule) 89 n. 7.
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Talmud, we have the possibility of the world being created for individuals:
‘Rab said: The world was created only on David’s account. Samuel said: On
Moses’ account; R. Johanan said: For the sake of the Messiah' (6. Sanh. 98b).
On the basis of passages such as these, it is plausible to conclude that GTh
12 is a hyperbolic statement following on from James being especially ‘just’ or
‘righteous’26

Even against this Jewish background, however, the language in GTh 12 is
remarkably strong.?” First, reference to the creation of both ‘heaven and earth’ is
rare (though both may be implied in references to the ‘world’). Sifre Deuteron-
omy has it, and 2 Baruch refers to both ages: interestingly, it is these two pas-
sages which also refer to ‘the righteous’ Second, it is striking to have the cre-
ation spoken about in connection with an individual. The only other individual
in earlier literature is Adam, although later on (e.g. in the Talmud) individuals
are more prevalent. The same is true in Christian sources from roughly the time
of Thomas: Hermas 1| Vis. 1.1].6 has ongoing creation for the sake of the church;
Aristides and Diognetus have creation for the sake of humanity (Aristides, Apol.
1; Diogn. 10.2). In Thomas we have hyperbole, though it is hyperbole expressing
an extremely exalted status not only in ecclesiastical but probably also in cos-
mic terms.

Appended Note: The Relation between GTh 12 and 13

It can hardly escape the reader’s notice that in GTh 12, James is commended
as the authority, whereas in GTh 13 it is apparently Thomas. A note here is
appropriate because the discussion cannot be confined either to the discussion
of GTh12 or13, and it is relevant to both. Several explanations have been offered
for the apparently divided loyalties—if that is what they are—of the Gospel of
Thomas.

Two explanations are the results of ‘fusions), one literary and one historical.
(1) Quispel’s literary-critical explanation is that Thomas’s apparently clumsy
editor combined GTh 12 from the Gospel of the Hebrews with GTh 13 from
the Gospel of the Egyptians.?® (2) Pokorny analogously argues that with the
combination of sayings 12 and 13 a fusion of the James and Thomas groups is

26 Painter, Just James, 254—259.

27  Hartin, James of Jerusalem, 136, rightly notes that there is a progression ‘from the more
sober presentation in the Gos. Thom. to the Gnostic Redeemer of 2Apoc. Jas. It is true that
GTh 12 is more sober that 2 Apoc. Jas., but it is hardly sober in its own terms.

28  Quispel, ‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews’, 380—381.
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created, both of which had been criticised by the mainstream church.?® Two
otherkinds of explanation propose a stronger antithesis between GTh12 and 13:
(3) Trevijano Etcheverria sees in GTh 13 a correction of GTh 12: the movement
is now specifically a Thomas-community.3° (4) Uro and others have seen a
relativising of James: in the fact that the heavens (which came into being for
James) will pass away according to the previous saying, GTh 11: ‘A careful reader
of Jesus’ sayings in the gospel is thus able to gather that James’ leadership,
praised in saying 12, belongs ultimately to the sphere of the temporary and the
external.3!

Quispel’s explanation (1) of Thomas'’s sources has not won other supporters,
and there are also difficulties with seeing, as does Pokorny, (2) James and
Thomas as both transparently representing communities.3? The ‘corrective’
view (3) invites the question: why then is GTh 12 retained at all?3® There are
also problems, however, with (4) the ironic interpretation, in that (a) it may be
overly-sophisticated for the author/ editor of Thomas; (b) there are not really
parallels to this kind of device in Thomas, and (c) the motif of the creation of
heaven and earth for the sake of an individual is hyperbolic and not intended
to be taken literally.

Walls is probably correct to point out that, given the directness of Jesus’
statement in GTh 12, the status attributed to James is real.34 James and Thomas

29  Pokorny, 53.

30  Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomas el Mellizo) 109. Cf. perhaps G.P. Lut-
tikhuizen, ‘Witnesses and Mediators of Christ’s Gnostic Teachings’, in A. Hilhorst, ed. The
Apostolic Age in Patristic Thought (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 104-114 (112), suggesting that GTh
12-13 ‘might reflect a shift in the tradition’.

31 Uro, ‘Who Will be our Leader?, 464; so also Hedrick, 37; Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in
Conflict,193, adding the point that GTh gg relativises the family relations of Jesus. Uro also
notes that James’ sphere is also localised (presumably to Jerusalem), as is evident because
people have to move from different places to get to him (‘Who Will be our Leader?, 465).
Marjanen also sees a relativisation of James, though through the link with GTh 13, not GTh
1 (‘Is Thomas a Gnostic Gospel?, 123). H. Koester, ‘Apocryphal and Canonical Gospels),
HTR 73 (1980),105-130 (118), sees the contrast between the ecclesiastical authority of James
over against the secret authority of Thomas.

32 Uro, ‘Who Will be our Leader?, 460.

33  Uro, ‘Who Will be our Leader?, 457. Richardson wonders whether the answer might be
that GTh 12 is just a ‘vestigial remnant’ (‘Gospel of Thomas, 72).

34  See Walls, ‘Apostles in the Gospel of Thomas), 266—267, on the straight answer in GTh 12
about the authority of James: ‘That Thomas foresakes his native obliqueness for such a
forthright declaration suggests that the pre-eminence of James was of very real impor-
tance for him, something that his most jejune and least instructed readers ought not to

miss..
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need not be alternatives: they are, perhaps not coincidentally, also both viewed
as sources of revelation by the Naassenes (Hippol. Ref. 5.7.1 and 5.7.20 respec-
tively). Bohlig and Wisse, noting that the Nag Hammadi literature is not exclu-
sivistic in its use of apostles, write of ‘the advanced pluralism ... attested in the
Nag Hammadi library. For Peter stands along side of James in ApocryJas, and
ApocPaul is found in the same codex as I and II ApocJas.3> One might also note
that in Thomas's Codex II, one finds John entrusted with an apocalypse (II, 7),
Philip as an evangelist after Thomas (II, 3), then an anonymous work which
begins by quoting ‘the great apostle’ Paul (II, 4), then two more anonymous
works, followed by secret words spoken to Thomas but written down by Math-
aias (II, 7). This arrangement naturally reflects a time later than Thomas, but by
analogy it shows that Thomas need not be understood in a manner exclusivisti-
cally tied to its purported author. One might compare 1 Clement’s championing
of Peter and Paul (1 Clem. 5.1-5).

35 Bohlig & Wisse, eds. Nag Hammadi Codices II, 2 and IV, 2, 16.
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13.1 MEXE 1C NNEYMAOHTHC X€ TNTONT NTETNXO00C Na€l X€ EEINE NNIM 13.2
nexay Nag' NG1 CIMMN METPOC X€ EKEINE NOYAT TENOC NAIKAIOC 13.3 TEXAY
Nay NG1MAO'010C X € EKEINE NOYPWME MPINOCOPOC NPMNHT 13.4 MEX Y Nay
NG1 6MMAC X€ TICA 2OADC TATANPO Na{®)MATY’ aN ETPAX00C XE€ EKEINE
NNIM' 13.5 MEXE THC XE€ ANOK' TMEK'CA AN €MMEl AKCM aK12€ €BOX 2N TIHIH
€TBPBPE Ta€l aNOK' NTACIDITC 13.6 aY® aU4X1Tq agaNaxXdPEl a4Xd Nay
NQOMT' NWM)2XE 13.7 NTAPE OMAC A€ €1 )2 NEY'D)BEEP' aYXNOYY X€ NTa
1C X00C X€ OY NaK' 13.8 mexaq’ Nay N6l 6MAC X€ €IaN'X D NHTH OYa 2N
NQAXE NTAYX00Y Na€l TETNAYl (DNE NTETNNOYXE EPOEL YD NTE OYKWDRT
€1 €BOX 2N RWNE R(Y)pwRK’ MMWTR

13.1 Jesus said to his disciples, ‘Compare me and tell me whom I resemble.’
13.2 Simon Peter said to him, ‘You are like a righteous angel.’ 13.3 Matthew
said to him, ‘You are like a wise philosopher’ 13.4 Thomas said to him,
‘Master, my mouth is completely unable to say whom you are like.’13.5 Jesus
said, T am not your master. When you drank, you became drunk with the
bubbling spring which I have dug.’13.6 And he took him and withdrew, and
spoke three words to him. 13.7 When Thomas returned to his companions,
they asked him, What did Jesus say to you?’13.8 Thomas said to them, ‘If
toldyou one of the words which he spoke to me, youwould pick up stones and
throw them at me. But fire would come forth from the stones, and burn you.’

1 Bibliography for GTh 13: Walls, ‘References to the Apostles in the Gospel of Thomas’; E.W.
Saunders, ‘A Trio of Thomas Logia’, Biblical Research 8 (1963), 43—59 (44—48); Lelyveld, Logia
de la vie, 144-149; S. Arai, ‘Zu “Drei Worte” Jesu im Logion 13 des EvTh, AJBI 18 (1992),
62-66; Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomas el Mellizo’, 108-112; W. Clarysse,
‘Gospel of Thomas Logion 13: “The Bubbling Well Which I Myself Dug”’, in A. Schoors &
P. van Deun, eds. Philohistor: Miscellanea in honorem Caroli Laga septuagentarii (Orientalia
Lovaniensia Analecta 60; Leuven: Peeters, 1994), 1-9; M. Frenschkowski, ‘The Enigma of
the Three Words of Jesus in Gospel of Thomas Logion 13, Journal of Higher Criticism 1
(1994), 73—84; A.D. DeConick, Seek to See Him: Ascent and Vision Mysticism in the Gospel of
Thomas (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 105-115; I. Dunderberg, ‘Thomas and the Beloved Disciple’, in
R. Uro, ed. Thomas at the Crossroads: Essays on the Gospel of Thomas (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1998), 65-88; Uro, ‘Who Will Be Our Leader?, 457—485; Popkes, Menschenbild, 84-9o; Perrin,
Thomas, the Other Gospel, 107-124; S. Witetschek, ‘Quellen lebendigen Wassers. Zur Frage
nach einem “johanneischen” Motiv in EvThom 13, ZNW 103 (2012), 254—271.
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Interpretation

The discussion in GTh 12 of apostle-figures continues here, with a catchword
link (a1kaioc). Both the request from Jesus and the multiple responses recall the
canonical Caesarea Philippi episode (Mk 8.27-33/ Matt. 16.13—23/ Lk. 9.18-22),
as is evident from their similar structure:2

Synoptics Thomas
Jesus’ question: Who do people say I am? Compare me ...
Wrong answers: John righteous angelos
Elijah wise philosopher
(Matt: + or Jeremiah)
a prophet (master)
Right answer: The Christ Ineffable

[Private conversation]
Partial rebuke of respondent: ~ the Son of Man is to suffer I am not ‘master’
[Private conversation]

In Thomas, Peter’s view and Matthew’s opinion are clearly painted as wrong
answers by the author. Scholars generally take the view here that the disciple
Thomas’s view of Jesus’ ineffable nature is the correct one, expressed in the
words: ‘my mouth is completely unable to say whom you are like.® This may
well be right, but there is no actual endorsement of Thomas’s inability to
express who Jesus is. Rather, the important thing in the narrative here seems to
be that Jesus reveals the truth to Thomas, and that this is the same mysterious
truth which is on offer in Thomas’s Gospel.#

There is almost certainly a polemic, probably aimed at a wider church
group for whom Peter was a foundational figure, and Matthew’s Gospel an/ the

2 Thomas’s version is almost certainly dependent upon Matthew here (Uro, Thomas, 88-8g;
Gathercole, Composition, 169-177).

3 See e.g. A. Gagné, ‘Sectarianism, Secrecy and Self Definition: Relational Features between
Jesus, the Disciples and the Outsiders), in T. Holmén, ed. Jesus in Continuum (WUNT,; Tiibin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, 2012), 223—242 (234).

4 It is unnecessary to see GTh 13 as a response to deaths of eyewitnesses and an attempt
‘to secure the testimony of the community’s apostolic hero’; thus DeConick, Recovering the
Original Gospel of Thomas, 86.



LOGION 13 261

authoritative portrait of Jesus.> As Glenn Most has put it: ‘By acknowledging his
ignorance, Thomas demonstrates that he has attained a higher level of under-
standing than either Simon Peter or Matthew (and thereby calls implicitly into
question both the authority of the church that traces its legitimacy to the for-
mer and that of the synoptic Gospel attributed to the latter)’.6

This saying is also evidence against the view that Thomas is best regarded
as advanced, esoteric teaching which builds upon more basic knoweldge con-
tained in other Gospels. The stance of Thomas here is more separatist.”

Notes

13.1 Jesus said to his disciples, ‘Compare me and tell me whom I resemble.
Perhaps notably, Jesus does not ask his disciples, ‘Who am I?’ Jesus’ inquiry
into his likeness may be significant in the light of his ineffable identity touched
upon later in the saying. (On the other hand, contrary to some more apophatic
interpretations of Thomas, there are positive ‘christological’ assertions in the
Gospel, as e.g. in GTh 77.8) Also notable here is is the fact that, in contrast to the
Synoptics where there are two questions (‘who do people say that I am?’, about
the crowds, and ‘who do you say I am?, addressed directly to the disciples),
Thomas has only one question. The single address to the disciples functions to
distinguish between Thomas on the one hand from the misguided remainder
of the disciples on the other.

13.2 Simon Peter said to him, ‘You are like a righteous angel.® Peter, like
Matthew after him, is presumably set up here to give an inadequate answer,

5 C. Gianotto, ‘Quelques aspects de la polémique anti-juive dans I'Evangile selon Thomas)
in L. Painchaud & P.-H. Poirier, eds. Colloque internationale: "L’Evangile selon Thomas et
les textes de Nag Hammadi” Québec, 29-31 mai 2003 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 157-173 (169);
Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomas el Mellizo’, 112.

6 Most, Doubting Thomas, 93; similarly, Watson, Gospel Writing, 230.

7 So, rightly, N. Perrin, Thomas: The Other Gospel (London: SPCK, 2007), 119, in contrast to e.g.
Pagels, Beyond Belief, 39—4o0.

8 Cf. e.g. Davies: Jesus is not himself an essential element in salvation, and so, in Thomas,
Christology per se is actively discouraged. S.L. Davies, ‘The Christology and Protology of the
Gospel of Thomas), JBL 111 (1992), 663-683 (664).

9 WA. Girgis, ‘Greek Loan Words in Coptic (I), Bulletin de la Société d’Archéologie Copte 17
(1964), 63—73 (68), notes that arrexoc does not tend to have the same ambiguity in Cop-
tic that it has in Greek, but rather means ‘angel’ (contra Nordsieck, 69; Plisch, 64; Poko-
ny, 53-54). This would not preclude the sense of ‘messenger’ in the Greek Vorlage, how-
ever, if Greek dyye)og stands behind the Coptic. For ‘messenger’, see H.-G. Bethge, ‘“Werdet
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namely that Jesus is a subordinate envoy who belongs to the creaturely realm.!©
Being ‘righteous), or ‘just) is presumably positive, although this can be taken in
a neutral (Ep. Ptol. Fl.) or even negative manner (so 1 Apoc. Jas. CT 18,16-25).
‘Righteous), or just’ (aikatoc) also appears in GTh 12.2 so the word may provide
an intentional catchword connection.

The mention of Peter here could be a cipher for a specific document, either
the Gospel of Mark (associated with Peter by Papias) or the Gospel of Peter:!
Peter, however, is probably better known at the time of Thomas’s composi-
tion as a leader-figure or representative of the disciples, rather than as the
embodiment of a written tradition (cf. also GTh 114).12 Jesus’ statement about
Peter’s foundational status in Matthew’s Gospel appears precisely in the par-
allel passage to GTh 13. As such, placing a foolish confession in Peter’s mouth
undercuts the canonical version of the dialogue, as well as his privileged sta-
tus.!3

13.3 Matthew said to him, ‘You are like a wise philosopher.’ Again, pre-
sumably Matthew is portrayed as giving a confession far too demeaning. Sell
has argued that the three descriptions in 13.2—4 represent ‘ascending orders of
insight’, in which case ‘wise philosopher’ would be closer to the truth than ‘righ-
teous angel, but this is not clear.!* As with the reference to Peter, some have
wondered whether the inclusion of Matthew refers to a written Gospel.!> In

voriibergehende”: zur Neubearbeitung des Thomasevangeliums fiir die Synopsis Quat-
tuor Evangeliorum), in B. Aland, ed. Bericht der Hermann Kunst-Stiftung zur Forderung der
neutestamentlichen Textforschung fiir die Jahre 1995 bis 1998 (Miinster: Hermann Kunst-
Stiftung, 1998), 42—52 (46). We must in the end confess ignorance as to which translation
is preferable.

10  This is unlikely to be a polemic against an Antiochene angel christology (pace Quispel,
‘The Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of the Hebrews’, 380).

11 For the former, see Perrin, Thomas: The Other Gospel, 111, and suggested as a possibility in
Watson, Gospel Writing, 230 n. 45. On the latter, see Koester, ‘Apocryphal and Canonical
Gospels, 18-119.

12 For further criticism of Koester, on both Peter and Matthew, see Trevijano Etcheverria,
‘Santiago el Justo y Tomas el Mellizo’, 110.

13 Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomas el Mellizo), 109.

14  J.Sell, Johannine Traditions in Logion 61 of the Gospel of Thomas), Perspectives in Religious
Studies 7 (1980), 24-37 (26).

15  The connection with Matthew’s Gospel is made tentatively in Pagels, Beyond Belief, 47,
and more forcefully in RJ. Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewit-
ness Testimony (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006), 236—237. Koester argues that there is a
reference here to Q, but this must remain at the level of speculation (again, see Koester,
‘Apocryphal and Canonical Gospels), 18-119; cf. idem, Ancient Christian Gospels, 166-167).
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this instance the case is more likely because Matthew is not known in earliest
Christianity as much more than an evangelist.!® In the NT he is merely one of
the disciples with no special role, and his only additional significance in the cor-
pus of the ‘Apostolic Fathers’ is in Papias’s reference to him as an author (apud
Eusebius, HE 3.38). It is possible that Matthew’s focus on Jesus as teacher is a
trigger for the reference to Jesus as philosopher.!”

13.4 Thomas said to him, ‘Master, my mouth is completely unable to say
whom you are like.’® We will see from Jesus’ response (in 13.5) that the title
‘master’ or ‘teacher’ is not deemed appropriate, but the ineffability of Jesus’
identity seems to be the point on which Thomas is correct. Jesus is apparently
not definable by existing roles within the creaturely realm, and he elsewhere
gives rather oblique answers to questions of who he is (e.g. GTh g1). We can
probably assume that Thomas is correct on the point of Jesus’ ineffability,!® but
itis worth remembering that this viewpoint is not clearly endorsed.?° The word
‘mouth’ links GTh 13.4 to GTh 14.

13.5 Jesus said, ‘I am not your master. Jesus’ rejection of the title ‘teacher’ or
‘master’ (cag) might be influenced by either John 15.15, according to which the
disciples are no longer servants but friends, or by 1John 2.27 (‘you no longer
need anyone to teach you’), but neither is very obviously referred to here.?!
There is a sense of parity between Jesus and Thomas (cf. GTh 108), although
this should not obscure other more transcendent images of Jesus (see ad GTh
23), and the fact that Thomas still needs further enlightenment from Jesus in
the ‘three words’ in13.6. On the alleged ‘twin’ theology, see further the comment
on GTh108.

It is not clear why Gianotto sees a reference to the Synoptics more broadly (‘Quelques
aspects de la polémique’, 169).

16 For the case, see futher Gathercole, Composition, 169-174.

17 So Pagels, Beyond Belief, 47. Compare also the reference to Jesus as philosopher in the
Letter of Mara bar Serapion, and the designation as sophist in Lucian, Peregrinus 11.

18  There is an interesting parallel to the language here in the description of Eleleth in the
Hypostasis of the Archons: ‘For my mouth will not be able to receive (it) in order to speak
of his power and the appearance of his face (TaTanpo rap Na@@ory an eTpax® NTeyoOM
Ml neme fineypo)’ (Hyp. Arch. 93,16-17).

19 So Grant & Freedman, 132.

20  Pokorny, 55, is probably correct here that there is a strong suggestion that Thomas does
not endorse the title ‘Christ’.

21 There are plenty of parallels to the device of a teacher disavowing the status of teacher to
identify with his pupils: even an Ignatius can say mpogAaA® Oulv g cuvdidaoxaiitalg uov
(Eph. 3.1), and the author of Barnabas introduces himself, £y 8¢, oby @ 313dowarog AN
g els €€ dpdwv (Barn. 1.8; cf. 4.9).
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13.5 When you drank, you became drunk with the bubbling spring which
I'have dug.22 The question here is whether this is a commendation or a rebuke
of Thomas. Most commentators take it to be a reference to the sobria ebrietas
of mystical understanding,?® but it is notable that this statement by Jesus
follows on from the correction of Thomas’s view. Thomas has perhaps gone
too far. The saying goes on to make it clear that Thomas certainly is not yet
as advanced as he could or ought to be, even though he has drunk from the
spring.2* The reference to drunkenness suggests ignorance or at least a degree
of misguidedness here, as in GTh 28 (cf. Thom. Cont. 139,37; Ap. Jas. 3,9). There
is a parallel in Zostrianus which is perhaps appropriate here: If he apprehends
the glories, he is perfect; but if he apprehends [two] or one, he is drunk’ (Zost.
73,12—15). This is similar to the situation of Thomas. He has enough knowledge
to get over-excited, but is not complete. Hence the need now in 13.6 for further
revelation.

13.6 And he took him and withdrew, and spoke three words to him. This
recalls the Prologue, with its reference to private revelation to Thomas, which
is the basis for Thomas’s distinction from the other disciples (cf. Mary in Gos.
Mary, Judas in Gos. Jud., etc.). What the three words are is unknown, though
various suggestions have been made. (a) Grant & Freedman, and Ménard,
propose ‘Kaulakau, Saulasau, Zesar, the three explosive words according to
the Naassenes (Hippolytus, Ref. 5.8.4; cf. Isa. 28.10, 13);25 (b) Puech proposed
‘Father, Son, Spirit’ in common with the similar motif in the Coptic fragment

22 Clarysse argues that the verb firaeiqyté should be taken as coming from the root ayre or
wke meaning ‘to dig) yielding a more natural sense than a reference to a measurement
of the spring (so e.g. Lambdin). See Clarysse, ‘Gospel of Thomas Logion 13}, 3—7; Crum,
555b (sub wike), gives ante as an A form; see also Crum, 595a, for examples of wike with
cistern/ well as an object. It remains possible, on the other hand, that Jesus is referring to
Thomas having drunk beyond what Jesus ‘measured out’ for him. See also discussion in
Witetschek, ‘Quellen lebendigen Wassers), 254—259.

23 Valantasis, 76; Pokorny, 55; Hedrick, 39. They cite passages which can present drunkenness
positively, such as Eph. 5.8, and Odes Sol. 11.7-8 (‘And I drank and was intoxicated by
the living, immortal, waters. And my intoxication was not without knowledge, but I
abandoned vanities’; tr. Emerton), as well the Philonic passages about the sobria ebrietas
motif.

24  On the spring as a source of life, see Disc. 8-9 58,13-14, where the language (muru ecspsp
Ngpai ei oywny) is very similar to that of Thomas. The water imagery does not betray
any clear relationship to John's gospel, pace E.W. Saunders, ‘A Trio of Thomas Logia),
44—48.

25 Grant & Freedman, 134; Menard, 99; cf. Irenaeus, AH 1.24, where the Basilideans are said
to have thought that Jesus descended and ascended in the name of Kaulakau.
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of the Gospel of Bartholomew, but the connection is tenuous.? (c) Cullmann
suggested, rather arbitrarily though only as a possibility, ‘Way, Truth, Life,
which in the absence of other strongly Johannine language is improbable.?”
(d) Frenschkowski and Nordsieck suggest a three-word phrase expressive of
the identity between Jesus and Thomas, such as éyow o0 €ipt.2® Gunther also
thinks the three words have to do with Thomas and his special status.?? (e) Arai
suggests eyw {oog matpl or something like it.3° (f) Trevijano Etcheverria suggests
that, in common with other Nag Hammadi texts, the words are speculations
on the ineffable name of Jesus,3! and DeConick insists that the words must be
*hyh asr *hyh;3? (g) Hedrick floats the possibility of the three elements which
the ascending soul needs to declare in GTh 50;33 (h) Nordsieck mentions the
option of ‘Yao, Yao, Yao) as declared by Jesus in Pistis Sophia 136.34 (i) Plisch is
probably correct, however, that the three words are not identified here in the
text, and that their secrecy is deliberate.3> Their function here is to ensure that
Thomas is, in contrast to his previous inebriation and to the other disciples,
now fully initiated.

13.7-8 When Thomas returned to his companions, they asked him, ‘What
did Jesus say to you?’ Thomas said to them, ‘If I tell you one of the words
which he spoke to me, you would pick up stones and throw them at me.” At
the literary level here, the other disciples would receive Thomas’s revelation
as blasphemy (cf. stoning for blasphemy in Lev. 24.14-16; Jn 10.33; Ac. 6.1
and 7.57-58). The revelation is thus kept secret because the disciples would
be self-condemned by their response (and, presumably, because of Thomas’s
reluctance to be stoned). A ‘mirror-reading’ of this incident is possible (as
long as the usual cautions are borne in mind), according to which Thomas
is anathema to the ecclesiastical establishment represented by the disciples,

26 Puech, ‘Collection de Paroles de Jésus récemment retrouvée’, 156. See E.A.W. Budge, Coptic
Apocrypha in the Dialect of Upper Egypt (London: British Museum, 1913), 214.

27 0. Cullmann, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und die Frage nach dem Alter der in ihm enthalte-
nen Tradition, TLZ 85 (1960), 320—334 (327).

28 Frenschkowski, ‘The Enigma of the Three Words’, 82; Nordsieck, 7o.

29 Gunther, Judas Thomas), 14.

30 Arai, ‘Zu “Drei Worte” Jesu’, 64—66.

31 Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Santiago el Justo y Tomas el Mellizo’, 111. For a survey of older views,
see Walls, ‘References to Apostles) 267—268.

32  DeConick, 85.

33  Hedrick, 40.

34  Nordsieck, 71.

35  Plisch, 65. Nor are they identified in Ac. Thom. 47, which mentions this incident.
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and so for that reason, it is possible that the Thomas community does not
actively—or at least indiscriminately—share its knowledge (cf. not giving to
dogs what is holy or pearls to swine in GTh 937?).

13.8 But fire would come forth from the stones, and burn3é you. The fire
may be related to the same in GTh 10 (cf. also Lk. 9.54).37 A parallel to fire
coming from stones appears in Jdg. 6.21. Again here, perhaps, the theme is
apparent of the service of the cosmos to the true disciple who rules over it.

36 Curiously, the ms. has for ‘burn’ ficpwex, with a feminine prefix, while the noun for fire
(kwe) is masculine. Compare, however, the scribal error macpewe for waypewe in Gos.
Truth 1 25,32. See further Gathercole, Composition, 52—53 (and Part I there more widely)
for arguments against the view of Guillaumont (‘Les semitismes dans I'Evangile selon
Thomas’, 196) and DeConick, 15, 84, that the mismatch of gender is a hang-over from an
Aramaic or Syriac original, in which fire (’s’, or nwr’) is feminine. Such a view requires the
difficulty of assuming a translation direct from Aramaic into Coptic. Additionally, there
are Greek words for fire which are feminine (e.g. mupivy, A6E), and the theory is also
rendered difficult by the abundance of Greek loan-words (nine in total) in GTh 13 as a
whole.

37 So Grant & Freedman, 133.
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14.1 TIEXE 1C NAY X € ETETNWANPNHCTEYE TETNAXTIO NHTN NNOYNOBE 14.2 &YD
€TETNWA(N)WMAHN' CENAPKATAKPINE MMIDTN 14.3 2YM €TETNWANT EAEHMO-
CYNH ETETNAEIPE NOYKAKON NNETMIING 14.4 2YD ETETNMANBDK' €20YN €K&
NIM aYM® NTETMMOOME 2N NXWPa €YWAPTIAPAAEXE MMMTN METOYNaKaAY
22PWTHN OYOM{ NETWDMNE NZHTOY EPIOEPATIEYE MMOOY 14.5 METNABMK rap’
€20YN 2N TETNTAIMPO YNAX MM THYTHN &N’ aAAa METNNHY €BOXN' N TETNTA-
PO NTOY METNAXA2M THYTN

14.1 Jesus said to them, If you fast, you will give birth to sin in yourselves.
14.2 And if you pray, you will be condemned. 14.3 And if you give alms, you
will do ill to your spirits. 14.4 And if you go into any region and you travel in
the districts—if you are received, eat what is set before you. Those who are
sick among them, heal.14.5 Forwhatever goes into your mouth will not defile
you. Rather, whatever comes out of your mouth—that is what defiles you.’

Interpretation

This saying harks back to GTh 6, where the questions are posed to which
GTh 14 provides the answers.? The unifying theme of this short discourse is

1 Bibliography for GTh 14: Giversen, ‘Questions and Answers in the Gospel according to
Thomas’; Schrage, Verhdltnis, 52—57; E. Segelberg, ‘Prayer among the Gnostics? The Evidence
of Some Nag Hammadi Documents), in M. Krause, ed. Gnosis and Gnosticism: Papers Read at
the Seventh International Conference on Patristic Studies (NHS 7; Leiden: Brill, 1977), 65—79;
Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘Las practicas de piedad en el Evangelio de Tomas’, 295-319; Sellew,
‘Pious Practice and Social Formation’; G. Iacopino, ‘Mt 15,11 e Lc 11,39—40 nel Vangelo di
Tommaso', ASE13/1(1996), 85—-93; Loader, Jesus’ Attitude Towards the Law, 492—502;]. Schroter,
Erinnerung an Jesu Worte: Studien zur Rezeption der Logieniiberlieferung in Markus, Q und
Thomas (WMANT 76; Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 1997), 232—236; R. Uro, ‘Thomas and Oral
Gospel Tradition, in idem, ed. Thomas at the Crossroads: Essays on the Gospel of Thomas
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), 8-32 (22—-32); A. Marjanen, ‘Thomas and Jewish Religious
Practices, in Uro, ed. Thomas at the Crossroads, 163—182; Gianotto, ‘Quelques aspects de la
polémique anti-juive’, 157-173.

2 This has led Giversen to suppose that there has been some textual transposition leading to
the separation of from GTh 6 from 14.1-3, and he may well be correct. See further the various
explanations for the separation of questions and answers in Marjanen, ‘Thomas and Jewish
Religious Practices’, 167-170, and DeConick, 87. In the end, we do not know.
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negativity towards the disciplines of Jewish piety. 14.1-3 treat the trio of fasting,
prayer and almsgiving, a traditional combination (cf. e.g. Tob. 12.8; Matt. 6.1—
18; 2 Clem. 16.4), following which is a criticism of the dietary laws. Rationales
are provided in each case, though the first three justifications do not appear
obviously specific to them; the final case is more easily understandable. Some
have suggested further over-arching rationales, such as (a) the disjunction of
‘religiously settled pious practices as against the itinerancy envisioned by these
seekers’;? similarly, Gianotto states that this traditional piety is in conflict with
Thomas's own different asceticism.* Also possible is (b) a kind of “Protestant”
view that rituals or institutions have the potential to damage inward spiritual-
ity.5 Plisch’s view (c) is similar, except that it attributes the criticism to a specific
source, namely Matthew 6. (Other literary explanations might note the priori-
tising in 2 Clem. 16.4, or the Pauline idea that placing oneself under the works
of the Law can bring a curse in Gal. 3.10.) For Davies, (d) prayer and the repen-
tance implied in fasting are misguided because Thomasine disciples ‘exist in
a mythical time before sin came into being’” Relatedly, (e) the presence of the
kingdom may render useless those practices which express a desire for what has
already come.8 If there is an overarching rationale, this last is perhaps nearest
the mark. Fasting, prayer and almsgiving aim in some sense to ‘spread’ or ‘bring
in’ the kingdom, and so imply that it is not yet fully in existence: similar implicit
denials are also found in Thomas, and receive harsh criticism (GTh 51; 113).
This saying is almost without parallel in the intensity of its criticism of
traditional Jewish practices.® As Gianotto has put it, Thomas is ‘totalement
négative’ towards prayer, alms and fasting because they are not merely useless
but harmful.1® (In this respect, GTh 14 is different from GTh 6, where this is

Valantasis, 79.

Gianotto, ‘Quelques aspects de la polémique’, 163.

Hedrick, 41; cf. also Pokorny;, 57.

Plisch, 67.

Davies, The Gospel of Thomas: Annotated and Explained, 16.

o N e ]

Grant & Freedman, 134-135, observe that fasting is pointless because the kingdom is
present; similarly, for Loader, ‘immediacy renders prayer unnecessary’ ( Jesus’ Attitude
Towards the Law, 494).

9 Thomas'’s view is stronger than that in Didache 8, where it is traditional ways of praying, or
prayer on a particular day, that are condemned. Or again, Ignatius talks of those who have
abandoned the Eucharist and prayer (Smyrn. 6.2/ 7.1), the latter presumably in the sense
of ‘prayer in episcopally sanctioned assemblies’.

10 Gianotto, ‘Quelques aspects de la polémique’, 161-162; cf. Marjanen, ‘Thomas and Jewish

Religious Practices’, 170.
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not stated.) Marjanen provides a helpful spectrum of second-century views
of Jewish practices, from observance, to modification of detail, to complete
reconceptualisation, to rejection (as well as silence).! On the spectrum of
second-century views of such things, this lies at the extreme negative end, with
Prodicus who rejected prayer (Strom. 7.7.41), and probably the attitude to prayer
in the Gospel of Philip.}? Even next to these, however, Thomas goes further in
describing such practices as harmful.

In GTh 14.4-5, the scene appears to shift to the mission of the Thomas
movement. Apart from the reference to healing the sick, however, Jesus is still
(implicitly) answering the questions of GTh 6: now the last question (Co: ‘What
diet shall we observe?’) is addressed.

Notes

14.1 If you fast, you will give birth to sin in yourselves. Fasting is never quite
valued positively in Thomas, though nowhere else is it so negative. In GTh 6,
along with prayer and almsgiving, fasting is relativised. In GTh 104 Jesus rejects
the disciples’ suggestion of fasting (and prayer), while perhaps allowing for it
in some sense ‘when the bridegroom leaves the bridal chamber’. The sayings
about ‘fasting to the world’ (GTh 27) and social fasting (GTh 69) are rather
more positive, though the former is probably not a literal kind of fasting but
a spiritualised version, and the latter is not called fasting: it is not fasting in
the traditional sense, accompanying prayer or mourning, for example. This
comports exactly with the way in which fasting is treated in the Shepherd
of Hermas: in one place, fasting along traditional lines is forbidden (Herm.
54 [Sim. 5.1]), and Herm. 56 (Sim. 5.3) explicitly reinterprets fasting in the
direction of social fasting. Thomas's consequence of ‘giving birth to sin’ can
be compared with the view that pregnant Desire ‘gives birth to sin, with the
ultimate consequence of death, in James 1.15. There is an ironic reversal of
the norm: rather than accompanying repentance from sin, in Thomas fasting
actually leads to sin.

11 Marjanen, ‘Thomas and Jewish Religious Practices), 165.
12 Thus Segelberg sees the claim of Clement about Prodicus supported by Thomas and the
Gospel of Philip (‘Prayer among the Gnostics?, 68).
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14.2 And if you pray, you will be condemned. This is a similarly stark, and
remarkable, statement. The mentions of prayer in Thomas are more mixed than
is the case with fasting, however: in addition to the relativising in GTh 6 and
ambiguity of 104, GTh 73 is quite different: ‘Ask the lord to send workers out
into the harvest’ (cf. Matt. 9.38/ Lk. 10.2).13 It seems likely, however, that GTh 14.2
marks a departure from this traditional stance. Loader notes the possibility that
it is only particular forms of prayer which are rejected, but Thomas appears to
be saying something stronger than this.'* There are parallels to such a negative
view, as in Prodicus and the Gospel of Philip; the latter radically redefines
prayer, by saying that it is not something appropriate in this world, but belongs
instead—presumably in a completely reconceptualised form—to ‘the other
aeon’!® It may well be that Thomas shares a similar view. This will be explored
further later under GTh 104 (and see Introduction, §10.3, above), but at the
moment it is sufficient to note the uncompromising stand against prayer in
anything like its traditional form. The content of the condemnation is unclear,
however.

14.3 And if you give alms, you will do ill to your spirits. Almsgiving termi-
nology per se does not appear again after GTh 6 and 14. The idea is present,
however, in much more positive terms in GTh 69.2 (‘Blessed are those who
hunger so that they may fill the belly of the one who desires’) and GTh g5 (‘If
you have money, do not lend it at interest; rather, give it to one from whom you
will not receive it back’). The change of vocabulary here might again result from
arejection of almsgiving in a traditional sense of giving to anyone who is needy,
and a reconceptualisation of it as serving the needs specifically of those in the
Thomas movement.

14.4 If you go into any region and you travel in the districts. The scene
seems to shift at 14.4 to the mission of the Thomas movement. Apart from the
reference to healing the sick, however, Jesus is still (implicitly) answering the
questions of GTh 6: now the last question (‘What diet shall we observe?’) is
addressed.

This saying has proven difficult for interpreters in that, maximally, it may
imply a whole conception of missionary itinerancy (cf. GTh 73; perhaps 31
and 33, though not 50 and probably not 42).16 At the other extreme, Uro has
commented that it might mean little more than mobility, and ‘mobility does

13 This saying is also atypical in its use of the title ‘lord.

14  Loader, Jesus’ Attitude to the Law, 501. Loader himself rejects this view (494).
15  Gos. Phil. 52,25-35.

16 See e.g. Patterson, Gospel of Thomas, 158-170 (and passim).
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not necessarily mean itinerancy.’” It is very difficult to be definite about a
background of Wanderradikalismus here, but there is certainly a missionary
outlook of some kind.

Scholars have also discussed the implications of the terms kag and xwpa,
which are vague and therefore difficult to translate: ixwpa, however, probably
implies rural areas (cf. the méAig in Lk. 10.8):18 1 Clement 42.4 seems to contrast
xwpa and moAlg. But this does not necessarily point to a rural provenance,
because the regions and districts are the implied destinations of the audience.
One might even conclude from this fact that Thomas reflects an urban setting,
but this would also be to push the evidence too far.

14.4 If you are received, eat what is set before you. This command (cf. Lk.
10.8; 1Cor. 10.27) already anticipates the stance towards clean/unclean foods
about to be mentioned in 14.5. It seems implicitly to contradict a notion of
vegetarianism in Thomas.

14.4 Those who are sick among them, heal. This does not belong here in
the treatment of the questions from GTh 6, but is linked with the missionary
material earlier in 14.4: the connection appears also in Matthew 10.8-10 and
Luke 10.7—9. Luke and Thomas are rather closer to one another than they
are to Matthew. As far as the meaning of ‘healing’ is concerned, it is unclear
whether for Thomas cure of bodies or of souls is envisaged. A both/and is
unlikely, at least in this particular saying. Grant & Freedman, and Popkes, think
that the healing motif here is exceptional, and an insignificant relic resulting
from Lukan influence.!® Probably more likely is that this statement would be
interpreted by readers in spiritual terms.

14.5 For whatever goes into your mouth will not defile you. Rather, what-
ever comes out of your mouth—that is what defiles you. Cf. Mk 7.15/ Matt.
15.1 (and Mk 7.18, 20/ Matt. 15.17-18);20 the word ‘mouth’ also connects GTh 13—
14. Defilement is not mentioned elsewhere in Thomas, and the question of the
uncleanness of foods does not feature again outside of GTh 6 and 14 (cf. 89). The
clear sense here is that any traditional scruples that food might defile are dis-
missed. In contrast, speech is prioritised. This is the same sequence as one finds
in GTh 6, where the question of diet is ignored by Jesus, who exhorts the reader

17 R. Uro, ‘The Social World of the Gospel of Thomas, in ].Ma. Asgeirsson, A.D. DeConick &
R. Uro, eds. Thomasine Traditions in Antiquity: The Social and Cultural World of the Gospel
of Thomas (NHMS 59; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 19-38 (26).

18  Nordsieck, 77, comments on the contrast with Luke.

19 Popkes, Menschenbild, 41; cf. Grant & Freedman, 135.

20  Thomas is probably dependent upon Matthew here. See Gathercole, Composition, 178-179.
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instead not to lie, and to observe the negative form of the golden rule. A few
other places give attention to the character of speech which is enjoined upon
the elect disciples. In addition to the instruction to ‘preach from the rooftops’
(GTh 33), GTh 45.2 probably implies that the good person bringing forth good
fruit from his store house is a reference to speech, given that when the evil
person does the opposite, he ‘speaks evil things’ (45.3). The corrupting effect
of evil speech is a widely recognised phenomenon (cf. e.g. Jas 3.5-8).
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MEXE 1C X€ 2OTaN €TETNMANNAY EMETE MIIOYXMOY €BON &N TCPIME MERT
THYTN €XM METNZO NTETNOYWMT Nay' METHMMAY 1€ METNEIWT

Jesus said, ‘When you see the one not born of woman, prostrate yourselves
on your faces and worship him. That one is your Father.’

Interpretation

This saying is the first clear instance of the theme of visionary experience in
Thomas.2 As DeConick has argued on the basis of GTh 59 (‘look at the living one
while you are alive, lest you die and you seek to see him, but are not able to see’),
this is not confined to postmortem experience. Elsewhere, preparation for the
vision involves a metaphorical ‘Sabbath’ observance, looking at the living one,
and stripping, which suggest a rigorous discipline as a prerequisite. (See further
below on GTh 27, 37 and 59 ad locc.) This saying is concerned, by contrast, with
the ‘etiquette’ prescribed when one has seen a vision of the Father.3

Notes

When you see the one not born of woman. The phrase ‘one born of woman'’is a
standard idiom for a human being (Job 14.1; 15.14; 25.4; Matt. 1111/ Lk. 7.28/ GTh
46), perhaps especially a human qua mortal.* Having been born of a woman
may, in Thomas’s view, be a contributory factor to the poverty of humanity if
GTh 1013 assigns a negative quality to human maternity (see ad loc. below).

1 Bibliography for GTh 15: DeConick, Seek to See Him, 99—100.

2 Elsewhere, blindness or lack of sight is lamented (GTh 28.3; 113.4).

3 DeConick, 92; cf. eadem, Voices of the Mystics: Early Christian Discourse in the Gospels of
John and Thomas and Other Ancient Christian Literature (Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 89;
Grosso, 141.

4 See the various passages in Plisch, 68—69. Less likely, since sin is not a prominent theme in
Thomas, is the human qua sinner (Grant & Freedman, 135); Nordsieck, 81 and Hedrick, 44,
suggest human frailty.
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Hedrick and Grosso relate this saying to the anti-female content of GTh 114.5
The ‘Father’ in this saying, by contrast, is clearly positively valued.

Prostrate yourselves on your faces and worship him. In contrast to require-
ments before vision, the focus here is on the glories of that experience, which
are to be expressed in worship. The language of worship here is strikingly tradi-
tional,® but Valantasis notes that the prostration may be metaphorical.” There
is no mysticism in the sense of a blurring of the identities of visionary and
Father. The ‘worship’ language reinforces the distinction rather than removing
it. Hedrick’s statement that this statement excludes the worship of Jesus goes
beyond what is written.8

That one is your Father. On the Father in Thomas, see above on 3.4. The
theme of the Father as one unborn is common in the Nag Hammadi literature.®
‘The Father’ is also the object of vision in GTh 27.2 (‘Unless you observe the
Sabbath, you will not see the Father’) and GTh 59 (looking at, sowT fica, and
seeing, ‘the living one’). There is variation, however: in GTh 37, the vision is
of Jesus; GTh 84 talks of the elect seeing their pre-existent images. The word
‘father’ may link GTh 15 to GTh 16.

5 Hedrick, 44; Grosso, 141.

6 Cf. human beings falling on their faces before God or the angel of the Lord in Gen. 17.3; Lev.
9.24; Num. 14.5; 16.4, 22, 45; 22.31; Josh. 5.14; 7.6;1Chr. 21.16; 2 Chr. 20.18; Ezek. 1.28; 3.23; 9.8; 11.13;
43.3; 44.4; Matt. 17.6; 26.39; Lk. 5.12. Cf. 2Sam. 14.4, 22 (before human kings).

7 Valantasis, 82.

8 Hedrick, 44.

9 Seee.g. Tri. Trac.151,27—30, and further references in H.W. Attridge & E. Pagels, Nag Hammadi
Codex I (The Jung Codex): Notes (NHS 23; Leiden: Brill, 1985), 222.
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16.1 MEXE 1IC X€ TaXa €YMEEYE NGl PPIDME X€ NTAEIEl ENOYXE NOYEIPHNH
€XM TIKOCMOC 16.2 2y CECOOYN aN X€ NTAEIEl ANOYXE NPNMWPX' €XN MK
OYKMPT OYCHYE' OYMONEMOC 16.3 OYR T0Y Fap Na@m|[ €] 2 OYHE OYN MOMT
Na@OME €XN CNAY YD CNAY EXN QOMT MEIMT €XM MMHPE YW MA)HPE EXM
MEIDT 16.4 2YMD CENAMPE EPATOY YO0 MMONAXOC

16.1 Jesus said, ‘Perhaps people think that I have come to bring peace upon
the world. 16.2 They do not know that I have come to bring divisions on the
earth—fire, sword, war.16.3 For there will b[e] five in a house, and three will
be against two, and two against three; father against son, and son against
father.16.4 And they will stand as solitary.

Interpretation

The principal interpretative debate over this saying (parr. Matt. 10.34—36; Lk.
12.51-53) concerns the meaning of ‘house’ in 16.3, and what follows from that.
Valantasis takes (1) the more literal approach, seeing the house as the family
or household: the point then is that the family is not the ‘base community in
which the new subjectivity develops’? On the other hand, Grant & Freedman
note the possibility of (2) an anthropological interpretation, according to which
the house is the individual human.? DeConick combines (3) both: the ‘fire,
sword, and war’ in 16.2 represent ‘the interior battle with the passions, the
demons that thwart the advancement of the soul, whereas the disruption in
16.3 is of the family.# The references to the ‘world’ and ‘earth’ as the sphere
of Jesus’ coming and dividing in 16.1-2 suggest that earthly institutions—in
this case, specifically the household—are more likely to be what are disrupted

1 Bibliography for GTh 16: Schrage, Verhdltnis, 57—61; P.-H. Poirier, ‘L’Evang[le selon Thomas
(log. 16 et 23) et Aphraate (Dém. XVIII, 10-11), in (no editor), Mélanges Antoine Guillaumont:
Contributions a [’étude des christianismes orientaux, avec une bibliographie du dédicataire
(Geneva: Patrick Cramer, 1988), 15-18. See also bibliography for the Appended Note on
MONAXOC.

2 Valantasis, 83.

3 Grant & Freedman, 137.

4 DeConick, 93, 96.
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by the fire, sword and war, and the possibility raised (admittedly very tenta-
tively) by Grant & Freedman that the ‘five’ in the house are the senses is very
unlikely.

Jesus’ disruption of worldly institutions stands in apparent contrast to his
concern for the recovery of primordial unity and for the dissolution of spiritual
dualities, but the tension is easily solved: the primordial unity to be effected
by Jesus is personal and individual rather than social. The theme of ‘standing’
in 16.4 has the force of an assurance that, despite social ostracism or chaos,
in ultimate terms disciples are secure.> Their solitariness (see appended note
below, on monaxoc) is precisely a marker of their elect status.

Notes

16.1 Perhaps people think that I have come to bring peace upon the world. It
was the expectation of the Messiah that he would bring peace (e.g. Isa. 11.1-10),
and such is indeed reflected elsewhere in the Synoptics (Lk. 1.78-79; 2.10-14,
etc.). Indeed, Jesus commends peace-makers in GTh 48 (cf. Matt. 5.9), and
there is Thomas'’s great stress on the recovery of primordial unity initiated by
Jesus’ revelation. Nevertheless, social conflict—specifically opposition against
Thomas disciples from outsiders—is also an important result of Jesus’ ministry
for Thomas.

16.2 They do not know that I have come to bring divisions on the earth.
This confirms the implication in 16.1 about the ignorance of humanity (cf.
GTh 28, 113). There are also christological implications to this saying: the use
of the ‘I have come’ + purpose carries the sense of Jesus’ pre-existence and
his standing over against the world.® In this case what he brings upon the
world stands in some contrast to the theme of Jesus’ inculcation of cosmic
unity found elsewhere in Thomas (e.g. GTh 72, where Jesus denies being a
‘divider’).

16.2 Fire, sword, war. Luke has ‘fire’ (12.49), Matthew has ‘sword’ (10.34), ‘war’
is distinctive to Thomas. It is probably merely a gloss on ‘sword), explaining the
metaphor, even if it is with another metaphor. The overall effect of all three
terms is to make even more vivid the earlier reference to ‘divisions.

5 See e.g. the parallels adduced in M.A. Williams, The Immovable Race: A Gnostic Designation
and the Theme of Stability in Late Antiquity (NHS 29; Leiden: Brill, 1985), 88—91.
6 See Gathercole, Preexistent Son, passim.
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16.3 For there will be five in a house and three will be against two, and two
against three; father against son, and son against father. Some have seen the
reference merely to father and son here, when ‘five’ family members have been
noted, as Thomas making a mess of the saying;” Quispel by contrast remarked
that mention of women was suppressed to leave the father and son unmarried.®
(‘Father’ may also function as a catchword connection to GTh 15.) The latter is
not probable evidence for Thomas'’s secondary character vis-a-vis Luke, though
arguments for Thomas’s primitivity on the basis of its form-critical simplicity
are not convincing either.®

16.4 And they will stand. DeConick sees the ‘standing’ here as reflecting the
worshipful position of angels,!° but this would be strange after an injunction in
GTh 15 to prostrate oneself in worship (even if the prostration is metaphorical),
and the etiquette of worship is not in view in this saying. Grosso rightly argues
that standing is a symbol of the strength which the elect disciples possess in
their position and status acquired."! The language of ‘standing’ in Thomas is
sometimes used in an unremarkable way (GTh 75, 99). Here and in GTh 23
(cf. also GTh 28), however, there may be a more theologically loaded sense
because of the association with salvation. Williams has shown that ‘standing’
is of importance elsewhere in Nag Hammadi texts, with connotations of ‘tran-
scendent immobility’ in Three Steles of Seth, and ‘internal, noetic immobility’
in Zostrianus.2 One might also adduce the Pseudo-Clementine parallel, where
Simon Magus has the title of ‘Standing one’ (Stans), interpreted there as mean-
ing ‘that he can never be dissolved,, ‘as though he cannot fall by any corruption’
(Recogn. 2.7.2—3). As such, the principal sense here is adamantine solidity and
everlasting duration, which fits well in the context.

16.4 As solitary. The principal connotation of the controverted monaxoc here
in GTh 16 is that of separation. As Popkes rightly says, the force of monaxoc is
primarily negative, about losing family rather than making a constructive point
about Thomas’s anthropology.!® In the Appended Note below; it is evident that
this is perhaps the dominant sense of the word overall in Thomas (as well as

7 Goodacre, Thomas and the Gospels, 182—184.

8 G. Quispel, Makarius, das Thomasevangelium und das Lied von der Perle (NovTSuppS;
Leiden: Brill, 1967), 108.

9 See the discussion in Gathercole, Composition, 55-56.

10  DeConick, 98—99.

11 Grosso, 143.

12 Williams, Immovable Race, 35, 98, and, on ‘standing’, passim, esp. 35-57, 71-98, 104—111.

13 Popkes, Menschenbild, 156.
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in Dial. Sav.), and this certainly fits with GTh 16, in which the division by Jesus
leads to the separation of the disciples from (at least part of) their families,
which does not necessarily mean absolute celibacy.'# Rejection of or by parents,
for example, would not entail lifelong singleness.

Appended Note: monaxoc in the Gospel of Thomas'>
The term monaxoc appears three times in Thomas:
16.4 ‘And they will stand as solitary (fimonaxoc).

49.1Jesus said, ‘Blessed are the solitary (nmonaxoc) and elect, for you will
find the kingdom'

75 Jesus said, ‘Many are standing at the door, but only the solitary (fmo-
naxoc) will enter the bridal chamber’

There are also a number of instances of the phrase oya oywT in the sense of
‘one’ (GTh 4.3; 22.5; 23.2). (See comment above on 4.3.) The word monaxoc has

14  R. Uro, ‘Asceticism and Anti-Familial Language in the Gospel of Thomas) in H. Moxnes,
ed. Constructing Early Christian Families: Family as Social Reality and Metaphor (London:
Routledge, 1997), 216—234 (225).

15  Bibliography for Appended Note: E.A. Judge, ‘The Earliest Use of monachos for Monk
(P. Coll. Youtie 77) and the Origins of Monasticism, JAC 20 (1977), 72-89; M. Harl, ‘A propos
des logia de Jésus: Le sens du mot povoyds, Revue des études grecques 73 (1960), 464—
474; F.-E. Morard, ‘Monachos, Moine: Histoire du terme grec jusqu’ au 4¢ siecle’, Freiburger
Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie und Theologie 20 (1973), 332—411; F.-E. Morard, ‘Monachos: une
importation sémitique en Egypte? Quelques apercus nouveaux, in E.A. Livingstone, ed.
Studia Patristica XII (Berlin: Akademie, 1975), 242—246; F.-E. Morard, ‘Encore Réflections
sur Monachos, VC 34 (1980), 395—401; Poirier, ‘L’ Evangile selon Thomas (log. 16 et 23),15-18;
G. Quispel, ‘L Evangile selon Thomas et les origines de I'ascése chrétienne), in (no editor),
Aspects du Judéo-Christianisme: Colloque de Strasbourg, 23—25 Avril1964 (Paris: Presses Uni-
versitaires de France, 1965), 37—41; Klijn, ‘The “Single One” in the Gospel of Thomas), 271-
278; DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 185-191; S.H. Griffith, ‘“Singles”
in God’s Service: Thoughts on the Thidaye from the Works of Aphrahat and Ephraem the
Syrian, The Harp: A Review of Syriac and Oriental Studies 4 (1991), 145-159; Popkes, Men-
schenbild des Thomasevangeliums, 147—211; D.F. Bumazhnov, ‘Some Further Observations
Concerning the Early History of the Term povaydg), in J. Baun, A. Cameron, M.J. Edwards &
M. Vinzent, eds. Studia Patristica XLV (Leuven: Peeters, 2010), 21—26.
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been a source of some debate in Thomas scholarship, and in short, there are
four principal options for its interpretation.

(1) Spiritually unified, rather than divided. Harl argues that the term is expli-

16

17
18

19
20

21
22

23

24

~

cable on the basis of the Hebrew OT and its subsequent translations, and
that it is connected to ‘[le] concept biblique des yehidim’16 She also sees
an analogous definition in Ps.-Dionysius, where povayds is not about being
solitary but having a life ‘indivisibilis et singularis’, being unified.}” Simi-
larly, Ménard remarks that the phrase refers to a monk, assomeone who has
rediscovered his primordial unity.!® Popkes takes a similar view, highlight-
ing the eradication of the individual characteristics of human existence,
especially gender differentiation, an eradication which is achieved by the
return to the divine unity.!®

‘Single’ in the sense of renouncing sexuality. This view is especially associ-
ated with G. Quispel, who comments that ‘le monachos est “un” vierge, un
célibataire’,2? and DeConick, who glosses the term, ‘bachelor’?! or ‘celibate
person’22 One of the principal reasons for this is the Syriac term ihidaya,
which has had an important impact on the debate.?? Quispel and DeCon-
ick among others both propose that the Greek/ Coptic is a translation of
Syriac ihidaya.?*

Harl, A propos des logia de Jésus), 474; cf. 464—465.

Harl, ‘A propos des logia de Jésus), 473.

J.E. Ménard, ‘La tradition synoptique et I Evangile selon Thomas), in F. Paschke, J. Dum-
mer, J. Irmscher & K. Treu, eds. Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen (Berlin:
Akademie, 1981), 411-426 (413).

Popkes, Menschenbild, 209.

Quispel, ‘I’ Evangile selon Thomas et les origines de’ascése chrétienne), 38; cf. idem, ‘Das
Thomasevangelium und das Alte Testament’, in (no editor), Neotestamentica et Patristica:
Eine Freundesgabe Herrn Prof. Dr. Oscar Cullmann zu seinem 6o. Geburtstag Uberreicht
(Leiden: Brill, 1962), 243-248 (244).

DeConick, Voices of the Mystics, 100.

DeConick, 98.

For discussion, see the very useful summary in Griffith, ‘Singles in God’s Service’ He
discusses the usage in Aphrahat and Ephrem, and notes that the term does not appear in
the Odes of Solomon or the Acts of Thomas, while raising the possibility of its appearance
in the Vorlage of Thomas. I am grateful to Dr ].F. Coakley for this reference. The most
recent discussion, with some up-to-date bibliography, is D.F. Bumazhnov, ‘Some Further
Observations’.

Quispel, ‘Das Thomasevangelium und das Alte Testament), 244.
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(3) Separated and solitary. Leipoldt translates the term ‘Einzelginger,?® and
similarly, Haenchen sees the term referring primarily to someone who has
loosened their ties to the world.26

(4) Some combination of these. Leloir, for example, incorporates (1) and (2)
into his definition, with the term not yet referring to one living in solitude.?”
For Klijn, incorporating (1) and (2) is not the mere accumulation of two
ideas, but rather involves the unification into an androgynous identity.28
Morard sees the term reflecting the characteristics of Jewish-Christian
and Syrian asceticism, ‘celles d’un élu, d’un séparé, d’un célibataire’.?%
Her later definition also includes the sense of wanting a ‘retour a son
unification premiere’30 Poirier has pointed out that Aphrahat combines
multiple senses, such that the unmarried are described as one spirit and
one intellect.3!

One of the difficulties lies in the fact that, as Morard has shown, the pre-
Christian classical sense of the term is not confined to one of these senses.
She gives three senses in Classical usage: ‘un étre unique en son genre’ (like
the sun or the moon), ‘un étre solitaire, isolé par rapport a d’autres’ (like an
island called Monaché separated from the archipelago to which it belongs; cf.
“3” above), and ‘un étre simple, unifié’ (cf. “1” above).32 The papyri interestingly
attest to the same three senses.33

How are we to decide from these options?

Probably the least likely of the three options above is (2). Uro has criticised
the alleged Syriac background to this concept as anachronistic.3* DeConick
has responded to Uro by appealing to ‘this word’s clear linguistic heritage with

25 Leipoldt, Evangelium nach Thomas, 59; cf. A. Gagné, Jésus, la lumiére et le Pére Vivant.
Principe de gémellité dans I' Evangile selon Thomas), Apocrypha 23 (2013), 209—221 (216):
‘solitaire’.

26 Haenchen, Botschaft, 69.

27 L. Leloir, ‘Infiltrations dualistes chez les Péres du désert) inJ. Ries, Y. Janssens & J.-M. Sevrin,
eds. Gnosticisme et monde hellenistique (Louvain: Université Catholique de Louvain, 1982),
326-336 (331).

28 Klijn, ‘Single One’, 271-278.

29  Morard, ‘Monachos, Moine) 377.

30  Morard, ‘Encores quelques réflections’, 399.

31 Poirier, ‘' Evangile selon Thomas (log. 16 et 23), citing Dem. 18.11.

32 Morard, ‘Monachos, Moine, 340.

33 Morard, ‘Monachos, Moine, 346.

34  Uro, ‘Asceticism and Anti-Familial Language, 224-225; cf. Judge, ‘The Earliest Use of
monachos), 87.
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reference to singlehood and celibacy’,3> namely the point that it is the ‘Greek
translation of the Syriac term ihidaja’3¢ It is odd, however, to call this a ‘heritage’,
when the Syriac term first appears two centuries after the Gospelof Thomas. The
problem of the lateness of the Syriac (and Greek) parallels cannot be avoided.3”

More positively, one analogy which is useful is the occurrence of monoxoc
(sic) in the Dialogue of the Saviour, which is often compared with Thomas.
There it appears in the paired phrase ‘the elect and mumonoxoc’ (120,26), and
where the Father is addressed as the one who is the ‘thought and complete
serenity of mmonoxoc’ (121,18): the passage goes on: ‘Again, hear us just as you
heard your elect’ (121,18—20). It is thus another way of referring to the disciples,
with a close association with the title ‘the elect’38

This comports very well with the sense in Thomas, where all three instances
make very good sense as meaning ‘separated from the rest (sc. of human-
ity)), like Isle Monaché mentioned above. In GTh 16, Jesus has brought about
division, such that the disciple is separated from his other family members.
In GTh 49, we have the same connection with election: Jesus’ separating act
means that as a result of being elect they are solitary, separated. In GTh 75,
there is a contrast between ‘the many’ and the monachoi, again suggesting that
those belonging to the Thomas movement are a minority, separated from oth-
ers.

This sense may also fit with the usage in the roughly contemporaneous
Barnabas and Hermas, which attack those who isolate themselves from the
community, using the verb povadew in a negative way. The former warns against
separating oneself from the community () xa® éavtods évdbvovreg povdlete)
as if one had no need for further edification (Barn. 4.10); Hermas talks of
those who have separated themselves from the community and live apart
(povdlovtes), denying Jesus and destroying themselves (Herm. 103 [Sim. 9.26].3).
The point here is a linguistic one, rather than an identification of the Thomas
movement as those who separated from Hermas's community.3?

35  DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 191 1. 25.

36  DeConick, Recovering the Original Gospel of Thomas, 190.

37  Popkes, Menschenbild, 150.

38 On this association, see the helpful discussion in Gagné, Jésus, lalumiére et le Pére Vivant),
216—218.

39  Onemight also note the povotuevot who philosophise in povagtpia in Philo, Contempl. 25,
30.
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This meaning, that of (3) above, is suggested as the primary sense of onaxoc
in Thomas which term then may have been seen as especially appropriate
given its other potential connotations. The probability of other nuances having
attached themselves in Thomas seems especially likely given the irony in GTh
75, with the ‘solitaries’ (or, ‘single ones’) going into the bridal chamber.

Finally we should address the question of whether it is likely that the term
vonaxoc goes back to the second-century Greek version of Thomas. The first
use of povaxés as a noun in the sense of ‘monk’ does not appear until the
fourth century,*® and Popkes is right to observe that the word povayds does
not survive in any of the Greek fragments.#* This can in part be explained by
happenstance, as the Greek does not survive for any of the sayings which in
Coptic have the word. The problem is resolved, however, when it is recognised
that monaxoc may well in Thomas be functioning as an adjective, not as a noun.
Quispel remarked, ‘The Gospel of Thomas is the first writing in the history of
the universe to use the noun “monachos”#2 It is often difficult to tell whether
a Coptic word is a noun or an adjective, however. Indeed, the phrase ‘blessed
are the monachoi and elect’ (penmakapioc ne nHONax0C ayw eTcoTrr) in GTh 49
suggests that it might well not be functioning as a noun. If one encountered
the phrase ‘elect monachoi’ (something like fimonaxoc eTcorn) then one might
assume that monaxoc was a noun. In fact, however, we see the two words joined
with an “and”: ‘blessed are the solitary and elect. (Indeed, the beatitudes in
Matthew and Luke most commonly employ adjectives and participles.) The
point should not be pressed, but if it is right, it removes any difficulty with a
Greek Vorlage at a stroke, because Greek povayds is attested as an adjective from
the time of Aristotle and Epicurus.*® This also means that appeal to a Syriac
Vorlage for the term here is unnecessary, in addition to its other problems.**

40 See Judge, ‘The Earliest Use of monachos..

41 Popkes, Menschenbild, 152.

42 G. Quispel, ‘The Gospel of Thomas Revisited’, in B. Barc, ed. Collogue International sur les
textes de Nag Hammadi (Quebec: Université Laval, 1981), 218266 (237).

43 See the evidence in Morard, ‘Monachos, Moine), 338-340. Judge, ‘The Earliest Use of
monachos', 86, notes that the adjective is common, ‘notably in Plotinus’ The TLG shows
that it appears there 7 times.

44  See Gathercole, Composition, 56-57.
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Mexe 1¢ X€ tNat NHTN MIETE MIE Bak NaY €P0Y YD TETE MIIE MadX€
COTMEY Y METE MIE 61X GMEMMQ" aYM MMEY €l €2Pal 21 GHT' PPMOME

Jesus said, Twill give you what eye has not seen, and what ear has not heard,
and what hand has not touched, nor has it ascended to the heart of man.’

Interpretation

This is a saying with a great number of parallels.?2 Much about the rela-
tionships among the extant sources remains obscure. Some points are
accessible, however. Prior to Thomas, there probably existed a free-floating
idiomatic Jewish saying about ‘what eye had not seen, etc. This was con-
structed from raw materials in Isa. 64.3 + 65.16. This Jewish saying surfaces inde-
pendently in Pseudo-Philo (LAB 26.13) and Paul (1Cor. 2.9). It is modified by
Paul in a soteriological direction, and this exerts an influence upon—among

1 Bibliography for GTh 17: Gértner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 147-149; Nagel, ‘Erwdgun-
gen zum Thomas-Evangelium’, 368-376; M.E. Stone & J. Strugnell, The Books of Elijah: Parts 1-2
(Missoula: Society of Biblical Literature, 1979), 42—73; I. Dunderberg, John and Thomas in
Conflict) in ].D. Turner, & A. McGuire, The Nag Hammadi Library after Fifty Years: Proceedings
of the 1995 Society of Biblical Literature Commemoration (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 361-380 (365
370); W.D. Stroker, Extracanonical Sayings of Jesus (Atlanta: Scholars, 1989),184-186; Saunders,
‘A Trio of Thomas Logia, 49-55; S.J. Patterson, ‘Paul and the Jesus Tradition: It is Time for
another Look’, HTR 84 (1991), 23—41; R. Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La valoracién de los dichos
no canoénicos: el caso de 1Cor. 2.9 y Ev.Tom log. 17} in E. Livingstone, ed. Studia Patristica
XX1V, 406—414; ].-M. Sevrin, ‘““Ce que I'ceil n’a pas vu ...”: 1Co 2,9 comme parole de Jésus),
in J.-M. Auwers & A. Wénin, eds. Lectures et relectures de la Bible (Louvain: Leuven Univer-
sity Press/ Peeters, 1999), 307—324; C.M. Tuckett, ‘Paul and Jesus Tradition. The Evidence of
1Corinthians 2:9 and Gospel of Thomas 17, in T.J. Burke, ed. Paul and the Corinthians: Studies
on a Community in Conflict: Essays in Honour of Margaret Thrall (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 55-73;
T. Onuki, ‘Traditionsgeschichte von Thomas 17 und ihre christologische Relevanz), in idem,
Heil und Erlosung: Studien zum Neuen Testament und Gnosis (WUNT 165; Tiibingen: Mohr,
2004), 221-239; Dunderberg, Beloved Disciple in Conflict, 76—84; Gathercole, ‘The Influence of
Paul on the Gospel of Thomas’, 72—94; Skinner, ‘The Gospel of Thomas’s Rejection of Paul’s
Theological Ideas) 220—241; Gathercole, Composition, 227-249.

2 In addition to those cited below, some of the earliest include: 1 Clem. 34.8; 2 Clem. 11.7; Mart.
Poly. 2.3.
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others—Thomas.? Subsequent to Thomas, one can observe the influence of
GTh 17 only upon some Manichaean texts (M 789, So 18220).4

Irrespective of the place of GTh 17 in the history of the saying’s usage, what
is the key point that Thomas is making here? The two principal options are (a)
the intangibility and the immateriality of true reality, impossible for the senses
to grasp, and (b) the uniqueness of Jesus’ revelation.

The former (a) is often assumed, and Thomas’s addition of the reference
to the ‘hand’ touching appears to fit naturally into a framework in which
the heavenly world cannot be understood in material terms.> Gértner sees a
typically Gnostic polemic against the five senses.6 A polemic against 1John 1.1’s
affirmation that the apostolic gospel is grounded in ‘what we have heard, what
we have seen with our eyes, what we have looked at and touched with our
hands’ is also sometimes thought to be rebutted by Thomas here.”

The problem with this view is that it does not fit very well with the last
of the four negatives in GTh 177—nor has it ascended to the heart of man), as
Dunderberg rightly observes.2 Dunderberg therefore concludes that the more
probable point of GTh 17 is the uniqueness of Jesus’ revelation, noting a close
parallel in GTh 38.1: ‘Many times you have desired to hear these words of mine
which I am speaking to you. And you have no other from whom to hear them.
Because of this, the point of GTh 17 is probably ‘that Jesus gives his followers
something that nobody has experienced before’9

3 This is a very condensed summary of the argument in Gathercole, ‘The Influence of Paul on
the Gospel of Thomas', 86—93; idem, Composition, 237—245. Something very close to this view
is taken also in Plisch, 73.

4 See W.-P. Funk, ‘“Einer aus tausend, zwei aus zehntausend”: Zitate aus dem Thomasevan-
gelium in den koptischen Manichaica), in H.-G. Bethge, S. Emmel, K.L. King & I. Schletterer,
eds. For the Children, Perfect Instruction: Studies in Honor of Hans-Martin Schenke (NHMS 54;
Leiden/ Boston: Brill, 2002), 67-94 (85-86); P. Nagel, ‘Synoptische Evangelientraditionen
im Thomasevangelium und im Manichdismus), in J. Frey, J. Schréter & E.E. Popkes, eds.
Das Thomasevangelium: Entstehung—Rezeption—Theologie (BZNW 157; Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter, 2008), 272—293 (280—281).

5 See e.g. Gértner, Theology of the Gospel of Thomas, 149.

6 Curiously, however, Gértner’s quotation from the Gospel of Truth says almost the opposite of
GTh17.

7 Seee.g. Grant & Freedman, Secret Sayings, 137; see discussion in Onuki, ‘Traditionsgeschichte
von Thomas 17, 233—-236.

8 Dunderberg, John and Thomas in Conflict, 365-370; I. Dunderberg, ‘Thomas’ I-sayings and
the Gospel of John) in R. Uro, ed. Thomas at the Crossroads (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998),
33-64 (45).

9 Dunderberg, ‘Thomas’ I-sayings and the Gospel of John, 45.
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Notes

I will give you. In contrast to Ps.-Philo and Paul, Thomas attributes this saying,
and the action of granting the hidden blessings, specifically to Jesus. The word-
ing here is paralleled in one Manichaean text (M 789). As Trevijano Etcheverria
has noted, this move by Thomas parallels the pattern seen in Hebrews and
Justin Martyr of putting scriptural language into the mouth of Jesus.1

What eye has not seen, and what ear has not heard, and what hand has not
touched, nor has it ascended to the heart of man. The point of interest here
is the reference to the ‘hand’, not found in Ps.-Philo or Paul, or other second-
century references to the formula. As noted above, some have suspected the
contamination of 1Jn 1.1 here.!! Dunderberg points out an intriguing parallel
to Muratorian Fragment 29—31.12 The inclusion of the additional sense proba-
bly has no special significance, however; the point is the uniqueness of Jesus’
revelation in contrast to anything that any human being has received before
through sight, hearing, physical touch, or thought.

10 See Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La valoracién de los dichos no canénicos, 410; Gathercole,
Composition, 241—-242.

11 Sevrin, ‘Ce que I ceil n’a pas vu, 322.

12 Dunderberg, John and Thomas in Conflict, 365—370.
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18.1 MEX€ MMAOHTHC NIC X€ X00C EPON X€ TNEaAH ECNAMWIE Na® Ne€ 18.2
TEX€ IC ATETNGMAIT TaP EBON NTAPXH XEKAAC ETETNAMINE NCa O22H X€ oM
M2 €TE TAPXH MMAY €022H NaMMIE MMay 18.3 oyMakaploc neTaf2 mee
E€PATY’ 2N TaPXH aYMD YNACOYMN 62aH aYD YNaxXl e aN MMOY

18.1 The disciples said to Jesus, ‘Tell us how our end will come.’18.2 Jesus said,
‘Have you uncovered the beginning, such that you seek the end? For where
the beginning is, there the end shall come to be.18.3 Blessed is he who stands
in the beginning: he will know the end and will not taste death.’

Interpretation

This is one of the clearest statements in Thomas that the destiny of the elect is to
return to a primordial condition. With that, there may also be the implication
of an Adamic child-nature before the entry of death in the world:2 this would
make good sense of the connection between 18.2—3, and is also paralleled in
the Gospel of Philip.® There is no sense in Thomas that the eschatological future
is an improvement upon protological realities, or in any way different at all.
This theme is developed in GTh 19, to which the present saying is closely
linked. Some have claimed that there is a cyclical conception of history here.#
In fact, however, Valantasis is more accurate in writing that the kingdom is a
beginning which ‘exists perpetually’ and ‘continues through time’5 it is not

1 Bibliography for GTh18: B.F. Miller, ‘A Study of the Theme of “Kingdom”. The Gospel accord-
ing to Thomas: Logion 18, NovT g (1967), 52—60; K.M. Woschitz, ‘Das Theologoumenon “den
Anfang entdecken” (swxn rap esox wtapxu) im koptischen “Evangelium nach Thomas”
(Logion 18: NHC II 84,9-17), in N. Brox & A. Felber, eds. Anfiinge der Theologie. FS J.B. Bauer
(Graz: Styria, 1987), 139-153; Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 33—43; R. Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La
reconversion de la escatologia en protologia), Salmanticensis 40 (1993), 133-162; Zockler, Jesu
Lehren im Thomasevangelium, 211—214.

2 Woschitz, ‘Das Theologoumenon “den Anfang entdecken”’, 148, noting also the further possi-
ble implication of a genderless state.

3 Gos. Phil. 68,22—24 states that there was no death when Eve was still in Adam.

4 Woschitz, ‘Das Theologoumenon “den Anfang entdecken”’, 141; Hedrick, 48—49.

5 Valantasis, 86; so also, correctly, Plisch, 75.
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that a primordial reality is reinstated at the end. GTh 49, which notes that the

elect originated in the kingdom and will return to it, is also an important par-
allel.

Notes

18.1 The disciples said to Jesus, ‘Tell us how our end will come.’ It is not obvi-
ous whether the disciples are asking: (a) what kind of eschatological scenario
will we experience when the end comes (expecting an answer referring to stars
falling from heaven, their own transformation, etc.)?% or (b) what will the his-
torical circumstances of our death be (expecting an answer about persecution
and martyrdom)?? Two factors favour the former: the reference to their seeking
‘the end’ in Jesus’ reply, and the lack of evidence in Thomas that the disciples
as literary characters expect to be martyred.

18.2 Jesus said, ‘Have you uncovered the beginning, such that you seek
the end?’ Literally, For have you uncovered ...: the rap is out of place here.
This saying may be related to the apocryphal story of Jesus as a boy correcting
his teachers about alpha and beta (IGT 6.9; cf. 13.1—2), which in some form is
adopted by the Marcosians.® (The parallel is not exact: alpha and omega would
fit better with GTh 18.2.) If there is a relation, the thought is that just as Jesus’
first teacher does not understand alpha and therefore cannot possibly deal with
beta (IGT 6.9), so the disciples do not understand the beginning, and so should
not be concerning themselves with the end.

18.2 For where the beginning is, there the end shall come to be. As in GTh
49, the end is not a new reality; rather the disciples will return to it. ‘The end’
(for the disciples) will be located in the place of their origin. Knowledge of this
origin is essential for the true disciple, not least because it will be part of the
interrogation in GTh 50.

18.3 Blessed is he who stands in the beginning. On the beatitudes in
Thomas, see note on GTh 7.1: GTh 18.3 is the second of eleven. The reference
here is to inhabiting paradise. Standing connotes security and permanence,
which is particularly appropriate in this pair of sayings with the reference to
immortality immediately afterward in 18.3 as well as in 19.4, and the nature of
the paradisal trees in 19.3. (On ‘standing’ in Thomas, see further on 16.4 above.)

6 DeConick, 102.
7 Plisch, 75.
8 Irenaeus, AH 20.1.
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18.3 He will know the end and will not taste death. Although only joined to
the main part of the beatitude by ayw (conventionally ‘and’, but not translated
above), there is an implied ‘because’: he is blessed because ‘he will know .... The
answer to the disciples’ question cannot be answered yet: they will only know
the end’ in the future, when they understand, and stand in, the beginning. On
‘tasting death’, see notes to GTh 1.
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19.1 MEXE IC X€ OYMAKAPIOC M€ N'TA2MMME 2a TELH EMMATEYMWIE 19.2
€TETNW)ANQDIIE NAEI MMAOHTHC NTETNCITH aANADAXE NEEIWNE NAPAlA-
KONEI NHTN 19.3 OYNTHTN Tap MMaY NTOY NMHN M MAPA'AICOC €CEKIM AN
NQOM' MOPD 2D MAPE NOYGWBE 2€ €BOX 19.4 MET NACOYMNOY YNaXl e
AN’ MMOY

19.1 Jesus said, ‘Blessed is he who has come into being before he has come
into being. 19.2 If you become disciples of mine and heed my words, these
stones will serve you. 19.3 For you have five trees in paradise, which do not
move in summer or winter, and whose leaves do not fall. 19.4 Whoever knows
them will not taste death.’

Interpretation

The beatitude in19.1 follows directly that of18.3: ‘Blessed is he who stands in the
beginning: he will know the end and will not taste death ... Blessed is he who
has come into being before he has come into being.’ Indeed, GTh 19 as a whole
is closely related to the preceding GTh 18, since they both thematise eschatol-
ogy as protology. Plisch argues that the components of 19.1-3 are unrelated,?
as does Valantasis, who states that because stones that serve and unchanging
trees have nothing to do with rest, the meaning of the saying lies rather in ‘the
manner of its communication’: the reader’s engagement with the diconnected
barrage in GTh 19 inculcates ‘a meta-structure of a mythology of discipleship’3
In fact, however, GTh 19 comprises a neat cluster of sayings on the soteriological
privileges of the elect: they have a position of supremacy over the cosmos (19.2:
‘stones will serve you’), the prospect of a destiny back in Eden (19.3) and a guar-
antee of immortality (19.4). Their pre-existent souls are perhaps the grounds
for this immortality (19.1), but their salvation is also conditional upon their alle-
giance and obedience to Jesus (19.2: ‘If ...”). The characterisation of the elect as

1 Bibliography for GTh 19: Puech, En Quéte de la Gnose, 11.99-105; Williams, Immovable Race,
18-22; Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 44-49; Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La reconversién de la esca-
tologia en protologia) 133-162. See also the bibliography to the Appended Note below on the
‘five trees’.

2 Plisch, 76.

3 Valantasis, 87.



290 LOGION 19

having an existence before their earthly manifestation is certainly an advance
upon the idea of mere election or predestination, and is more individualised
than the conception of the pre-existent church which was current in some lit-
erature contemporaneous with Thomas (2 Clem. 14.1; Herm. 8 [Vis. 2.4].1).

Notes

19.1 Blessed is he who has come into being before he has come into being. On
the beatitudes in Thomas (of which this is the third of eleven), see the note on
GTh 7. The macarism here is almost certainly specific to the elect (the ‘blessed’),
who are defined as having a quality of pre-existence probably not shared by
the doomed mass outside: compare the ‘light within a luminous person’ (GTh
24), and the specificity of the elect as from the kingdom in GTh 49-50. The
nature of that pre-existence is spelled out in more detail in GTh 49-50, where
the audience is defined as those who have come from the kingdom, and from
the light, the place where the light came into being of itself. For the parallels to
this saying in Irenaeus, Lactantius and the Gospel of Philip, see the Introduction
(§ 4, References’) above.

19.2 If you become disciples of mine and heed my words, these stones will
serve you. The association between stones and disciples is different here from
the two instances of the connection in the Synoptic Gospels (Matt. 3.9/ Lk. 3.8;
Lk. 19.40).# The service from the stones is an indication of the superiority to
creation possessed by the true disciples: this authority is expressed elsewhere
as ‘ruling’ (GTh 2) and the obedience of mountains (GTh 48, 106).5 (See further
the notes on GTh 2.4.) The idea often noted that this is lower reality serving
the higher is true,® but needs to be set in the context of Thomas’s particular
theology of the rule of the elect. Here in 19.2, the pre-condition for attaining
this cosmic position is christological, rather than the hermeneutical search in
GTh 2 or the cultivation of unity in GTh 48 and 106; the difference from GTh 2
is lessened, however, when it is recognised that there is a strong focus in19.2 on
‘my words'—i.e. those contained in Thomas.” This saying thus reinforces the
authority of the collection.

4 There is not really any connection between the stones as waiters (cf. paakonel!) and the
stones’ transformation into bread as mentioned in Matt. 4.3/Lk. 4.3; cf. Grant & Freedman,
139.

5 The view of Hedrick, 51, of a magical implication here is unnecessary.

6 E.g. Valantasis, 89.

7 Pokorny, 62.
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19.3 Foryou have five trees in paradise. It is striking that not only do the elect
rule over the stones, but that even the trees of paradise are the possession of the
true disciples. This reference to trees in paradise (a biblical tradition begun in
Gen. 2.9) is one of a great number from the Nag Hammadi codices (e.g. Gos. Phil.
71,22: ‘there are two trees growing in Paradise’). The survey in the Appended
Note below indicates that the pre-Christian evidence for the ‘five trees’ is
uncertain, so that Thomas’s reference here is probably the earliest extant. It is
probably also the source of many of the other references: the Kephalaia quote
Thomas elsewhere, the wording is very similar in the Psalm-Book, and Pistis
Sophia may also be aware of Thomas. (See the discussions in Introduction,
§§3—4, above.)

Although there may be some clues, the subsequent usages do not give a clear
steer on the interpretation of Thomas’s five trees. Four main views have been
taken.

First, the noetic interpretation. H.-C. Puech confidently argues that the ‘five
trees’ are best understood along the lines suggested by the Manichaean paral-
lels. The five trees are the five elements of nous, that is, they are to be under-
stood as the spiritual person in its original existence.® The Acts of Thomas,
for example, refers to the ‘five members), volg, Evwota, ppdwyatg, evBounatg, Aoyt-
oudég (Ac. Thom. 27). To know these trees and taste their fruits in Thomas
would then mean to have knowledge and possession of the true self.9 Such an
elaborate conception is regarded by Lelyveld, probably rightly, as anachronis-
tic.10

On the other hand, Trevijano Etcheverria cautiously prefers the sacramental
interpretation, in part on the basis of the use of the five trees in Pistis Sophia
and 2 Jeu.! On this reading, the five trees are the ‘five seals’ found frequently
elsewhere in Nag Hammadi literature. The principal problem here again is that
the evidence adduced to solve the problem is all later than Thomas.

8 Puech, En quéte de la gnose, 102. The five elements are sense, reason, thought, imagination
and intention: thus F.C. Burkitt, The Religion of the Manichees: Donnellan Lectures for 1924
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1925), 33, and 19 n. 2; or mind, thought, insight,
counsel and consideration: see T. Pettipiece, Pentadic Redaction in the Manichaean Kepha-
laia (NHMS 66; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 223, translating the reference to the five elements in
Theodore bar Konai’s Liber Scholiorum.

9 Puech, En quéte de la gnose, 103.

10 Lelyveld, Logia de la vie, 47.

11 Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La reconversion de la escatologia en protologia 145.
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Thirdly, DeConick refers to the trees of paradise as interpreted in Philo as
virtues (Plant. 36).12 Philo does not make any reference to the number five,
however, and Thomas is not interested in the cultivation of virtues as Philo is.

The final view is a negative one, that of Popkes. He is probably correct that
the best conclusion, in the absence of further evidence, is to remain agnostic
on the matter.1®

19.3 Which do not move in summer or winter, and whose leaves do not fall.
There are two dimensions to the imagery here. First, these trees in paradise
do not ‘move) a term elsewhere negatively valued in contrast to ‘rest’ and
‘standing’* This evokes the theme of stability, which recently appeared in 18.3
(on the theme, see further on 16.4 above). Secondly, and relatedly, the trees
are unaffected by the seasons. The reason for this is probably the widespread
idea that paradise came into being before the creation of the sun and moon,
and therefore because of its prior existence is not subject to their influence.’®
The paradisal house in the Gospel of Judas is ‘the place where the sun and the
moon will not have dominion’ (Gos. Jud. 45,14—24). More explicit on this theme
is Origin of the World, which talks of ‘paradise, which is beautiful and is outside
the orbit of the moon and the orbit of the sun in the land of wantonness ...’
(Origin 110,2—6). This goes back to Jubilees, in which paradise is created on the
third day, before the luminaries which are created on the fourth day: for this
reason, paradise can be envisaged as outside of time.!® The same is predicated
of the church in 2 Clement, ‘the first church, the spiritual one, created before
the sun and moon’ (2 Clem. 14.1). One also finds analogous depictions to that
in Thomas in Syriac literature: for Ephrem, for example: ‘The months blossom
with flowers all around Paradise in order to weave throughout every season a
wreath of blossom to embellish the slopes of Paradise ....17

19.4 Whoever knows them will not taste death. Jesus here requires acquain-
tance with the paradisal trees in the present: knowing them is a condition of
immortality, or perhaps is simply synonymous with it (cf. the same function of
‘standing in the beginning’ and knowing the beginning’ in GTh 18).1® On ‘not
tasting death’, see the notes above on GTh 1.

12 DeConick, 105.

13 Popkes, ‘Von der Eschatologie zur Protologie’, 219.

14  Cf. GTh 50.3, however, where it is positive.

15  Itis not merely that they belong to a transcendent realm (Williams, Immovable Race, 20).

16 Onthe connections between Jubilees and Origin in general, see Wintermute’s note in OTP
I1.56 note ‘m’.

17  Ephrem, Hymns on Paradise, 10.3 (tr. Brock). See also the rest of Hymn 10.

18  Cf. Barn. 11.10: ‘whoever eats from them (the beautiful trees in paradise) will live forever’



LOGION 19 293
Appended Note: The Five Trees in Paradise!®

There has been little detailed study of the motif of the ‘five trees’2? One scholar
has argued that this phrase is not original to Thomas but derives from a mis-
translation of an Aramaic original, but this can be discounted.?! There is a great
number of explicit or implied references to them; the aim here is merely to
present a collection of the material rather than a detailed analysis.

The first possible candidate is actually Genesis. Stead poses the question:
‘But can one find five trees in the Genesis narrative thus: the Tree of Fertility (1,
29), the Tree of Beauty, the Tree of Nourishment, the Tree of Life and the Tree
of Knowledge (2, 9)?"?2 The answer is: not very easily!

Another possibility is Philo’s Plant. 36: ‘For they say that in Paradise there
were plants in no respect similar to those which exist among us, but rather trees
of life, of immortality, of knowledge, of comprehension, of understanding, and
of the knowledge of good and evil’ Because the syntax is ambiguous, it is not
clear here whether there are five or six trees specified; it is more likely that there
are actually six.

3Baruch 4.7 (Slavonic), like Philo, is an expansion of Genesis, according to
which the angel says: ‘When God made the garden, he commanded Michael to
gather together two hundred thousand and three angels to plant the garden;
and Michael planted the olive tree and Gabriel the apple tree, Uriel the nut
tree, Raphael the melon, and Satanael the vine.’ In addition to the problem of
the lateness of the Slavonic manuscripts (c. 13th-18th centuries), however, this
account contains five trees in only some of the Slavonic manuscripts (mss. S
and Z have six trees), and the five appear in none of the Greek texts. As such,

19  Bibliography for Appended Note: Puech, En Quéte de la Gnose, 11.99-105; V. Arnold-
Doben, Die Bildersprache des Manichdismus (Kéln: Brill, 1978), 7-34 (‘Das Bild vom Baum');
Trevijano Etcheverria, ‘La escatologia del Evangelio de Tomas’, 415-441; idem, ‘La reconver-
sién de la Escatologia en Protologia’, 140-145.

20 The most extensive treatment is that of Puech, and there is some discussion of what
Chadwick has called ‘pentadic mysticism’ more widely: see H. Chadwick, Origen: Contra
Celsum (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1953), 347, referring to an abundance
of material in W.L. Knox, St Paul and the Church of the Gentiles (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1939), 155 n. 1.

21 Nagel's complicated theory of an Aramaic original (in which ‘five’ is a mistranslation of
‘in the middle’) relies on the modification of a consonant, an added preposition (‘in’), a
rearrangement of the word-order and appeal to Mandaean Aramaic grammar. See Nagel,
‘Erwédgungen zum Thomas-Evangelium’, 382—383; for criticism of this view, see Gathercole,
Composition, 58-59.

22 Stead, ‘Some Reflections), 397.
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both the antiquity of, and the intention to thematise, the number of trees is far
from clear.23

Perhaps more promising is On the Origin of the World, where, although the
number is not mentioned, five trees are listed in quick succession: the fig tree,
the pomegranate tree, the tree of life, the tree of knowledge, and the olive tree
(110,30-111,8). These may refer to a sacramental process, at least in part, since
the olive tree is explained as the source of the chrism or anointing.

In Manichaean literature, there is first an almost certain reference in the
Psalm-Book. This appears to be a quotation of Thomas: the reference is to ... ]
trees in paradise [... ...] summer and winter’ (Psalm-Book 161,17—29). Although
the number is missing, the context is a list of fives, and so it is probably clear
enough that we are dealing with five trees. The exact reference is unclear, but
when the disciple’s knowledge is perfect, these—and the other fives—are seen
as a spiritual unity. The five trees here are followed by mention of the five
virgins who had oil in their lamps. Much more complex are the five trees in
the Kephalaia of the Teacher, which appear to constitute elemental kinds of
matter from which other living creatures are formed (Keph. 6); they are also
linked to a heavenly source by a conduit, but are at the same time under the
control of the zodiac (Keph. 48).24 Finally, in a treatise preserved in Chinese,
the ‘labourer’ chops down ‘les cinq sortes d’arbres empoisonnés’, and plants
‘les cinq sortes d’ arbres précieux lumineux’?> These latter are interpreted as ‘la

23 On the variations, see H.E. Gaylord, The Slavonic Version of IIIBaruch (Dissertation,
Hebrew University, 1983). I am grateful to Dr Naomi Hilton for drawing my attention to
this thesis.

24  ‘Once again the enlightener speaks to his disciples: Five storehouses have arisen since the
beginning in the land of darkness! The five elements poured out of them. Also, from the
five elements were fashioned the five trees. Again, from the five trees were fashioned the
five genera of creatures in each world, male and female. And the five worlds themselves
have five kings therein; and five spirits, five bodies, five tastes; in each world, they not
resembling one another. (1 Keph. 6). ‘Then the disciples questioned the enlightener. They
said to him: “Look, in that the wheel has no root in this earth, from where did the stars and
signs of the zodiac find this authority? They became masters over these five fleshes and five
trees.”’ (1 Keph. 48). Translations from I. Gardner, The Kephalaia of the Teacher: The Edited
Coptic Manichaean Texts in Translation with Commentary (NHMS; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 34,
129. Cf. elsewhere in 7 Keph. 48 the ‘five shapes of tree’ and the ‘five worlds of the tree), and
note also the very fragmentary 1 Keph. 120.

25 E. Chavannes & P. Pelliot, ‘Un Traité manichéen retrouvé en Chine: Traduit et annoté, JA
18 (1911), 499617 (559, 560). See further p. 562 for the characteristics of the trees, which
overlap with the ‘five’ in the Acts of Thomas.
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pensée, le sentiment, la réflexion, I'intellect, le raisonnement’.26 This five-part
division of the mind probably goes back to Acts of Thomas 27, with its volg,
gwvola, ppévnatg, EvBdunaig, Aoylouds as noted above.

In the Pistis Sophia, two principal points are made about the five trees.?”
First, they will reign with Jesus in his inheritance of light, with the twelve
saviours of the treasury, and the twelve orders which are the emanations of
the seven voices. They occupy a high position, reigning over the three amens,
the twin saviours and the nine guards (PS 86). Secondly, these trees have come
forth from the ‘Fatherless’ but have also divided themselves (PS g5).

In 1-2 Jeu, the references are similarly mysterious.?® The ‘ranks of the five
trees’ are a stage through which the soul goes on its passage (2 Jeu 42; cf. 44).
In one of the treatments of the passage of the souls of the disciples (2 Jeu 50),
they go within the rank of the five trees, which are ‘immovable’/ ‘unmoved’
(acaxeyToc). Jesus also commands the disciples to perform the mystery of the
five trees, as well as that of the seven voices and the great light around the
treasury (2 Jeu 44). These treatments have numerous points of overlap with
those in the Pistis Sophia.

The Untitled Text, which appears with 1-2 Jeu in the Bruce Codex, has in its
heavenly geography a place called ‘Deep’ (Baeoc). In this ‘Deep’, there are three
fatherhoods: in the first is the hidden God, in the third is ‘Silence’ and ‘Spring’;
in the second are the five trees, in the midst of which there is a table, and the
only-begotten Word stands above the table (Untitled Text 4).

In the very fragmentary Balaizah fr. 52, all that can be deduced is that the
five trees are five powers.2? Theodore bar Konai refers to five evil trees: ‘The sin
which fell upon the dry part (of the earth) began to grow in the form of five
trees.’30

26 Puech, En quéte de la gnose, 101.

27 See PS 1;10; 86; 93; 95; 96.

28  1jeu 41; 2 Jeu 42, 44 (bis), 50.

29 ‘.. Thespiritual power, ere she had been revealed, her name was not this, but her name was
Sige. For all they that were in the heavenly paradise were sealed in silence. But such as shall
partake thereof shall become spiritual, having known all; they shall seal the five powers in
silence. Lo, I have explained unto thee, O Johannes, concerning Adam and paradise and
the five trees in an intelligible allegory’ (Bala’izah fr. 52, 11. 14—32). For text and translation,
see WE. Crum, ‘A Gnostic Fragment, JTS 44 (1943), 176-179, and ‘Appendix 6: Bala’izah
Fragment 52, in M. Waldstein & F. Wisse, eds. The Apocryphon of John. Synopsis of Nag
Hammadi Codices 11,1;111,1; and IV,1 with BG 8502,2 (NHMS 33; Leiden/New York/Koln: Brill,
1995), 195.

30 Chavannes & Pelliot, ‘Un Traité manichéen) 528 n. 2, citing H. Pognon, ‘Appendice II:
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An interesting parallel from a distant milieu comes in a reference by E.O.
James to the fact that ‘the five trees which sprang from the cosmic waters on
Mount Maru in Kashmir conferred blissful immortality on the gods.!

Extraits du Livre des Scholies, de Théodore bar Khouni, in idem, Inscriptions mandaites
des coupes de Khouabir (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1899), 181-193 (191).
31 E.O.James, The Tree of Life: An Archaeological Study (Leiden: Brill, 1966), 284.



Logion 20’

20.1 IEXE MMAOHTHC NIC X€ X00C €PON X€ TMNTEPO NMITHYE ECTNTMN ENIM
20.2 TIEX2Y NaY X€ ECTNTMN 2YBABINE NATaM 20.3 (C)COBK Mapa NGPOG
THPOY 20.4 20TaN A€ €Ca(N)2€ XM MK ETOYP 2B EPOY WY2YTEYO EBOX
NNOYNOG NTAP NYMMIIE NCKEMH NRANATE NTTIE

20.1 The disciples said to Jesus, ‘Tell us what the kingdom of heaven is like.’
20.2 He said to them, 1t is like a grain of mustard. 20.3 It is the smallest of all
seeds. 20.4 But when it falls on worked soil, it (sc. the soil) produces a great
branch and becomes a shelter for birds of the air’

Interpretation

This is the third of 14 parables in Thomas (on the parables, see above on GTh 8).
It is also the first of a block of three logia which ‘liken’: GTh 20 concerns what
the kingdom is like; GTh 21 is about what the disciples are like; GTh 22 draws a
comparison with the likeness of those who enter the kingdom. GTh 20 shares
elements in common with the versions of the parable of the Mus